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Project Location Map 
 

 
In Mendocino County on Route 101 from 5.3 miles north of Branscomb 
Road to Rattlesnake Creek Bridge 10-27.   
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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This project proposes to rehabilitate 6.6 miles of asphalt surfacing of Route 101 
from 5.3 miles north of Branscomb Road to Rattlesnake Creek Bridge #10-27 in 
Mendocino County.   
 
This Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation (3R) project includes shoulder 
widening to maintain a minimum shoulder width, installing two retaining walls on 
the southbound shoulder from PM 77.85 to PM 78.05 and at PM 78.16 for 400 feet, 
embankment reconstruction, placing rock slope protection (RSP), rehabilitating or 
replacing drainage systems, fish passage improvements at selected culverts, 
reconstructing Metal Beam Guard Railing (MBGR), replacing MBGR terminal 
sections, striping, new recessed pavement markers, rumble strip placement, and 
adding signs to improve safety. 
 
Prior to repaving, localized pavement failures and pavement cracks will be repaired.  
This work will include asphalt concrete (AC) digouts to a depth of 0.33 feet; seal all 
cracks wider than 0.25 inches by route and seal method.  

 
Based on the Life Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA), the recommended pavement 
strategy consists of 0.20 feet of Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) Type-A, followed by 0.20 
feet of Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt Type-G (RHMA-G) and finally 0.15 feet of 
Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt Type-O (RHMA-O). 

 
See the Cost estimate for specific work items included in this project. 
 

 

 

Project Limits 
[Dist., Co., Rte., PM] 

01, Men., 101, PM 74.8/81.4 

Capital Costs: $20.33 million 
Right of way Costs: $50,000 
Funding Source: SHOPP 20.10.201.120  
Number of Alternatives: 2 
Recommended Alternative 
(for programming and 
scheduling): 

1 

Type of Facility 
(conventional, expressway, 
freeway): 

Conventional Highway 

Number of Structures: 2 
Anticipated Environmental 
Determination/Document: 

EIR, EA 

Legal Description In Mendocino County near 
Laytonville from 5.3 miles 
north of Branscomb Road to 
Rattlesnake Creek BR#10-27 
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2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
This project is recommended to be programmed for construction in 2012 to 
rehabilitate Route 101 from PM 74.8 to PM 81.4 under the roadway 
rehabilitation program.  The recommended project alternative is discussed in the 
Alternative section. 

3. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 
 

Need: 
      
     This segment of Route 101 will reach the end of its serviceable life in the next 5 

to 10 years.  This project is needed to increase service life, preserve the highway 
investment, and to prevent further deterioration of the roadway structural 
section. 

 
Purpose: 

 
The purpose is to preserve and extend the design life of the existing highway for 
a minimum of twenty years and enhance highway safety. 
 

4. EXISTING FACILITY, DEFICIENCIES AND TRAFFIC DATA 

 

4A. EXISTING ROADWAY GEOMETRIC INFORMATION 
 
Existing geometric information was obtained from the California State Highway Log, 
District Safety Analysis Report, and field verification. 
 
          Table-1.  Existing and Proposed Paved Shoulder Widths 

Existing 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(4) 

Proposed 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(5) 

Median 
 
 

(6) 

Location 
PM to PM 

 
(1) 

  
Existing 

Curve 
Radius 

(2) 

Number of 
Lanes 

 
(3) 

Left Right Left Right Width 
PM 74.73/75.30 1900 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 75.30/75.55 1100 4 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 75.55/75.71 1100 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 75.71/75.85 1000 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 75.85/76.10 900 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 
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Existing 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(4)

Proposed 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(5)

Median 
 
 

(6) 

Location 
PM to PM 

 
(1) 

  
Existing 

Curve 
Radius 

(2) 

Number of 
Lanes 

 
(3) 

Left Right Left Right Width 
PM 76.10/76.13 600 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 10 ft 

PM 76.13/76.25 500 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 10 ft 

PM 76.25/76.39 500 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 10 ft 

PM 76.39/76.50 600 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 10 ft 

PM 76.50/76.74 700 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 76.74/76.89 1000 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 76.89/77.12 900 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 77.12/77.26 500 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 77.26/77.40 500 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 77.40/77.55 1000 3 7 ft 3 ft 7 ft 4 ft None 

PM 77.55/77.81 1000 3 7 ft 3 ft 7 ft 4 ft None 

PM 77.81/77.93 2000 3 3 ft 3 ft 8 ft 4 ft None 

PM  77.93/78.12 1200 3 0 ft 0-3 ft 8 ft 4 ft None 

PM 78.12/78.31 2500 3 3 ft 3 ft 8 ft 4 ft None 

PM 78.31/78.56 2000 2 3 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 78.56/78.65 2000 2 3 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 78.65/78.83 5000 2 2 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 78.83/79.01 1000 2 1 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 79.01/79.24 1500 2 0 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 79.24/79.50 1100 2 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 79.50/79.94 1000 2 1 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 79.94/80.01 900 2 2 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.01/80.10 900 2 2 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.10/80.25 800 2 3 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.25/80.37 1200 2 2 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.37/80.48 800 2 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.48/80.59 1200 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.59/80.77 1000 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 
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Existing 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(4)

Proposed 
Paved Shoulder 

Width 
(5)

  
Median 
 

(6) 

Location 
PM to PM 

 
(1) 

  
Existing 

Curve 
Radius 

(2) 

Number of 
Lanes 

 
(3) 

Left Right Left Right Width 
PM 80.77/80.83 1200 2 3 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 80.83/81.01 1200 2 3 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 81.01/81.11 550 2 3 ft 2 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 81.11/81.20 1000 2 2 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 81.20/81.27 600 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

PM 81.27/81.35 1800 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft None 

 

 

4B. CONDITION OF EXISTING FACILITY 
 

(1) Traveled Way Data 
 

 
Table-2.  2007 Pavement Condition Survey 

From To Left/Right 
L1 or L2 

Pavement 
Surface Type 

Alligator 
Cracking 

% 

Patch 
 

Rutt Bleed Priority IRI Score 

    A B C % Y/N Y/N   
74.80 75.5 L1 Flexible-OG 0 17 0 0 N N 9 96 
74.80 75.5 L2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 176 
74.80 75.5 R1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 32 91 
74.80 75.5 R2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 103 
75.50 77.0 L1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 105 
75.50 77.0 L2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 126 
75.50 77.0 R1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 103 
75.50 77.0 R2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 95 
77.00 78.50 L1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 99 
77.00 78.50 L2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 80 
77.00 78.50 R1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 102 
77.00 78.50 R2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 94 
78.50 80.00 L1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 96 
78.50 80.00 L2 Flexible-DG 0 0 0 0 N N 98 86 
78.50 80.00 R1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 93 
80.00 80.50 L1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 102 
80.00 80.50 L2 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 119 
80.50 81.40 L1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 100 
80.50 81.40 R1 Flexible-OG 0 0 0 0 N N 99 110 
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Table 2 summarizes the 2007 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory.  The data 
shows that the majority of the facility is in good condition since construction of the 
bonded wearing course in 2006 on this segment of highway.   
 
All signs will be evaluated for replacement or upgrading in the design phase. 

 
Deflection Study Results: 
 

A deflection study was not completed for the PSSR. 

(2) Shoulder Data 
 
Shoulders vary from 0 feet to 8 feet within project limits but are typically 4 feet 
wide.  The shoulders will receive the same recommended overlay as the main traffic 
lanes.  Shoulder will be maintained or widened providing 4-foot minimum width, 
and widened to 8 feet at proposed retaining walls. 

 
 

(3) Pedestrian Facility Data 
 
No pedestrian facilities are present within the project limits; however, this 
section of Route 101 provides access to several private road approaches and a 
number of high volume Mendocino County Roads including Bell Springs 
Road and Spy Rock Road.  Pedestrians are permitted along the shoulder of 
this section of Route 101.  The minimum shoulder width will be 4 feet. 

(4) Bicycle Path Data 
 
There are no separated bicycle paths within the project limits.   

4C. STRUCTURES INFORMATION 
 

A  Preliminary Geotechnical Report was prepared for construction of the 
retaining walls in Alternative 1.   
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4D. VEHICLE TRAFFIC DATA 
 
Current and Forecasted Traffic Data: 

 
                                    Annual ADT         

             Base Year   2008                         6,300 
2009         6,450 
2019         7,950 
2029         9,450 

 Peak Hour 
             Base Year   2008                              950 

2009                   970 
2019                1,190 
2029                1,420 

         
             20-year Directional %  60.0 
             20-year DH Truck %    10.0 
 
             *T.I. (10-Year)     10.0  

                                 *T.I.(20-Year)      11.0 
 
 
 
 
Collision Data: 
 
Below is a summary of the total number of collisions that have occurred within the 
project limits over a 5-year period, from July 1, 2002 to June 30, 2007. 
 

 
Collisions 

Actual                 
Collision Rate/MVM 

Statewide Average 
Collision Rate/MVM 

Total Fatal Injuries F+I Fatal F+I Total Fatal F+I Total 
71 4 21 25 0.056 0.35 1.00 0.034 0.70 1.44 

 
 

Locations of Collision Concentration:  The District 1 Traffic Safety Office 
determined there was a uniform distribution of collisions throughout the project 
limits and no collision concentration was identified.  The Traffic Safety Office 
performed a Safety Analysis, the recommendations from this analysis can be found 
in the report in Attachment L. 
 
A safety field review was conducted on May 30, 2008 by the District 1 Traffic 
Safety Office. 
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4E. MATERIALS 
 
A Preliminary Materials Recommendation was prepared to analyze paving 
strategies for this project. 
 

5. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 
This project is consistent with the 2002 Transportation Concept Report for 
Route 101 in Mendocino County.   

 

6. ALTERNATIVES 
 
Alternative 1: 20-Year Rehabilitation Strategy 
 
This Alternative includes work to rehabilitate or replace drainage systems (see 
Attachment K for more information), construct fish passage improvements at 
selected culverts, perform asphalt concrete (AC) digouts to repair localized failures, 
seal all cracks wider than 0.25 inches by route and seal method. 
 
Other rehabilitation work includes, AC dike replacement, shoulder widening where 
necessary, embankment reconstruction, installing a retaining wall on the 
southbound shoulder from PM 77.85 to PM 78.05 and placing a 400-foot retaining 
wall at PM 78.16, place rock slope protection (RSP), install signs, reconstruct Metal 
Beam Guard Railing (MBGR) and reconstruct MBGR terminal sections, striping, 
pavement markers and rumble strip placement. 
 
Alternative 2: No Build. 
 
The no build alternative does not meet the need and purpose for this project.     

6A. REHABILITATION STRATEGIES EVALUATED: 
 
Two life cycle cost time frames were analyzed to compare paving strategies for 
Alternative 1.  Ten-year and twenty-year design lives were analyzed for both Hot 
Mix Asphalt (HMA) and Rubberized Asphalt Concrete (RAC) paving strategies. 
Both paving strategies were analyzed with and without Hot In-Place Recycling 
(HIPR) according to the Highway Design Manual section 110.11 (2) and Deputy 
Directive DD-17.   The Life Cycle Cost Analysis compared all paving strategies 
with a 35-year analysis period using the Caltrans software RealCost version 2.2.  
The 20-year RAC strategy yielded the lowest equivalent uniform annual cost 
(EUAC) of $ 834,000.  The Present Value Agency Cost for the 20-year RAC 
strategy is $15,573,000.  See Attachment H for the Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
results.   
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6B. COMPARISON OF REHABILITATION STRATEGIES 
 
A total of eight paving strategies from the Materials Recommendation were 
compared in the Life Cycle Cost Analysis (Table-3).  The LCCA results were used 
for identifying the most cost effective paving strategy, which do not necessarily 
match the project cost estimate. 
 
     Table-3.  Results of the Life Cycle Cost Analysis 

Paving Strategy 
Initial 

Construction 
Cost ($1,000)

LCCA Present 
Value Agency 
Cost ($1,000) 

LCCA 
Equivalent 
Uniform 

Annual Cost 
($1,000) 

10-Year HMA $11,230 $19,772 $1,059 
20-Year HMA $11,820 $16,834 $901 
10-Year RAC $10,550 $18,869 $1010 
20-Year RAC $11,230 $15,573 $834 

10-Year HMA, HIPR $11,200 $18,792 $1,006 
20-Year HMA, HIPR $11,840 $15,904 $852 
10-Year RAC, HIPR $10,250 $19,742 $1,057 
20-Year RAC, HIPR $11,230 $16,854 $903 

 
 

6C. DESIGN EXCEPTIONS: 
 
A mandatory design exception standards fact sheet was prepared for curve radii less 
than 1000 feet, and stopping sight distance less than 500 feet.    It has been 
determined by the HQ Design Reviewer that exceptions to Advisory Standards may 
be addressed in the design phase when more detailed topography and survey data is 
available.  The mandatory standard for superelevation (HDM 202.2) will be 
evaluated in the design phase as well when survey data is available. 

6D. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 
 
The anticipated environmental document is a EIR and EA.  The estimated 
time to prepare the documents is 48 months. 
 
The following permits, consultations, agreements, studies, and plans are 
required:   

• Regional Water Quality Control Board 401 permit 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit 
• State Department of Fish and Game 1602 agreement 
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• NOAA-Fisheries consultation for coho salmon 
• Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
• Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) 
• Lead Compliance Plan 

6E. HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE REQUIRED?  
IF YES, WHERE ARE SITES? 
 
A hazardous waste disposal site is not required for this project. 

6F. OTHER AGENCIES INVOLVED 
(PERMITS/APPROVALS FROM FISH & GAME, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, COASTAL COMMISSION, 
ETC.): 
 
Section 401 permit from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (NCWQCB), Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and Section 1602 permit from the California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

6G. MATERIALS AND OR DISPOSAL SITE NEEDS AND 
AVAILABILITY? 
 
No disposal or borrow sites are anticipated for this project.  Staging areas for 
the contractor’s equipment and materials are available within State right of 
way. 

6H. HIGHWAY PLANTING AND IRRIGATION: 
 
Replacement plantings will likely be required at areas 
disturbed by construction activities.  

6I. ROADSIDE DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT: 
 
All Metal Beam Guard Railing not replaced will be reset to achieve standard 
rail heights after the pavement overlay.  All terminal sections will be brought 
to current standards. 

6J. STORMWATER COMPLIANCE: 
 
A Storm Water Data Report (SWDR) was completed for the Project Initiation 
Document (PID) phase.  A SWDR will also be prepared for PA&ED and 
Design phases of the project.   
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No permanent Best Management Practices (BMP) were identified for the 
project; however, permanent BMPs will be evaluated during project design.  
The following Temporary Construction BMPs were identified in the SWDR: 

• Fiber Rolls 
• Temporary Erosion Control 
• Clear Water Diversion 
• Silt Fences 
• Temporary Cover 
• Drainage Inlet Protection 

6K. RIGHT OF WAY ISSUES: INCLUDE UTILITY ISSUES IN 
GUIDANCE: 
 
All improvements are expected to stay within existing Caltrans right of way 
and no new right of way will be required.  No utility relocation is anticipated 
for this project.  

6L. RAILROAD INVOLVEMENT: 
 
There is no railroad involvement with this project. 

6M. SALVAGING AND RECYCLING OF HARDWARE AND OTHER 
NON-RENEWABLE RESOURCES: 
 
All materials will become property of the contractor. 

6N. PROLONGED TEMPORARY RAMP CLOSURES: 
 
There are no ramps within the limits of the project. 

6O. RECYCLED MATERIALS: 
 
 
Rubberized HMA, which consists of recycled rubber, is recommended for this 
project.  The use of Rubberized HMA is encouraged in the District where 
feasible.   

6P. LOCAL AND REGIONAL INPUT: 
 
Local schools shall be notified during construction regarding their bus 
schedules given that one-way traffic control will be used. 
 

6Q. DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS: 
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A summary of drainage work is in Attachment M. 

6R. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES OF NOT DOING 
THIS ENTIRE PROJECT? 
 
This facility will continue to deteriorate at an increased rate causing 
significant pavement failures and higher maintenance costs.  

6S. LIST ALL ALTERNATIVES STUDIED, COST, REASONS NOT 
RECOMMENDED, ETC.: 
 
Alternative 1—This alternative was selected as the preferred alternative.  The 
cost of constructing Alternative 1 is $20.33 million. 
 
No-Build Alternative—The alternative is not recommended because the No-
Build Alternative does not meet the need and purpose of the project.  

7. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

7A. TRANPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
A Transportation Management Plan was prepared for the project.  See 
Attachment E. 

7B. VEHICLE DETECTION SYSTEMS 
 
There are no existing vehicle detection systems within the project limits.  

8. PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMNETAL ASSESSMENT REPORT 
 
See Attachment B for the Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (PEAR). 

9. FUNDING/SCHEDULING 

9A. COST ESTIMATE 
 
The cost to construct Alternative 1, the preferred alternative is $20.33 million.  See 
Attachment G for the complete cost estimate. 
 

9B. PROJECT SUPPORT: 
 

See Attachment I for the Programming Sheet. 
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9C. PROJECT SCHEDULE: 
 

Milestones Delivery Date 
(Month, Day, Year) 

Begin Environmental October 1, 2011
Circulate DED August 1, 2012
PA & ED October 1, 2012
Regular Right of way October 1, 2012
Project PS&E August 1, 2012
Right of way Certification November 15, 2013
Ready to List March 1, 2014
Approve Contract October 1, 2014
Contract Acceptance October 1, 2015
End Project January 1, 2017
  

 

10. FEDERAL COORDINATION 
 

No FHWA action is required for this project. 

11. SCOPING TEAM FIELD REVIEW ATTENDANCE ROSTER:  
 
Participant Affiliation Phone Number 
Steven Blair Project Management 707-441-5899 
Todd Lark North Region Design E-3 707-441-5882 
Eric Brunton North Region Design E-3 707-441-3968 
Susan Tappan North Region Construction 707-725-7179 
Steve Bowles District Maintenance  707-923-2702 
 

12. PROJECT REVIEWED BY: 
 
Field Review            PDT                                        Date  6/30/08 
District Maintenance                       Steve Bowles                                 Date  6/30/08 
District Safety                                  Marie Brady                                  Date  4/03/08 
Environmental                                 Steve Grantham                             Date  5/22/08 

            Project Management                        Steven Blair                                   Date 6/30/08 
Construction                                    Susan Tappan                                 Date  6/30/08 
 

13. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
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Location Map and Layouts 
A. Project Layouts 
B. Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report 
C. Initial Site Assessment 
D. Right of Way Data Sheet 
E. Transportation Management Plan 
F. Mandatory Design Exception Standards Fact Sheet 
G. Cost Estimate 
H. Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
I. Programming Sheet 
J. Storm Water Data Report 
K. Drainage Work Summary 
L. Traffic Safety Analysis 
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ATTACHMENT F 
Fact Sheet Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards 

EA 41540K-Laytonville North Rehab 
Men-101- PM 74.8/81.4 

1. PROPOSED PROJECT AND NONSTANDARD FEATURES 
 

A. Project Description:  
 

This project proposes to resurface, restore and rehabilitate 6.6 miles of asphalt surfacing of 
Route 101 from 5.3 miles north of Branscomb Road to Rattlesnake Creek Bridge #10-27 in 
Mendocino County.  This project is needed to prevent further deterioration of the roadway 
structural section, and to rehabilitate roadway features such as culverts and metal beam 
guardrails.  The purpose of this project is to extend the pavement service life for a minimum 
of 20 years, minimize maintenance activities on the highway, improve the drainage, and to 
make practicable safety improvements.   
 
The project proposes to increase paved shoulder widths to a consistent and minimum   4-feet 
where needed.  Where structures are proposed, minimum shoulder widths will be increased to 
8 feet. 

 
B. Existing Highway:  

 
The highway has a curvilinear alignment both vertically and horizontally, as well as paved 
shoulders that range from 0 feet to 8 feet in width with a typical shoulder width of 4 feet 
throughout the project limits; however, the existing paved shoulders are typically 4 feet wide. 
 
Table 1 shows that most of the existing highway has 4 foot shoulders within the 
project limits.  This project proposes overlaying existing 4 foot shoulders in place.   

 
Table 1.  Existing and Proposed Shoulder Widths. 

Existing 
Paved Shoulder Width 
(From California State 

Highway Log) 

Proposed 
Paved Shoulder Width 

 

Location 
PM to PM 

 
 

Number of 
Lanes 

 
 

Left Right Left Right 
PM 74.73/75.30 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 75.30/75.55 4 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 75.55/75.71 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 75.71/75.85 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 75.85/76.10 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.10/76.13 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.13/76.25 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.25/76.39 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.39/76.50 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.50/76.74 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.74/76.89 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 76.89/77.12 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 77.12/77.26 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 77.26/77.40 3 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 77.40/77.55 3 8 ft 4 ft 8 ft 4 ft 
PM 77.55/77.81 3 7 ft 4 ft 7 ft 4 ft 
*PM 77.81/77.93 3 0 ft 3 ft 8 ft 4 ft 
*PM  77.93/78.12 3 0 ft 0-3 ft 8 ft 4 ft 
PM 78.12/78.31 3 4 ft 4 ft 8 ft 8 ft 
PM 78.31/78.56 2 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 
PM 78.56/78.65 2 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 
PM 78.65/78.83 2 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 
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Fact Sheet Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards 

EA 41540K-Laytonville North Rehab 
Men-101- PM 74.8/81.4 

PM 78.83/79.01 2 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 
PM 79.01/79.24 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 79.24/79.50 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 79.50/79.94 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
**PM 79.94/80.01 2 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
**PM 80.01/80.10 2 3 ft 3 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.10/80.25 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.25/80.37 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.37/80.48 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.48/80.59 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.59/80.77 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.77/80.83 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 80.83/81.01 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 81.01/81.11 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 81.11/81.20 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 81.20/81.27 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 
PM 81.27/81.35 2 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 

 *Location of proposed retaining wall. 
**Width of shoulders measured to the existing AC dike. 
 
The design speed for a rural 2-Lane Conventional Highway with mountainous terrain ranges 
from 40 mph to 50 mph typically.  The average vehicle speed through this segment is 
assumed at 55 mph and a design speed of 55 mph was selected for this segment. 
 
The level of service was determined to be LOS E currently, and is anticipated to stay at LOS 
E through 2020. 
 
The speed based on comfort standards for many of the horizontal curves throughout this 
segment range from 38 mph to 64 mph. 
 
Mandatory Design Standards for superelevations will be addressed in the design phase as 
well as Advisory Design Standards for clear recovery zone infringement, side slopes, and 
alignment consistency when more data is available. 

 
 

C. Safety Improvements:  
 

Paved shoulders will be widened to a minimum of 4 feet throughout the project and 8 feet 
where structures are proposed. Widening the shoulders will improve the recovery room for 
vehicles, and provide room for bicyclists. 
     
Other safety improvements include the installation of chevron signs, the installation of speed 
advisory signs with flashing beacons, rumble strips, and removal of fixed objects within the 
clear recovery zone (CRZ).  Additionally, District 1 Traffic Safety recommends restriping the 
SB passing lane transition prior to Rattlesnake Summit to allow vehicles to queue into one 
lane and reduce speeds down the grade as vehicles merge into one lane.  
 

 
D. Total Project Cost:  

 
The estimated cost for this project is $20.3 million.  Some of the major 
 cost items are as follows: 
 

Retaining walls: soldier pile to avoid impacts to Rattlesnake Creek $1.7 million 
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Drainage Work $1.3 million  
Roadway Work                                                                                  $17.3 million 

 
2. FEATURES REQUIRING AN EXCEPTION TO MANDATORY DESIGN STANDARDS 

 
 

A. Curve radius less than 1000 feet.  
 

Standard for Which Exception Is Requested 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual Topic 203.2 Standards for Curvature.  The minimum 
curve radius of 1,000 feet is based on a curve for a design speed of 55 mph.  The first 
column in Table-2 lists the curve radii that do not meet the standard. 
 

 Table 2: Nonstandard horizontal curve data. 

Location Curve 
Radius 

 
 

m (ft)
Speed based on 

Comfort Standard
(Table 203.2) 

Stopping Sight  
Distance Standard

 (Table 201.1) 

Estimated 
Stopping Sight 

Distance (Figure 
201.6) 

Cost to Make
Standard 

 

*PM75.08/75.29 1100 ft 24 56 mph 510 ft 520 ft 250,000
*PM 75.12/75.29 1100 ft 24 56 mph 510 ft 460 ft 250,000
PM 75.55/75.64 1100 ft 16 56 mph 510 ft 340 ft 320,000
PM 75.71/75.81 1000 ft 15 55 mph 500 ft 330 ft 520,000
PM 76.0/76.09 900 ft 15 52 mph 450 ft 330 ft 600,000

*PM 76.1/76.13 600 ft 25 42 mph 330 ft 350 ft 1,400,000
*PM 76.13/76.19 500ft 25 38 mph 275 ft 320 ft 1,800,000
PM76.25/76.36 550 ft 14 40 mph 300 ft 250 ft 1,800,000
PM 76.39/76.47 500 ft 24 38 mph 275 ft 310 ft 2,800,000
PM 76.50/76.61 700 ft 25 45 mph 360 ft 380 ft 4,400,000
PM 76.74/76.85 1000 ft 14 55 mph 500 ft 340 ft 4,000,000
PM 76.89/77.03 900 ft 18 52 mph 450 ft 360 ft 760,000
PM 77.12/77.20 500 ft 20 38 mph 275 ft 290 ft 1,360,000

**PM 77.20/77.24 500 ft 20 38 mph 275 ft 290 ft 10,000,000
PM 77.26/77.37 500 ft 18 38 mph 275 ft 270 ft 4,400,000
PM 77.4/77.45 1000 18 55 mph 500 ft 400 ft 1,360,000

PM 77.55/77.67 1000 ft 18 55 mph 500 ft 450 ft 1,360,000
PM 78.83/78.98 1000 ft 18 55 mph 500 ft 380 ft 2,680,000
PM 79.24/79.48 1100 ft 20 56 mph 510 ft 420 ft 320,000
PM 79.50/79.68 1000 ft 23 55 mph 500 ft 430 ft 1,360,000
PM 79.94/80.01 900 ft 15 52 mph 450 ft 330 ft 920,000
PM 80.03/80.12 800 ft 20 48 mph 400 ft 360 ft 1,560,000
*PM 80.18/80.28 750 ft  16            47 mph 370 ft 310 ft 1,800,000
*PM 80.37/80.46 800 ft  18            48 mph 400 ft 340 ft 500,000
PM 80.59/80.68 1000 ft 25 55 mph 500 ft 450 ft 1,520,000
PM 81.01/81.06 550 ft 26 40 mph 300 ft 340 ft  840,000
PM 81.11/81.17 800 ft 30 48 mph 400 ft 440 ft  1,800,000
PM 81.20/81.25 600 ft 25 42 mph 330 ft 350 ft 2,680,000

Standard based on 
Design Speed 

Selected for Project 

1,000 ft  
(Table 
203.2) 

 
55 mph 

 
500 ft  

*  Compound Curve  ** Estimated from as-builds 
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Reason for Requesting Exception 
There were 71 reported collisions with relatively uniformly distributed throughout the project 
limits according to a 5-year TASAS Table B from July 1, 2002 to June 30, 2007.  Spot 
widening of an individual curve will likely have minimum benefit.   
 
Additionally, significant widening for curve improvements would impact environmental 
resources, such as filling or realigning portions Rattlesnake Creek.  The channel would be 
narrowed if large fill slopes were constructed near the creek thereby increasing the potential 
of flooding the roadway.  Lastly, the cost to improve the curves to standard would exceed the 
project cost.  See Table 2 for a summary of cost to construct curve improvements necessary 
to meet standards for curvature.  This type of work is beyond the need and intent of a 
rehabilitation project.   
 
Added Cost To Make Standard 
 
$39,000,000 
 
 

B. Stopping Sight Distance less than 500 feet. 
 

Standard for Which Exception Is Requested 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual Topic 201 Sight Distance:  Table 201.1 requires a 
minimum 500 ft stopping sight distance for a design speed of 55 mph for Rural Highways 
in Mountainous Terrain. 
 
Reason for Requesting Exception 

 
Improving horizontal and vertical curves to meet mandatory stopping sight distance 
within the project would require the acquisition of property, and would be prohibitively 
expensive to construct. Also, a significant realignment would impact environmental 
resources (loss of trees, loss of habitat, filling of wetlands). Additionally, right of way 
acquisition would be necessary to construct the curve to standards, which would delay 
the project and further increase cost.  See Table-2 and Table-3 for a summary of stopping 
sight distances for horizontal curves and vertical curves respectively within the project 
limits. 
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Men-101- PM 74.8/81.4 

 
Table 3: Nonstandard vertical curve data comparison. 

Location 
 Grade Change Vertical Curve 

Length 
Stopping Sight 

Distance Standard 
(Existing) 

PM 76.14/76.19 +0.76% to 5.77%=6.53% 400 ft (Sag) 250 ft 
PM 76.50/76.60 +5.82% to –0.30%=6.12% 500 ft (Crest) 360 ft 
PM 77.59/77.74 +6.00% to –6.00%=12.00% 800 ft (Crest) 300 ft 
Standard based on 
Design Speed Selected 
for Project Section 201.1 
 

  

500 ft 

 
 
Added Cost To Make Standard 
 
Construction of Walls & Earthwork           $27,000,000 
   
 
 
 

 
 
3. TRAFFIC DATA 
 

Traffic Operations at District 1 provided the following traffic forecasting data: 
 

TRAFFIC DATA 
01-MEN-101 PM 74.8/81.4 

Year Peak Hour AADT 
2009 970 6,450 
2019 1,190 7,950 
2029 1,420 9,450 

 
 
4. ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 

 
This 6.6-mile segment of highway experienced 71 reported collisions (4 Fatal, 21 Injury, 46 PDO).  
The actual total collision rate for this segment is 1.00 COL/MVM, which is less than the statewide 
average rate of 1.44 COL/MVM for similar roadways.   

 
07/01/2002 to 6/30/2007 

  ACTUAL AVERAGE for similar highway 
facility  

 Fatal F+I Total Fatal F+I Total 
Collisions/MVM 0.056 0.35 1.00 0.034 0.70 1.44 

 
  
 

 
5. INCREMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The proposed project provides improvements to the roadway to address the safety concerns while 
keeping disturbance to environmentally sensitive areas at a minimum.  
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6. FUTURE CONSTRUCTION 
 

Based on the 2002 Route Concept Report for Route 101, the 20-year route concept proposes to 
improve this segment of highway by constructing a four-lane freeway or expressway; called the 
Laytonville Bypass & North project.  The project cost was estimated at $118 million to construct the 
bypass from PM64.7 to PM81.4 in the year 2002. 
 
Other future projects include: 

• EA 01-46930 to reconstruct MBGR in Mendocino County at several locations on highway 
101. 

 
 

7. PROJECT REVIEWS, CONCURRENCE 
   
 
8. ATTACHMENTS 

 
 

Typical Cross Sections; Attachment A 
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Premliminary
4/29/2009

ATTACHMENT  G
01-MEN 101
PM 74.8/81.4

EA: 01-41540K

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 6 ACRE $10,000 $60,000

Subtotal Earthwork: $60,000

Section 2 Pavement Structural Section

Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
HMA-A 20,000 TON $100 $2,000,000
Rubberized HMA (Type-G) 20,000 TON $125 $2,500,000
Rubberized HMA (Type-O) 15,000 TON $125 $1,875,000
Class 2Aggregate Base 500 CY $90 $45,000
Class 2 Aggregate Subbase 500 CY $80 $40,000
Geosynthetic Pavement Interlayer 15,000 CY $32 $480,000
Paving Asphalt (Binder, GPI) 20 TON $1,000 $20,000
Tack Coat 20 TON $1,000 $20,000
Replace AC Surfacing 1,000 CY $275 $275,000
Edge Drains 500 FT $40 $20,000
Centerline Rumblestrip 700 STA $35 $25,000

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section: $7,300,000

Section 3 Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
Drainage Facilities 34 LS $18,395 $625,000

(X-Drains, overside, etc.)
Fish Passage 3 LS $225,000 $675,000

Subtotal Drainage: $1,300,000

NOTE: Extra lines are provided for items not listed, use additional lines as appropriate.
Section 4 Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
Highway Planting 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Replacement Planting 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
Erosion Control 6 ACRE $50,000 $300,000
Water Pollution/Erosion Control 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Hazardous Waste Mitigation 1 LS $30,000 $30,000
     Work
Environmental Mitigation (see Right of Way)
Resident Engineer Office Space 1 LS $30,000 $30,000
Barrier Terminal 22 EA $7,000 $154,000

*Reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the roadway.  Include (if 
available) T.I., R-Value and date when tests were performed.
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Premliminary
4/29/2009

ATTACHMENT  G
01-MEN 101
PM 74.8/81.4

EA: 01-41540K

Reset Metal Beam Guardrail 5,800 FT $20 $116,000
AC (Type B) (for weed barrier) 2,600 SY $20 $52,000
Incentive for QC/QA (4% HMA cost) $255,000

Subtotal Specialty Items: $1,082,000

Section 5 Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
Traffic Delineation Items 150,000 FT $4 $600,000
Roadside Signs (PCMS) 4 EA $6,500 $26,000
Traffic Control Systems 200 DAY $2,000 $400,000
Transportation Management Plan 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Maintain Traffic 200 DAY $1,700 $340,000
COZEEP DAY

Subtotal Specialty Items: $1,371,000

TOTAL SECTIONS 1 through 5 $11,113,000

Time Related Overhead $333,390
NOTE:  Extra lines are provided for items not listed, use additional lines as appropriate.
Section 6 Minor Items Item Cost Section Cost
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Premliminary
4/29/2009

ATTACHMENT  G
01-MEN 101
PM 74.8/81.4

EA: 01-41540K

Subtotal Section 1 thru 5 x 10% = $1,166,000
(5 TO 10%)

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $1,166,000

Section 7 Roadway Mobilization

Subtotal Section 1 thru 6 x 10% = $1,288,000
(10%)

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION: $1,288,000
$0

Section 8 Roadway Additions

Supplemental Work Subtotal Section 1 thru 6 x 10% = $1,323,000
(5 TO 10%)

Contingencies Subtotal Section 1 thru 6 x 30% = $3,744,000
(** %)

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS: $5,067,000

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS (SECTION 1 through 8) $18,634,000

Estimate Prepared By Phone# : (707) 441-3968 Date: 2/1/2009
(Print Name)

Estimate Checked By: Phone# : (707) 441-5817 Date: 2/15/2009
(Print Name)

** Use appropriate percentage per Chapter 20.  
II.  STRUCTURES ITEMS (See Section I.4.Roadway Specialty Items for structures cost), 

Retaining Walls

Eric Brunton

Lynn Anderson
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Premliminary
4/29/2009

ATTACHMENT  G
01-MEN 101
PM 74.8/81.4

EA: 01-41540K

$1,700,000

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $1,700,000
  (Sum of Total Cost for Structures)

Railroad Related Costs: Item
Item Cost

1
2
3

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS   $0

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS   $1,700,000

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By Phone# : (707) 441-3968 Date: 3/23/2009
(Print Name)

NOTE:  If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup.
III.  RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS ESCALATED VALUE

    (Sum of Structures Items plus Railroad Items)

Eric Brunton
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Premliminary
4/29/2009

ATTACHMENT  G
01-MEN 101
PM 74.8/81.4

EA: 01-41540K

A.  Acquisition, including excess lands,
      damages to remainder(s) and Goodwill

B.  Utility Relocation (State share) 1 LS $10,000 $10,000

C.  Relocation Assistance 1 LS $10,000 $10,000

D.  Clearance/Demolition 1 LS $10,000 $10,000

E. Environmental Mitigation, Permi 2 Acre $10,500 $21,000

F.  Title and Escrow Fees

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $50,000
(Escalated Value)

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification 10/1/2012
(Date to which Values are Escalated)

G.  Construction Contract Work

Brief Description of Work:
This project proposes to repave 6.6 miles of asphalt surfacing of Route 101 from 5.3 
miles north of Branscomb Road to Rattlesnake Creek Bridge #10-27 in Mendocino 
County.  

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work * $

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By Phone# : 707-441-3968 Date: 9/3/2008
(Print Name)

NOTE:  If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup.

Eric Brunton

* This dollar amount is to be included in the Roadway and/or Structures 
Items of Work, as appropriate.  Do not include in Right of Way Items.
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  Long Form - Storm Water Data Report 

STORM WATER DATA INFORMATION 

1. Project Description 
This Roadway Restoration and Rehabilitation (3R) project on Route 101 is 6.6 miles long from 
5.3 miles north of Branscomb Road to Rattlesnake Creek Bridge #10-27 in Mendocino County. 
This segment of Route 101 will be reaching the end of its serviceable life within the next 5 to 10 
years.  This project is needed to increase the service life of the facility and to prevent further 
deterioration of the roadway structural section.  The purpose is to rehabilitate the roadway and 
appurtenances including culverts, metal beam guardrails and make safety improvements where 
practicable. 
 
This rehabilitation project includes; asphalt concrete (AC) digouts to repair localized failures, 
seal all cracks wider than 0.25 inches by route and seal method, cold plane existing open grade 
AC, AC overlay, AC dike replacement, install a retaining wall on the southbound shoulder from 
PM 77.85 to PM 78.05, install a retaining wall on the southbound shoulder at PM 78.16 for ~400 
feet, shoulder widening at two locations where retaining walls are proposed, place rock slope 
protection (RSP), install signs, embankment reconstruction, rehabilitate or replace approximately 
40 culverts/drainage systems, reconstruct Metal Beam Guard Railing (MBGR), reconstruct 
MBGR terminal sections, striping, pavement markers and rumble strip placement. 
    
The 20-year rehabilitation strategy includes a paving overlay composed of rubberized asphalt 
concrete (RAC).  The paving strategy consists of placing RAC Type-G with RAC Type-O on 
top. 

Equipment needed for this project includes a grinder, excavator, loader, concrete trucks, paver, 
backhoe, dump truck and drill. 

The total DSA is approximately 2.0 acres.  The DSA was calculated by estimating the amount of 
soil disturbed by excavation, staging, performing drainage work, and wall construction.  
 
The construction of the retaining wall at PM 77.85 to PM 78.05 is needed to widen the existing 
roadway to 3R standards.  The widening will increase the shoulder width thereby increasing the 
total impervious surface area by 0.25 acres.  The total increase in impervious surface area from 
this project is estimated at 0.25 acres. 

 
There are no urban MS4 areas within the project limits. 
 
2. Define Site Data and Storm Water Quality Design Issues (refer to Checklists SW-1, 

SW-2, and SW-3) 
This project area is within the Eel River hydrologic unit, which includes the South Fork Eel 
River Hydrologic Area containing the Benbow and Laytonville hydrologic sub-areas.  The 
rainy season for this area is from October 1st  through May 1st. 

 

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks   
Project Planning and Design Guide 
May 2007  
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The project is located in the Eel River HU, South Fork Eel River HA, Laytonville and 
Benbow HSAs.  US EPA has established a TMDL for sediment and temperature for the 
South Fork Eel River.  
 
The South Fork Eel River watershed covers northern Mendocino and southern Humboldt 
counties in northern California. The 689 square mile basin stretches approximately 58 miles 
from the Laytonville area in Mendocino County, along U.S. highway 101 through Humboldt 
Redwoods State Park.  The Eel River then meets the Pacific Ocean in 40 miles, about six 
miles south of Humboldt Bay. The landscape is varied from gentle grassland areas and open 
oak woodlands to steep slopes with deep and dense forests of redwood and fir.  
 

3. Regional Water Quality Control Board Agreements  
There are no agreements with the Regional Water Quality Control Board specific to this 
project. 
 

4. Describe Proposed Design Pollution Prevention BMPs to be used on the Project.  
 

Downstream Effects Related to Potentially Increased Flow, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 2 
Approximately 200 to 300 feet of asphalt concrete dike will be removed from the 
southbound shoulder.  Removing the dike will reduce concentrated flows and downstream 
velocities.  The dike removal will increase sheet flow across the shoulders and nearby slopes 
resulting in an increase of biofiltration along these areas.   

Slope/Surface Protection Systems, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 3 
 

The existing cut slopes vary from 1:2 to 1:1.  The existing fill slopes vary from 1:1.5 to 1:4.  
No major earthwork excavation is planned other than where culverts are identified for 
replacement or rehabilitation and where the two retaining walls are proposed for 
construction.  Disturbed slopes will be hydroseeded with permanent erosion control that 
includes mulch, compost, tachifier, native grass seed and straw as designed by a licensed 
Landscape Architect.  A supplemental revegetation project will be initiated at the conclusion 
of this project to plant trees and shrubs at culvert locations where existing riparian vegetation 
is currently established and for channel planting.   
 

Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 4 
Rock energy dissipaters will be considered for work performed at the outlet of culverts if 
necessary.  Rock slope protection will be used at PM 80.99 and at PM 81.3 to prevent further 
erosion of the southbound shoulder at both locations.   
   

Preservation of Existing Vegetation, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 5 
The areas of clearing and grubbing are limited to removal of trees and vegetation near the 
retaining wall locations.  All vegetation and trees will be avoided and where necessary 
protected from further impacts from erosion.  ESA fencing will be placed to protect existing 

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks   
Project Planning and Design Guide 
May 2007  
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  Long Form - Storm Water Data Report 

vegetation that is not to be removed as part of the project.  Rattlesnake Creek and nearby 
tributaries will be maintained and rock will be placed to protect the remaining trees along the 
stream channel.  
  

5. Describe Proposed Permanent Treatment BMPs to be used on the Project  
As stated in the project description, this project will result in a small increase in impervious 
surface area at the retaining wall locations.  TMDLs for sediment and temperature are listed 
for the South Fork Eel River which Rattlesnake creek is a tributary to. 

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board approved Resolution R1-2004-0087, 
Total Maximum Daily Load Policy Statement for Sediment Impaired Waters in the North 
Coast Region on November 29, 2004.  The Policy identifies existing permitting and 
enforcement tools, specifically Section 401 Water Quality Certifications, as methods to 
control sediment pollution.   

 
Based on the 401 Certification need, this project is required to evaluate permanent treatment 
BMPs.  The treatment BMP consideration strategy is to evaluate Low Impact Development 
(LID) type treatment BMPs such as biofiltration strips/swales, earthen type BMPs and 
traction sand traps as outlined in Tim Sobelman’s memo dated December 16, 2008.  
 

6. Describe Proposed Temporary Construction Site BMPs to be used on Project 
Temporary Construction BMPs applicable to this project and preliminary rough estimates 
are: 

Roadway Items 

Section 1:  Soil Stabilization • 

The removal of existing vegetation was minimized.  Slope protection BMP’s are as 
follows: 

074029 Temporary Silt Fence  LF 5000 
0203021 Fiber Rolls  LF 3000 

 
Section 2:  Sediment Control • 

¾ Perimeter Controls Run-Off and Run-On Controls 

Item Code Description Unit Qty 

074036 Temporary Straw Bale Barrier LF 1000 

074041 Street Sweeping    LS LS 

 Fiber Rolls (see above)   

Straw bales will be used for sediment control.   Straw bales work well on projects with a 
construction time frame that lasts less than 3 months. 
 

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks   
Project Planning and Design Guide 
May 2007  
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¾ Storm Drain Inlets 

074038 Temporary Inlet Protection EA ~40 
 

Section 3:  Tracking Controls • 

¾ Stabilization Construction Entrance/Exit 

Item Code Description Unit Qty 
074033 Temporary Construction Entrance  EA 2 
074034 Temporary Cover  SQYD 1000 

• Section 4:  Waste Management & Materials Pollution Control 

¾ Concrete Waste Management 

Item Code Description Unit Qty 
074032 Temporary Concrete Washout Facility EA 2 

 
 
 

Additional Water Pollution Control items include the following: 
 

Item Code Description Unit Qty 
074016 Construction Site Management LS 1 
074019 Prepare SWPPP LS 1 
074021A Clear Water Diversion System EA 40 
066597 Storm Water Sampling and Analysis LS 1 

 
7. Maintenance BMPs (Drain Inlet Stenciling) 

There are no MS4 designated areas within the project limits. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Evaluation Documentation Form (EDF) ⇒ 
 
 

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks   
Project Planning and Design Guide 
May 2007  
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