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Staff Report   
City of Manhattan Beach 

  
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor Montgomery and Members of the City Council 
 
THROUGH: David N. Carmany, City Manager 
 
FROM: Jim Arndt, Director of Public Works 
  Steve Finton, City Engineer 
 
DATE: July 5, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Public Hearing and Consideration of Adoption of the Fiscal Year 2012-2016 

Capital Improvement Plan.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that City Council: a) conduct a public hearing; and b) adopt Resolution 6313 
approving the Fiscal Year 2012-2016 Capital Improvement Plan. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATION: 
Funding for the first year of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-2016 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is 
included in the budget from various funds as indicated in the attached CIP document. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Parking and Public Improvements Commission 
On April 28, 2011, Staff presented the 2012-16 CIP to the Parking and Public Improvements 
Commission for review and comment.  
 
Planning Commission 
On May 12, 2011, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. PC 11-07 finding the FY 
2011-12 CIP in conformance with the City’s General Plan. 
 
City Council 
Staff presented the CIP to City Council at a budget study session on May 25, 2011.  At this 
meeting, City Council indicated a desire to explore greener paving methods. 
 
On June 7, 2011, the FY 2011-2012 operating budget and FY 2012-2016 CIP were presented for 
City Council adoption.  City Council adopted the Operating Budget and deferred adoption of the 
CIP pending further discussion on the extent of funding dedicated to street maintenance work 
and the maintenance methods to be employed. City Council did not question facility or utility 
projects presented by staff, therefore the emphasis for this report and Council presentation are 
street projects. 
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DISCUSSION: 
The proposed FY 2012-2016 CIP includes funding for City facility improvements, street traffic 
capacity and pavement improvements and utility system improvements (water, sewer, storm 
drain and parking) in the amounts indicated in Table 1 below. Table 1 provides all projects in the 
proposed FY 2012-16 CIP; Table 2 lists street projects by type; and Table 3 indicates fund 
sources allocated to street projects. 
 

 
 
Street Projects are broken into categories as indicated below: 

 

Table 1  ALL PROJECT TYPES - FY 2012-2016 CIP  

Project Type 
 Funded 

Carryover  
Project 
Budget  

 FY2011-12   FY2012-13  FY2013-14  FY2014-15   FY2015-16 TOTAL 

FACILITIES $2,683,180   $1,800,000  $620,000 $770,000  $550,000  - $6,423,180 

STREETS 7,111,296  3,978,766  9,385,937 13,900,472 1,065,000  $3,115,000 38,556,471 

UTILITIES 3,465,277  4,900,000  6,040,000 7,262,000 9,686,900  8,800,000 40,154,177 

TOTAL $13,259,753  $10,678,766  $16,045,937 $21,932,472 $11,301,900  $11,915,000 $85,133,828 

Table 2  STREET PROJECTS - FY 2012-2016 CIP 

Street 
Project Type 

 Funded 
Carryover  

Project 
Budget  

 FY2011-12   FY2012-13  FY2013-14  FY2014-15   FY2015-16 TOTAL 

Capacity or 
Safety 

Enhancement 
$4,973,841 $1,293,236 $8,715,937 $12,745,472 - $1,500,000 $29,228,486

Curb, Gutter 
& Sidewalk 

Repairs 
450,000 700,000 320,000 365,000 365,000 365,000 2,565,000

Concrete 
Pavement 

Rehabilitation 
- 400,000 - - 250,000 - 650,000

Asphalt 
Pavement 

Maint/Rehab 
$1,687,455 $1,585,530 $350,000 $790,000 $450,000 $1,250,000 $6,112,985

TOTAL $7,111,296 $3,978,766 $9,385,937 $13,900,472 $1,065,000 $3,115,000 $38,556,471

 
 

Page 2 



    Agenda Item #: 
 
Funding sources for street projects are indicated below:  

*Includes $717,721 in Safe Routes to School (SR2S) grant funds and matching funds for the SR2S project 
($79,747) and Matching funds for the Strand Stairs grant project $320,000. 

Table 3  STREET PROJECT FUND SOURCES - FY 2012-2016 CIP 

Street 
Project Type 

 Funded 
Carryover  

Project 
Budget  

 FY2011-12   FY2012-13  FY2013-14  FY2014-15   FY2015-16 TOTAL 

Gas Tax, 
TDA3 & 
MTA STP-L  

1,050,000  2,225,000  670,000 1,115,000 965,000  715,000 6,740,000 

Measure R 
Local Return - 400,000  - - - - 400,000 

GRANTS 
• Federal 

and State 
Grants  

• Measure 
R SB Hwy 
Funds   

• ARRA 
Stimulus 
Funds  

3,516,164  235,000  8,094,000 11,159,325 - 1,500,000 24,504,489 

Proposition 
1B Fund  543,706  160,530  - - - - 704,236 

Proposition C 
Fund  883,958  958,236  621,937 1,626,147 100,000  900,000 5,090,278 

Capital 
Improvement 
Project Fund* 

1,117,468* - - - - - 1,117,468*

TOTAL 7,111,296 3,978,766 9,385,937 13,900,472 1,065,000 3,115,000 38,556,471

 
 
FACILITIES AND UTILITIES 
 

City Council did not raise questions of facility and utility projects included in the 
proposed CIP; therefore, no discussion of those projects is included in this portion of the 
report.  A full discussion of each project is included in the attached CIP document 
(Attachment 2).  It is important to note that several utility projects received design 
funding in FY 2010-2011 and designs are nearing completion.  These projects will be 
ready to advertise for bids early in the next fiscal year.  The recommended FY 2011-2012 
appropriation is required to move these projects forward to construction.    
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STREETS 
 

On May 25, 2011 and June 7, 2011, City Council indicated an interest in considering 
greener street paving methods.  
 
 
CURRENT PRACTICE 
 
Presently, the City maintains and rehabilitates street pavement using traditional methods 
as indicated below. Materials and methods used have a long record of success in 
California and are included in Caltrans Standards or the Standard Specifications for 
Public Works Construction (Green Book) developed by the American Public Works 
Association and adopted for use by the City. 
 

1) Preventive maintenance – Extends the useful fife of pavement.  The City applies 
slurry seal ($0.13/square foot) to asphalt pavements on a recurring basis to 
prevent damage caused by water infiltration. 

2) Pavement rehabilitation – Restores pavement to a like-new condition.  Pavement 
rehabilitation measures employed by the City consist of pavement milling and 2" 
asphalt overlay ($1.50/square foot).  

3) Pavement Reconstruction – Replaces the Pavement and Roadbed.  Roadways that 
have failed due to heavy traffic loads must be reconstructed.  This includes full 
removal of the pavement and underlying base material and replacement with new 
base and asphalt ($8.00/square foot or more).   

 
 
EXISTING STREET FUNDING   
 
(preventive maintenance, pavement rehabilitation and pavement reconstruction) 
The City receives annual funding for street paving as follows: 
 
Gasoline Tax     $960,000 
Proposition C     $390,000 
Federal Safetea-Lu    $100,000 
Total   $1,450,000 
 
The proposed CIP includes these funds and other, one-time funding provided through 
Proposition 1B and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Stimulus Funding). 
At this time, no future one-time funding opportunities appear on the horizon; however, 
staff will continue to watch for them.  
 
The City receives Measure R Local Return in the amount of $330,000 annually. These 
funds are identified for street paving use in fiscal year 2011-2012 only using a portion of 
the current fund balance.  Measure R Local Return Funds are not identified for use in 
subsequent years.  
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POSSIBILITIES FOR GREENER STREET DESIGNS AND PAVING METHODS 
The goals to be pursued to achieve greener street projects are as follows: 
 

1. Reduce emissions 
2. Reduce energy consumption 
3. Increase recycled content of paving materials  
4. Reduce heat absorption 
5. Reduce storm water pollution 
6. Enhance pedestrian and bicycle access and safety 

  
The items above are listed in the order of estimated expense to achieve.  Items 1, 2 and 3 
can be achieved at virtually no additional expense by changing the type of asphalt paving 
material used as discussed below.  Item 4 requires a change in color of the paving 
material and could require roadway reconstruction. Item 5 would require reconstruction 
of the roadway or adjacent parkway areas to infiltrate storm and dry-weather flows.  
Depending on the street, Item 6 could require only revised traffic striping to add a bike 
lane or extensive reconstruction of curbs and parkways to enhance pedestrian ways and 
bikeways. 
 
 
WARM MIX ASPHALT 
 
As previously indicated, the least expensive greening measure is the use of greener 
asphalt paving materials.  Warm Mix Asphalt (WMA) is in the early stages of use in the 
United States.  Presently, there is no formally accepted specification for its production 
and use in the United States; however, Caltrans and the Counties of Los Angeles and 
Orange have successfully used WMA in limited amounts.  
 
Benefits 
The benefit of WMA is its reduced temperature. WMA must be heated and rolled before 
the material temperature drops below 230 degrees F, whereas, conventional Hot Mix 
Asphalt (HMA) must be heated and rolled before the material drops below 280 degrees F.  
The reduced temperature mitigates material smoking, worker heat exposure and heating 
fuel consumption.  Tests in Europe and the United States indicate that WMA 
performance is very similar to that of conventional HMA, but requires 11% to 25% less 
heating fuel and typically reduces emissions as follows: 25% Carbon Dioxide, 25% 
Sulfur Dioxide, 35% Volatile Organic Carbon, 20% Carbon Monoxide, and 40% 
Nitrogen Oxide.  
 
Types of Use 
WMA can be used for pavement patching, pavement overlays and pavement 
reconstruction.  
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Cost 
The cost of WMA is similar to the cost of conventional asphalt.  The cost of additives and 
processing to achieve the reduced temperature application is offset by the reduced heating 
costs and handling benefits offered by the material.   
 
Availability 
WMA is available locally in limited quantities. 
 
Caution on Early Use 
Industry experts consulted indicate that WMA is a very promising paving material that 
will be used more regularly in coming years.  At this time, they recommend caution on 
WMA use while more test sites are completed and a longer track record is established in 
California.  If the City were to proceed with WMA use now, it is recommended that low 
traffic volume test areas be paved and observed for a period to verify WMA performance.  
The City of Chicago used a similar cautious method. Chicago recently completed WMA 
on two low-volume residential streets and is planning to pave an arterial street in this 
year.  
 
WMA Test Site 
If City Council wishes to pursue WMA use, it is recommended that a small, low-volume 
test location be paved and monitored. As part of the Ardmore Avenue Resurfacing 
Project proposed in FY 2011-2012, staff recommends paving deteriorated portions of 11th 
Place from Ardmore Avenue to Highview Avenue.  Staff could monitor WMA 
performance on this alley and evaluate WMA for use on higher volume roadways. 
 
CONCRETE PAVEMENT 
 
Currently, the City maintains concrete streets by removal and replacement of displaced or 
damaged portions.  The replacement concrete is standard Portland Cement Concrete as 
specified in the Standard Specifications.  On roadways carrying moderate or heavy traffic 
volumes, it is recommended that the City continue to use standard Portland Cement 
Concrete pavement.  On lower volume roadways or alleys, porous concrete pavement can 
be used as a storm water quality improvement measure.  Porous concrete accepts storm 
and nuisance flows through the pavement for infiltration into the soils beneath the 
roadway.  Porous concrete pavement was used successfully on City parking lots in the 
down town area and in the El Porto parking lots.   
 
The Concrete Street Construction project recommended in the fiscal year 2011-2012 
Capital Improvement Plan focuses on the removal and replacement of deteriorated 
concrete streets at the following locations:  
 
12th Place from Highland Avenue to Bayview Drive 
11th Place from Manhattan Avenue to Ocean Drive 
10th Place from Highland Avenue to Bayview Drive 
7th Street from Crest Drive to Highland Avenue 
6th Street from Crest Drive to Highland Avenue 
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These streets are candidates for porous concrete.  With City Council concurrence, staff 
will investigate and utilize porous concrete on these streets if appropriate. 
  

FUTURE 
 
Green street design and paving measures will be considered during the design of every street 
project.  Plans for each street project will be submitted to City Council for approval prior to 
advertising for construction bids. 
 
Attachments:  

1. Resolution 6313 
2. 2012-2016 Proposed Capital Improvement Plan 

 
xc: Henry Mitzner, Controller 
 Jeanne D. O’Brien, Accountant  
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RESOLUTION NO. 6313 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING THE CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT PLAN FOR FISCAL YEARS 2012-2016 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH, 
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The City Council hereby makes the following findings: 

A. It is the desire of the Manhattan Beach City Council to develop a proactive capital 
improvement plan to meet the community's needs and desires for future services, programs and 
facilities, and improve the City's ability to continue providing essential services in an emergency 
situation ; and 

B. The proposed Capital Improvement Plan was reviewed by the Parking and Public 
Improvements Commission; and 

C. The proposed Capital Improvement Plan was presented to the City Council on May 
25,2011 . 

D. On May 11, 2011, in accordance with Government Code sections 65103 (c) and 
6540, the Planning Commission rev iewed the Fiscal Year 2011 -12 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and 
determined that it is consistent with the City of Manhattan Beach General Plan 

SECTION 2. The Capital Improvement Plan for fiscal years 2012-2016 is hereby 
approved and adopted. 

SECTION 3. The City Clerk is directed to maintain three copies of the Capital 
Improvement Plan on file at all times for inspection by the public. 

SECTION 4. By adoption of the FY 2012-2016 Capital Improvement Plan, it is the 
intent of the City Council to revise the five year plan each year by continuing to identify capital 
improvement projects five years into the future and re-prioritize eXisting capital improvements based 
on perceived community need . 

SECTION 5. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 
Resolution; shall cause the same to be entered among the original resolutions of said City; shall make 
a minute of the passage and adoption thereof in the records of the proceedings of the City Council of 
said City in the minutes of the meeting at which the same is passed and adopted; and thenceforth and 
thereafter this Resolution shall be in full force and effect. 

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 5th day of July, 2011. 

Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 
Abstain: 

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California 

ATTEST: 

City Clerk 












































































































































































