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James Johnson
City of Long Beach

Councilmember, Seventh District

Date: February 5th, 2013

From:

Honorable Members of the City Council

Mayor Bob Foster VrA /c{
Councilmember Gary DeLo~~Third Districtc.z
Councilmember Patrick O'Donnell, Fourth Distri
Councilmember James Johnson, Seventh District

To:

Subject: Maintaining our City Infrastructure

RECOMMENDATION:

Request that City Management present an updated report to the City
Council on the status of our infrastructure and the funding of ongoing
maintenance within 60 days.

DISCUSSION:

One of the core responsibilities of municipal government is to maintain our public
infrastructure, such as streets, sidewalks, and public buildings. In addition to the safety
and quality of life benefits of such infrastructure spending, maintenance saves
considerable amounts of money over the long run by preventing costly repairs and
replacements. Thus, maintaining our infrastructure is not only the right thing to do for
current residents, but also our obligation to our children and other future residents for
whom we should leave the city in at least as good a condition as we found it.

In addition to recognizing and addressing unfunded liabilities, proper infrastructure
maintenance and repair is also part of prudent fiscal management. The City Council
received a report on the status of our citywide infrastructure in 2011. Based in part on
that report, the City Council has made positive changes to its approach to infrastructure.
These include the re-institution of residential street maintenance (slurry seals) after ten
years of deferring maintenance and the set aside of one-time funds for infrastructure
funding. It is appropriate that we now receive an updated report regarding infrastructure
and maintenance funding for our consideration.

Among other items, the update should include the ongoing shortfall for residential street
repair and maintenance, sidewalk repairs, and public building maintenance. Analysis
regarding future savings that could accrue from properly funding maintenance should



also be included. Moreover, spending on residential streets and sidewalks, both in the
General Fund and in all funds, over the last ten years is requested to give context to our
historical levels of investment for these critical pieces of public infrastructure.

As the Mayor highlighted in this year's State of the City address, much still needs to be
done and infrastructure will be a focal point for the coming year. Our streets, sidewalks,
public buildings, and systems all need repair. We need to plan now for how to most
efficiently maintain and repair our infrastructure in a way that utilizes our resources for
the greatest good.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no significant fiscal impact for this report. To the extent that infrastructure
maintenance spending is increased, there could be a corresponding amount of long
term cost savings from preventing deterioration. For example, the American Public
Works Association estimated that cities save $6 in street repair costs for every $1
invested in maintenance.

Attachments:
May 24, 2011 Infrastructure Report
Excerpt from the American Public Works Association Re: Street Maintenance
Excerpt from the City Auditor Re: Street Maintenance and Repair
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I
•

48
lane

m
iles

ofarterial
streets

repaired

•
P
avem

ent
C

ondition
Index

(P
C

I)
increased

from
45%

to
68%

"G
ood

or
B
etter"

•
B
estoverall

street
condition

in
10

years

FundinoS
ource

3-Y
rA

m
ount

A
R

R
A
IS

tim
ulus

$14,300,000
R

D
A

31,750,000
P
rop.C

13,100,000
P
rop.A

800,000
S
tate

G
as

Tax
900,000

FederalG
as

Tax
4,300,000

Total
$65,150,000

4



•.
84

lane
m

iles
ofresidential

streets
repaired

•
P
avem

ent
C

ondition
Index

(P
C

I)
increased

from
36%

to
52%

"G
ood

or
B
etter"

Funding
S
ource

3-Y
rA

m
ount

R
D

A
$2,500,000

P
rop.

1B
14,300,000

S
tate

G
as

Tax
5,350,000

M
easure

R
2,500,000

G
eneral

Fund
2,000,000

Total
$26,650,000
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I
C
D
22

m
iles

ofsidew
alk

replaced

.•
4.8

m
iles

ofcurbing
replaced

•
E
uclid

A
lley

paved

FundinqS
ource

3-Y
rA
rnount

A
R
R
A
IS
tim

ulus
$620,000

R
D
A

200,000
C
D
B
G

2,100,000
G
eneralFund

6,800,000
Total

$9,720,000
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I
.•

11
new

parks
or

park
expansions

com
pleted

••
5
new

parks
or

park
expansions

under
construction

•
6
new

or
renovated

park
buildings·FundingS

ource
3-Y

rA
m
ount

R
D
A

$28,900,000
G
rants

13,000,000
C
D
B
G

800,000
TD

A
300,000

P
ark

Im
pactFees

1,250,000
Total

$54,150,000
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I
•

3
pum

p
station

w
ater

quality
devices

installed

C
D
688

autom
atic

retractable
screens

installed

••
Low

flow
diversions

atnew
storm

drains

•
W
estside,

A
rlington,

and
Term

ino
S
torm

D
rain

projects

FundinQ
S
ource

3-Y
rA
m
ount

A
R
R
A
IS
tim

ulus
$5,150,000

R
D
A

3,200,000
Tidelands

1,175,000
P
rop

C
3,200,000

FederalG
as

Tax
1,200,000

S
tate

G
as

Tax
625,000

G
eneralFund

1,850,000
Total

$16,400,000
8



•
40

m
iles

ofgas
m
ain

pipeline
replaced

•
30

m
iles

ofresidential
gas

pipeline
replaced

•
5
underground

pipeline
pressure

control
stations

replaced

•
24,500

ofgas
m
eters

replaced

$24,000,000
3-Y

rA
rnount

G
as

Fund
Total

$24,000,000
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I
•

N
ew

parking
structure

•
N
ew

term
inal

under
construction

•
320,000

square
feet

oftaxiw
ays

replaced

Funding
S
ource

3-Y
rA
m
ount

A
irport

Fund
$103,000,000

FA
A

G
rants

$30,000,000
P
FC

$5,000,000
Total

$138,000,000
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I
•

32
m
iles

ofbike
lanes

added

•
S
harrow

s,
protected

bike
lanes,

and
a
bike

boulevard
installed

•
1,500

bike
racks

installed

•
N
ew

B
ikeS

tation

.•
N
ew

Transit
M
allon

1
stS

treet

FundingS
oLlrce

3-Y
rA
m
ount

A
R
R
A
lS
tim

ulus
$1,000,000

TM
P

1,300,000
R
D
A

1,350,000
G
rants

922,000
S
tate

G
as

Tax
(TD

A
)

450,000
P
rop

C
1,700,000

Total
$6,722,000
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C
D
N
ew

Fire
S
tation

12

•
Funding

for
new

East
P
olice

S
ubstation

secured

•
Fueling

facilities
upgrades

•
G
ender

accom
m
odations

Funding
S
ource

$26,000,000
G
rants

500,000

3-Y
rA
m
ount

R
D
A

Total
$26,500,000
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I
"

N
ew

rooffor
M

ain
Library

"
C

ritical
repairs

to
C

ity
facilities

(R
oofs,

H
V
A
C

,
etc.)

"
E
nergy

retrofits

"
Library

retro-fits
and

rem
odels

FuridingS
ource

3-Y
rA

m
oU

nt
C

ivic
C

enter
Fund

$2,300,000
G

eneral
Fund

1,500,000
R

D
A

1,400,000

G
rants

1,000,000
Total

$6,200,000

13



•
S
eaw

all
repairs

•
C
onvention

C
enter

investm
ents

•
5
new

or
renovated

beach
buildings

•
A
lam

itos
B
ay

M
arina

R
ebuild

$23,790,000
M
arina

Fund
6,200,000

3-Y
rA
m
ount

Tidelands
Fund

D
B
&
W

18,970,000
Total

$48,960,000
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Funding
S
ource

3-Y
rA
m
ount

%
.:

A
irport

Fund
$103,000,000

31.6%
R
D
A

69,350,000
16.9%

A
R
R
A
lS
tim

ulus
47,070,000

11.4%

FA
A
G
rants

30,000,000
7.3%

Tidelands
O
perating

Fund
24,965,000

6.1%
G
as

Fund
24,000,000

5.8%
D
epartm

ent
ofB

oats
&
W
aterw

ays
18,970,000

4.6%
P
ropC

18,000,000
4.4%

G
rants

14,500,000
3.5%

P
rop.

1B
14,300,000

3.5%
G
eneral

Fund
12,150,000

3.0%
S
tate

G
as

Tax
6,875,000

1.7%
M
arina

Fund
6,200,000

1.5%
FederalG

as
Tax

5,500,000
1.3%

P
assenger

Facility
Fee

5,000,000
1.2%

C
D
B
G

2,800,000
0.7%

M
easure

R
2,500,000

0.6%
C
ivic

C
enter

Fund
2,300,000

0.6%
Transportation

M
anagem

ent
P
lan

1,300,000
0.3%

P
ark

Im
pact

Fees
1,250,000

0.3%
P
rop.A

800,000
0.2%

Transportation
D
evelopm

ent
A
ct

750,000
0.2%

Total
$411,580,000

100.0%
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I
•

68%
ofarterial

streets
currently

have
a

rating
of"G

ood
or

B
etter"

••
A
rterial

street
funding

com
es

from
a

variety
ofC

ounty,
S
tate

and
Federal

sources

•
A
rterial

street
funding

am
ounts

are
closely

aligned
w

ith
need

A
m

ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

m
aintain

arterial
$10,000,000

streets
in

current
current

condition
E
stim

ated
annual

funding
forarterial

street
($8,000,000)

A
nnual

unm
et

funding
needs

$2,000,000
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I
•

52%
ofresidential

streets
currently

have
a

rating
of"G

ood
or

B
etter"

•
R

esidential
street

repair
funding

is
currently

lim
ited

to
C

ounty
M

easure
R

tax
revenues

•
R

esidential
street

funding
needs

currently
exceed

available
funding

A
m

ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

m
aintain

$10,000,000
residential

streets
in

current
current

condition
E
stim

ated
annual

funding
for

residential
street

($4,100,000)

A
nnual

unm
et

funding
needs

$5,900,000
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I
•.

The
C
ity

has
221

m
iles

ofalleys
-209

m
iles

are
paved

and
12

m
iles

unim
proved

•.
90%

ofasphalt
alleys

and
12%

ofconcrete
alleys

need
to

be
replaced

•.
10%

ofasphalt
alleys

and
88%

ofconcrete
alleys

could
be

salvaged
w
ith

overlays
or

spot
concrete

replacem
ent

A
m
ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

repair/replace
$4,000,000

10%
ofthe

C
ity's

alleys
E
stim

ated
annual

funding
for

alleys
($0)

A
nnualunm

et
funding

needs
$4,000,000
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•
The

C
ity

m
aintains

1,160
m
iles

ofsidew
alks

•
A
pproxim

ately
160

m
iles

(or40,000
locations)

need
repairs

•
R
epairing

10%
per

year
w
ill

require
$4.8

m
illion

A
m
ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

repair
10%

ofthe
$4,800,000

know
n
locations

requiring
repair

E
stim

ated
annual

funding
for

sidew
alks

($3,000,000)

A
nnual

unm
et

funding
needs

$1,800,000
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•
The

C
ity

m
aintains

over
180

m
iles

ofstorm
drain

pipelines
and

channels,
including

over
3,800

catch
basins

•
The

vast
m
ajority

ofthe
storm

drain
pipeline

is
concrete,

and
is

in
good

condition.

•
A
pproxim

ately
30

m
iles

ofthe
storm

drain
pipelines

are
undersized,

requiring
repairs

estim
ated

at$111
m
illion

A
m
ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

replace
pipeline

$11,000,000

E
stim

ated
annual

funding
forpipeline

($500,000)

A
nnualunm

et
funding

needs
$10,500,000
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I
@

The
Facility

C
ondition

Index
(FC

I)
describes

the
relative

state
of

building
condition

against
a

cost
m

odel
ofa

sim
ilar

building
as

if
itw

ere
atthe

beginning
ofits

useful
life,fully

"renew
ed"

to
today's

standards

@
The

FC
Ifor

each
facility

is
the

result
ofa

com
plex

form
ula

involving
individual

condition
ratings

for
num

erous
system

s
(e.q.,

roofs,
structural,

H
V
A
C

,
plum

bing)
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~
The

overall
FC

Ifor
C
ity

buildings
(not

including
C
ity

all)
in

2007
A
ssessm

ent
w
as

15.9%
(P
oor)

C
D
The

repair
value

ofC
ity

building
deficiencies

in
2007

w
as

$124
m
illion

C
D
The

repair
value

ofC
ity

building
deficiencies

in
2011

is
estim

ated
to

be
$156

m
illion

A
m
ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

repair
C
ity

buildings
$16,000,000

E
stim

ated
annual

funding
forbuildings

($500,000)

A
nnual

unm
et

funding
needs

$15,500,000
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I
lP
LB
G
O
m
aintains

1,900
m
iles

ofpipeline,
the

m
ajority

ofw
hich

w
as
installed

betw
een

1950-1959

lP
550,000

feet
ofpre-1950

pipeline
in
system

lP
300

m
iles

ofm
ain
and

140
m
iles

ofservice
pipeli

es
need

replacem
ent

over
the

next
10
years

•
R
epairing

10%
peryear

w
ill

require
$14.4

m
illion

annually

A
m
ount

A
nnualinvestm

entneeded
to
repair

10%
ofthe

$14,400,000
440

m
iles

ofpipe
needing

repair
E
stim

ated
annual

fundingforpipelinerepair
($7,100,000)

A
nnualunm

etfundingneeds
$7,300,000
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I

S
treets

$11,000,000

4,000,000
A
lleys

S
idew

alks
1,800,000

S
torm

w
ater

10,500,000

15,000,000
C
ity

B
uildings

LB
G
O

7,300,000

Total
$49,600,000
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•
Ifrepaved

streets
w
ere

slurry
sealed

every
5
years,

their
useful

life
could

be
extended

by
50%

,
saving

$30
m
illion

over
20

years

•
R
epaved,

repaired
and

new
ly

constructed
alleys

should
be

sim
ilarly

m
aintained

A
m
ount

A
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

m
aintain

streets
$3,000,000

and
alleys
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I
C
D
The

C
ity's

corrugated
m
etalstorm

drains,
and

to
a
lesser

extend,
concrete

culverts,
are

subject
to

ongoing
deterioration

•
P
roviding

periodic
m
aintenance

can
protect

the
existing

system
for

the
foreseeable

future

A
m
ount

IA
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

m
aintain

storm
drains

I
$1,000,000
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I
•

W
ithout

ongoing
m
aintenance,

our
buildings

w
illcontinue

to
deteriorate

atan
ever

increasing
rate

•
M
aintenance

cost
are

far
less

expensive
than

replacem
ent

costs,
and

can
extend

the
useful

life
ofm

any
building

system
s

rA
nnual

investm
ent

needed
to

m
aintain

buildings

A
m
ount

$1,600,000
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To
M
aintain

C
urrent

C
onditions

A
nn

uaIU
nrnet

Fu
IdingtJA

A
1....I

Funding
N
eed

S
treets

&
A
lleys

$3,000,000
S
torm

w
ater

1,000,000
C
ity

B
uildings

1,600,000
Total

$5,600,000
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I
•

Like
m

any
cities

across
the

nation,
Long

B
each

has
struggled

to
keep

up
w

ith
its

infrastructure
dem

ands

•
The

C
ity

has
notissued

any
infrastructure

bonds
since

the
early

1960's

•
The

P
ublic

W
orks

D
epartm

ent
has

successfully
dem

onstrated
that,

w
hen

funding
is

available,
significant

capital
im

provem
ent

projects
are

quickly
com

pleted

•
To

address
both

our
ongoing

capital
and

m
aintenance

shortfall,
C

ouncil
m

ay
need

to
consider

new
or

alternate
funding

sources

31





resurfacing
before

rapid
deterioration

begins
extend

the
pavem

ent
life

for
a

fraction
of

the
cost

of
those

w
ho

w
ait

Just
a
couple

ofyears'
...A

sk
w
hy

they
w
aited

and
the

universal
answ

er
is
'to

save
funds."

D
eferring

m
aintenance

has
been

a
popular

solution
during

recent
periods

of
revenue

shortfall,
and

now
local

governm
ents

are
facing

the
consequences.

The
streetfor

w
hich

an
overlay

w
as

deferred
severalyears

ago
now

needs
a
com

plete
rehabilitation

or
reconstruction

at
five

tim
es

the
cost.

W
H
Y
?
The

cost
of

a
rehabilitation

effort
in

term
s
of

tim
e
and

m
aterials

is
substantially

higher
than

the
cost

of
routine

m
aintenance

and
tim

ely
resurfacing.

In
Lee

C
ounty,

Florida,
it

CO
M
PA

RISO
N

O
F

RECO
N
STRU

CTIO
N

V
S.

O
V
ERLA

Y
(LEE

CO
U
N
TY

,
FLO

RID
A
)

$U.
1
,O
IlO

BEFO
RE

FA
lI.U

RE
A
FTER

FA
ILU

RE

costs
$175,660

to
reconstruct

one
m
ile

of
24-foot

w
ide

collector
roadw

ay
and

it
costs

$34,860
to

overlay
tnesarne

type
of

roadw
ay

w
ith

1.5
inches

of
asphalt

concrete.
In

term
s
of

m
aterials

and
w
ork

effort
an

overlay
placed

before
failure

involves
only

the
thickness

of
the

overlay
w
hereas

after
failure,

reconstruction
of

the
sam

e
roadw

ay
involves

12-inches
of

subbase
m
aterial,

8-inches
of

base
m
aterial

and
the

thickness
of

the
asphalt

surface.
C
learly.

periodic
m
aintenance

of
a
good

road
is

lessexpensive
than

reconstructing
it.

H
ow

ever;
w
hat

about
the

cum
ulative

costof
periodiC

m
aintenance?

W
on't

several
sealcoats

or
overlays

add
up

to
the

cost
of

a
rehabilitation

project?
Fort

C
ollins,

C
olorado,

com
pared

tw
o

m
aintenance

strategies:
one

involved
perform

ing
high

quality
m
aintenance

coupled
w
ith

"appropriately
tim

ed"
overlays;

the
other

involved
deferring

overlaysseveralyears

CO
ST

O
F

TIM
ELY

'
M
A
lI\I1'EN

A
I\ICE75%

Tim
e

_
••.•

,

-
-
-
-
-
-
~-

-
-
-
-

40%
Q
uality

D
rop:

Each
$1.00

of

:
Renovation

I
Cost

H
ere

•••
I

10

very
good8

I
good

~
6

l
~

fair

a
4

poor
2

very
poor

W
ill

Cost
$4.00

to
$5.00

if
D
elayed

to
H
ere

rora
Failure

4
16

8
IZ

Y
EA

RS
£Tim

e
V
aries

for
Each

Road
Section,

A
N
N
U
A
LIZED

CO
ST

TO
O
V
ERLA

Y
EV

ERY
15,

20,
25

Y
EA

RS

Every
25

yrs.

Every
20

yrs.

Every
15

yrs.$.fsq.
It.

.50
1.00

1.50

Il
and

then
carrying

out
a
m
ajor

rehabilitation.
Their

analysis
found

the
second

strategy
to

be
four

tim
es

as
expensive

as
the

first.A
nother;

m
ore

com
prehensive

study
conducted

by
Thom

as
R
.M

cD
onald,

a
noted

pavem
ent

m
aintenance

consultant
and

author;
found

that
the

cum
ulative

cost
of

a
w
ell

m
aintained

pavem
ent

over
a

15
year

design
life

w
as

3.4
tim

es
less

than
a
non-m

aintained
pavem

ent.

In
addition

to
being

lesscostly,
the

periodic
"upw

ard
bum

ps"
in

the
appearance

and
ride

quality
of

a
w
ell

m
aintained

pavem
ent

give
the

public
a

positive
perception

of
the

stew
ardship

being
exercised

over
public

property.

Y
E
S
!P
oorly

m
aintained

roads
m
ean

direct
out-of-pocket

costs
to

you
and

every
other

vehicle
ow

ner.
M
otorists

"pay"
for

poorly
m
aintained

pavem
ents

in
dam

aged
tires,m

ore
frequent

front-
end

alignm
ents,

m
ore

frequent



Executive Summary

This report was commissioned by the Office of the City Auditor of Long Beach
and was prepared by Public Financial Management (PFM). The report
represents Phase II of the Long Beach Streets Review ("the Review"). In Phase I
of the Review, PFM conducted an assessment of the Long Beach Streets Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) that identified how the City could make more
effective and full use of Streets CIP funding sources; improve budget practices;
reduce project backlogs; improve project tracking; and address staffing levels.

The Phase /I Review builds on Phase I and focuses on other issues regarding
the delivery of streets capital improvements. The Phase II Review is organized
into five main sections:

• An assessment of the current condition of Long Beach's streets, and an
analysis of how various levels of investment in Long Beach's streets
infrastructure may affect the condition of the City's streets over time.

• A comparison of Long Beach's street conditions and streets maintenance
practices in relation to other California cities.

• A review of OPW's contracting practices and general approach to contract
management.

• A comparison of OPW costs relative to those of other California cities.

• An' examination of OPW's streets infrastructure performance measure
practices.

The following are PFM's key findings and recommendations for Phase II. These
recommendations are followed by the recommendations for Phase I for
reference.

• Invest early in preventive street maintenance in order to realize the
greatest potential cost savings.' Extensive research has demonstrated
that it is more economical in the long run to invest early in maintaining
streets that are still in good condition than it is to defer maintenance until
streets have deteriorated and more expensive repairs are needed.
According to a March 2008 The Road Information Program (TRIP) report,
a preventive approach to street maintenance can reduce the life cycle
costs of a pavement surface by approximately one-third over a 25-year
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period.1 Specifically in the case of Long Beach, the cost of deferring street
maintenance at critical Junctures in a street's life cycle can mean the
difference between applying a slurry seal treatment at a cost of $0.30 per
square foot for a street still in good condition and applying an overlay
treatment at a cost of $2.34 per square foot for a street in deteriorating
condition - an expense almost 7 times as great.

II Improve oversight mechanisms for contractor work. Given current
DPW staffing levels, any proposed increase in engineering and/or
maintenance project volume would require DPW to delegate more
management responsibility to its contractors. In order to ensure proper
contractor oversight under this arrangement, DPW should increase its use
of project tracking reports and electronic communication technology, such
as a comprehensive project website. Such a website would include all
deliverables and important notifications, as well as a publicly accessible
portion to keep citizens aware of traffic delays and construction progress.
DPW can further increase contractor oversight through the use of
quantitative performance measures, many of which are outlined in this
report.

41 Implement a comprehensive kick-off meettng prior to the beginning
of every project. This kickoff meeting should establish clear objectives,
expectations, and lines of accountability for all involved parties in order to
improve communication and coordination. Problems and solutions should
be documented as they occur and posted on an open forum for the group
to review. Following the completion of a project, a project coordinator
should use the project tracking system and log to prepare reports that wiil
aid future project managers and build institutional knowledge.

41 Extend the use of performance measurements. While DPW currently
publishes a list of several qualitative and quantitative metrics which it uses
to measure performance, PFM recommends that this list be expanded in
order to enable DPW to more efficiently allocate scarce resources; aid
DPW in the development and justification of budget proposals; and hold
DPW more accountable to the general public for its stewardship of Long
Beach's streets. Specifically, DPW should track more detailed information
on an annual basis regarding the average pavement condition of its
streets infrastructure by street type and geographic area, as well as the
total number of lane miles that are slurry sealed, repaved, and
reconstructed. In addition, DPW should make greater use of efficiency
metrlcsto gauge the cost effectiveness of key performance outputs. For
ease of analysis, DPW should reclassify its expenditure costs in orderto
better reflect the relationship between street repair costs and street types.

1 The Road Information Program (TRIP) Report (March 2008), "Keep Both Hands on the Wheel:
Metro Areas with the Roughest Rides and Strategies to Make our Roads Smoother," 19.
http://www.tripnet.org/UrbanRoadsReportMarch2008.pdf.

~\l
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The Importance of Investing in Preventive Street Maintenance

It is important to recognize that while deferring street maintenance in the short
run may result in a temporary decrease in expenditures, the long run costs of
adopting such an approach will almost always exceed the short run savings.

Two key drivers help to explain why deferring street maintenance typically results
in significant increases in long run total costs. The first concerns the rate at
which street quality declines over time. Controlling for climate and traffic volume,
streets tend to deteriorate only 40 percent in quality in the first 75 percent of their
useful life, but then experience another 40 percent drop in quality in the next 12
percent of their useful life,"

The second concerns the pronounced cost differential between repairing a street
in poor condition and repairing a street in good condition. It has been estimated
that deferred street repair can cost up to five times as much as early street
repair." As the preceding section explains, due to rising construction prices, this
gap could potentially widen further.

Accordingly, a short-term targeted investment in maintaining streets that are
still in good condition will yield significant cost savings over their useful
life.

DPW engineers estimate that an average street in Long Beach will last
approximately 20 years. Using current DPW data, the following chart depicts an
average Long Beach street's expected life cycle, along with associated
maintenance costs at various pavement condition levels. The chart reinforces
the general notion that.a preventive approach to street maintenance is preferable
to a "worst-first" approach, given that the marginal cost of rehabilitating a street
accelerates as the quality of a street deteriorates. In addition, the chart indicates
specific points along the curve where a targeted investment in street
maintenance can realize significant savings. For example, the chart shows that
the last opportunity in an average street's life cycle to apply a slurry seal
treatment at a cost of $0.30 per square foot is approximately 16.5 years, after
which time the cost of maintenance increases 680 percent to $2.34 per square
foot for an overlay treatment.

8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (March 2000). The Pothole Report: An Update on Bay
Area Pavement ConditIons, 11. http://www.mtc.ca.govllibrary/pothole/pothole.pdf.
9 Ibid.
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The Effect of Different Funding Scenarios on Long Beach's Average Street
Condition

The preceding discussion has shown why the return on investment in street
maintenance is sensitive not only to. size but also to timing. In order to illustrate
how Long Beach's average street quality might be affected by both of these
investment considerations, PFM worked with DPW's pavement management
engineer to run several different funding scenarios through Paver to see what
their effects would be on the average condition of Long Beach's streets over a
15-year period. Given the uncertainty of future PPI levels, we ran each scenario
assuming 4, 6, and 8 percent annual inflation. These inflation assumptions are
generally in line with recent economic forecasts."

It should be noted that the following simulations assume a fully optimized use of .
street rehabilitation resources. In other words, resources are allocated based on
their relative rate of return on investment on a citywide basis, without regard to
other potential policy considerations. If a different approach were taken to
prioritize how resources are allocated, then the street quality curves presented
below would have a different shape. It is important for the City to weigh these
potential trade-offs between equity and efficiency in the course of developing its
overall street maintenance investment strategy.

10 The Association of General Contractors (AGC), Construction Inflation Alert (March 2008), 14.
http://www.agc.org/galleries/econ/AGC CIAOB webFinal.pdf. .
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