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24. CLOSING ACCOUNTS OF EXPEMDITLRES FOR SUR TDIAL °
CITY OF LONG BEACH - W 10298. * SUBSIDENCE RRMEDIAL WORK,

Due to the similarities of the tw¢ items. Calendar Items 24 and
25 were considered. simultaneously.

Mr. W. M. Thompson, Chief, Extractive Development, Long Beach
Operations; and Mr. N. Gregory Taylor, Assistant Attorney
- General, summarized the stzff's position.

With regard to Calendar Item 24 it is the staff's pogition

that the replacement of :the asphalt on the pier should be
considerel a permanent improvement because it exceeded 60 percent
6f the total wharf area, which ‘in turn resulted in it being
upgrarded and its life being extended considerably. The staff's
main concern is at what point should a project of this type and
magnitude be cohsidered a replacement or a repair. By concurring
with the City that this type of project is a repair, a precedent
would be established for future subsidence projects of a similar
nature, which would résult in thé State's inability to redlize
the depreciation credit to which it is entitled.

Mr, Einar Peterson, Deputy City Attorney; and Mr. A, Wheeler,
Senior Civil Engiteer, both representing the City of Long.Beach,
appeared. It was the City's position that -ever though the excava-
tion re: itted in replacing a substantial portion of the pier, it
should be ¢épasidered a repair. They stated the enormity of the
excavation was required i order to determine the exact extent

of the damage to thé pier.

With regard to Calendar Item 25, the City contended that because
the elevation of the area wherée the sewer was constructéd was
below water level, it should be considered temporary sSince it
will have to be raised at a later date to the elevation before
the subsidence occurred. They indicated they had a letter from
the staff of the Commission dated May 1973 indicating at that
time the staff considered thé sewer line to be a temporary
facility. However, at this time the staff of the Commission
contends that since it already replaced the sewer as a permanent
fixture, it should be congidered a penmanent facility.

In- summazy, the fundamental iaana r.;.\'ggw;j:i;ng é@lex}da:z; Items 2[{.
and 25 center around when is a project determined to be ''temporary"
md when is it detérmined to be "permanent'.

At the conclusion of the discussion, Chairman Kenneth Cory deferred
these two items until the City and staff of the Cemmission could
enter into further discussions to better define the facts and then
return to the Commissionfor its reconsideration.

Attachmeit: .Calendar Item 24 (3 pages) CALENDAR PAGE

A 52, 57, 58

AMINUTE PAGE




CALENDAR ITEM
1./79
24, W 10298
. Thowpson
CLOSING ACCOUNTS OF EXPENDITURES
FOR SUB IDENGE REMEDIAL WORK
CITY OF LONG BE22H

SU'RSIDENCE ‘REMEDIAL PROJECT:
Pier A, Berth 5 Wharf Remedial Work.

FISCAL IMPACT: Allowable subsidence cost for the project
is $291,474.82 wihich will fesult in a credit
adgusfment of 4787.49 due the City.

COMMISSION PRIOR APPROVAL:
. June 27, 1974, Minute Item 22.

2. Dezember 19, 1974, Minute Items ¥6
and 17.

3. July 24, 1975, Minute Item 17.

CONDITIONS FULFILLED:

1. That the amounts, if any, of each of
the items to be allowed ultimately
an subsidence costs, deductible under
Section &(d) of Chapter 138/64, 1st
E.S. will be determined by the Commission
upon an engineering review and final
audit subsequent to the time when thé
work under any of thtese items is completed.
The work has been completed, an engineering
veview conducted and a final audit
of project accounts made.

That the wovk conferm in essential
details to the plans and backgrouad
material submitted. The work has so
been accomplished.

3. ~CUSSION: The subsidence cost determination includes
a credit to the State of $2,883.89 for
depreciation of oid asphalt pavement replaced
on the wharf deck. This is in accordance
with the 1968 State - City agrsement on
»llowable subsideance costs for facilities
replaced in areas of the Harbor District
other than the Town Iot. The City claims
depreciation credit is not allowable on
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the basis that “when paving is replaced

on a vepair project, the relatively small
amount of new paving takes the life of

the larger amount of surrounding pavement
and does not start a new Life." The staff
concludes that the depreciation credmt

is applicablie because about 60% of &

original wharf paving was replaced Follfowed
by anothet leVel;ng layer of asphalt placed
over the entire wkarf deck area. This required
placing a total of 938.61 tons of asphalt
which the staff sonsiders to be a major
replacement.

EXHIBIT: A. Subsidence Cost Determination, Results
of Engineering Review and Final Audit
upon Completion of the Work.

IT IS RECOMMENDED. THAT THE COMMISSION:

4. DETERMINE THAT THE SUBSIDENCE COSTS DEDUCTMIBLE FROM
TIDELAND OIL REVENUE UNDER PROVISIONS OF SECTION 4(d)
OF CHAPTER 138/64, IST L.S., FOR PORT OF LONG BEACH
AUTHORIZED FUND EXPEVDTTURE NUMBER 1054 ARE AS SHOWN
TN EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED AND BY REFERENCE MADE A PART
i c-\E(\p

ON THE BASIS OF THIS DETERMINATION, AUTHGRIZE THE EXECUTION
OF WRITTEN INSTRUMENTS TO FINALLY CLOSW SUCH ACCOUNTS.
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W10298(1054)
EXHIBIT A"

~ SUBSIDENCE COST DETERMINATION
RESULTS OF ENGINRERING REVIEW AND FINAL AUDZT
UPON COMPLETION OF THE WORK

AMOUNT DETERMINATION |
REPORTED AS OF ALLOWABLE CREDIT
LBWO  PROJECT SUBSIDENCE SUBSIDENCE DUE
NO. TITLE COSTS COSTS CITY .

W10298 Pier A, Berth 5 § 290,687.33 $291,474,82 $787.49
Wharf Remedial
Work
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