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US 395 in Mono County from junction with SR 270 to Jack Sawyer Road in Bridgeport 
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1.  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This project proposes to rehabilitate the pavement on US Highway 395 in Mono County 
from PM 69.9 to PM 75.9.  In addition, this project includes shoulder widening, sight 
distance improvements and replacement of drainage culverts. 
 
Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative and proposes to construct the project as 
described in this document.  Alternative 2 proposes construction to full 3R standards 
without obtaining design exceptions and is not considered a viable alternative based upon 
excessive cost and impacts.  Alternative 3 is the no-build alternative. 
 

 

2.  RECOMMENDATION 
 

Alternative 1 is the recommended alternative for programming in the 2012 SHOPP.   
 

3.  PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 
 

Purpose: The purpose of the project is to restore the roadway to a condition that will 
require minimal maintenance, extend the service life of the pavement, and replace and 
upgrade highway appurtenances and facilities. 
 
Need:  This section of US Highway 395 was identified for rehabilitation in the 2008 
Pavement Condition Survey Inventory and shows moderate to high Alligator B cracking 
for the majority of the section of roadway to be rehabilitated.

Project Limits [Dist., Co., Rte., PM] 09-MNO-395  PM  69.9/75.9 

Current Capital Costs: $8,478,000 

Current Capital Right of way Costs: $1,041,000 

Funding Source: 20.10.201.120 

Number of Alternatives: 3 

Recommended Alternative (for 
programming and scheduling): 

Alternative 1 

Type of Facility: 
(conventional, expressway, freeway): 

Rural Conventional 2-Lane Highway 

Number of Structures: 0 

Anticipated Environmental 
Determination/Document: 

ND/FONSI 

Legal Description: 
In Mono County near Bridgeport from 
Route 270 to Jack Sawyer Road 
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4.  EXISTING FACILITY, DEFICIENCIES AND TRAFFIC DATA 
 

4A. - Roadway Geometric Information 
 

 Facility 

Location 

 

(PM) 

Minimum 

Curve 
Radius 

Through Traffic Lanes Paved Shoulder Width 

 

Median 

Width 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane 
(Y/N) -Width 

Other 
Bicycle Lane 

Width 

Bicycle 
Route  

(Y/N**) 

Facilities 
Adjacent to the 

Roadbed 

(Code/Width) 

No. of 
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
(Flex, Rigid, or 

Composite)) 

Left Right 

Existing 69.9-74.8 1,150’ 2 12’ Flexible Var 1’ – 4’ Var 1’ – 4’ N/A No N/A No N/A 

Existing 74.8-75.9 4,000’ 2 12’ Flexible Var 6’-8’ Var 6’-8’ N/A No N/A  N/A 

Proposed 69.9-72.1 1,150’ 2 12’ Flexible 4’ 4’ N/A No N/A No N/A 

Proposed 72.15-72.8 1,150’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ N/A No N/A No N/A 

Proposed 72.8-73.0 1,150’ 2 12 Flexible 8’ 4’ N/A No N/A No N/A 

Proposed 73.0-73.15 1,150 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ N/A N/A N/A No N/A 

Proposed 73.15-73.3 1,150 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 4’ N/A N/A N/A No N/A 

Proposed 73.3-75.9 4,000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ N/A N/A N/A No N/A 

** = There are no special bicycle designations for this stretch of highway.  Mono County encourages the use of bicycles on the State and 
Federal Highway System in Mono County. 
 

Remarks:  This is a “3R” (Resurfacing, Restoration, and Rehabilitation) project.  Some “3R” standards will not be met due to excessive cost as 
compared to the benefits realized.  Fact Sheets for Exceptions to Mandatory and Advisory design standards have been approved.  The following 
design speeds were approved by the HQ Design Coordinator on May 5, 2009: 
 
PM 69.85 to 73.50 = 60 mph                                         PM 73.50  to 74.50 = 65 mph                                           PM   74.50 to 76.00 = 55 mph 
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4B.  Condition of Existing Facility:  

(1) Traveled Way Data 

 
PMS Category (1-29):    7 Priority Classification (.1-.4)     0.21 

 
International Ride Index:                    79 
*Flexible Pavement: 

* From latest PMS-Pavement Condition Inventory Survey Data. 
 

     Alligator B Cracking %     13% 
                         Patching %                         None 

      Rutting                               None 
      Bleeding                            None 
      Raveling                            None 

 
Locations(s) of subsurface or ponded surface-water problem:  None 

 
Remarks: 
A Priority Classification score of 0.21 represents flexible pavement being in a state of 
“critical deterioration”.  The pavement is deteriorating to the extent that it will more 
than likely become unserviceable within two years without an inordinate amount of 
maintenance, or; the chance of losing the facility without rehabilitation is highly 
probable. 
 
This project has been scoped as a rehabilitation project in the 201.120 Program per 
the determination of District 9 and the Headquarters Roadway Preservation Program 
Advisor.  The pavement within the project limits has an acceptable ride but shows 
signs of major structural distress.  A full depth recycle rehabilitation strategy is 
recommended to restore the entire pavement section and remove all existing cracking 
in order to provide a relief from maintenance.  
 
This section of highway was rehabilitated in 1995 but the 0.15’ of gap graded rubber 
placed as the rehabilitation strategy had material issues and within 2 years of 
placement the underlying distress which triggered the rehabilitation was reappearing. 
A polymer modified chip seal was placed in 1997 as a preventive maintenance 
treatment.   An asphalt rubber chip seal was placed 2001 in an effort to seal and arrest 
some of the alligator A and B cracking and block cracks that were becoming more 
prevalent.  In 2003 State Forces performed 200 tons of wheel track grinder digouts in 
preparation for a dense graded polymer modified thin blanket overlay placed in 2004. 
Even after that, extensive reflective cracking required yearly crack sealing by State 
Forces.  By 2008 areas of extensive alligator B cracking were reappearing and 
reflective block, thermal, and alligator A cracking were evident from one end of the 
project limits to the other.  The 2008 Pavement Condition Survey provides a fair 
assessment of the readily observable pavement condition.  However, areas identified 
with only moderate alligator B cracking are actually worse than observed at the 
surface since the number of maintenance treatments placed since the 1995 
rehabilitation are simply covering up underlying distress, which given another year or 
so without treatment, will appear as high alligator B cracking. 
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Just after the 2008 Pavement Condition Survey a thin lift blanket of high binder 
asphalt rubber was placed as a stop gap measure in anticipation that a rehabilitation 
project would be programmed.  Within months after placement of the high binder 
rubber the existing cracks were reflecting through.  Today the pavement appears 
much as it did in 1995 prior to the rehabilitation project.   
 
The District expects a full depth recycle rehabilitation project will provide 20 years 
of service life with minimal maintenance effort.  A pavement preservation treatment 
will be placed within 3-5 years after construction and at regular intervals to further 
extend the service life.   
 
This project is included in the Roadway Preservation category of the District 09 2010 
Ten Year SHOPP Plan approved by District Director Thomas P. Hallenbeck. 
 
Deflection Study Results:   
A Deflection Study was conducted on March 10, 2009.  The average 80th Percentile 
Deflection varied from 0.011” to 0.014”.  The tolerable deflection is 0.012”.  4 of the 
12 deflections exceeded the tolerable deflection.  Without rehabilitation or major 
maintenance the condition of the pavement is expected to deteriorate. A higher 
number of deflections exceeding tolerable deflection level is expected to be reflected 
in the results of the next deflection study. 

(2) Shoulder Data 

 
The Deflection Study Report and the 2008 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory do not 
distinguish between the traveled way and the shoulders.  The Structural Section memos 
provide a recommended section for the shoulders. 
 
Shoulders will be rehabilitated and widened.  Where the shoulders are to be widened 
graded chokers will be constructed to provide lateral stability to the edge of pavement.  
Where the existing width of the shoulders will remain shoulder backing will be provided. 
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(3) Pedestrian Facility Data 

 

Facility Type and 
Location(s)(Station
, post mile or other 

reference point) 

Meets ADA 
Standards? 
(Yes or No 

for each listed 
location) 

If Facility does 
not meet ADA 

Standards, 
what feature(s) 
 are not ADA 
compliant? 

(List features per 
location) 

    Status of Each Noncompliant Location 

    [Use the following statements, as appropriate: 

• Will be corrected as part of this project; 

• Will not be corrected because it is technically infeasible to 

correct; 

• This work is outside the scope of this project. This facility and 
its location have been so documented in the Project History 
File and this information was submitted to the District ADA 
Coordinator on (Date) for inclusion in the Department's 
Transition Plan. ] 

Sidewalks: None N/A N/A 

Curb Ramps: None N/A N/A 

Crosswalks: None N/A N/A 

Driveways: None N/A Driveways do bisect or connect to a pedestrian facility 

Shared bicycle/ 
pedestrian facility: 

None N/A N/A 

Others: None N/A N/A 

 
Remarks:  The project is located within a section of US 395 that is a rural 2-lane highway.  
No pedestrian facilities are located within the limits of the project. 

(4) Bicycle Path Data 

 
 

 

 
 
Remarks:  There are no bicycle paths within the limits of the project. 

 

4C:  Structures Information 
 

 
Width Between Rails 

Replace  
Bridge  

Railings 

 

Vertical Clearance 

Work  
Identified 

in 
STRAIN 

Replace 
Bridge 

Approach 
Rail 

Replace 
Bridge 

Approach 
Slab 

Exist 3R 
Std 

Prop (Y or N) Exist 3R Std Prop (Y or N) (Y or N) (Y/N) 

None NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 
Remarks:  There are no structures within the project limits. 

 
 

4D:  Vehicle Traffic Data 

Deficiency Location 

N/A None 

2009 Year AADT 
Construction Year 2015 AADT 
5-Year AADT (2020 AADT)   
10-Year ADT (2025 AADT) 
20-Year AADT (2035 AADT) 

3,350 
3,710 
4,030 
4,390 
5,190 
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The latest accident data was pulled for a 3-year period beginning January 1, 2007 
through December 31, 2009 for the segment of US 395 within the project limits.  
The table below summarizes the accident history. 
 

US 395 Accident History 
(January 1, 2007 Through December 31, 2009) 

Location 
Number of Accidents 

Accident Rate (Acc/MVM)* 

Actual Statewide Average 

Fatal Injury F&I** Total Fatal F&I** Total Fatal F&I** Total 

US 395 0 1 1 12 0.00 0.04 0.53 0.027 0.37 0.85 

*   Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles 
** Fatal Plus Injury 
Source: Caltrans District 9 TASAS Table B, January 2007 through December 
2009.  Year 2009 information was the latest available information. 
 
The most current accident data is for the period from 1/01/2007 to 12/31/2009.  For this 
three-year study period, twelve collisions were recorded.  There were no fatalities and 
only one injury.  Eleven of the collisions were classified as property damage only (PDO).  
There was one multi-vehicle collision.  Two of the collisions were with wildlife. 
 
Analysis of the accident data shows there were two accidents between 70.0 and 70.1, 
both involving northbound vehicles hitting objects on the road.  There is a large cut that 
sheds rocks on the right side of the road at this location.  This project proposes to mitigate 
rockfall by scaling, rock netting, or a passive drapery system here  
 
Five of the twelve accidents involved vehicles that "ran off the road" as the move 
preceding the collision. Widening shoulders and installing rumble strips where shoulders 
will be 8 feet wide will provide space for errant vehicles to recover, as well as warning 
drivers when their vehicles are leaving the travelled way.  Construction of a consistent 
and wider shoulder width and installation of rumble strips should help reduce this 
contributing factor to vehicle accidents. 
 
Five of the accidents showed “ran off road” as the move preceding the collision.  
Construction of a consistent and wider shoulder width and installation of rumble strips 
should help reduce this contributing factor to vehicle accidents. 
 

5 Year TI (2020 TI)  
10 Year TI ( 2025 TI) 
20 Year TI (2035 TI) 
Construction Year DHV (2015 DHV)  
5 Year DHV (2020 DHV) 
10 Year DHV (2025 DHV) 
20 Year DHV (2035 DHV) 
2009 Directional Split 
2009 Trucks 

8.5 
9.0 
10.0 
640 
690 
750 
890 
52.51 % 
11.0 % 
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4E: Materials: 
 
The structural section consists of road mix AC, compacted bituminous treated crushed 
gravel or stone surfacing, compacted screened gravel, compacted pit run gravel type B 
AC, gap graded rubberized AC , polymer modified chip seal, asphalt rubber chip seal, 
dense graded polymer modified HMA and high binder asphalt rubberized HMA. 
 
With additional material testing and HQ approval this project could become a candidate 
for the use of Cold Foam In-Place Recycling (CFIPR).  Factors supporting use of CFIPR 
include: 

1) The base and native material appears to be granular and well draining with very 
little clay composition.   

2) There is no pavement fabric within the project limits. 
3) The Traffic Index is below 12. 
4) There are no locations where water pumps up into the pavement.  Perennial water 

flows in side ditches within the project limits, but the structural section is 
sufficiently elevated to eliminate the possibility of fines washing away in the base 
or sub-base. 

 
The Bodie Rehabilitation project, a CFIPR contract, was awarded in February 2011 to 
reconstruct State Route 270 in Mono County.  The beginning of the Bodie Rehabilitation 
project intersects the beginning of this project so the native soil conditions and 
environmental conditions are similar.  Extensive subsurface soil testing and investigation 
led to the determination that SR 270 would be a good candidate for a 
rehabilitation/reconstruction strategy utilizing CFIPR with an HMA overlay.  It has 
proven to be a cost effective rehabilitation/reconstruction strategy; the Bodie Rehab was 
awarded for $3,710,000 (bid items only) to reconstruct 19.6 lane miles of highway, 
$189,286 per lane mile.  According to the 2007 California State of the Pavement report in 
Fiscal Year 06/07 the cost for rehabilitation projects, including the upgrade of related 
facilities, averaged $1,100,000 per lane mile. 
 
Additional testing and approvals will be required prior to committing to CFIPR as the 
rehabilitation method. 
1) Additional corings will be required to confirm that the existing pavement does not 

exceed an average depth of 10”.  Existing pavement core depths range between 7.2” 
and 10.9” with an average depth of 9.4”. 

2) Base material and native material will need to be sampled to show that the fine 
content is between 2% and 15%. 

3) Clay cannot be present.  Tests of the native material and base will need to show that 
the plastic limit is below 12 and the liquid limit is below 50. 

4) Approval as a candidate CFIPR project from the HQ Office of Pavement Engineering 
in the Division of Pavement will be required. 
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5.   CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 
 
Within the project limits, US 395 is a 2-lane conventional highway in a rural setting.  The 
lane widths are 12-foot and the paved shoulder width varies from 1-foot to 4-foot for 
most of the project.  The northernmost 1.1 miles of the project, where the highway enters 
Bridgeport, has 8-foot shoulder widths. 
 
The character of the roadway alignment changes significantly within the project limits.  
From the junction with SR 270 at PM 69.85 until approximately the junction with Green 
Creek Road, the alignment follows a deep, narrow canyon with Virginia Creek running 
close to the highway on the left side.  The posted speed limit in this section is 65mph. 
 
At the junction with Green Creek Road, the highway enters a broad valley exposing 
ranchland to the west.  Virginia Creek flows parallel to the west of the highway and the 
highway profile grade flattens.  Three steep cut slopes exist on the right side at 
approximately PM 72.0, 72.9, and 73.2 adjacent to Point Ranch. 
 
North of Point Ranch (PM 73.2) the highway enters a flat valley with irrigated 
pastureland on both sides of the highway.  Virginia Creek is far to the west of the 
highway.  A Southern California Edison substation exists to the west of the highway right 
of way at PM 73.6.  At PM 74.8, the highway enters the south side of the small 
community of Bridgeport, the county seat for Mono County.  Several local roads and 
driveways provide access to local housing and businesses.  At PM 75.9, on the right, is 
the junction with Jack Sawyer Road.  Jack Sawyer Road provides access to Mono 
County’s Maintenance Facility and also to the Caltrans Bridgeport Maintenance Station.  
The northern limit of the project is at Jack Sawyer Road. 
 

6.   ALTERNATIVES 
 

1K. Rehabilitation Strategy 
 
Alternative 1  
Alternative 1 will rehabilitate the existing pavement.  A 20 year pavement design life will 
be used.  It is proposed to construct 4-foot paved shoulders for approximately two miles 
on both sides of the roadway from PM 69.9 to approximately PM 71.95, just north of the 
junction with Green Creek Road.  8-foot paved shoulders with ground-in rumble strip are 
proposed from approximately PM 71.95 to the end of the project at PM 75.9. 
 
This alternative proposes several operational and safety improvements: 

• Rehabilitate the failing pavement 

• Widen shoulders to 4 feet, and 8 feet where design exceptions do not apply 

• Install rumble strips in rural sections where 8 foot shoulders are proposed 

• Repair and replace aging drainage systems 

• Improve clear recovery where design exceptions do not apply 

• Correct the pavement cross slope 

• Mitigate rockfall on the roadway 

• Construct NB deceleration lane at Jack Sawyer Road 

• Manage access by consolidating or eliminating driveways and/or road 
connections where possible 
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• Improve sight distance at the “Point Ranch Curves” PM 73.0 and PM 73.3 

• Lower/modify the profile grade between PM 74.0 and 74.6 to gain stopping sight 
distance at 2 crest vertical curves. 

 
Crack retardation governed the design of this rehabilitation.  The results of the Life Cycle 
Cost Analysis indicates that rehabilitating the mainline pavement by cold-planning 0.1’ 
and overlaying with 0.2’ Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt (RHMA) has the lowest life cycle 
cost.  A deflection study will be required 18 months prior to RTL.  As discussed above in 
Section 5, “Materials” of this report, this project could be a good candidate for CFIPR as 
the method for pavement rehabilitation.  Additional testing will be required to determine 
if HQ approval will be sought.  If a CFIPR is ultimately selected as the method of 
rehabilitation further deflection studies will not be required.  In this report and for 
programming purposes, it is proposed to perform a conventional rehabilitation method by 
milling 0.1’ failing HMA and replacing with 0.2’ RHMA.  
 
Some of the specific physical features proposed for this alternative include:  

• Off-setting of the Changeable Message Sign (CMS) at PM 74. 

• Rock netting the rock cut between PM 70.0 and PM 70.1 

• 100 foot long retaining wall at PM 72.1 

• 350 foot long retaining wall at PM 72.9 

• Driveway reconstruction at Point Ranch – PM 73.3 

• Cutting back the slopes at “Point Ranch Curves” PM 73.0 and 73.3 – includes 
power pole relocation 

• Cutting back the slopes to allow for shoulder widening at the crest vertical curves 
at PM 74.1 and PM 74.5.  Includes power pole and fiber optic relocation 

• Lower the profile grade at locations between PM 74.0 and 74.6. 

• Culvert extension and fill construction at PM 74.6. 
 
This project has been scoped as a 3R project.  Exceptions to mandatory design standards 
are approved for nonstandard shoulder width, and for nonstandard stopping sight distance 
at one horizontal curve.  Exceptions to advisory design standards are approved for fixed 
objects within the clear recovery zone and side slopes.  The estimated cost for Alternative 
1 is $9,519,000 (FY 12). 
 

Capital Cost – Alternative 1 (FY 2012) 
Component Cost 

Roadway $  8,478,000 
Structures $                0 
Right of Way $     941,000 
Environmental Mitigation $     100,000 

TOTAL: $  9,519,000 
 
On December 1, 2010 a Project Development Team (PDT) meeting was held to discuss 
the scope.  It was agreed at that meeting to include the 2 “Point Ranch Curve” locations 
in this project as improvements to stopping sight distance.  Offsetting the cut slopes to get 
stopping sight distance at PM 73.0 and PM 73.3 will cost approximately $400,000 in 
earthwork, utility relocation, and right of way acquisition.  This cost is factored into the 
Alternative 1 Capital Cost Estimate Table above. 
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Alternative 2  
Alternative 2 proposed rehabilitation of the existing pavement and construction of 
improvements to current standards.  This alternative was abandoned because of 1) high 
construction cost, 2) high costs for new right-of-way acquisition, and 3) high cost of 
environmental impacts.   
 
Alternative 2 would involve cutting back 100 foot high rock cliffs, construction of 4,600 
feet of retaining walls in Virginia Creek, placing fill in riparian habitat, and placing fill in 
wetlands.  
 
The estimated total cost to construct Alternative 2 is $ 32,140,000 (FY 12). 
 

Capital Cost – Alternative 2 (FY 2012) 
Component Cost 

Roadway $27,805,000 
Structures $                0 
Right of Way $  4,235,000 
Environmental Mitigation $     100,000 

TOTAL: $32,140,000 
 
Alternative 3  
Alternative 3 is the no-build alternative.  No work to rehabilitate the existing pavement or 
address 3R standards would be performed. 

 
Alternative 1 is the Recommended Programming Alternative. 
 
1L. Design Exceptions 
 
A “Safety Screening for 2R Status” was performed to identify and analyze existing 
conditions in order to assess the project’s 2R (Resurfacing and Restoration) eligibility.  
The Safety Screening determined the project does not qualify as a 2R project, and must 
proceed under 3R guidelines. 
 
Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards are approved for: 

• Nonstandard stopping sight distance for one horizontal curve 

• Nonstandard shoulder width 
 

Exceptions to Advisory Design Standards are approved for: 

• Nonstandard clear recovery zone 

• Nonstandard side slopes 
 
1M. Environmental Compliance  
 
The anticipated environmental document for the proposed project is a Negative 
Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact.  Refer to the attached Preliminary 
Environmental Analysis Report (Attachment D) for greater detail.   
 
It is anticipated that it will take 33 months to obtain environmental approval; biological 
studies will be the critical path for delivery of the FED.  Willow tree mitigation will be 
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required 1.    
 

1N. Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Required? 
 

No hazardous waste disposal site is anticipated to be required. 
 

1O. Other Agency Involvement: 
 

Permits and consultation will be required from the Army Corp of Engineers (404 Permit), 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Board (401 Permit), California Department of Fish and 
Game (1602 Permit), and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
Coordination will be required with Mono County for the closure of the road connection at 
PM 75.65 and for development of an overall access management strategy.   
 
1P. Material and/or Disposal site needs/availability 
 
A material and/or disposal site will most likely not be required.  It is planned to balance 
the quantities of cut and fill placing most of the fill in the hole at PM 72.8 on the right 
side of the highway. 

 
1Q. Highway Planting and irrigation 
 
Revegetation strategies will be performed where new slopes are created or existing ones 
are disturbed.  Revegetation of disturbed soil is proposed as a long term stormwater 
pollution prevention measure which reduces slope erosion. 

 
1R. Roadside Design and Management 

 
Where feasible, a clear zone will be provided to allow errant vehicle recovery.   

 
1S. Stormwater Compliance  

 
Standard BMPs will be incorporated in to the project.  Measures will be taken to prevent 
the transport of sediment into Virginia Creek and the wetlands of the Bridgeport Valley.  
The contract for this project will include the requirement to prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

 
1T. Right of Way Issues 
 
Refer to the Right of Way Data Sheet (Attachment E) for further details. 

 
1U. Railroad Involvement 

 
There is no railroad involvement with this project. 

6L. Salvaging and recycling of hardware and other non-renewable resources: 

Recycled asphalt concrete may be used on this project. 
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6M. Prolonged Temporary Ramp Closures 
 

N/A – There are no ramps within the limits of  
 

6N.  Recycled Materials: 
 
Cold Foam In-Place Recycling (CFIPR) may be used on this project pending the results 
of additional material studies. 

 
6O.  Local and Regional Input 
 
No local or regional input for this project has been received. 
 
6P. What are the consequences of not doing this entire project? 
 
The existing pavement will continue to deteriorate and create increased maintenance 
expenditures and decreased ride performance.  If a restoration or rehabilitation treatment 
is not performed in the near future, the pavement will continue to degrade to a state that 
requires major repairs and expenditures each year. 

 
6Q.   List all alternatives studied, Cost, Reasons not recommended, etc: 

 
Alternative 1 will rehabilitate the existing pavement.  It proposes to construct 4-foot 
paved shoulders for approximately two miles on both sides of the roadway from PM 69.9 
to approximately 72.15 (junction with Green Creek Road.  8-foot paved shoulders with 
ground-in rumble strip are proposed from approximately PM 72.15 to PM 75.9 (end of 
project at junction with Jack Sawyer Road except for two sections where the roadway 
abuts steep existing cut slopes.  Design exceptions have been approved to reduce the foot 
print and the cost of this alternative.  The estimated cost is $9,519,000. 

 
Alternative 2 proposed rehabilitation of the existing pavement and construction of 
improvements to full 3R standards per Design Information Bulletin 79-03.  This 
alternative was abandoned because of 1) high construction cost, 2) high costs for new 
right-of-way acquisition, and 3) environmental impacts.  The estimated total cost to 
construct Alternative 2 exceeds $32,140,000. 
 
Alternative 3 is the no-build alternative.  No work to rehabilitate the existing pavement or 
address 3R standards would be performed. 

 
Alternative 1 is the Recommended Programming Alternative. 

 
7. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 
 

2A. Traffic Management Plan 
 

Temporary lane closures with reversible traffic control will be required. Refer to the 
attached TMP Checklist – Attachment G.  
 

2B. Vehicle Detection Systems 
 

None. 
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8. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENT 
 

A Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact is the anticipated environmental 
document for the project as proposed.   Refer to the Preliminary Environmental Analysis 
Report (PEAR) (Attachment D).  

 

9. FUNDING / SCHEDULING 

9A: Cost Estimate 

 

Pavement Work Lane-Miles Number *Cost 
 

Flex Overlay of Flex Pavement       

(recycle not included)1,2 

Rigid Overlay of Flex Pavement     

Hot Recycled AC1,2       

Cold Recycled AC1,2       
Reconstruct Lane(s)       

Crack Seal & Flex Overlay of Rigid Pavement2      

Rigid Overlay of Rigid Pavement2       
Rigid Pavement Rehabilitation 

(List appropriate work type:  grind, slab        
replacement, spall repair, grout & seal 
random cracks, lane replacement, joint 
seal, etc.) ** 

Ramps and OC/UC Approaches       
Edge Drain (side mi)       
Bridge Approaches (ground, replaced)       
Total Lane-Miles of Rehabilitation  12.0                                 $3,700,000 

 
STRAIN Work **       

(List Structures:) 
 
 COSTS SUBTOTAL   $3,700,000 
 
 

Notes: 1. Include cost to remove and replace localized failed areas. 
2. Include cost of shoulder backing material for increased thickness at shoulder edge, as needed. 

* If duplicated in other items, show cost in parenthesis. 

** Add additional lines as necessary. 

  



MNO-395-69.9./75.9 
ID: 0900000129    EA: 09-34120K 

20.20.201.120 
July, 2011 

 

18 

Does the Project Include? Yes/No* Cost 
 

Main Line Widening (lanes and/or shoulders)                                           Yes   $  704,000 
Bridge Widening and Rail Upgrade     

Included in Project     
Deferred (why) **   

Bridge Rail Upgrade - Without Widening     
Included in Project     
Deferred (why) **   

Vertical Clearance Adjustment     
Drainage Rehabilitation                                                                       Yes        $55,000 

(List appropriate work type:  roadbed surface, roadside,      
off site, subsurface, etc.) ** 

Pedestrian Facilities     
Alternations Required (List): ** __________     

Safety ** Yes/No* Cost 
 

Rumble Strip                                                                           Yes               $19,000 
Superelevation Correction                                                       Yes   
Vertical Alignment     
Horizontal Alignment     
Left/Right-Turn Storage/Widening/Lengthening                  Yes      $450,000 
Signal Upgrade     
Median Barrier (State type: e.g., PCC, Thrie Beam)     
Metal Beam Guardrails (New)                                                 Yes        $70,000 
Concrete Guardrail (New)     
Roadside Cleanup     
Gore Cleanup     
Electroliers     
Rock Netting                                                                          Yes              $310,000 

 

Roadside Management Yes/No* Cost 
 

Gore Area Pavement     
Pavement beyond Gore Area     
Miscellaneous Paving     
Maintenance Vehicle Pull outs     
Off-Freeway Access (gates, stairways, etc.)     
Roadside Facilities     
Retaining Walls                                                                     Yes              $315,000 

 
Traffic Control                                                                                    Yes   $550,000 

 

Other  (Mobilization Cost, Permits, Traffic Items) **                                 Yes   $609,000 

 
   SUM OF SUBTOTALS   $6,782,000 

 
   25% Contingency (of Subtotals)   $1,695,500 
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Utility Relocation                                                                               Yes   $640,000 

 

Railroad Agreements     
 

Right of Way                                                                                       Yes   $285,000 
 

Environmental Compliance       $100,000 
 

Other Right of Way (permits, fees)    $16,000 
 

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY    $1,041,000 
 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

   TOTAL PROJECT COST   $9,518,500 
Notes: * If duplicated in other items, show cost in parenthesis. 

 ** Add additional lines as necessary.  Do not include support costs. 

 
9B - Project Support: 

 
This project is being proposed for funding in the 2012 SHOPP under 20.20.201.120, 
Roadway Rehabilitation Program.  It is anticipated that programming for construction 
would occur in the 2017/2018 FY.   
 
The support costs are estimated at $5,132,000.  The support costs and escalated capital 
costs for Alternative 1 are summarized in the following table. ($1,000’s) 
 

Support Cost Programming Table (Alt 1) 

Project Support 
Cost Component 

Fiscal Year Total 

2012/13 2014/15 2015/16 2017/18  

PA & ED $ 1,143    $1,143 

PS&E  $ 1,780   $ 1,780 

R/W Support   $ 370  $ 370 

Construction Support    $ 1,839 $ 1,839 

Total $ 1,143 $ 1,780 $ 370 $ 1,839 $5,132 
The escalation rate for support costs is 3.1% 

 
Capital Cost Programming Table (Alt 1) 

Project Capital Cost 
Component 

Fiscal Year Total 

2015/16 2017/18  

RW Capital $ 1,298  $1,298 

Construction Capital  $ 10,727 $ 10,727 

Total $ 1,298 $ 10,727 $12,025 
The escalation rate for capital costs is 4%  
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9C - Project Schedule:  

 

Milestones Delivery Date 
(Month, Day, Year) 

Begin Project 01/02/2013 

Begin Environmental 01/11/2013 

PA & ED 10/15/2015 

Right of Way Maps 10/02/2015 

Regular Right of Way 03/18/2016 

Project PS&E 11/25/2016 

Right of way Cert 08/04/2017 

Ready to List 08/04/2017 

Contract Acceptance 10/12/2018 

 
10. FEDERAL COORDINATION 
 

This project is eligible for federal-aid funding and is considered to be STATE-
AUTHORIZED under current FHWA-Caltrans Stewardship Agreements.  
 

11. SCOPING TEAM REVIEW SUMMARY: 
 

This project has been reviewed by Maintenance, Traffic, Environmental, Right of Way 
and Structures.  Caltrans Staff have reviewed this proposed project on various dates in 
2009. The ABME, District Maintenance Engineer and HQ Program Advisor are all in 
concurrence with the needs and proposed alternatives for this proposed project.  A safety 
review was held on June 17, 2011.    
 

12. PROJECT REVIEWED BY: 
 

• Field Review with Design, Right of Way, Environmental, and Project 
Management on October 12, 2010. 

• Field Review with Design and the Bridgeport Maintenance Supervisor, Ron 
Kaiser on May 17, 2011. 

• Safety Review held on June 17, 2011 

• Constructability Review held on June 17, 2011 
 

13.        LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 

A. Project Vicinity/Location Map 
 
B. Typical Cross Sections 
 
C. Capital Cost Estimates 
 
D. Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) 
 
E. R/W Data Sheets 
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F. Preliminary Geotechnical Design Report 
 
G. Traffic Management Plan 
 
H. Traffic Data and Design Designation 
 
I. Deflection Study / Materials Report  
 
J. Scoping Team Field Review Attendance Roster 
 
K. PMS Inventory Data  
 
L. Life Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA ) 
 
M. Storm Water Data Report Signature Sheet 
 
N. SB45 Support Cost Summary 
 
O. Risk Register 
 
P. Safety Review and Constructability Review Meeting Attendance Sheets 
 

14.             DISTRIBUTION LIST 
HQ Division of Design (2 Copies) 
HQ Program Advisor– Rob Marsh 
HQ Division of Engineering Services (DES) -- Andrew Tan 
HQ Transportation Programming – Kurt Scherzinger and Rick Guevel  
HQ Environmental – Bob Pavlik 
HQ Div of Pavmnt Mgt – Rob Marsh 
HQ Maintenance: Dan Irvine 
   Roger Hunter 
   Jim Varney 
   Patty-Jo Dickinson 
HQ Traffic Operations – Nagi Pagadala 
HQ Traffic Safety – Shaila Chowdhury 
Project Manager – Tom Meyers 
Design Manager – Brian Wesling 
Central Region Construction Engineer – Tim Shultz 
District Maintenance – Craig Holste 
District 9 Traffic Management – Terry Erlwein 
Central Region Traffic Design –  Mohammed Qatami 
Central Region Materials Lab – Dave Dhillon 
Central Region Environmental – David Hyatt 
Central Region Right-of-Way –  Nancy Escallier 
District 9 Planning – Ryan Dermody 
District 9 Landscape Architect – R. Steve Miller 
PPM – Sarah Lesnikowski 
District 9 Single Focal Point – Bryan Winzenread 
Central Region Surveys – Howard Brunetti (electronic copy) 
Central Region Records – Victoria Pozuelo 
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:

PM:

EA:

Program Code:

09-Mno-395

69.9-75.9

09-34120K

201.120

Quantity Unit

43,000 CY $12

300 CY $50

1 LS $30,000

1 LS $20,000

 Subtotal Earthwork:

Depth 0 CY $0

Depth 0 CY $0

8,000 TON $100

Rubberized HMA 16,100 TON $140

0 CY $0

$581,000

$0

$0

$0

Section Cost

Top Soil Reapplication

Stepped Slopes and Slope

Lean Concrete Base

$800,000HMA

PCC Pvmt

PCC Pvmt

Roadway Excavation

Imported Borrow

Clearing & Grubbing

Develop Water Supply

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

$15,000

$30,000

Rounding (Contour Grading)

Section 1 - Earthwork

$2,254,000

$0

$20,000

$0

Item CostUnit Price

$0

Section 2 - Pavement Structural Section*

$516,000

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 FT2
$0

0 FT $0

Subtotal Structural Section:

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

    (X-Drains, overside, etc.)

7,600 FT $10

300 FT $300

RCP 0 FT $0

Subtotal Drainage:

$0

Aggregate Subbase

AC Dike (Type F)

Edge Drains

Section 3 - Drainage

Lean Concrete Base

Cement-Treated Base

Aggregate Base

Pavement Reinforcing Fabric

Treated Permeable Base

CMP

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

$166,000

Large Drainage Facilities

Storm Drains

$0

$76,000

$90,000

$0

$0

$0

Project Drainage

Pumping Plants

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,054,000

$0

$0
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:

PM:

EA:

Program Code:

09-Mno-395

69.9-75.9

09-34120K

201.120

Quantity Unit

425 LF $740

0 $0

1,170 FT $60

84,500 SQ YD $2

1 $20,000

0 $0

1 LS $100,000

1 LS $20,000

1 LS $55,000

38,300 FT2 $9

 Subtotal Specialty Items:

 

 

0 LS $0

Rock Netting

$126,750

$0

Retaining Walls

Resident Engineer Office

Section 4 - Specialty Items

Water Pollution Control Plan

Hazardous Waste Investigation
and/or Mitigation Work

$0

$0

Section CostItem CostUnit Price

$100,000

$20,000

$55,000

$70,200

Move CMS

Lighting

$0

Cold Plane AC Pavement 

$20,000

Section 5 - Traffic Items

Willow Tree Replacement

Noise Barriers

Barriers and Guardrails

$314,500

$344,700

$1,051,150

0 LS $0

1 LS $150,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

51 EA $300

100 DAY $2,200

0 LS $0

1 LS $4,000

3 EA $8,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

1 LS $30,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

Subtotal Traffic Items:

 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS Sections 1 thru 5

$0

$150,000

$0

Roadway Striping

Roadside Signs

$0

$4,000

$24,000

$15,300

$220,000

$0

$0

Traffic Handling (CMS)

Maintain Traffic

Traffic Signals

$443,300

$5,295,450

$30,000

$0

Lighting

Temporary Detection System

Staging $0

Traffic Control Systems

Traffic Management Plan

Construction Area Signs

$0

Overhead Sign Structures
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:

PM:

EA:

Program Code:

09-Mno-395

69.9-75.9

09-34120K

201.120

Quantity Unit

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 LS $0

0 $0

0 LS $0

 Subtotal Planting and Irrigation Section:

 

$0

$0

Irrigation Modification $0

$0

$0

$0

Replacement Planting

Facilities $0

Irrigation Crossovers $0

Relocate Existing Irrigation $0

II. ROADSIDE ITEMS

Highway Planting $0

Section 7: Roadside Management and Safety Section

$0

$0

Section 6 Planting and Irrigation Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

1 LS $10,000

1 LS $10,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0
Points, Transit, Park & Ride)

0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section:

 

TOTAL ROADSIDE ITEMS Sections 6 thru 7

$0

Gore Area Pavement $0

Off-freeway Access $0
(gates, stairways, etc.)

$0

Roadside Facilities (Vista $0

Relocating roadside

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes $0

$10,000

$20,000

Vegetation Control Treatments

Errosion Control

$0

$0

facilities/features

$20,000

Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts $0

$0

Pavement beyond the gore area $0

Miscellaneous Paving $0

$10,000

Slope Protection
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

09-Mno-395
69.9-75.9
09-34120K
201.120

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
  

 

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

$0 $0 $0

Cost Per ft2 (incl. 10% mobilization & 25% 
contingencies

$0

$0

* Add additional structures as necessary

Bridge Name

Other

Structure Type
Width  (out to out) - (ft)

$0SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

$0

$0 $0

$0

Total Area - ft2

Footing Type (pile/spread)

STRUCTURE

II. STRUCTURE ITEMS

Span Length - (ft)

Total Cost for Structure

COMMENTS:

Phone:
Carne Lowgren (Date)

$0

 

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

$0Railroad Related Costs (Not incl. in R/W Est)

Estimate 
Prepared by:

(If appropriate, attach additional pages as backup)

Page 6 of 7







PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte: 09-Mno-395

PM: 69.9-75.9

EA: 09-34120K

Program Code: 201.120

Quantity Unit

620,000 CY $14

0 CY $0

1 LS $50,000

1 LS $40,000

 Subtotal Earthwork:

Depth 0 CY $0

Depth 0 CY $0

9,100 TON $100

Rubberized HMA 18,000 TON $140

0 CY $0

HMA $910,000

$2,520,000

Lean Concrete Base $0

$8,770,000

Section 2 - Pavement Structural Section*

PCC Pvmt $0

PCC Pvmt $0

Top Soil Reapplication $0

Stepped Slopes and Slope $0

Rounding (Contour Grading) $0

Imported Borrow $0

Clearing & Grubbing $50,000

Develop Water Supply $40,000

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost

Roadway Excavation $8,680,000

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 CY $0

0 FT2
$0

0 FT $0

Subtotal Structural Section:

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

    (X-Drains, overside, etc.)

9,000 FT $10

1,000 FT $300

RCP 0 FT $0

Subtotal Drainage:

$0

$390,000

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

Project Drainage $0

AC Dike (Type F) $90,000

CMP $300,000

Large Drainage Facilities $0

Storm Drains $0

Pumping Plants $0

Pavement Reinforcing Fabric $0

Edge Drains $0

$3,430,000

Section 3 - Drainage

Aggregate Base $0

Treated Permeable Base $0

Aggregate Subbase $0

Lean Concrete Base $0

Cement-Treated Base $0
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte: 09-Mno-395

PM: 69.9-75.9

EA: 09-34120K

Program Code: 201.120

Quantity Unit

4,600 LF $740

0 $0

5,000 FT $60

90,000 SQ YD $2

1 $40,000

0 $0

1 LS $100,000

1 LS $40,000

1 LS $50,000

0 FT2 $0

 Subtotal Specialty Items:

 

 

0 LS $0

$4,069,000

Section 5 - Traffic Items

Lighting $0

Move CMS $50,000

Rock Netting $0

$0

and/or Mitigation Work

Environmental Mitigation $100,000

Resident Engineer Office $40,000

Cold Plane AC Pavement $135,000

Water Pollution Control Plan $40,000

Hazardous Waste Investigation $0

Retaining Walls $3,404,000

Noise Barriers $0

Barriers and Guardrails $300,000

Section 4 - Specialty Items Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost

0 LS $0

1 LS $150,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

51 EA $300

240 DAY $2,000

0 LS $0

1 LS $4,000

3 EA $8,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

1 LS $30,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

Subtotal Traffic Items:

 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS Sections 1 thru 5

$703,300

$17,362,300

Maintain Traffic $30,000

$0

$0

Traffic Handling (CMS) $24,000

Temporary Detection System $0

Staging $0

Traffic Control Systems $480,000

Traffic Management Plan $0

Construction Area Signs $4,000

Traffic Signals $0

Overhead Sign Structures $0

Roadside Signs $15,300

Lighting $0

Roadway Striping $150,000
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte: 09-Mno-395

PM: 69.9-75.9

EA: 09-34120K

Program Code: 201.120

Quantity Unit

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 $0

0 LS $0

0 $0

0 LS $0

 Subtotal Planting and Irrigation Section:

 

$0

$0

$0

Section 7: Roadside Management and Safety Section

$0

$0

$0

Relocate Existing Irrigation $0

Facilities $0

Irrigation Crossovers $0

Highway Planting $0

Replacement Planting $0

Irrigation Modification $0

II. ROADSIDE ITEMS

Section 6 Planting and Irrigation Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

1 LS $40,000

1 LS $30,000

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0
Points, Transit, Park & Ride)

0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

0 LS $0

Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section:

 

TOTAL ROADSIDE ITEMS Sections 6 thru 7

$0

$70,000

$70,000

facilities/features

$0

$0

(gates, stairways, etc.)

Roadside Facilities (Vista $0

Relocating roadside $0

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes $0

Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts $0

Off-freeway Access $0

Miscellaneous Paving $0

Errosion Control $40,000

Slope Protection $30,000

Vegetation Control Treatments $0

Gore Area Pavement $0

Pavement beyond the gore area $0
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PROJECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte: 09-Mno-395

PM: 69.9-75.9

EA: 09-34120K

Program Code: 201.120

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3

  

 

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

$0 $0 $0

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0

$0

Other $0 $0 $0

* Add additional structures as necessary

Total Area - ft2

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost Per ft2 (incl. 10% mobilization & 25% 
contingencies

Total Cost for Structure $0 $0

II. STRUCTURE ITEMS

STRUCTURE

Bridge Name

Structure Type

Width  (out to out) - (ft)

Span Length - (ft)

COMMENTS:

Phone:

Carne Lowgren (Date)

 

Estimate 
Prepared by:

(If appropriate, attach additional pages as backup)

Railroad Related Costs (Not incl. in R/W Est) $0

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0
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ATTACHMENT D 

Preliminary Environmental Analysis 
Report 

PEAR 

  























 

ATTACHMENT E 

Right of Way Data Sheets 

  























 

ATTACHMENT F 

Preliminary Geotechnical Design Report 

  





















 

ATTACHMENT G 

Traffic Management Plan 

  









 

ATTACHMENT H 

Traffic Index/Design Designation & 
Traffic Data Report 

  



            State of California
            DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

M e m o r a n d u m Flex your power!

Be energy efficient!

To: TOM WATERS Date: April 6, 2011
Design J

File: 09-34120K
MNO-395-PM 69.8/75.9
Green Lakes Rehab

From: DONNA HOLLAND
Traffic Operations

Subject: Traffic Index (TI) Calculations and Design Designation

Data Year…………………………………2009 AADT = 3350
Construction Year AADT…………………2015 AADT = 3710
5 Y AADT 2020 AADT 4030

Attached you will find the Traffic Index (TI) Calculations and Design Designation for the Green 
Lakes Rehab Project on Mono 395 between  PM's 69.8 and 75.9.  This data replaces any you have 
received previously.  The previous report submitted to you on March 16, 2011 had the wrong 
construction year.  This report more accurately reflects the proposed construction year of 2015.  
The accident analysis is the same as the March 16, 2011 report but is attached here for your 
convenience.

5 Year AADT………….…………………2020 AADT = 4030
10 Year AADT……………………………2025 AADT = 4390
20 Year AADT……………………………2035 AADT = 5190
5 Year TI………….………………………2020 TI = 8.5
10 Year TI………….…………………… 2025 TI = 9.0
20 Year TI………….…………………… 2035 TI = 10.0
Construction Year DHV………….….……2015 DHV = 640
5 Year DHV………….……………………2020 DHV = 690
10 Year DHV………….…………………2025 DHV = 750
20 Year DHV………….…………………2035 DHV = 890
2009 Directional Split = 52.51 %
2009 Trucks = 11.0 %

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me.  I may be reached at
(760) 872-0711.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



TRAFFIC INDEX and DESIGN DESIGNATION
CALCULATION SHEET

CO-RTE-PM MNO-395-PM 69.8/75.9
EA 09-34120K
JOB NAME Green Lakes Rehab

Requested by: Tom Waters
Unit: Design J
Date: 04/06/11

Census Year 2009
Construction Year 2015
Complete Construction Year 2015
2 Way AADT 3,350
Lane Distribution Factor 1.0 (Table 602.3B, Highway Design Manual)

AM Peak PM Peak
Peak Hour Percent, K 17.14 15.39
Directional Split, D 52.34 52.51
Product of K and D, KD 8.97 8.08
DHV = AADT x K /100 574 516

PERCENT TRUCKS (%) 11.0
1 WAY TRUCK VOLUME 194
GROWTH FACTOR, %/Year 1.7

--------------------TRAFFIC INDEX CALCULATIONS--------------------
Traffic Index Calculations are based on completion of construction per HDM 103.2

FIVE YEAR TRAFFIC INDEX
Vehicle Trucks Present ADT Expansion Expanded ADT 5 Year Lane
Type (%) One Way Factor One Way Constant Factor ESALs

2 axle 32.71 64.0 1.1541 74.0 345 1 25,530
3 axle 7.26 14.0 1.1541 16.0 920 1 14,720
4 axle 3.91 8.0 1.1541 9.0 1470 1 13,230
5 axle 56.12 109.0 1.1541 126.0 3445 1 434,070
TOTALS 100 195.0 225.0 487,550

Five Year TI 8.5

TEN YEAR TRAFFIC INDEX
Vehicle Trucks Present ADT Expansion Expanded ADT 10 Year Lane
Type (%) One Way Factor One Way Constant Factor ESALs

2 axle 32.71 64.0 1.2037 77.0 690 1 53,130
3 axle 7.26 14.0 1.2037 17.0 1840 1 31,280
4 axle 3.91 8.0 1.2037 10.0 2940 1 29,400
5 axle 56.12 109.0 1.2037 131.0 6890 1 902,590
TOTALS 100 195.0 235.0 1,016,400

Ten Year TI 9.0

TWENTY YEAR TRAFFIC INDEX
Vehicle Trucks Present ADT Expansion Expanded ADT 20 Year Lane
Type (%) One Way Factor One Way Constant Factor ESALs

2 axle 32.71 64.0 1.3096 84.0 1380 1 115,920
3 axle 7.26 14.0 1.3096 18.0 3680 1 66,240
4 axle 3.91 8.0 1.3096 10.0 5880 1 58,800
5 axle 56.12 109.0 1.3096 143.0 13780 1 1,970,540
TOTALS 100 195.0 255.0 2,211,500

Twenty Yr TI 10.0

SHOULDER TIs
Design Life 2% ESALs  TI

5 Year 9,751 5.0
10 Year 20,328 5.5
20 Year 44,230 6.0

--------------------DESIGN DESIGNATION--------------------
Design Designation is based on year of construction per HDM 103.1

Construction Year AADT………………………………………….. AADT ( 2015 ) = 3710
Five Year AADT…………………………………………………….. AADT ( 2020 ) = 4030
Ten Year AADT……………………………………………………… AADT ( 2025 ) = 4390
Twenty Year AADT………………………………………………… AADT ( 2035 ) = 5190
Construction Year DHV………………………………………….. DHV ( 2015 ) = 640
Five Year DHV…………………………………………………….. DHV ( 2020 ) = 690
Ten Year DHV…………………………………………………….. DHV ( 2025 ) = 750
Twenty Year DHV………………………………………………… DHV ( 2035 ) = 890
D = 52.51 %
T = 11.0 %

April 6, 2011
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS DATE
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    March 15, 2011 
TRAFFIC DATA REPORT 

Revision #2 
 
Project: Green Lakes Rehab, Mono 395, PM 69.8-75.9, EA 34120K 
 
Speed: The posted speed limit from PM 69.8-74.3 is 65 mph and at PM 74.0-, the 

northbound 85th percentile speed is 74 mph and the southbound is 67 mph. 
The northbound pace speed is 58-67 mph and the southbound is 55-64 
mph.  Approaching Bridgeport the posted speed reduces to 60 mph at PM 
74.3 and reduces again to 55 mph at PM 74.92.  At PM 75.5, the 
northbound 85th percentile speed is 66 mph and the southbound is 64 mph. 
The northbound pace speed is 54-63 mph and the southbound is 51-60 
mph. 

 
Accident Data: 
 
3 year Table B – 01/01/2007-12/31/2009, most current data available. 
  Accident Rates expressed in Million Vehicle Miles (MVM). 
 

Accident Rates (Per MVM)* 
Types Actual Avg. Statewide Avg. 
Fatal 0.00 0.027 
F + I* 0.04 0.37 
Total 0.53 0.85 
* Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles 

* Fatal plus Injury 
 

Summary: Twelve collisions were recorded during the three-year study period and 
there were no fatalities and one injury.  Eleven of the collisions were 
property damage only (PDO). One of the collisions was multi-vehicle in 
nature and two of the collisions were struck wildlife. 

 
 See individual accident data in attached spreadsheet. 
 
Accident Statistics: 
  (6) 50% Northbound 
  (11) 91.7% Single Vehicle 
 

Primary Collision Factor 
(4) 33.3% Improper turn 
(4) 33.3% Other Than Driver 
(2) 16.7% Speeding 
(2) 16.7% Other Violations 
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                                    Traffic Data Report 
                                                (Cont) 

 
Type of Collision 

  (8) 66.7% Hit Object 
                                    (3) 25% Other 
  (1) 8.3% Overturn 
   
   
  Environmental Conditions 
  (10) 83.3% Clear weather 
  (7) 58.3% Dark 
  (9) 75% Dry roadway 
  
    
 
Compiled by: Greg Weirick – D9 Traffic Operations & Safety 



 

ATTACHMENT I 

Deflection Study Report 

  















 

ATTACHMENT J 

Field Scoping and Review Attendance 
Roster 

  



Scoping Team Field Review Attendance Roster 

Project: Green Lakes Rehab / EA 09-34120 

Date:  October 12, 2010 

A field review of the above project was conducted on October 12, 2010 by members of the 
Project Development Team to assess scoping of proposed improvements.  Those in attendance 
were: 

Tom Meyers-Project Manager 

Nancy Escallier-Right-of-Way 

Matt Gaffney-Environmental 

Brian Wesling-Design Manager 

Tom Waters-Project Engineer 

  



 

ATTACHMENT K 

2008 PCS Inventory 

  





 

ATTACHMENT L 

Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
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Stormwater Data Report Signature Page 

  





 

ATTACHMENT N 

SB45 Support Cost Summary 

  



 

     Back to Project Portal 

Support Cost Estimate Report 
(SB45 Report)  

* indicates dollar value that is unescalated due to past or current FY  

EA: 09-34120_

PM: Tom Meyers

Today's Date, Time: Mon, May 23, 2011, 02:10 PM

 
Click here to export table data to Excel

Click here for Resource/Division Summary

Non-escalated Data

Support Category 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

Permit/Env (PA&ED)
Hours 1,779 3,587 3,621 1,924

Dollars $151,763 $306,040 $306,789 $161,005

PS&E
Hours 359 11,211 5,291 533 108

Dollars $33,418 $990,977 $476,303 $46,232 $10,697

Right of Way
Hours 1,466 1,318 715 720 23

Dollars $132,718 $92,650 $51,782 $59,621 $2,209

RW Prop Mgmt and XS Lands
Hours

Dollars

Construction
Hours 187 12,175 6,243 33

Dollars $17,721 $1,057,906 $536,819 $2,654

Summations
Hours 1,779 3,587 3,980 14,600 6,795 13,423 7,072 56

Dollars $151,763 $306,040 $340,207 $1,284,699 $586,674 $1,155,921 $607,137 $4,863

Escalated Data Current FY = 10/11; Escalation begins at start of 11/12 ; Escalation rate = 3.10% 

Support Category 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

Permit/Env (PA&ED)
Hours 1,779 3,587 3,621 1,924

Dollars $161,318 $335,394 $346,637 $187,557 

PS&E
Hours 359 11,211 5,291 533 108

Dollars $37,758 $1,154,401 $572,052 $57,247 $13,656 

Right of Way
Hours 1,466 1,318 715 720 23

Dollars $154,604 $111,275 $64,120 $76,114 $2,908 

RW Prop Mgmt and XS Lands
Hours

Dollars

Construction
Hours 187 12,175 6,243 33

Dollars $21,283 $1,309,959 $685,326 $3,493 

Summations
Hours 1,779 3,587 3,980 14,600 6,795 13,423 7,072 56

Dollars $161,318 $335,394 $384,395 $1,496,562 $704,610 $1,431,327 $775,097 $6,401

Support Cost Summary 
(escalation takes place for future activities only)

Project Component Hours Dollars FY Begin** FY End

Permit/Env (PA&ED) 10,911 $1,030,905 12/13 15/16

PS&E 17,501 $1,835,115 14/15 18/19

Right of Way 4,242 $409,022 15/16 19/20

R/W Prop Mgmt and XSLands 0 $0

Construction 18,638 $2,020,062 17/18 19/20

Summations 51,292 (29.18 PYs) $5,295,103

** FY dates are collapsed

XPM Project Schedule
 

Milestone Date

PA&ED (M200) 10/15/2015

R/W Certification (M410) 08/04/2017

Ready to List (M460) 08/04/2017

Approve Contract (M500) n/a

CCA (M600) 10/12/2018

Click here to loginApplication Database Info Navigation Forms / Reports CR PPM Home Contact Us Logout 

Page 1 of 1SB45 Report
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ATTACHMENT O 

Risk Register 

  



Risk Register Report 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 843 

 

 
 

 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 844 

 

 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 845 

 

 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 846 

 

 
 

Central Region Project Management Support Unit - Caltrans Improves Mobility 

Tuesday, October 18, 2011, 11:21 AM
Project 

1/1

CO - RTE - PM MNO - 395 - 69.9 / 75.9

Project Manager Meyers, Tom

Project Name GREEN LAKES REHAB

Location Desc ON ROUTE US 395 FROM JUNCTION WITH BODIE ROAD (SR 270)/PM 69.9 TO JACK SAWYER ROAD IN BRIDGEPORT/PM 75.9

Work Desc PAVEMENT REHAB

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Environmental Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept Moderate Moderate 0 0 kirsten helton PA&ED

Description
Project is next to a creek with good habitat values, nothing out of the ordinary is expected but endangered speices could be incountered. Cost and schedule 

impact

Trigger finding an endanged species

Response If encountered, mitigation (cost) and schedule will suffer

Common 

Risks
Environmental:Historic site, endang. species, riparian, wetlands, pub. park 

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Environmental Dormant Threat Cost

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Avoid High Moderate 0 0 kirsten helton PA&ED

Description Wetlands will be impacted. The availablity of mitigation lands or other offsets is a risk. This area is hard to mitigate in.

Trigger Need to purchase mitigation land

Response
Currently, there is an offset available. If the project can proceed prior to this fee based offset filling up, time and cost will be controled. (State Conservancy 

wetlands creation plan for area needs money).

Common 

Risks
Environmental:Acquisition, creation or restoration of on or off-site mitigation

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers DES Dormant Threat Cost

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept Moderate High 0 0 Geotec PA&ED

Description
Project has rock and soil slopes (big ones) of unknown quality. It also has streambed and streambank work with unknown soil structure. Testing is needed. 

No abonormal material is expected but ...

Trigger field studies find the unexpected (geotek)

Response
Field studies for soil and rock qualities will take place early in PAED. Thus any problems can be identified and handled early when it is easier to make 

changes.

Common 

Risks
Engineering Services:Complex struct. hydraulic design req. investigation and planning

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Right of Way Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept Moderate Moderate 0 0 Nancy Escallier R/W

Description Both public and private land is needed for this project. Unwilling sellers is always a problem

Trigger right of way aquisition

Response No action, just monitor as project develops

Common Risks Right of Way:Objections to Right of Way appraisal req. add'l time/money

Other Risks

Page 1 of 3Risk Register Report
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Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 847 

 

 
 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 848 

 

 
 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 849 

 

 
 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 850 

 

 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 851 

 

 
 

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Environmental Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept High High 0 0 tom meyers PA&ED

Description Staffing problems currently exist and are causing significant problems. Dependant on political climate at the time work is scheduled

Trigger All phases

Response Work with management to prioritize work. Change schedule for lower priority work.

Common Risks Organizational:Losing critical staff at crucial point of the project

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Right of Way Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Mitigate Moderate Moderate 0 0 Nancy Escallier R/W

Description This is a utility corridor. If utilities are not where they are supposed to be its a problem. Also, getting all the utilities moved in a timely manner is a risk

Trigger Utility clearance and movement

Response Early identifiecation so lead time is maxed. Also, could require construction delay by a season (a year)

Common Risks Project Management:Seasonal requirements during utility relocation

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Environmental Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Avoid Low Very High 0 0 Kirsten Helton PA&ED

Description Project scoped with a ND, if an eir is required both major schedule and cost impact

Trigger Completion of environmental document

Response If this happens, consider rescope to remove need for EIR, if not, PCR for schedule and cost change

Common Risks Environmental:Unforeseen formal NEPA/Env0Env consultation is required

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers Design Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept Low Moderate 0 0 Brian Wesling PS&E

Description
All known design exceptions are being processed in the PID stage, none should be needed later. If there are some such as to advoid environmental impacts, 

this will impact the schedule

Trigger New design exception needed for any reason during PS&E

Response Identify early when schedule may accomodate

Common 

Risks
Design:Unresolved constructability items

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers DES Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Avoid High Low 0 0 brad rockwell PS&E

Description Special provisions are incorrect so have to redo paperwork. Schdule impact plus minor support cost impact

Trigger DES preparing contract documents

Response Identify special conditions and provisions early and get them included from the beginning and get them right.

Common Risks Design:Design incomplete

Other Risks
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Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 852 

 

 
 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 865 

 

 

 
Project 09-34120_ / Risk ID 866 

 

 

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

05/23/2011 Tom Meyers PPM Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Accept High High 0 0 tom meyers Construction

Description Funding flutuates and may not be avaliable as programmed (scheduled) This of course delays the schedule but also adds rework and delay costs.

Trigger request for construction funding to the CTC

Response Just react and try to minimize ongoing overhead and rework costs

Common Risks Organizational:Capital funding unavailable for right of way or construction

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

10/17/2011 Brian Wesling Environmental Dormant Threat Cost

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Avoid Very Low Very High 5000000 0 Patricia Moyer PA&ED

Description
The environmental mitigation costs for this alternative have the potential to be much higher. If alternative 2 is chosen a more detailed study and extensive 

mitigation cost estimate will be required. 

Trigger Alt 2 is selected as the preferred alternative.

Response Avoid

Common 

Risks
Environmental:Unanticipated cumulative impact issues

Other Risks

Date Identified Entered By Functional Unit Status Factor Priority Type

10/17/2011 Brian Wesling Environmental Dormant Threat Schedule

Strategy Probability Impact Impact ($) Impact (days) Owner Phase

Avoid Very Low Very High 0 500 Patricia Moyer PA&ED

Description Permitting agencies will not issue permits since there is an alternative with approved design exceptions that reduces or eliminates impacts. 

Trigger Alt 2 is selected as the preferred alternative

Response Avoid

Common Risks Environmental:Unforeseen formal NEPA/Env0Env consultation is required

Other Risks
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