CLACKAMAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Study Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: 5/6/14 Approx. Start Time: 1:30pm Approx. Length: 1 hr
Presentation Title: 902 Abermnethy Road Property {aka Big Blue) Engineer Report

Department: Business & Community Services, Gary Barth, Director
Division: Business & Economic Development

Presenters:

Gary Barth, Director Business and Community Services

Catherine Comer, Business and Economic Development Manager
Mark R. Underhill, R.G., Project Manager, Kleinfelder

Mare Gonzales, Director, Finance

Other Invitees:

WHAT ACTION ARE YOU REQUESTING FROM THE BOARD?

The purpose of this study session is to present the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) with
the results of an engineering report for County owned property located at 902 Abernethy Road,
Oregon City.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Clackamas County Business & Economic Development was interested in the possible
redevelopment of the county owned property located at 902 Abernethy Road In Oregon City
(aka Big Biue) for muiti-office and non-manufacturing flex space use. However, prior to the
County moving forward with any use of the property it must first be determined if adaptive reuse
is feasible and economically advisable for this property.

B&ED hired a consultant, Kieinfelder to do a feasibility and flood mitigation report which is
attached.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS (current year and ongoing):
No additional funds are being requested at this time.

LEGAL/POLICY REQUIREMENTS:
TBD

PUBLIC/GOVERNMENTAL PARTICIPATION:TBD

OPTIONS: Information and discussion only

RECOMMENDATION:

ATTACHMENTS:
Feasibility and Flood Mitigation Report
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January 22, 2014
Project Number: 138488

Catherine Comer, Manager

Clackamas County Business & Economic Development
150 Beavercreek Road

Oregon City, OR 97045

Attention: Ms. Catherine Comer
Subject: Feasibility and Flood Mitigation Report for

Buildings Located at 902 Abernethy Road

Big Blue Building and Utility Building

Oregon City, OR
Ms. Comer:
The attached report presents the results of Kieinfelder's high level analysis of two buildings
located at 902 Abernethy Road. Per your request Kleinfelder has prepared this report for the
main building (Big Blue) and the Utility Building.
Qur report outlines the results of the structural investigation and the flood mitigation
investigation.

Respectfully submitted,
KLEINFELDER WEST, INC.

ﬂ_ﬂ Ao o

Ronald F. Gibson
Senior Structural Engineer

A o7

Bruce Curtis
Senior Hydraulic Engineer

Enclosures
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

Clackamas County Business & Economic Development has contracted Kleinfelder to
complete a conceptual analysis of 902 Abernethy Road and a companion building
located to the west (the Utilities Building) to assess the structural integrity and evaluate
the feasibility to redevelop one or both of the buildings for use as a multi-office and non-
manufacturing flex space. The purpose of this analysis is to determine if adaptive reuse
is feasible and economically advisable for this property.

This report will provide a structural feasibility study and the floodplain mitigation report
which will provide a strategy that will minimize losses should another flood occur. A
floodplain mitigation report was required because the buildings are located in the
FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain for Abernathy Creek. Three alternatives, a
levee/dike around the building, dry floodproofing, and wet floodproofing the building, will
be briefly deveioped and evaluated.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The County-owned 902 Abernethy Road property has been unoccupied and used solely
for storage since December 1999. This status is a direct result of water damage which
occurred during the flood of February 1996. The building was inundated with eight (8)
feet of water and suffered damage to drywall, carpeting, and surface fixiures; however,
there is no documented evidence of structural damage to the building. The county
received Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funds to clean up the
property and has removed items which harbored moid and other health hazardous
materials.

However, the building is not able to be occupied in its present state, owing to mold,
mildew and other contaminants which necessitate the use of approved respirators fo
enter the facility.

Both buildings are currently used for storage. Sand bags are stored in the main area of
the Big Blue Building and secure storage is used in the Utility Building.
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! 1.3 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

1.3.1 STRUCTURAL EVALUATION

Clackamas County Business & Economic Development request a high level analysis of
902 Abernethy Road and a companion building located to the west (the Utilities
| Building) to assess the structural integrity and evaluate the feasibility to redevelop one
| or both of the buildings for use as a multi-office and non-manufacturing flex space.
Specific areas of study in this scope include:

) Building redevelopment/reuse feasibility analysis
. Non-engineered estimate of redevelopment costs

If the analysis determines that use of the buildings is feasible, further design and
building construction proposals would be needed as a second phase.

1.3.2 FLOOD PLAIN MITIGATION PLAN

In addition, the buildings are located in a designated flood zone, therefore a flood plain
mitigation plan will need to be done to ensure that, if/when another flood occurs, a
strategy on minimizing future losses and damage is in place.

Specific areas of study in this scope include:

. Flood plain mitigation plan
. Estimate of mitigation costs

Kleinfelder has prepared a floodplain mitigation report that will recommend a strategy to
minimize damages during a flood event. Two alternatives, a levee/dike around the
building and “floodproofing” the building, will be briefly developed and evaiuated. A
conceptual design will be prepared for any construction efforts and a conceptual-level
cost estimate will be prepared for each alternative.

It is assumed that the alternatives will only be developed for the FEMA designated 100-
year floodplain and water surface elevation and that this information is readily available
from FEMA. It is also assumed that topographic mapping of the site will be provided to
Kleinfelder.
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2 STRUCTURAL EVALUATION
2.1  EXISTING BUILDING INFORMATION AND PLANS

The two buildings evaluated sit on a 16.5 acre parcel of land located at 902 Abernethy
Road. These buildings are part of a Clackamas County maintenance facility. The
buildings to the east are currently used by Clackamas County and are not a part of this
evaluation.

Site access is provided by two driveways off of Abernethy Road. The two buildings are
separated from the maintenance facility by a chain link fence. A gate is located on the
east and west end for access to back (south) side of the Big Blue building. The Utility
building is outside of the fenced area.

Clackamas County provided enclosed plans for the existing Big Blue Building. These
plans are not the original design documents but do show plans for a remodel. No plans
were found for the Utility Building but an outline is shown on the Big Blue Building plans

2.2 BIG BLUE BUILDING STRUCTURAL FRAMING SYSTEM

The existing Big Blue Building is comprised of two attached sections. The original
building on the east end is 54’ wide (east west Grid K-N} by 108 feet long (north south
Grid). Attached to this building is the main building which is 258 feet long by 71 feet
wide (main building only}). There are two vestibules attached to the front of the building
that extend out 15 feet and 40 feet. The existing building was last used as an office
space with two floors across the entire main structure. Office layouts are shown on
plans 2.1 and 2.2.

The main floor is assumed at Elevation 42. The first floor is 9-1-1/2" above ground
floor. The roof coping height is 9'-5-1/2” above the second floor.

Cur evaluation was based on the plans provided and our visual observations inside the
building. Due to removal of wall materials and ceiling panels (mold removal) many
sections for the structural frame were visible for observation. Photos of the Big Blue
Building are located in Appendix A.

Based on our limited evaluation it would appear that the main structure (Grid lines A-K)
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was constructed first with the main steel frame system spanning north-south. The east
building (Grid lines K-N) are connected but separate structure with steel frames
spanning east-west.

The original steel frame is a typical metal building system with tapered steel columns

placed along grid lines 1 and 2. Most of the building is a clear span rigid frame
spanning the entire 71 foot span from grid lines 1 and 2.

The main building frames are as shown below:

—

s !

Columns lines F-l are module frames with two interior columns. Building frames along

F-1 are as shown below:

Plans show cross bracing in the north and south walls between Grids C-D. These were
removed in the remodel and replaced with cross bracing between Grids G-H on the
north wall and Grids B-C on the south wall. The roof is supported by Z purlins.

The second floor is supported on interior frame system with steel columns and floor
beams that are separate from the main steel building frame.

2.3 BIG BLUE STRUCTURAL SLAB SYSTEM

The existing building foundation is a concrete floor system. No plans are available and
no testing was completed to determine the type of foundation. The original building
contained overhead door on the southeast and northeast sections indicating that this
section was used for maintenance. The overhead doors were removed in the last
remodel. The concrete slab was likely designed for heavy vehicle use.
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A 4'-0” high concrete wall was constructed in from Grid Line F-K in the maintenance
area. This concrete wall is visible on the north and south elevations. The wall was
constructed outside the steel frame system and is not part of the structural system. The
wall was also noted inside at approximately column line F.

QOur limited investigation showed no signs of distress to the concrete floor system.

24 BIG BLUE BUILDING EXTERIOR AND ROOF

The exterior of the building is mostly wood siding except where the concrete walt is
located. Metal siding was also noted on the south side of the building. The exterior of
the building was in poor condition and will require removal or repair.

The roof has a slight pitch rising 4 feet in 34 feet. A roof inspection was not completed
but there were not new signs of interior damage or leakage. Some damage to the
ceiling tiles indicated that there were roof leaks in the past.

2.5 BIG BLUE BUILDING CONDITION ASSESSMENT

The main steel structure, foundation and roof structure all appear to be in good
condition. There were not visual signs of deterioration or damage to the main frame
structure. The second floor framing system also appeared to be in good condition.

The interior finishes of building were severely damaged by the flood, moid removal and
lack of repairs since the flood. In order for the building to be used all interior surfaces
should be removed and reconstructed. The interior should be stripped to the bare
concrete floors and steel framing.

The exterior of the building is in fair to poor condition. Future use of the building should
consider removal and reconstruction of the exterior walls.

A roofing company should inspect and determine recommendations if the building is
remodeled for future use.
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2.6 UTILITY BUILDING STRUCTURAL FRAMING SYSTEM

We were limited in our evaluation of the Utility Building since there was limited removal
of walls and ceilings due to mold removal. The Utility Building is also currently being
use for secure storage and several rooms were [ocked.

Based on plans and our limited access, the Utility Building is a 58'0” wide by 103’ long
one story building. The Utility Building is approximately 9 feet west of the Big Blue
Building. The building is stee! framed building with wood roof joists supported on the
steel frame. The steel frame is supported by columns located on a grid. The north-
south grid is spaced at 16', 33', 23’ and 31’ from north to south. The east west grids are
spaced at 18', 23’ and 17’ west 1o east. Steel columns are located on the exierior walls.
The building has wood siding and a flat roof.

The steel columns were 4” tube columns supporting 8" deep steel roof beams. The roof
joists are wood and steel bar joist, 24” deep.

2.7 UTILITY BUILDING FOUNDATION

No plans are available on the Utility Building foundation. Due to flooring present we are
unable to determing the type of foundation used. The concrete floor is likely supported
on a slab with grade beams. No visible sign of foundation damage were noted inside
the building.

2.8 UTILITY BUILDING CONDITION ASSESSMENT

No structural damage was observed in the Utility Building. Similar to the Big Blue
Building, all interior walls and surface need to be removed to eliminate mold. This
would include the ceiling tiles and framing. The exterior siding of the building should be
removed and replaced.
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3 FLOOD PLAIN MITIGATION PLAN
3.1 CLACKAMAS COUNTY FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

A Clackamas County Floodplain Development Permit (FDP) will need to be acquired if
the buildings are not “pre-FIRM structures,” the improvements constitute a “substantial
improvement,” or the structure received “substantial damage” during the 1996 flood
event. A pre-Firm structure is a building that was built before March 1, 1978.
Substantial improvement is any repair, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or improvement of
a pre-FIRM structure that costs more than 50 percent of the market value of the
structure. Substantial damage is the damage sustained by a pre-FIRM structure
whereby the cost of restoring the structure to it's before damage condition would equal
or exceed 50 percent of the market value of the structure before the damage occurred.

If the structure is not exempt and a FDP is necessary, an application for a FDP will
include the following:
+  Site plan
» Specifications for building construction and materials
e Description of watercourse alteration
* Elevation certificate or FEMA National Flood Insurance Program Floodproofing
Certificate for Non-Residential Structures

It is assumed that the building is a pre-FIRM structure, but that the improvements will
constitute a substantial improvement and the structure received substantial damage
during the 1996 flood event, so a FDP will be needed.

3.2 CLACKAMAS COUNTY ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE

There are two types of floodproofing — dry floodproofing and wet floodproofing. Dry
floodproofing means making the building watertight, substantially impermeable to
floodwaters. Wet floodproofing is applying permanent or contingent measures to a
structure and/or its contents that prevent or provide resistance to damage from flocding
by allowing flood waters t¢ enter the structure.

According to County Ordinance Section 703.11 Specific Standards, development in the
flood fringe, which the building is located in, will require that the structure be dry
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floodproofed, so that below the point one foot above the 100-year water surface
elevation, the structure is watertight, with walls substantially impermeable to the
passage of water. Applicants dry floodproofing non-residential structures shall be
notified in writing that flood insurance premiums will be based on rates that are one foot
below the dry floodproofed level (e.g. a building dry floodproofed to one foot above the
100-year water surface elevation will be rated as being dry floodproofed to the 100-year
water surface elevation).

in addition, the structure shall have structural componentis capable of resisting
hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy, and a professional
engineer or licensed architect shall certify that the design and methods of construction
are in accordance with accepted standards of practice for meeting provisions of this
ordinance based on their development and/or review of the siructural design,
specifications, and plans. Such certifications shall be provided to the County.

Wet Floodproofing generally includes properly anchoring the structure, using flood
resistant materials below the base flood elevation and protecting mechanical and utility
equipment. Wet floodproofing may be acceptable as a flood protection technique under
the National Flood Insurance Program if it is limited to enclosures below elevated
residential and non-residential structures. Wet floodproofing is only acceptable to the
County for nonresidential structures, if the County issues a variance to allow it.

3.3 FEMAPERMIT

If work is performed on the property that could affect the 100-year water surface
elevation, a FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) would need to be acquired. The CLOMR and LOMR essentially prove
that the property is no lenger in the floodplain and change the FEMA Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) to demonstrate this.

To obtain a CLOMR from FEMA, a conceptual plan of the proposed construction would
need to be developed. A hydraulic model would then need to be created of Abernethy
Creek near the property for existing conditions and for conditions after the construction
has been performed. The construction could not increase the 100-year water surface
elevation in Abernethy Creek by more than one (1) foot. If it does, then additional work
would be necessary to lower the water surface elevation. A report and CLOMR permit
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application is then submitted to FEMA showing the construction that is planned and
what effect it will have on the floodplain and water surface elevation of Abernathy
Creek. If the water surface does not increase by more than one (1) foot, then FEMA will
issue a CLOMR.

After construction has taken place, as-built surveys are taken of the construction; new
drawings and hydraulic models are created; and a report and LOMR application is sent
to FEMA. Once FEMA issues the LOMR, then the property owner no longer is required
to buy flood insurance.

34 ALTERNATIVES

3.4.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 — LEVEE OR FLOODWALL

According to the survey information provided to Kieinfelder (see Figure 1), the ground
surface elevation around the buildings varies from about 40 feet to 43 feet. For the
ease of discussion, we will assume a constant ground surface elevation at the building
of 42 feet. The 100-year water surface elevation at the building location is 48 feet
based on the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88) (see Figure 2). The
depth of water at the building during the 100-year flood event would be six (6) feet (48
feet — 42 feet). A levee or wall constructed to keep water away from the buildings would
need to be at least one (1) foot higher than the water surface elevation. This additional
levee or wall height is called freeboard.

Based on this information, the levee or wali height would need to be about seven (7)
feet (6 feet + 1 foot). A levee would need a top width of at least 10 feet and side slopes
that were a slope no steeper than 3H to 1V (3:1). The total width of the levee at its base
would be 52 feet wide. It would not be possible to place a levee on the north side of the
buildings along Abernethy Road because there is not enough room between the
building and the road to construct the levee. The cost of raising the elevation of
Abernathy Road to act as a levee would be extremely expensive, and the accesses to
the other buildings along Abernathy would also need to be raised and this would affect
any utilities buried in the road. This option is not financially feasible or practicable. A
conceptual design and cost estimate for constructing a levee to remove the buildings
from the floodplain was not developed because this option is not feasible or reasonable,
and it will not be discussed further.
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Another option to remove the buildings from the floodplains would be to construct a
floodwall around the property. The flocodwall would need to be a minimum of seven (7)
feet high and would require automatically-controlled flood gates at the access points to
the property so cars

and trucks could drive onto the property. Figure 3 shows the approximate location of
the floodwall. Because this would require construction in the 100-year floodplain and
would affect the 100-year floodplain, a FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision
(CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) and a Clackamas County Floodplain
Development Permit (FDP) would need to be acquired.

3.4.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 — DRY FLOODPROOFING

Dry floodproofing would require a FEMA Floodproofing Cerificate for Non-Residential
Structures and would require the building to be:

e  Watertight

= Utilities located above the 100-year water surface elevation, located within the
building, or made watertight to resist damage during flood conditions, and

¢ Buildings structural components must be capable of resisting specific flood-
related forces.

A seven-foot high concrete wall would need to be built around the outside of the
buildings to withstand the water pressure. The doors and windows would also need to
be modified so that they could be made watertight and withstand the water pressure.

Other considerations on determining on whether is appropriate are warning time; safety
and access; flood velocities, flood depth, and debris; flood frequency; flood emergency
operation plan; and inspection and maintenance plan. The amount of time necessary to
put human intervention floodproofing components in place will depend upon the number
of components, their complexity, and the availability of personnel to put them in place.

Safe access to a floodproofed building is a critical factor in the determination of whether
floodproofing is an appropriate design alternative. Any floodplain location with a base
flood product number (flood depth times velocity) greater than 4 will create a hazard for
anyone attempting to enter or leave the building. All roads to be used as excavation
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routes from the building must remain passable as floodwater rise. According to FEMA’s
“Non-Residential Floodproofing — Requirements and Certification,” for locations with
velocities in excess of five (5) feet per second and flood depths greater than three (3)
feet, costs may be prohibitive to use dry floodproofing.

3.4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 — WET FLOODPROOFING

Wet floodproofing generally includes properly anchoring the structure, using flood
resistant materiais below the base flood elevation and protecting mechanical and utility
equipment. Application of wet floodproofing as a flood protection technique under the
National Flood Insurance Program is limited to enclosures below elevated residential
and non-residential structures and to nonresidential structures that have been issued
variances by the County.

Some non-residential structures — such as detached garages and storage sheds solely
used for parking and limited storage that are no greater than 400 square feet in area,
pole barns used for storage of farm machinery and equipment, small garden sheds, and
structures used in conjunction with agricultural activities — may be granted an
exception from the elevation and floodproofing standards, subject to the following
criteria:

1. The structure will be wet floodproofed;
2. The structure will not cause significant flood risk;

3. The structure will not be used for human habitation, and will be utilized primarily
for storage or parking;

4. The structure will be designed to have low flood damage potential,

5. The structure will be constructed and placed on the building site so as to offer the
minimum resistance to the flow of flood waters; and

8. The structure will be constructed with flood-resistant materials that meet the
requirements of the County Building Codes Division, up to a minimum of one foot
above the BFE in flood fringe and flood hazard areas.
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4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - FLOOD WALL

For Alternative 1 - Floodwall, a County FDP, a FEMA CLOMR, and a FEMA LOMR will
be needed. A conceptual cost was generated (see Table 1), and the estimated cost of
Alternative 1 would be about $3,043,635. This alternative would be acceptable only if
there is sufficient time and a warning system is in place to allow people in the buildings
to leave before flood waters made travel from the property unsafe.

4.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - DRY FLOODPROOFING

For Alternative 2 — Dry Floodproofing, a County FDP and a FEMA Floodproofing
Certificate for Non-Residential Structures will be needed. A FEMA CLOMR and LOMR
should not be needed. A conceptual cost was generated (see Table 2), and the
estimated cost of Alternative 2 would be more than $3,511,794. This alternative also
would be acceptable only if there is sufficient time and a warning system is in place to
allow people in the buiidings to install the flood prevention equipment and leave before
flood waters made travel from the propenty unsafe.

4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - WET FLOODPROOFING

For Alternative 3 — Wet Floodproofing, a County FDP and a County variance will be
needed. A FEMA CLOMR and LOMR should not be needed. A conceptual cost was
generated (see Table 3), and the estimated cost of Alternative 3 would be more than
$3,105,360. This alternative also would be acceptable only if there is sufficient time and
a warning system is in place to allow people in the buildings to leave before flood waters
made travel from the property unsafe.

4.4 POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE USE

During our site visit we met with Clackamas County and discussed one possible use for
these two buildings. A film studio would like to use the east end of Big Blue Building as
a two-story office complex. The second floor of the main area of Big Blue would be
removed which would provide an open two-story high studio area where temporary
props would be constructed for filming. Windows would be eliminated in the studio
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area. A film studio operation could utilize the existing building if medifications were
feasible.

The use of either building for multi-office space will have limits depending on the
alternative selected. Alternatives 1 and 2 would be acceptable for multi-office space.
Alternative 3 would have to consider the damage that would occur during a flood to the
lower floor space.

Use of the space for non-manufacturing flex space is also feasible for ali 3 Alternatives.
Alternative 3 would have to consider the damage that would occur during a flood. The
lease amount of equipment or permanent walls should be considered for the lower
floors if Alternative 3 is selected.

45 CONCLUSION

One issue that was discussed was the interior columns located along Grid lines F-I.
These columns cannot be removed without additional structural analysis. It is however
feasible to redesign and modify these frame at an additional cost.

If the existing steel frame will be used for future use then the building will need a code
and seismic update to meet current codes. This will require structural modifications that
are included in the cost estimates.

if office space on the ground floor is considered for these buildings, then Dry
Waterproofing should be investigated. A more detailed investigation of the foundation
would be required to determine if this option is feasible.

For all options cost will be a key factor in determining the feasibility of reuse of these
buildings. Cost assumed that all interior components of both building must be removed
and replaced.

Essentially you are saving the foundation, steel frame and roof frame systems with
major remodeling of the exterior siding. You are also saving the cost of land, utilities,
and parking lot. After removing the interior and all potential mold surfaced the steel
frame should be inspected, cleaned and repaired if required.
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5 LIMITATIONS

The recommendations in this report are based on our field observations, laboratory
testing, and our present understanding of the proposed construction. It is possible that
subsurface conditions can vary between or beyond the points explored. If the
conditions found during construction differ from those described in this report, please
notify us immediately so that we can review our report in light of those conditions and
provide supplemental recommendations as necessary. We should also review the
report if the scope of the proposed construction, including the proposed loads or
structure locations, changes from that described in this report.

Kleinfelder has prepared this report for the exclusive use of Clackamas County for the
proposed improvements to the buildings. The report was prepared in substantial
accordance with the generally accepted standards of practice for geotechnical
engineering as exist in the site area at the time of our investigation. No warranty is
expressed or implied. The recommendations in this report are based on the assumption
that Kleinfelder will be provided review comments and additional information as required
to revise/refine recommendations. They aiso are based on the assumption that
Kleinfelder will be retained to conduct an adequate program of construction testing and
observation to evaluate compliance with our recommendations.

This report may be used only by the Client, and only for the purposes stated, within a
reasonable time from its issuance, but in no event later than one year from the date of
the report. Land use, site conditions (both on- and off-site}, or other factors may change
over time, so that additional investigation or revision of our recommendations may be
required with the passage of time. It is the Client's responsibility to see that all parties
to the project including the designer, contractor, and subcontractors, are made aware of
this report in its entirety. The use of information contained in this report for bidding
purposes shall be at the Contractor's option and risk. Any party other than the Client
who wishes to use this report must notify Kleinfelder of such intended use. Based on
that intended use of the report, Kleinfelder may require that additional work be
performed and that an updated report be issued. Noncompliance with these
requirements by the Client or anyone else will release Kleinfelder from any liability
resulting from the use of this report by an unauthorized party.
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Big Blue Bldg. Center Section — Photo 1

Big Blue Bldg. Center Section — Photo 2
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Big Blue Bldg. South Side, Concrete Wall - Photo 3

Big Blue Bldg. Roof Purlins — Photo 4
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Big Blue Bldg. Roof Purins - Photo 5

Big Blue Ceiling Beam, Additional Column Support — Photo 6
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Big Blue Ceiling Beam, Additional Column Support — Photo 7

Big Blue Ceiling Main Beam ~ Photo 8
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Big Blue Main Front Entrance — Photo 9

Big Blue South Side 6 — Photo 10

138488/CSP14R0133 January 21, 2014
Capyright 2014 Kleinfelder




(nce
KLEINFELDER

\:/

Utility Bldg. West Side 1 — Photo 11

Utility Bldg. West Side 2 — Photo 12
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‘ Utility Bldg. Ceiling Beam — Photo 14
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Utility Bldg., Roof Column — Photo 15
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TABLE 1: CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERS OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
Alternative 1 - Floodwall

NE UNiT
NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNITS PRICE CO8T
1 |Floodwall (7 feet high) 1000|LF $ 30018 300000
2 {Floodgates 1|Each $100,0001% 100,000
3 (Renovation of Big Blue Building 24150|SF $ 75| % 1,811,250
4 JRenovation of Utility Building (New Bidg) 6000|SF 5 50]1% 300,000
5 $ .
\ 6 $ .
| 7 $ -
‘ 8 $ -
|
| SUBTOTAL $ 2,511,250
| % of Subtotal
‘ UTILITY RELOCATIONS 1.0% $ 25113
‘ SUBTOTAL $ 2,536,363
|
‘ CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 20.0% $ 607273
| TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 3,043,635

*COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE PERMITTING OR ENVIROCNMENTAL COSTS.




TABLE 2: CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERS OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
Alternative 2 - Dry Floodproofing

ITEM UNTT
NG, ITEM QUANTITY UNITS PRICE COST
1 [|Concrete Wall (7 feet high) 1120|LF $ 300§ 336.000
2 Watertight Doors 2|Each $ 100001% 20.000
3 |Renovation of Big Blue Building 24150|SF $ 80 1% 1832000
4 |Renovation of Utility Building (New Bldg) 6000(SF $ 501% 300,000
5 |Foundation Modifications 241501SF $ 319 72,450
B $ -
7 $ -
8 $ -
SUBTOTAL § 2,660,450
% of Subtotal
UTILITY RELOCATIONS 10.0% $ 266,045
SUBTOTAL $ 2,926,495
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 20.0% $ 585299
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 3,511,794

*COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE PERMITTING OR ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS.




Table 3: CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERS OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
Alternative 3 - Wet Floodproofing

ONIT
NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNITS PRICE COST

1 |Renovation of Big Blue Building 241505F 85(% 2,052,750

2 |Rencvation of UHility Building (New Bidg} 6000|SF 50 % 300,000

3 g .

4 $ -

5 $ -

6 3 -

7 $ -

8 3 -
SUBTOTAL $ 2,352,750

% of Subtotal

UTHLITY RELOCATIONS 10.0% $ 235275
SUBTOTAL $ 2,588,025
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 20.0% $ 517,605
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 3,105,630

*COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE PERMITTING OR ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS.




