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Los Angeles County One Cateway Plaza 213.92:
Metrapolitan Transportation Authority Los Angeles. CA gooi2-2052 metso.net

FINANCE AND BUDGET COMMITTEE
MARCH 16, 2011

SUBJECT: GOLD LINE FOOTHILL EXTENSION

ACTION: APPROVE AMENDMENTS TO FOOTHILL EXTENSION FUNDING
AGREEMENT

RECOMMENDATIONS

Authorize the CEQO to amend the Gold Line Foothill Extension Funding Agreement
(“Agreement”) to:

A. Increase the Phase 2A budget by $45 million from $690 million to a total revised
Life-of-Project (“LOP”) budget of $735 million.

B. Allocate $27.4 million of the revised LOP budget to MTA 1o cover the estimated
cost of Measure R bond financing to meet Phase 2A’s accelerated schedule,
based on Attachment C.

C. Make all necessary modifications to the Agreement consistent with the
discussions outlined in this board report.

RATIONALE

The Gold Line Construction Authority (“Construction Authority”) has requested an
addition of $45 million to their Phase 2A LOP budget based on more up-to-date
analysis of project cost estimates as reflected in their revised Construction Authority
Board adopted budget outlined in Attachments A and B.

Staff has been working with the Censtruction Authority to ensure they have met MTA’s
Unified Cost Management Process and Policy criteria, as amended through board
motions. Attachment D outlines efforts undertaken by the Construction Authority to
meet those requirements. The Construction Authority Board took action on February 9
to adopt their staff's recommendations regarding the cost increases.



The Agreement currently allows for $10 million as a working capital advance (Section
3.2). The Construction Authority has requested a $20 million increase to the working
capital advance to a total project advance of $30 million. Originally, the Construction
Authority anticipated a design/build/finance contract enabling the contractor to withhold
invoicing the project as construction expenses were incurred. However, since MTA is
currently providing financing for the project on a reimbursement basis, the Construction
Authority requires additional working capital to pay invoices as they are submitted by
their contractors.

The Agreement would be further modified to aliow LACMTA to provide Construction
Authority with its grant funds without annual limitations and on a reimbursement basis,
subject to the LOP budget amount. Annual amounts shown in the Agreement are for
cash flow planning purposes only. As part of the Payment Schedule Annual Review in
February of each year, MTA staff will determine the financing cost based on actual
expenditures for the previous year.

The Agreement would also be modified with regard to the cost sharing of the O&M
Facility. The MTA Board originally authorized MTA to pay 75% of an agreed-to budget
amount for the O&M Facility. However, the parties have agreed that MTA will be
responsible for 75% of actual costs for the O&M Facility with & cap of 75% of an
agreed-to budget amount. Staff plans to return next month to obtain the Board's
approval of the O&M Facility budget which will include land acquisition costs and design
and construction costs for the O&M facility.

In order to assure transparency in project management, schedule and costs, new
language will be added to the Agreement to require the Construction Authority’s Project
Management Information System (PMIS) to be compatible with MTA’s PMIS.
Moreover, MTA staff will have access to the Construction Authority’s PMIS for review
and oversight purposes.

BACKGROUND

Measure R allocates $735 million ($810.5 million escalated per the Long Range
Transportation Plan {LRTP)) for the Gold Line Foothill Extension to Claremont. The
Agreement only addresses Phase 2A (Pasadena to Azusay), therefore the grant amount
is $690 million, the anticipated project cost for Phase 2A at the time the Agreement was
executed. The Agreement provides that if it appears that the Phase 2A budget may
exceed $690 million, either because the Construction Authority requires additional
funds or MTA requires additional funds for MTA Project Costs a request for a budget
increase shall be made to the MTA Board, along with proposals for cost recovery,
including without limitation, a re-scope of the Project, or alternatively, the Construction
Authority may request the approval of MTA Board to use funds allocated to the project
in excess of $690 million but not to exceed $810.5 million. The requested $45 miltion
will come from the excess Gold Line Foothill Light Rail Transit Extension project funds,
thereby reducing the funds avaitable for Phase 2B. The Construction Authority has
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indicated that they will be seeking non Federal New Starts funding to secure the
estimated $550 million needed for Phase 2B.

The Agreement recognized that the parties intended to facilitate project acceleration
within the $690 million grant amount. In November 2010, MTA raised over $750 million
by issuing Build America (“BABS”) and tax exempt bonds to take advantage of
historically low interest rates and, in the case of BABS the expiring 35% direct Federal
interest subsidy. The final interest rate of the entire bond issuance was 3.52%, a
substantially lower rate than that available from the private sector. The financing cost
associated with the bonds for the amount requested by Construction Authority is
estimated to be $27.4 million. The financing cost will be added to the MTA Project
Costs for a revised MTA Project Costs of $173,580,000. The Construction Authority
Board took action to approve the initially estimated $21 million in financing cost as part
of the revised LOP budget on February 9, 2011. The additional $6.4 million in financing
cost, due to the project cost increase, is included in the contingency portion of the
Construction Authority Board approved LOP budget.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

No financial impact is anticipated from the LOP budget increase because the $45
million request is within the total project cost in the Long Range Transportation Plan.
HMowever, the additional funds requested will bring the project budget closer to the cap
within Measure R, limiting the amount of available funding for future modifications to
Phase 2A or development of the Phase 2B extension of the project from Azusa to
Claremont.

The $20 million advance is within the project’'s FY12 budget amount.

Impact on Bus and Rail Operating and Capital Budget

The recommended actions have no impact on MTA's bus and rail operating budgets as
Measure R 35% cannot be used for transit operations.

ALTEBNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could decide to deny the Construction Authority’s request for additional
funding. This option is not recommended since the LRTP allocated $810.5 million for
the Foothill Extension to Claremont and the revised LOP amount is within this cap.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval, staff will modify the Agreement to reflect the changes set forth in
this board report.
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ATTACHMENTS

A. Gold Line Construction Authority Letter

B. Approval of Foothill Extension Financial Plan Revision 5
C. Expenditure Plan — Cost and Cash Flow Budget
D. Cost Management Process

Prepared by: Diego Cardoso, Executive Officer, Countywide Planning
Shahrzad Amiri, Deputy Executive Officer, San Gabriel Valley Area Team
Philbert Wong, Transportation Planning Manager 1V
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Martha Welborne, FAIA
Executive Director, Countywide Planning

itk T Fealy

Arthur T. Leahy
Chief Executive Officer
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ATTACHMENT A

Metro Gald Line Foothill Extension
Constraction Authority

402 T Hurbngton On
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February 17, 2011 BLCA-MTA-120
Board Members;
2 Teassito
chair \ lor
Councit Member, Mr. Paul T?yl(}l .
City of Glendora Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Appaines of .
City of Pasadena Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority
e One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-25-1
Gouncil Member, Los Angeles, California 30012
City of Claremont
Appo'!ntee: of
et SUBJECT: Funding Transfer Agreement Amendment
Governments
Dear Paul:
EdP.R '
2" viceegzsatr
Cauncil Member, N . . .-
Sty of Los Angeles We have agreed with vou to request two separate approvals from LACMTA’s Board
Styail 1ave agre q parate app
e Angeles of Directors in one LACMTA Board Report. The first approval is for LACMTA to
charge the Construction Authority interest of $21 million associated with the
Keith Hanks LACMTA financing. The second approval is a request 1o increase contingency levels
Cainci Member, and the amounts allocaled to certain budget items to more conservative levels as
rointen ot approved by the Construction Authority Board in the amount of $45 million. At the
Siy o Soutn end of the transaction, the project budget would be $735 million presently allocated
for Phase 2A.
Jchn Fasana
Mamb . . . .
c;f.:xcﬁhember, On February 9, 2011, the Construction Authority Board approved a revised Foothill
;p{ffli'fo'ﬁe Extension Financial Plan Revision 5 which includes the $735 million for Phase 24
o ngeles County noted above. Attachment C (Expenditure Plan) for the Funding Agreement has also
Tensporation been revised accordingly. While Metro’s project costs remain the same at $146.8
Suhoaty million, the total Metro cost should be adjusted to $167.18 million to reflect the 821
il Bogaard million in financing cost. The Measure R 35% revenues were adjusted to account for
Temoer, Non-voting any deficit in the original Attachment C,
ity of Pasadena
Anonk . City of . . . .
ooeadena T The changes from the previous Attachment C include decreases for the IFS Bridge
ges 1101 P g
_ _ from $24.0 million to $18.6 million, Professional Services from $94.0 to $65.0 and
~:e;;::';";:"3;mg Project Contingency from $47.65 million to $44.0 million. Increases include
g;fgm;riai Guideways from $99.0 million to $113.0 million, Parking Lots fom $10.0 million io
$20.0 million, Parking Structures from $20.0 million to $31.0 million, MCA’s from
Daniel M. Evans $7.0 million to $12.0 million, Right-of-Way from $15.0 million to $30.0 million, and
Hemer, Non-Vofing Project Reserve / Financing from $0.0 to $21.0 million. All of these changes are
f‘jgg‘q’;’::agﬁ:f} based upon our engineer’s and independent reviewer’s best estimate at this time. The
Se.tn Pasadena net effect of these decreases and increases projects a budget of $735 million. The

proposed budget increase of $45 million will result in less funding available for the

Executive Officer:

Hapib F. Balian
Zwef Executive Cfficer
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Azusa to Claremont segment which is unfunded {approximately $550 million) during
this planning phase. The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority
has met the required 3% local funds match amount of $23 million as noted in Metro’s
July 24, 2008 Expenditure Plan Attachment A.

According to our schedule for the Azusa to Montclair segment, planning &
engineering and the environmental work necessary to secure funding and begin
construction would be late 2014. However, the Authority at this time has not secured
funding commitment for construction, but will over the course of the next year work
with our congressional delegation on: identifying funding other than federal New
Starts to fund the approximately $550 million project.

Attached is the Authority’s Cost Manager Plan report on the proposed Unified Cost
Management Process and Policy as presented to the MTA board in June 2010. The
Authority addresses Value Enginecting and/or Scope Reductions, Shorter
Segmentation, New Local Agency Funding Resources, Other Cost Reductions within
the Same Transit Corridor, Other Cost Reductions within the Same Sub-Region and
Countywide Transit Cost Reductions and/or Other funds wilt be Sought using Pre-
Established Priorities.

Also attached is Attachment C (Expenditure Plan) to the Funding Agreement.

Again, my thanks for your help and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Habib F, Balian

Chief Executive Officer

Attachments: (1) Adopted Foothill Extension Financial Plan Revision 3 with
Authority Board Changes

(2) Attachment C “Expenditure Plan”
(3) White Paper - Unified Cost Management Process and Policy



Board Members:

Doug Tessitor
Chair

Council Member,
Cily of Glendora
Appointes of
City of Pasadena

Sam Pedroza

1* Yice Chair
Council Member,
City of Claremont
Appointee of

San Gabriel Valley
Council of
Governments

Ed P. Reyes

2" Vice Chair
Council Member,
Ciy of Los Angeles
Appointee of

City ol Los Angeles

Keith Hanks
Member
Council Member,
City of Azusa
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ATTACHMENT B

Revised Per Board - Changes Highlighted

Agenda Item: 7.b.

TO: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors
FROM: Habib F. Balian, CEQC
DATE: February 9, 2011

SUBJECT: Approval of Foothill Extension Financial Plan Revision 5

RECOMMENDATION:

The Board of Directors approval of the attached Foothill Extension Financial
Plan Revision 5 of $1,167.0 million.

SUMMARY:

The Board of Directors adopted the original Foothill Extension Financial Plan
on March 24, 2004 and was last revised on October 27, 2010 for a total
project budget of $1,167.0 million.

The attached proposed Financial Plan Revision 5 incorporates the current
assessment of changes to project revenues and expenditures that accurately
reflect the most recent project outlook. Overall, the total proposed financial
plan revision 5 does not change from $1,167.0 million.

On the revenue side, Financial Plan Revision 5 remains at $1,167.0 million.
To date, the Authority has secured $775.0 million in revenue commitments of
which approximately $31.0 million has been received through December 31.

Changes in the major budget categories between the Financial Plan Revision
4 and Financial Plan Revision 5 as illustrated in the table below. Measure R
— 2A has increased and Federal / Other has decreased.

On the expenditure side, Financial Plan Revision 5 remains at $1,167.0
million. Changes in the major budget categories between the Financial Plan
Revision 4 and Financial Plan Revision 5 are illustrated in the table below.
Construction — 2B has decreased while Project Reserve / Financing have
increased.

As stated previously in Financial Plan Revision 4, Metro plans to issue bonds
to pay for the first three years of expenditures for this project. The Authority
would receive adequate funds to cover project, design and construction costs
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up to the previously approved $690M directly from Metro however as a result
of recent discussions with Senior Metro staff, all Metro Measure R projects
will now be charged interest on bond funding. Based on this assumption, this
budget revision has been adjusted accordingly. Based on this bond funding
pian, the escalated $735 million revenue expected is difficult to estimate
however it will be less than anticipated.

Foothill Extension Financial Plan Project Summary

FOOTHILL EXTENSION FINANCIAL PLAN

in millicns of §) Adopted Proposed Proposed Adopted Proposed
Rev 4 Rev 5 Variance Rev 5 Variance

JREVENUES
kcaa 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Iinterest Income 2.0 2.0 Q.0 20 0.0
Bridge Beplacement 13.9 13.9 0.0 13.9 .0
Phase 1 Carryover 4.0 4.0 Q.0 4.0 0.0
Pl aintenance and Operation Facility 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0
Cities 110 11.0 0.0 11.0 0.0
Real Estate - Phase 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
[State SHA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0
Peasure R - 2A 690.0 711.0 21.0 735.0 45.0

casure B - 2B 450 45.0 0.0 45.0 0.0
ISANBAG 552 55.2 0.0 55.2 0.0
Federal TCSP 2.9 2.9 0.0 2.9 0.9
Federal Bus Intermod al Plan 9.0 9.0 0.0 9.0 0.0
Federal New Starts 2004 MTA Passthrough 4.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0
Federal New Starts 2005 MT A Passthrough 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 Q.0
Federal Mew Starts 2006 Corridar Study 2.5 2.5 Q.0 2.5 0.0
Federal / Other 326.0 305.0 {21.0} 281.0 (453
[F atat Foothiii Extension Revenuss 11670 RALTAY VAL L1670 23
|
[EXPENDITURES
IProgram Management and Ad min 1.7 891.7 0.0 g91.7 0.0
lMasterCooperative Agreement 12.0 12.0 0.0 12.0 0.0
Real Eztate Including Row Acgh 25.0 25.0 0.0 30.0 5.0
U tility Relo cation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hazardous Material / Environmental Serv 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1Special Programs 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0
IProcurement/ Vehicles 60.0 60.0 0.0 60 .0 0.0
IC onstruction - iFS 18.6 18.6 0.0 18.6 0.0
Canstruction -2A / M&Q ™ 360.4 360.4 0.0 367.4 7.0
IConstruction - 2B 450.0 429.0 (210 405.0 4500
[construction - Parking Structures” 28.0 28.0 0.0 31.0 3.0
IM aintenance and Operation Facility Land 20.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0
IATA Project Costs 66.0 66.0 0.0 66 .0 0.0
Eontingency® 35.0 35.0 0.0 44.0 9.0
Froject Reserva / Financing® 0.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0

otal Foothill Extension Expenditures 1,167.0 i,167.0 0.0 1,167.0 0.0

* Total DB2 contract value estimated at $440 million includes additional

Metro shared capital costs.
A High-risk items.
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:

The total Foothill Extension Project Financiai Plan remains at $1,167.0
million.

DISCUSSION:

Below is an explanation of changes to the Financial Plan by major category.

Revenues - $1,167.0 Million ($0.0 million increase)

SCAG -$1.0 Million {no variance)

To date, the Authority has received $0.93 million from SCAG related to the
Alternatives Analysis work.

Interest Income - $2.0 Million {no variance)

The interest income budget has no change. This amount reflects the
estimated interest income through the project.

Bridge Replacement - $13.9 Million (no variance)

To date, the Authority has received $13.9 million for bridge replacement.

Phase | Carrvover -$4.0 Million (no variance}

To date, the Authority has transferred $4.0 million from Phase | to the Foothill
Extension.

Maintenance and Operation Facility -$0 Million (no variance)

Maintenance and Operation Facility has no change.

Cities - $11.0 Million (no variance)

To date, the Authority has not received any cash contribution from the Cities
however the Cities may contribute like kind services in the future in the
amount of $1.0 million from each of the cities along the Foothill Extension.
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Real Estate - $0.00 Million (no variance)

The Real Estate budget reflects the expected phase |l real estate contribution
from the MTA or other sources. The MTA previously paid and purchased the
existing Foothill Extension ROW in the 1990's and subsequently transferred
to the Authority. The Authority does not expect additional real estate
revenue.

State SHA - $0 Million (no variance)

The State SHA has no change.

Measure R — 2A - $7H1-0-Million{$21-0 Millionincrease}
Revised Per Board $735.0 Million ($45.0 Million increase)

The Measure R — 2A budget increases from $690 million to $711 miliion,
which is the latest estimated project cost to extend the line from Pasadena to
Azusa.

Measure R — 2B - $45.0 Million (no variance}

The Measure R — 2B budget remains the same at $45.0 miflion.

SANBAG - $55.2 Million {no variance)

The SANBAG budget remains the same at $55.2 million, which is the
estimated cost to extend the light rail line from a proposed Claremont station
to a proposed Montclair station in addition to their share of the MTA
Maintenance Facility. SANBAG has agreed to pay their share to extend the
line from Claremont to Montclair.

Federal TCSP — $2.9 Million (no variance}

The Federal TCSP budget remains unchanged, which reflects the
appropriated and committed amount to date.

Federal Bus Intermodal Plan - $9.0 Million (no variance)

The Federal Bus Intermodal Plan budget remains the same at $9.0 million,
which reflects the amount in the recent Transportation bill for Bus and Bus
Facilities of three years at three million per year.



Board of Directors
Agenda item 7.b.
February 9, 2011

Page 5 of 8

Federal New Starts 2004 - $4.0 Million (no variance)

The Federal New Starts 2004 budget remains unchanged, which reflects the
appropriated and committed amount to date.

Federal New Starts 2005 - $0.5 Million {no variance)

The Federal New Starts 2005 budget remains unchanged, which reflects the
appropriated and committed amount to date.

Federal New Starts 2006 Corridor Study - $2.5 Million (no variance}

The Federal New Starts 2006 budget remains the same at $2.5 million which
includes the second year corridor study.

Federal Other - $305-0-Million{$21-0-Million-decrease}
Revised Per Board $281.0 Million ($45.0 Million decrease)

The Federal Other budget decreases $21.0 million from $326.0 million to
$305.0 million which is the current additional estimate of Federal dollars
necessary per the Authority’s engineer estimate to complete phase 2B at this
time.

Expenditures $1,167.0 Million ($0.0 million increase)

Program Management and Administration- $91.7 Million (no variance)

Program Management and Administration budget remains the same at $21.7
mitlion which includes a combination of Authority Administration, Program
Management, and Non Measure R work to reflect the current status of the
project and the Authority’s best estimate at this time.

Master Cooperative Agreements - $12.0 Million {no variance}

The Master Cooperative Agreements budget remains the same at $12.0
million which includes Board Represented Agencies, County and State
Agencies and Other Agencies based upon our engineer's current estimates at
this time which include the Foothill Extension Cities, Caltrans, Metrolink and
the Sanitation District.
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Real Estate - $25-0-Million-{no-variahee)
Revised Per Board $30.0 Million ($5.0 Million increase)

The Real Estate budget remains the same at $25.0 million. This amount is
the current estimated cost to purchase additional properties necessary to
complete the line based on our engineers estimate including legal fees and
environmental evaluations. Property acquisitions have been defined. Based
on recent purchases, real estate may be higher than the original per square
foot estimate.

Utility Relocation - $0.0 Million (no variance)

The Utility Relocation budget remains the same at zero as that amount is
included in the Contractors construction costs listed below in Construction —
2A/M&O.

Hazardous Material and Environmental Services - $0.0 Million (no variance)

The Hazardous Material and Environmental Services budget remains the
same at zero as that amount is included in the Contractors construction costs
listed below in Construction — 2A/M&O.

Procurement / Vehicles -$60.0 Million (no variance)

The Procurement budget remains the same at $60.0 million, which is the
expected cost of purchasing fifteen light rails vehicles for the Foothill
Extension at $4.0 million each. -

Construction IFS - $18.6 Million (no variance)

The Construction IFS budget remains the same at $18.6 million which is the
current expectation of the project by the Authority. Construction IFS was
previously included in Construction 2A.

Construction 2A/M&0 - $360-4-Million-{ro-varance)
Revised Per Board $367.4 Million ($7.0 Million increase)

The Construction 2A/M&QO budget remains the same at $360.4 million, which
is the current expectation of the project by the Authority. Construction IFS and
Construction Parking Structures previously were reclassified from
Construction 2A while Construction M&Q was previously reclassified from
Maintenance and Operations Facility. The MTA 75% share and the
Authority’s 25% share of potential mitigations in the amount of $15.75 million
for work to be performed by others is included as well as the costs of
construction for 2A, 2A provisional sums, Authority's M&O 25% Construction
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share. Metro’'s 75% M&O construction share will come from a different
revenue source directly from MTA. Until the Authority receives bids from
Contractors, the actual cost is unknown.

Construction 2B - $429.0-Million{$21.0-Millier-decrease}

Revised Per Board $405.0 Million {$45.0 Million decrease)

The Construction budget decreases $21.0 million from $450.0 million to
$429.0 million which is the current expectation of the project by the Authority.

Construction Parking Structures - $28-0-Millisn-{no-varance)
Revised Per Board $31.0 Million ($3.0 Million increase)

The Construction Parking Structures budget remains the same at $28.0
million which is the current expectation of the project by the Authority.
Construction parking structures was previously included in Construction 2A.
Until the Authority receives bids from Contractors, the actual cost is unknown.

Maintenance and Operation Facility Land - $20.0 Miliion {no variance)

The Maintenance and Operation Facility budget remains the same at $20.0
million to properly reflect the current status based on our engineers current
estimates. Maintenance and Operation Facility Construction previously had
been reclassified to Construction 2A/M&0O. This amount is the Authority’s
25% share of the M&QO land costs. Metro’'s 75% share will come from a
different revenue source directly from MTA,

MTA Project Costs - $66.0 Million {no variance)

The MTA Project Costs budget remains the same at $66.0 million to properly
reflect the part of the amount per the proposed Measure R Funding
agreement between the Construction Authority and the LACMTA.

Contingency - $35-0-Million{nro-variance}
Revised Per Board $44.0 Million ($9.0 Million increase)

The Contingency budget remains the same at $35.0 million based on our
engineer's current estimate. The $35.0 million the Authority is carrying as
contingency represents an approximate 8% contingency of Construction
2A/M&O, Construction IFS and Construction Parking Structure which also is
in our allowable contingency range of construction costs. As the project
progresses, the Authority will adjust this line to reflect the status at that time.
Contingency for this type of project typically would be a minimum of 10% of
project costs. Other local projects in the region carry in excess of 10%
contingency.
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Project Reserve / Financing -$21.0 Million ($21.0 million increase)

The Project Reserve / Financing budget increases $21.0 million from $0.00 to
$21.0 million.
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ATTACHMENT D
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

In accordance with the proposed Unified Cost Management Process and Policy as
presented to the MTA Board in June 2010, the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension
Construction Authority evaluated the Pasadena to Azusa segment of the Foothill
Extension project prior to submitting a request o increase the budget from $690 to $735
million ($45 million increase). It should be noted that although an increase in budget for
the Pasadena to Azusa segment is necessary, the proposed budget of $735 million is
wel under the overall $810 million budget for the Foothill Extension project.

The June 2010 version of the proposed Unified Cost Management Process and Policy
states the following:

“If increases in cost estimates occur at any of the milestones above, the MTA will
address the issue prior to taking any action necessary to permit the project to
move to the next mifestone. Increases in cost estimates will be measured
against the 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan as adjusted by subsequent
actions on cost estimates taken by the MTA Board. Shorifalls will first be
addressed at the project level prior to evaluation for any additional resources
using these methods in this order:

a. Value enginegering and/or scope reductions;

b. Shorter segmentation;

c. New local agency funding resources;

d. Other cost reductions within the same transit corridor;
e. Other cost reductions within the same sub-region; and,

f.  Countywide transit cost reductions and/or other funds will be sought using
pre-established priorities.

As stated in the policy, the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority
evaluated the identified $45 million shortfall using the six methods (a-f} identified above.
Each evaluation method if discussed in detail below.

Value Engineering and/or Scope Reductions

An extensive and continuous value engineering and scope reduction effort has been
performed on the Foothilf Extension project throughout its development. However,
specific value engineering and scope reduction measures were taken in 2010 on the
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ATTACHMENT D
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

Pasadena to Azusa segment to maintain the project’s budget. These measures are
identified in Attachment A of this document and are summarized as follows:

Value Engineering/Scope Reduction ltem ROM Savings
Eliminated Service Road $21 Million
Reduced Retaining Walt Heights $10 Miilion
Relocated Irwindale Parking $8 Million
Re-profiled Streets Crossing Tracks $5 Million
Modified Sierra Madre Villa Pocket Track $1.5 Million
Tire Derived Aggregate in lieu of Ballast Mat $1 Million
Miscellaneous ltems $20 Million
Total $66.5 Million

Shorter Segmentation

The Foothill Extension project described in Measure R is a 24-mile extension of the
Pasadena Gold Line from the existing Sierra Madre Villa station to Claremont. The
Foothill Extension project has been segmented to Azusa, which is approximately 11.5
miles.

New Local Agency Funding Resources

Each of the five Pasadena to Azusa corridor cities have agreed to contribute $1 million
each to the project for a total of $5 million local contribution. in addition, the City of
Arcadia has agreed to project $12 million in funding for a grade separation of Santa
Anita Boulevard. The City of Arcadia has further agreed to fund an extension of the
new Colorado Bridge and other Arcadia Station improvements in the amount of
$400,000.

The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority has executed
agreements with all major project stakeholders. Each of these agreements requires the
project stakeholder to fund improvements beyond the baseline project scope.

Other Cost Reductions within the Same Transit Corridor

A total of $810 million has been allocated to the 24-mile Foothill Extension Project. All
funds not used on the Pasadena to Azusa segment will be used for the Azusa to
Claremont segment. The proposed budget increase of $45 miillion results in less
funding available for the Azusa to Claremont segment.
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ATTACHMENT D
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension
Cost Management Process

Other Cost Reductions within the Same Sub-Region

As stated in the previous evaluation method, all funds not used on the Pasadena to
Azusa segment will be used for the Azusa to Claremont segment. The proposed
budget increase of $45 million results in less funding available for the Azusa to
Claremont segment.

Countywide Transit Cost Reductions and/or Other funds will be Sought using
Pre-Established Priorities

The proposed budget increase of $45 million will result in less funding availabie for the
Azusa to Claremont segment.
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Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

ATTACHMENT D

ATTACHMENT A
Project Category Value Engineering itern(s) ROM Savings
Utilities . Agreements have been executed that
require utility to pay for certain relocations
within existing right-of-way $3 000,000
s Utility refocation risk has been carefully
atlocated to avoid excessive risk money in bid $2,000,000
Earthwork/Retaining . Profile has been lowered to minimize
Walls retaining wall heights $8,000,000
s Allowed use of ballast curbs in lieu of short
retaining walls $500,000
s Cut slopes on public property in lieu of
retaining walls from the 1-605 tc San Gabriel
Bridge $300,000
. Performed additionai survey to better
define project to reduce risk money $1,550,000
s Obtained deviation to move retaining walls
closer to property line to minimize retaining wall
height $2,000,000
Sound Walls ¢ The locations and heights of sound walls are
specified in a mitigation measure in the
Environmental impact Report {EIR) and cannot
be modified N/A
Vibration Mitigation . The locations of vibration dampening
measures are specified in a mitigation measure
in the EIR and cannot be modified N/A
+ Specified tire derived aggregate in lieu of
ballast mat $1,080,000
¢ Avoided floating slab by use of vibration
easement $500,000
Intersection e Intersection that require improvements are
Improvements specified in the EIR N/A
. Streets crossing the track have been re-
profiled at five grade crossings to reduce
intersection construction $5.000,000
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Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

ATTACHMENT D

Project Category Value Engineering ltem(s) ROM Savings

. Construction limits have been clearly

identified on contract drawings to reduce risk

money in bid $925,000
Grade Crossing Warning [ =  Safety requirements dictate scope of work
System for this category, which reduces the

opportunities for value engineering in this

category N/A

. The grade crossing warning system is

regulated by the California Public Utilities

Commission (CPUC), which reduces the

opportunities for value engineering in this

categor

gory N/A

¢ The shared corridor portion of the project

requires compliance with SCRRA standards N/A
Bridges . Colorado Bridge realignment eliminated

required property acquisition $110,000

s Reduced length of Santa Anita Wash Bridge $2,000,000

s  Re-profiled Foothill Boulevard in lieu of

jacking up existing bridge to address clearance

I3sUe $150,000

e Eliminated blue tight stations for all bridges

other than four {approximately 17 bridges} $510,000
Stations = The number and locations of the project’s

stations are specified in the EIR N/A

s Ali of the stations are at-grade N/A

. The project’s stations are basic and

standardized with only color palette, art,

landscaping, and pavers differing from one

station to the other N/A

. No station is close enough o another

station to warrant elimination, and elimination

of a station would result in a relatively small

savings (S3M) N/A

. The stations’ canopy lengths are the

minimum required by the Metro design criteria N/A

s Arcadia station changed from side to center

platform $1,000,000
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Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

ATTACHMENT D

Project Category

Value Engineering lemi(s)

ROM Savings

. Eliminated seismic detection devices from
at-grade stations

$150,000

Trackwork

. Reuse of existing freight rail for M&O
Facility track

$750,000

. Received approval from SCRRA to reuse
existing 115LB freight rail in lieu of SCRRA
required {new) 13618 rail

$620,000

s Reuse of bailast for sub-ballast

$1,400,000

» Reduced pocket track turnouts

51,200,000

s Simpilified remaining pocket track turnouts

$400,000

¢ Eliminated two turnouts in M&O Facility

$800,000

Freight Reconstruction

e Reduction in separation between freight and
light rail in shared corridor would reduce cost
but current separation is required to obtain
Federal Ratiroad Administration suggested safety
standards

N/A

tandscaping

. Unlike the Orange and Expo lines, the
project has minimal landscaping

N/A

Communications System

Due to stringent requirements in Metro design
criteria and Metro’s required standardized
equipment, there are few opportunities for
value engineering in this category; however,
items implemented are as follows:

N/A

. Eliminated fire suppression system in
unmanned communicaticns bungalows

5600,000

. Eiiminated manual pull stations in
unmanned buildings/bungalows

$120,000

Train Control System

Due to stringent requirements in Metro design
criteria and Metro’s required performance
specification  language, there are few
opportunities for value engineering in this
category; however, items implemented are as
follows:

N/A
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Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

ATTACHMENT D

Project Category Value Engineering Item(s) ROM Savings
Traction Electrification Due to stringent requirements in Metro design
System criteria and Metro’s requirement to provide
traction power substations, there are few
opportunities for vatue engineering in this
category; however, items implemented are as
follows:
N/A
»  Eliminated manual pull stations in TPSSs $80,000
» Avoided additional property acquisition by
locating two substations adjacent to parking
¢  Eliminated Overhead Contact System {OCS)
double messenger wire in two sections of the
alignment $1,000,000
¢  Eliminated all OCS poles on existing 1-210
bridge (in Azusa) $100,000
Parking Facilities ¢ The project’s parking requirements are
specified in the EiR N/A
»  Each parking structure is a basic design with
minimal architectural features N/A
* Irwindale parking was modified to reduce
property acquisition, eliminate vehicular tunnel,
and eliminate extensive backfill {approximately
130,000 cubic yards) $8.000,000
Insurance . Insurance requirements are hased on
Metro’s Risk  Management Department’s
recommendations N/A
Miscellaneous . Eliminated reliability demonstration test
{retained system performance demonstration
test) 51,000,000
+ Eliminated key card system 5400,000
» Eliminated service road $21,120,000
. Significant coordination with project
stakeholders to fully develop project scope and
reduce project risk N/A
$66,590,000

Page 7 of 8




ATTACHMENT D
Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension

Cost Management Process

Page 8 of 8




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 900
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.66667
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


