INFORMAL STAFF REPORT

MEMORANDUM
To: Margie C. Rose, City Manager
Thru: Mark Van Vleck, P.E., Assistant City Manager
Valerie H. Gray, P.E., Executive Director Public Works
From: Jeff Edmonds, P.E., Director of Engineering Servic
Date: February 2, 2017

Subject: CITY COUNCIL ACTION REQUEST (CCAR) - January 31, 2017
BIDDING STREET BOND PROJECTS WITH BOTH PORTLAND CEMENT
CONCRETE (PCC) AND HOT-MIX-ASPHALT-CONCRETE (HMAC)

| E:

During the January 31, 2017 City Council meeting, Mayor Pro Tempore Vaughn requested Staff to
provide an informal report explaining past council directives relative to the selection of PCC or
HMAC for street reconstruction projects.

BACKGROUND & FINDINGS:

BOND 2012 PROJECTS:

In late 2014, there was recognition that the majority of the Bond 2012 projects were under
budgeted. Various strategies were considered to address the funding shortfall. A council resolution
(see ATTACHMENT 1) was approved on February 17, 2015 that provided specific guidance on
project deferrals, bicycle accommodation and pavement design. The pavement design guidance
indicated that certain Bond 2012 projects were to be bid HMAC, others PCC and most were to be
bid both HMAC and PCC.

BOND 2014 PROJECTS:

In April 2013 Council approved a Bond 2014 Execution Strategy that involved funding and initiating
the project design efforts in advance of the Bond referendum. In July 2013, Council approved a
Reimbursement Resolution to fund design efforts and directed staff to begin procuring design
services for the streets listed on Proposition One of the Council-approved project list. Those design
contracts were approved by City Council in early 2014. Consultants were directed to take the
design effort to an Engineering Letter Report (ELR) ievel (see ATTACHMENT 2) in order to
provide a better budget basis for the Bond referendum. Included in the scope of work for the Bond
2014 ELR's was a pavement lifecycle cost analysis and recommendation.

Determining the required pavement section is primarily based the Association of State Highway
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for Design of Pavement Structures. The inputs include
anticipated vehicle loads, the structural properties of the subbase soil, the desired reliability level
and the desired service life. For the lifecycle cost analysis, equivalent pavement sections are



developed for both HMAC and PCC using a 30-year service life. The lifecycle analysis is conducted
for a minimum of 30 years considering the cost for initial construction, anticpated maintenance
and major repairs at the end of the design life. In some cases, there are other factors that may
drive a recommendation for HMAC or PCC such as underground utilities, driveway access
requirements and compatibility with existing adjacent pavement.

After the Bond 2014 referendum passed in November 2014, the design engineers were released to
complete the designs for the Proposition One projects. The original guidance in late 2014 was to
base the roadway design on the ELR pavement recommendation for each of the projects. That
guidance has not been modified.

Amendments have been negotiated on many of the Bond 2014 projects. Those amemdments;
however, only addressed the Bicycle Mobility Plan recommendations and Value Engineering on
drainage systems. Staff is unaware of any formal council direction to negotiate contract
amendments to redesign Bond 2014 projects for both PCC and HMAC pavement structures.

RESIDENTIAL RECONSTRUCTION:

On December 13, 2016 Council passed a Motion of Direction (see ATTACHMENT 3) that the
residential reconstruction pilot projects should be designed as both HMAC and PCC pavement
structures. That direction was clarified during the January 10, 2017 meeting to indicate that both
designs were to be applied for full reconstruction projects and not situations where the existing
pavement can be rehabilitated.

SEPTEMBER 22, 2015 COUNCIL MEETING:

During the Council Retreat, the question was raised about a discussion that took place during the
September 22, 2015 City Council meeting. There was a discussion of pavement design during the
item awarding the construction contract for the Bond 2012 Proposition 1 Project - Williams Drive
Phase 3 (see ATTACHMENT 4).

During the discussion, a question was asked whether projects would continue to be bid both ways.
There was perhaps a misunderstanding regarding the staff response to this question. Some council
members may have considered this as a motion of direction to design all future projects with both
HMAC and PCC pavement. The staff response was intended to mean that many of the future
projects on both the 2012 and 2014 Bond Programs were being designed to bid both ways. Staff
did not consider this discussion as formal direction to pursue design amendments for all Bond 2014
projects that were not scoped at that time to bid with both HMAC and PCC pavement.

NEXT STEPS:

Staff will continue with the designs of the Bond 2012 projects in accordance with the February
2015 resolution. Additionally, staff has reviewed the Bond 2014 ELR recommendations and
determined which projects could be designed with both PCC and HMAC without significantly
impacting the schedule.

Staff is proposing to include three projects (current ELR’s recommended HMAC) that will be re-
scoped and designed to include a PCC and HMAC pavement structure. This will involve negotiation
of staff-approvable contract amendments. The attached table (see ATTACHMENT 5) shows the
currently proposed and recommended pavement structure for the Bond 2014 projects.
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