




 
 

    FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS) 

 04 – SOL – 80 - PM 11.2/29.3
HB4C

EA 4G080K 
March 2012

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Vicinity Map 
 

On Route Interstate 80       
 
  Between West of Red Top Road (Post Mile 11.2)   
 
  And  East of Interstate 505 (Post Mile 29.3)   



 
   

FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS)  
  
 

Intentionally Left Blank 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
   

FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS)  
  
 

 
Intentionally Left Blank 



 

 
   

  FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS)  Page 1
  
 

Table of Contents 
1.  INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................................... 2 

2.  BACKGROUND ............................................................................................................................. 3 

3.  PURPOSE AND NEED .................................................................................................................. 7 
A.  Purpose ......................................................................................................................................... 7 
B.  Need ............................................................................................................................................. 7 

4.  TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT ................................................ 8 
A.  Current Operating Conditions ...................................................................................................... 8 
B.  Accident Data ............................................................................................................................... 8 
C.  Forecasted Conditions .................................................................................................................. 9 
D.  PA&ED Traffic Scope ................................................................................................................ 10 

5.  DEFICIENCIES ............................................................................................................................ 11 

6.  CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION ...................................................................... 11 
A.  Identify Systems ......................................................................................................................... 11 
B.  State Planning ............................................................................................................................. 11 
C.  Regional Planning ...................................................................................................................... 12 
D.  Transit Operator Planning .......................................................................................................... 13 
E.  Local Planning ............................................................................................................................ 13 

7.  ALTERNATIVES ......................................................................................................................... 14 
A.  No-Build Alternative .................................................................................................................. 15 
B.  Alternative A .............................................................................................................................. 16 
C.  Alternative B .............................................................................................................................. 18 

8.  RIGHT OF WAY .......................................................................................................................... 20 
A.  Right of Way .............................................................................................................................. 20 
B.  Railroad ...................................................................................................................................... 20 
C.  Utilities ....................................................................................................................................... 20 

9.  STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT .......................................................................................... 20 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION AND DOCUMENTATION  ................................ 21 

11.  FUNDING ...................................................................................................................................... 21 
A.  Capital Cost ................................................................................................................................ 22 
B.  Capital Support Estimate ............................................................................................................ 22 

12.  SCHEDULE ................................................................................................................................... 22 

13.  FHWA COORDINATION ........................................................................................................... 22 

14.  DISTRICT CONTACTS .............................................................................................................. 22 

15.  PROJECT REVIEWS .................................................................................................................. 22 

16.  ATTACHMENTS ......................................................................................................................... 23 

17.  REFERENCES .............................................................................................................................. 24 
 
 
 



 
 

Page 2    FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS) 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 
The Solano County Transportation Authority (STA) and Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) propose to provide express lanes in both 
westbound (WB) and eastbound (EB) directions on Interstate 80 (I-80) from west of Red Top 
Road to east of Interstate 505 (I-505), within Solano County with portions in the cities of 
Fairfield and Vacaville.  The project would construct approximately eighteen (18) miles of 
express lanes to the I-80 corridor through conversion of existing HOV lanes, and widening for 
new express lanes.   
 
I-80 is a major commuter route for people in Solano, Contra Costa, and Alameda counties to 
jobs in San Francisco and Oakland.   Within the project limits, I-80 is heavily traveled by 
commuters living in Solano County, interregional traffic to and from the Sacramento area, and 
recreational travelers to and from the Lake Tahoe area in Nevada on the weekend.  This 
portion of I-80 is also a major freight and goods movement corridor between the Port of 
Oakland and points east, and to commerce centers from the Canadian border to the Mexican 
border via I-505 and Interstate 5 (I-5).  Heavy traffic volumes are experienced on both 
weekdays and weekends resulting in delays and congestion throughout the I-80 corridor.   
 
The project is consistent with MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, 
adopted in April 2009 and is an element of MTC’s 533-mile “backbone” network for express 
lanes in the San Francisco Bay Area as described in the programmatic Project Study Report 
(PSR) to Support the Bay Area Express Lane Backbone Network approved in September 
2011.  The project would further implement the overall plan for a regional express lanes 
network, and would begin implementation of express lanes on I-80 to improve throughput, 
reduce delay and relieve congestion. 
 
See Attachment C, Preliminary Cost Estimate for specific work items included in this project. 

 
Project Limits (Dist., Co., Rte., PM) District 04; Solano County; I-80; PM 11.2 / 29.3 
Number of Alternatives: 2 Alternatives 
Capital Outlay Support for PA&ED $8 to $12 million 
Capital Construction Cost Range  $146 million to $990 million 
Right of Way Cost Range  $4.5 million to $75 million 
Funding Source: MTC Enterprise Funds / Regional Measure 2 
Type of Facility 
(conventional, expressway, freeway): 

Freeway: express lanes widening and/or HOV 
lane conversion to existing I-80 

Number of Structures: 31 structures, sound walls at various locations 
Anticipated Environmental 
Determination or Document: 

EIR/EIS 
PA&ED – March 2014 

Legal Description In Solano County in Fairfield and Vacaville from 
0.2 miles west of Red Top Road Undercrossing to 
0.9 miles east of E80-N505 Connector Separation 

Approximate Schedule PA&ED – Mar 2014, Construction - 2015 
Project Category 3 

 



 

 
   

  FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS)  Page 3
  
 

The remaining support, right of way, and construction components of the project are 
preliminary estimates and are not suitable for programming purposes.  A Project Report will 
serve as approval of the “selected” alternative and the programming document for the 
remaining support and capital components of the project.  

2. BACKGROUND 

A. Existing Facility 

Within the project study limits, I-80 is an eight to twelve lane east-west freeway passing 
through Solano County and the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville connecting the San Francisco 
Bay Area and Port of Oakland to the Central Valley, as well as the eastern United States.  The 
existing facility is described further under the “West Segment” heading in which HOV 
conversion to express lanes is proposed, and under the “East Segment” heading in which 
widening for new express lanes is proposed.    A project location map showing each segment 
is shown on Figure 1. 
 
WEST SEGMENT: the limits of this segment are from west of Red Top Road to Air Base 
Parkway.  This segment is approximately eight miles long and is located within Solano County 
and the City of Fairfield.    Within this segment, I-80 has five general purpose lanes and one 
HOV lane in each direction between Interstate 680 (I-680) and State Route 12 (SR 12) East, 
and the remainder of this segment is four general purpose lanes plus one HOV lane in each 
direction.  The general purpose lanes vary from 10.8 to 11.8-feet wide.  The HOV lane is from 
11.8 to 14-feet wide.  The outside shoulder varies from 6.5 feet to 9.8-feet, and the inside 
shoulder varies from 1-foot to 9.8-feet.  The eastbound and westbound lanes are separated by 
a concrete median barrier except for the segment of thrie-beam barrier from approximately PM 
14.79 to PM 15.12.  The median ranges from 5-feet to 22-feet.   Both the eastbound and 
westbound I-80 Cordelia Commercial Vehicle Enforcement facilities (CVEF) are within the 
West Segment on I-80, located between the I-680 Interchange and the SR-12 East 
Interchange.  In addition, several auxiliary lanes and interchanges, including the I-80/I-680/ and 
I-80/SR-12 (East and West) interchange, are located within this segment as described in 
Tables 1 and 2 below. 
 

Table 1 – West Segment Interchange Locations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM Interchange 
No. of Ramps 

WB-On WB-Off EB-On EB-Off 

11.39 Red Top Road 1 1 1 1 

11.98 I-80/ SR 12 West   1 1   

12.74 Green Valley Road  1 1 1 

12.84 I-80/ I-680  1 1 1 1 

13.49 Suisun Valley Road   1 1 1 

15.81 I-80/ SR 12 East 1     1 

16.17 Suisun Parkway 1 1 1 1 

17.20 West Texas Street 1 1 2 1 

17.92 Travis Boulevard 2 1 1 2 

19.18 Air Base Parkway 1 2 1 1 



 
 

Page 4    FINAL I-80 Express Lanes PSR (PDS) 

 
Table 2 – West Segment Auxiliary Lanes Locations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EAST SEGMENT: the limits are from Air Base Parkway to east of I-505.  This segment is 
approximately ten miles long and is located within Solano County and the cities of Fairfield and 
Vacaville.  I-80 has four general purpose lanes in each direction.  The general purpose lanes 
are 12-feet wide, the outside shoulder varies from 8-feet to 10-feet, and the inside shoulder 
varies from 4-feet to 10-feet.  The median width varies from 36-feet to 99-feet with temporary 
railing (Type-K) and thrie-beam barrier in the areas of grade differential between the eastbound 
and westbound lanes.  The barriers are placed at the edge of the inside shoulder in both 
directions.  Several interchanges and auxiliary lanes are located within the segment as 
described in Table 3 and 4 below. 
 

Table 3 – East Segment Interchange Locations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Table 4 – East Segment Auxiliary Lanes Locations 

Direction Auxiliary Lane 
EB Allison Street On-Ramp to Nut Tree Blvd Off-Ramp 
WB Alamo Street On-Ramp to Davis Street Off-Ramp 

Direction Auxiliary Lane 
EB SR 12 West On-Ramp to Green Valley Road Off-Ramp 
EB I-680 North On-Ramp to SR 12 East Off-Ramp 
EB Suisun Parkway On-Ramp to Auto Mall Parkway Off-Ramp 
EB Beck Avenue On-Ramp to Travis Blvd Off-Ramp 
EB Air Base Parkway Off-Ramp (1200-feet long) 
WB Air Base Parkway On-Ramp (1500-feet long) 
WB Travis Blvd On-Ramp to Oliver Road Off-Ramp 
WB SR 12 East On-Ramp to I-680 South Off-Ramp 

PM Interchange 
No. of Ramps 

WB-On WB-Off EB-On EB-Off 

20.93 
North Texas St. / Manual 
Campus Parkway 

1 1 1 1 

23.13 
Cherry Glen Road / 
Lagoon Valley Rd 

1 1 1 1 

23.96 Rivera Road 1 2 1 1 

25.31 Alamo Drive 1 1 1 1 

26.00 Davis Street 1 1 1 1 

26.46 Mason Street 1 1 1 1 

27.20 Allison Drive 1 1 1 1 

28.01 Nut Tree Road     1   

28.15 I-80/ I-505 North 1 1 2 1 
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Figure 1: Project Location Map 
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B. Project Development History 

In early 2006 the MTC began study efforts to determine the feasibility of a Regional High 
Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Network in the Bay Area.  HOT lanes, also known as Express 
Lanes, would allow single occupancy vehicles to use the carpool lanes by paying a toll, 
adjusted dynamically based on congestion.  The study examined the institutional, financial, and 
technical merits of implementing an express lane network, including cost and revenue 
estimates, as well as design approaches.  The corridor analyses found that express lanes over 
the majority of the identified network were feasible provided some flexibility in the design 
approach for areas with significant physical, environmental or financial challenges. 
 
In 2009, the MTC adopted the Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area which 
sets forth the agency’s vision of “an integrated, market-based pricing system for the region’s 
carpool lanes (via a regional express lane network), bridges and roadways” to help manage the 
demand on mature transportation systems and, as a source of revenue, to fund infrastructure 
improvements.   
 
The MTC completed the programmatic Project Study Report (PSR) To Support the Bay Area 
Express Lane Backbone Network in September 2011.  As part of that study, express lanes on 
the I-80 corridor from the Yolo County Line to I-680 were studied.  The findings from that study 
concluded that implementation of express lanes within the corridor was feasible. 
 
The proposed project study limits are within the limits of the MTC’s Express Lane Backbone 
Network PSR.  The project would include both the conversion of existing high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes to express lanes from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway (West 
Segment) and the construction of new express lanes from Air Base Parkway to I-505 (East 
Segment).   
 
STA initiated the project in 2010 and began preliminary studies, including coordination with 
Caltrans and MTC on the project delivery approach and project features.  Originally the first 
phase of project development was anticipated to be a Project Study Report / Project Report 
(PSR/PR).  However, the passage of the 2011/2012 State budget required changes to 
Caltrans’ procedures for locally funded projects in the project initiation phase and STA elected 
to enter into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans to prepare a PSR-PDS.  Cooperative 
Agreement 04-2429 between Caltrans and STA was executed November 28, 2011 for the 
reimbursed oversight work of this PSR-PDS.  Approval of this PSR-PDS will be the authorizing 
document for the PA&ED cooperative agreement between Caltrans and STA. 
 
Prior to that change, several actions were taken regarding the proposed project as noted 
below: 
 

 The type of managed lane envisioned for this express lane is a continuous and 
unrestricted access approach as identified in the April 2011 Caltrans Traffic Operations 
Policy Directive (TOPD) for Updated Managed Lane Design.  This approach was 
presented by STA and concurred by Caltrans and MTC in March 2011 provided that 
safety and operational analyses are conducted consistent with the TOPD. 

 A Continuous Access White Paper describing the issues influencing continuous access 
and recommending a continuous access approach for the I-80 Express Lanes was 
prepared by STA and presented to Caltrans Traffic Operations and MTC in March 2011. 

 Digital Mapping has been prepared for the project limits. 
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 A Traffic Methodology Memorandum presenting the proposed traffic analysis 
methodologies was approved by Caltrans on May 26, 2011. 

 Existing Traffic Condition Analysis was submitted to Caltrans on June 10, 2011. 
   

3. PURPOSE AND NEED  

 
I-80 is the main east-west interregional freeway that connects the San Francisco and 
Sacramento metropolitan areas, passing through the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Solano, and Yolo.  The portion of I-80 through the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville is the most 
heavily-traveled segment of the I-80 corridor within Solano County as it is utilized by 
commuters, recreational travelers, public transit services, and for interstate and interregional 
goods movement.   
 
The MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan establishes the implementation of a Bay Area Express 
Lanes Network to effectively improve throughput and reduce delays and congestion on the 
major travel corridors within the San Francisco Bay Area, including I-80 in Solano County.  
 
Recognizing the importance of I-80 as part of the Bay Area Express Lanes Network, and as a 
corridor for the movement of people and goods within Solano County, and between the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the Central Valley, the Solano Transportation Authority proposes a 
project that would: 
 
A. Purpose 

 Optimize capacity in the existing I-80 corridor to better meet current and future traffic 
demands. 

 Close the gaps within the existing HOV lanes on I-80, increasing travel time savings 
and reliability for all users including HOVs and transit.  

 Maximize the efficiency of freeway facilities by better utilizing available unused capacity 
in the existing HOV lanes.  

 Provide a funding mechanism through express lanes1 to accelerate implementation of 
the regional network of HOV and express lanes. 

 
1The State has authorized the implementation of express lanes as a way to implement the 
regional carpool lane system faster than traditional state and local funding sources.   
 
B. Need 

 Congestion currently exists in the general purpose lanes during peak periods on the I-
80 corridor in Solano County and this level of congestion will continue to worsen as 
traffic demand increases. 

 The existing HOV lane system on the I-80 corridor is characterized by gaps, limiting 
travel time savings and trip reliability for cars and transit vehicles. 

 Available unused capacity in the existing HOV lane system needs to be utilized to 
enhance transportation system efficiency. 

 There is limited funding available to close gaps in the existing HOV lane system without 
utilizing alternative financial mechanisms such as express lane tolling. 
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4. TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  

 
A Preliminary Traffic Engineering Assessment (PTEA) was conducted for the project limits 
utilizing readily available information and applying macro-level analysis and evaluation 
techniques. The PTEA focused on planning level analyses of mainline operations under current 
and forecasted conditions.  A more detailed assessment of system components will be 
addressed in the subsequent Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase 
of project development. The key findings of the PTEA include: 
 
A. Current Operating Conditions 
Under current conditions, the peak directions of travel are westbound during the morning 
period and eastbound during the afternoon period.  During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 
AM), the westbound mixed-flow lanes operate at LOS D conditions along most of the study 
corridor, while the eastbound mixed-flow lanes operate at LOS B or C.  During the afternoon 
peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM), the eastbound mixed-flow lanes operate at LOS D conditions 
from just east of Air Base Parkway, where the existing HOV lane ends in Fairfield, to Alamo 
Drive in Vacaville, while the westbound lanes operate at LOS B or C.  
 
On the weekends the traffic volumes along the corridor are generally similar to or slightly higher 
than the volumes observed during the weekday peak hours.  In cases where the weekend 
volumes are somewhat higher than the weekday volumes, the differences are not great enough 
to cause the operations of any of the study segments to degrade below the observed weekday 
peak hour conditions.  
 
The HOV lanes between Red Top Road and Air Base Parkway operate at free flow (LOS B or 
better) conditions in both directions during both of the weekday peak hours.  The relatively low 
utilization currently observed in the HOV lanes creates a substantial amount of available 
capacity.  Depending on the peak hour studied, between 60% and 84% of the HOV lane 
capacity is not currently used. 
 
B. Accident Data 
Collision data for the corridor was provided by Caltrans via their Traffic Accident Surveillance 
and Analysis System (TASAS).  Table 5 summarizes the TASAS data for the entire study 
corridor.   
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TABLE 5 
COLLISION DATA 

JULY 1, 2007 TO JUNE 30, 2010  

Location Post Mile 
Number of Accidents 

Actual Accident Rate 
(acc/million veh miles) 

Average Accident Rate 
(acc/million veh miles) 

Total Fatal F + I Total Fatal F + I Total Fatal F + I 

EB I-80 
8.00 

to 31.40 
1,555 8 493 0.80 0.004 0.26 0.88 0.009 0.28 

WB I-80 
31.40 to 

8.00 
1,513 3 486 0.77 0.002 0.25 0.88 0.009 0.28 

EB/WB I-80 
Between 

Projects Limits 

8.00 
to 

31.40 
3,068 11 979 0.79 0.003 0.25 0.88 0.009 0.28 

Notes: Limits are from west of American Canyon Road to east of Meridian Road.  

Source: Caltrans TASAS data, 2007-2010 

 
As indicated in Table 5, there were a total of 3,068 accidents along the I-80 corridor between 
American Canyon Road and Meridian Road in the three-year period summarized. Actual 
accident rates averaged for the entire segment are less than the average statewide rate for 
comparable facilities.  The corridor summarized here is slightly longer than the project limits 
and does not break down the data by segment.  In order to do a more detailed comparison of 
actual accident rates with the statewide average rates it would be necessary to obtain recent 
collision data for the individual freeway segments within the project limits.  Such analysis will be 
conducted at the PA&ED phase of the project. 
 
C. Forecasted Conditions 
A preliminary assessment of design year (2037) operating conditions was performed under 
both a No-Build and Build (express lanes) alternative.   
 
The No-Build Alternative would generally maintain the existing number of lanes along the I-80 
corridor.  Based on estimated 2037 traffic demand volumes, the peak direction of travel along I-
80 (westbound in the AM and eastbound in the PM) would experience extended periods of time 
where the demand volumes substantially exceed the available capacity.  The operation of 
some of the freeway segments within the project limits is expected to be at LOS F for a portion 
of each peak period. 
 
Based on the estimated future traffic demand, the number of available traffic lanes, and the 
presence of lane adds/drops and weaving sections, several bottlenecks would likely occur 
along the corridor.  In the eastbound direction of travel, the primary potential bottleneck 
locations are the merge sections from SR 12 West and I-680 northbound, as well as the HOV 
lane drop near Air Base Parkway.  For westbound travel, the primary potential bottleneck 
location is near the I-505 interchange, where the demand exceeds the available capacity at this 
gateway to the study corridor.  Additional minor bottlenecks may also occur between closely-
spaced ramps or other weaving sections. 
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Assuming that weekend traffic volumes would likely increase proportionally in the future 
compared to existing conditions, the eastbound volumes on Saturday and westbound volumes 
on Sunday would exceed the available capacity during much of these peak periods as well.  
LOS F conditions would be expected on at least some of the freeway segments during both 
days, and bottleneck would likely occur at similar locations as described above. 
 
The Build Alternative would add an express lane in each direction between Air Base Parkway 
and I-505.  This additional capacity would be expected to improve the over-capacity conditions 
along the project corridor, particularly as the utilization of the express lane is maximized by 
applying variable pricing to ensure that the express lane maintains a travel speed advantage 
over the mixed-flow lanes.  The actual effect of the new express lane would depend on the 
number of single-occupant vehicles choosing to pay the toll to shift from the mixed-flow lane to 
the express lane.  If the express lanes were fully utilized, the overall LOS along the peak 
direction of travel would be expected to improve substantially, although the corridor is still 
expected to remain somewhat congested. 
 
During the weekends, the effect of the additional capacity would depend on how the HOV lane 
restrictions would be enforced.  The current plan for Bay Area High Occupancy Toll Lanes calls 
for HOV restrictions to be enforced from noon to 7 PM on weekends (and from 6 AM to 7 PM 
on weekdays); with occupancy requirements being adjusted from HOV 2+ to HOV 3+ once 
capacity is reached on the express lane. Detailed operational analysis during the PA/ED phase 
will be required to more accurately determine the hours of HOV restrictions and enforcement. 
Because of the high level of vehicle occupancy that already occurs along this corridor on the 
weekends, it is possible that the express lane would need to be restricted to HOV 3+ vehicles 
early in its implementation, at least during weekend periods.  If HOV 3+ restriction is 
implemented, it would affect the amount of capacity available for toll-paying users, and thus 
would also affect the overall corridor capacity and operations.  It is possible that the Build 
alternative could operate at a lower level of service than the No Build alternative on the 
weekends along the western segment, if the express lane does not operate at full capacity. 
 
The potential bottleneck locations described under the No Build scenario above would be 
positively affected by the proposed project.  In the eastbound direction of travel, the bottleneck 
at the Air Base Parkway HOV lane drop would be addressed.  In the westbound direction, the 
potential bottleneck at I-505 would largely be addressed, although near-capacity conditions 
would still exist during the weekday morning peaks and on Sundays.  Additional minor 
bottlenecks may occur between closely-spaced ramps or other weaving sections. 
   
D. PA&ED Traffic Scope 
During the PA&ED phase of the project a Traffic Operations Analysis Report will be prepared.  
This work will be conducted in accordance with Section 149 of the California Streets and 
Highway Code and applicable Caltrans requirements including, but not limited to, the latest 
versions of the Caltrans Traffic Manual and the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices, the 2003 High Occupancy Vehicle Guidelines for Planning, Design, and Operations, 
and the Traffic Operations Policy Directive 11-02 on Updated Managed Lanes Design dated 
April 7, 2011. 
 
The scope of work and the technical approach for the Traffic Operations Analysis Report 
(TOAR) to be prepared during PA&ED was developed through a series of discussions including 
the STA, the consultant team, and Caltrans District 4 staff.  The Technical Traffic Memorandum 
– I-80 Express Lanes Project from Red Top Road to Leisure Town Road, Solano 
Transportation Authority, May 18, 2011 documents the scope and approach.  It not only 
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addresses the traffic operations-related work for the PA&ED phase, but it also describes the 
approach to complete the revenue forecasts associated with the HOT lane scenarios.  Note 
that the scope outlined in the Technical Traffic Memorandum is planned to be modified to 
include the evaluation of different access options (e.g., continuous access, limited access) for 
the proposed Express lanes. 
 

5. DEFICIENCIES 

 
The PTEA of future conditions on the I-80 corridor within the project limits shows that the 
demand is expected to far exceed the available capacity during peak periods, adversely 
affecting travel speeds and creating bottlenecks at constrained locations.  The forecasted 
conditions indicate a level of congestion that is also expected to cause substantial diversion of 
through traffic onto local streets, degrade air quality, reduce transit service reliability, and 
worsen the collision rate in the corridor.  
  
The PTEA includes additional information on deficiencies related to current conditions, traffic 
accident data, and forecasted conditions. 
 

6. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 

 
A. Identify Systems 
I-80 has been identified by the State as part of the Interregional Road System, and is a major 
transcontinental Interstate between the San Francisco Bay Area and the East Coast.  I-80 
serves as the single freeway connection between the San Francisco Bay Area and the 
Sacramento metropolitan region.  It is vital to commuting, freight and recreational traffic and is 
one of the most congested freeway facilities in the region.  Within California, the highway 
connects the Bay Area to the Sacramento metropolitan region and provides connectivity to I-5 
to the north via I-505.  The route is designated as a Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
(STAA) National Network route and is part of the State Highway Extra Legal Road (SHELL) 
network. 
 
B. State Planning 
I-80 is identified as a High Emphasis Route within the Interregional Road System (IRRS) and a 
“Transportation Gateway of Major Statewide Significance” by the 1998 Interregional 
Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP).   
 
With the passage of the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond 
Act, known as Proposition 1B, in November 2006, Caltrans implemented the Corridor System 
Management Plan (CSMP) for all corridors with projects funded by the Corridor Mobility 
Improvement Act (CMIA) Program.  Within Solano County two projects received CMIA funding; 

 
 HOV Lanes, Fairfield (Rte 80/680/12 to Putah Creek)  
 WB I-80 to SR 12 (West) Connector and Green Valley Road Interchange Improvements 

 
In coordination with MTC and the Solano STA, Caltrans developed a CSMP for the I-80 East 
Corridor.  The corridor limits extend from the Carquinez Bridge (Solano/Contra Costa County 
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line) to the junction with SR 113 North.  It is approximately 43 miles in length and intersects 
Interstates 780, 680, 505, and State Routes 29, 37, 12, and 113. 
 
A CSMP is a transportation planning document that provides for the safe, efficient and effective 
mobility of people and goods within California’s most congested transportation corridors.  Each 
CSMP presents an analysis of existing and future traffic conditions and proposes traffic 
management strategies and capital improvements to maintain and enhance mobility within 
each corridor.  CSMPs also support the Governor’s Strategic Growth Plan (SGP), which calls 
for an infrastructure improvement program that includes a major transportation component 
(GoCalifornia).   
 
The I-80 East CSMP was completed in October 2010 and presents a performance assessment 
of the corridor and recommended strategies and improvements.  This project’s limits, from Red 
Top Road to I-505, closely align with Segments D and E in the I-80 East CSMP.  The CSMP’s 
performance assessment of the corridor identifies two of the top three congested locations, and 
three of the four bottlenecks as falling within the project limits. 
 
I-80 East CSMP - Congested Locations  

 PM eastbound from I-680 to SR-12 East 
 AM westbound from West Texas Street to I-680 

 
I-80 East CSMP - Key Bottlenecks  

 I-80/Exit to SR-12 West/westbound 
 I-80/I-680 connector to eastbound I-80 
 I-80/Between Travis Boulevard on ramp and Air Base Parkway off-ramp/eastbound 

 
Consistent with the proposed scope of this project, the I-80 East CSMP recommended corridor 
management strategies to meet the goals of mobility, reliability and safety by extending the 
HOV Lanes from Air Base Parkway to I-505 which would encourage additional use of HOV 
lanes and relieve congestion in the mixed flow lanes. 
 
C. Regional Planning 
The MTC 2009 Regional Transportation Plan, Transportation 2035 - Change in Motion, 
identifies I-80 as a priority corridor and a major gateway Route and includes the project, 
number 230650 - Widen I-80 from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway to add HOV lanes in 
both directions.  To speed travel and reduce congestion on Bay Area highways the 
Transportation 2035 Plan identified a Bay Area Express Lane Network. For I-80 in Solano 
County, the Transportation 2035 Plan includes three express lane projects; 230658 – I-80 in 
Solano County from Route 37 to Carquinez Bridge – widen to add and express lane in each 
direction, 230659 – I-80 in Solano County from Yolo County line to Route 37 – widen to add an 
express lane in each direction from Yolo County line to Air Base Parkway and from Red Top 
Road to Route 37, 230660 – I-80 in Solano County from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway – 
convert HOV lanes to express lanes. The cost to construct, finance and operate the network 
would be paid for with toll revenues.  The funds generated from the network would be used to 
pay for additional mobility improvements in the express lane corridors. 
 
On September 28, 2011, the MTC submitted the Bay Area Express Lanes Public Partnership 
Application for High Occupancy Toll Lanes to the California Transportation Commission (CTC). 
The application, submitted in cooperation with Caltrans, requests authority, pursuant to Section 
149.7 of the Streets and Highways Code, to develop and implement 285 miles of express lanes 
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with the Bay Area.  The application includes 129.7 directional miles (both directions) on I-80 
from the San Francisco/Oakland Bay Bridge to the Solano/Yolo County Line.  This proposed 
project is within these corridor limits and provides the linkage between I-505 and I-680.  Within 
the application, and included in the associated Project Study Report to Support the Bay Area 
Express Lane Backbone Network, the following projects are listed which constitute the limits of 
this project. 
 

 I-80 in Solano County from Air Base Parkway to I-505 – new express lanes in each 
direction. 

 I-80 in Solano County from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway – convert HOV lanes to 
express lanes in each direction. 

 
In October 2011, CTC Resolution G-11-10 approved MTC’s Bay Area Express Lane Network 
application for the planned integrated express lane network to enhance mobility and afford 
greater user flexibility.  This project is integral element of the planned network on I-80. 
 
D.  Transit Operator Planning 
Several local transit agencies operate in the I-80 corridor and provide express bus services 
which transport passengers from local stops and Park and Ride lots in Solano County to the El 
Cerrito Del Norte and Pleasant Hill BART stations or directly to San Francisco.  Express Bus 
routes utilizing the corridor within the project limits include: 
 

 Fairfield-Suisun Transit Express Bus Routes 20, 30, 40, and 90 
 Vallejo Transit Express Bus Routes 80 and 85 
 Yolo Bus Route 220 

 
Riders utilize the HOV system on I-80 through Fairfield and just east of the Carquinez Bridge 
(westbound direction only) which continues to the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.  Solano 
Express Bus Route 30 also takes passengers to Dixon, Davis and Sacramento.  In addition, 
STA provides ride matching through its Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) service.  
There are also a number of park and ride lots constructed and operated by local jurisdictions 
along the I-80 corridor. 
 
This project would enhance transit operations along the I-80 corridor by providing eighteen 
miles of continuous HOV Lane / Express Lane access to Transit Operators from Red Top Road 
near Fairfield to I-505 in Vacaville. 

 
E. Local Planning 
The STA's Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP 2030) for Solano County envisions, 
directs, and prioritizes the transportation needs of Solano County through the year 2030. The 
CTP incorporates various STA studies and plans into a 25-year planning document.  The CTP 
2030 was adopted by the STA Board of Directors on June 8th, 2005.  The goal of the Solano 
CTP for arterials, highways, and freeways is to “Develop a balanced transportation system that 
reduces congestion and improves access and travel choices through the enhancement of 
roads.”  One of the objectives in meeting that goal is to “Add HOV Lanes” through 
Implementation of HOV lane projects on I-80 and I-680 identified in the I-80/I-680/I-780 Major 
Investment & Corridor Study. 
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The I-80/I-680/I-780 Major Investment & Corridor Study was adopted by the STA Board in July 
2004 and includes the project to construct HOV lanes on I-80 in both directions between Air 
Base Parkway and I-505 in its long range improvement plan. 
 
More recently, in February 2010 the STA Board adopted the Solano Highways Operations 
Study (SHOS).  Previously called the I-80/I-680/I-780 Corridors Highway Operations Study & 
Implementation Plan, the study analyzes the performance and safety of Solano County's 
interstate highway corridors and recommends a variety of operations improvements as well as 
visual guidelines for landscape and hardscape treatments.  This study was developed through 
the Solano Highways Partnership (SoHIP), which includes staff from the Solano Transportation 
Authority (STA), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG), Caltrans District 3 and District 4, and the cities of Benicia, 
Dixon, Fairfield, Vacaville, and Vallejo. Similar to earlier plans, and the East I-80 CSMP, 
extending the HOV lanes from Air Base Parkway to I-505 (both directions) is identified as a 
priority project in SHOS. 

In February 2009, the STA Board approved an Express Lanes Priority Project List, should the 
STA be successful in gaining financial resources from MTC/BATA for the funding of the 
HOV/HOT projects within Solano County.  The top two priority projects are to convert the 
existing HOV lanes from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway to express lanes, and to construct 
express lanes from Air Base Parkway to I-505 in each direction.  

 

7. ALTERNATIVES 

 
The approach taken in developing alternatives for this PSR-PDS was to identify two 
alternatives, Alternatives A and B, that would establish a study area that satisfies the project’s 
purpose and need, and identifies the project factors that must be analyzed and resolved in the 
PA&ED phase.   
 
Alternative A would provide improvements to the existing facility to implement continuous 
access express lanes in each direction.  While this alternative provides reduced environmental 
and right-of-way impacts it will require justification and approval of non-standard features.  
Alternative A provides the lower limit of a study area for PA&ED. 
 
Alternative B would provide improvements to implement express lanes in each direction with 
ingress/egress access locations and a 4-foot buffer, as well as improvements to the existing 
facility to meet current design standards within the project limits.  While this alternative provides 
substantial compliance with design standards there would be environmental and right-of-way 
impacts.  Alternative B provides the upper limit of a study area for PA&ED.   
 
The PA&ED studies will define a build alternative that satisfies the project purpose and need, is 
cost effective and will avoid or minimize environmental and right-of-way impacts while trying to 
maintain design standards.  Analysis of the following key project factors is necessary to 
establish the build alternative in PA&ED. 
 

 Access Configuration: as described in Section 4.D “PA&ED Traffic Scope” a Traffic 
Operations and Analysis Report will be conducted to evaluate both continuous and 
limited access configurations for the express lanes.  The results of this analysis will 
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determine the width necessary for the express lane; limited access with buffer 
separation, or continuous access. 

 CHP Observation Areas: observation areas for the alternatives were provided based on 
current HOV Guidelines regarding cross section width and taper distances, and an 
approximate 3 mile spacing between enforcement areas.  These locations may change 
in PA&ED based on the determination of the express lane access configuration.  A 
continuous access configuration would provide enforcement areas at regular intervals, 
while a limited access configuration would likely require a specific location downstream 
of the proposed ingress/egress locations. 

 Design Standards:  All deviations from design standards will require evaluation and 
justification in the PA&ED phase.  The standards influenced by the determination of 
access configuration type and the CHP observation locations include median width, 
inside shoulder width, travel way width and stopping sight distance.   

 Environmental Impacts:  there is a range of potential environmental impacts for the 
project as identified in the PEAR (Attachment D), including; wetlands, biological 
sensitive habitat areas, historical and archeological sites, and Section 4(f) property.  
Establishing the locations of environmental constraints in the PA&ED phase will provide 
the necessary information to refine a build alternative to avoid or minimize 
environmental impacts. 

 
A discussion on the no-build and build alternatives follows.  Recognizing approval of the PSR-
PDS does not constitute conceptual approval of alternatives or non-standard design features, 
the discussion on the build alternatives focuses on the design concepts and major features.  
During PA&ED, the analyses of the key project factors will result in a build alternative that 
meets the project’s purpose and need within the study limits. 
 
The project limits are composed of two distinct segments.  The West Segment is from Red Top 
Road (PM 11.2) to Air Base Parkway (PM 19.2) and would convert the existing HOV lanes to 
express lanes in each direction.  The East Segment is from Air Base Parkway to I-505 (PM 
29.3) and would construct new express lanes in the median in each direction. 
 
A. No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no express lanes would be constructed along I-80 from the Red 
Top Road Interchange to the I-80/I-505 Interchange.  The existing HOV lanes along I-80 from 
Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway would remain as they currently exist.  The No-Build 
Alternative represents the baseline alternative and offers a basis for assessing current 
conditions and for comparison to the build alternatives.  This alternative would include all 
currently planned and programmed projects on I-80 within the project limits through the year 
2037.  The No-Build Alternative includes the following related projects: 

 Ramp Metering (West Segment) – installation of ramp metering hardware between Red 
Top Road and Air Base Parkway was completed at the end of 2011 and will be 
operational by early 2013. 
 

 Ramp Metering (East Segment) – ramp metering improvements from Air Base Parkway 
to I-505 are currently under development. 
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 Eastbound I-80 Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation – the EB Cordelia Truck Scales will 
be relocated to a new, larger facility, approximately 2,500 feet to the east of the current 
location.  The project is anticipated to begin construction in early 2012 and be 
completed by mid 2013. This project corrects the non standard typical section on EB I-
80 between west of Dan Wilson Creek and the WB SR-12/WB I-80 Connector.   

 I-80/I-680/SR-12 Interchange Project – the project includes several phased 
improvements.  The first improvement is the Initial Construction Package (ICP) of 
Alternative C, Phase 1, which consists of the reconstruction of the WB I-80 to WB SR-
12 Connector and Green Valley Road Interchange and removal of the existing Green 
Valley Road Interchange.  This project is anticipated to be constructed and open to 
traffic in 2014.   
 

B. Alternative A  
Build Alternative A would implement continuous access express lanes in each direction of I-80 
from Red Top Road to I-505.  Attachment A provides the typical sections and layouts for this 
Alternative and the design scope for each segment is provided below.   
 
West Segment – Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway:  Build Alternative A would convert the 
existing HOV lanes to continuous access express lanes through the addition of electronic toll 
technologies within the existing median.  Three CHP observations areas are proposed within 
the West Segment at the locations shown in Table 6. 

 

Table 6 – West Segment CHP Observation Areas 

General Location Description Direction PM 

Existing area between EB Jameson On-Ramp 
and Green Valley Road OC 

WB 12.1 

Existing area between Suisun Creek Bridge 
and EB SR 12 

WB & EB 15.2 

Proposed area between Travis Blvd OC and 
Air Base Parkway OC 

WB & EB 18.5 

 
Under this alternative, the conversion of the existing HOV lanes in the West Segment is 
proposed to be accomplished through restriping and limited outside widening. 

East Segment – Air Base Parkway to I-505:  Build Alternative A would construct a new 
continuous access express lane in each direction of I-80 within the East Segment.   The 
express lane, including the addition of electronic toll technologies, would be constructed within 
the existing median area with minimal widening.  Four CHP observations areas are proposed 
within the East Segment at the locations shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7 – East Segment CHP Observation Areas 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The construction of the express lanes in the East Segment would be accomplished through 
minimal widening.  Table 8 provides a listing of the structures within the East Segment. There 
are fifteen (15) structures, some of which may require modification. 
 

Table 8 – East Segment Structures  

Structure Bridge No. PM 

N. Texas St OC #23-102 20.93 

Cherry Glen Road OC #23-160 R23.13 

Rivera Road OC #23-107 23.96 

Alamo Creek Bridge #23-10 R25.03 

Alamo Drive OC #23-13 R25.31 

Davis Street UC #23-23 R26.00 

Mason St. UC #23-51 R26.46 

Ulatis Creek Bridge #23-52 R26.61 

Allison Drive OC #23-213 R27.20 

Nut Tree Road OC #23-145 R28.01 

S505-E80 Conn SEP #23-146 R28.15 

Pine Tree Creek Bridge #23-36L R28.32 

E80-N505 Conn SEP #23-104G R28.36 

Horse Creek Bridge #23-11L R28.57 

Horse Creek Bridge #23-73R 29.25 

 
The project footprint and study area for Build Alternative A would constitute the lower limit of 
studies during PA&ED as the implementation of express lanes would be accomplished through 
converting the existing HOV lanes in the West Segment and constructing new express lanes in 
the median in the East Segment.  Outside widening in areas may be necessary to 
accommodate this alternative.   
 
Depending on the location and requirements for outside widening, additional lands outside the 
existing State right-of-way, as well as utility easements and temporary construction easements 

General Location Description Direction PM 

Proposed area between Air Base Parkway OC  
and N. Texas Street  

WB & EB 20.2 

Proposed area between Cherry Glen Road OC 
and Rivera Road OC 

WB & EB 23.5 

Between Ulatis Creek Bridge and Allison 
Drive OC 

EB 26.8 

Between Nut Tree Road OC and E80-N505 
Connector Bridge 

WB 28.2 
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may be necessary.  Non standard design features associated with this alternative would 
require review and approval during the PA&ED phase.  Approval of the PSR-PDS does not 
constitute conceptual approval of these features.  
 
C. Alternative B  
Build Alternative B would provide improvements to implement express lanes in each direction 
with ingress/egress access locations and a 4-foot wide buffer, as well as improvements to the 
existing facility to satisfy current design standards within the project limits.  Attachment B 
provides the typical sections and layouts for this Alternative and the design scope for both 
segments is provided below. 
 
This alternative would provide a 36-foot paved median, concrete median barrier, 12-foot 
express lane with 4-foot buffer.  Additional outside widening would be constructed to 
accommodate standard sight distance at existing deficient locations. CHP observation areas 
would be provided in locations similar to those identified in Build Alternative A.  The CHP 
observation areas would be located within the proposed 36-foot paved median and no 
additional outside widening would be necessary.  Similar to the CHP observation areas, the 
median would be utilized to provide for express lane ingress/egress locations without the need 
for additional outside widening. Auxiliary lanes would be provided under this alternative at 
various locations shown in Table 9. 
 

Table 9 – Alternative B Proposed Auxiliary Lanes 

Direction Location 

EB Travis Blvd On-Ramp to Air Base Parkway Off-Ramp  
EB Lagoon Valley Road On-Ramp to Rivera Road Off-Ramp 
EB Rivera Road On-Ramp to Alamo Drive Off-Ramp  
EB Cliffside Drive On-Ramp to Allison Drive Off-Ramp 
WB Alamo Drive On-Ramp to Rivera Road Off-Ramp 
WB North Texas Road On-Ramp to Air Base Pkwy Off-Ramp 
WB Air Base Pkwy On-Ramp to Travis Blvd Off-Ramp 
WB SR 12 On-Ramp to I-680 Off-Ramp 

 
Under this Alternative twenty five (25) interchanges would be impacted due to the outside 
widening and mandatory design standards.  Table 10 provides a listing of the structures within 
the project limits and those impacted by this alternative that would be evaluated in PA&ED. 
 
Table 10 – Structures Requiring Modification or Relocation Due to Alternative B Impacts 

Structure Bridge No. PM 
Modification/ 

Relocation 
Red Top Road UC  #23-165 R11.39 X 

Cordelia UP #23-25 R11.92 X 

E12-E80/80 Conn SEP #23-16G R11.98   

Green Valley Road OC  #23-138 12.74   

RTE 680/80 SEP  #23-139E 12.84   

Green Valley Creek #23-4 12.91 X 
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The project footprint and study area for Alternative B would constitute the upper limit of studies 
during PA&ED as this alternative would require reconstruction or widening of the existing 
roadway and structures, reconstruction of existing interchanges, sound walls, and retaining 
walls, and the construction of new sound walls and retaining walls.  These improvements would 
result in right of way, utility, and environmental impacts. 
 
Under this build alternative there are some proposed deviations from design standards such as 
stopping sight distance along vertical curves at two locations within the East Segment and 
interchange spacing along the West Segment.  In addition, providing for some design 
standards in this alternative may not be viable due to potential environmental and right of way 
impacts.    
 
 
 

Suisun Valley Road OC #23-140 13.49 X 

Dan Wilson Creek Bridge #23-6 13.92 X 

Suisun Creek Bridge #23-7 14.55 X 

W12-W80/80 Conn SEP #23-199F 15.81   

Abernathy Road OC  #23-141 16.17   

Ledgewood Creek Bridge #23-8 17.02 X 

W. Texas Street UC #23-106 17.2 X 

W. Fairfield PUC #23-93 17.27 X 

Travis Blvd OC #23-61 17.92 X 

Air Base Pkwy OC #23-96 19.18   

N. Texas St OC #23-102 20.93 X 

Cherry Glen Road OC #23-160 R23.13 X 

Rivera Road OC #23-107 23.96 X 

Alamo Creek Bridge #23-10 R25.03 X 

Alamo Drive OC #23-13 R25.31 X 

Davis Street UC #23-23 R26.00 X 

Mason St. UC #23-51 R26.46 X 

Ulatis Creek Bridge #23-52 R26.61 X 

Allison Drive OC #23-213 R27.20 X 

Nut Tree Road OC #23-145 R28.01 X 

S505-E80 Conn SEP #23-146 R28.15 X 

Pine Tree Creek Bridge #23-36L R28.32 X 

E80-N505 Conn SEP #23-104G R28.36 X 

Horse Creek Bridge #23-11L R28.57 X 

Horse Creek Bridge #23-73R 29.25 X 
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8. RIGHT OF WAY 

 
A. Right of Way  
Right of Way Estimates have been prepared for each build alternative and are included in the 
estimates shown in Attachment C.  Alternative A would not include fee parcel takes if design 
exceptions are warranted, and assumes only impacts for proposed temporary construction 
easements (TCEs) and the utility impacts which are discussed below.  The parcel requirements 
for Alternative B would include various agricultural, residential and commercial/industrial 
properties as well as the utility impacts discussed below.  A Conceptual Cost Estimate Request 
- Right of Way Component scoping tool sheet has been prepared and is shown in Attachment 
H.  
 
B. Railroad 
There is an existing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossing within the I-80 project limits.  The 
crossing is located in the West Segment at PM 11.92 with the structure designation of 
“Cordelia UP” bridge number 23-25.  Build alternatives A and B do not propose to impact the 
existing UPRR structure and therefore it is assumed that a railroad agreement will not be 
required. 
 
C. Utilities 
A preliminary investigation of the existing utilities within the project study area is summarized in 
Attachment F of this report. The table primarily shows existing transverse utilities within the 
State right of way that may be impacted by the build alternatives. 
 
It is anticipated that Build Alternative A will have no impacts requiring relocation of non-
Caltrans utilities along the corridor.  During the PA&ED phase of the project the design team 
will confirm any impacts with the utility agency owners through the Caltrans utility relocation 
process.   
 
Build Alternative B assumes that all existing utilities within the project area will be relocated, 
realigned, and/or extended as necessary to accommodate the project construction and 
operation. Utilities that will be affected include water, sanitary sewer, electrical, gas, cable/fiber, 
and telephone lines. These facilities include both overhead and underground lines and 
conduits.  
 
Impacts associated with the various utility relocations will be addressed in the PA&ED phase 
pursuant to California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) General Order (GO)-131 D filing 
requirements.  The precise field location of high-risk utilities will be identified during the final 
design PS&E phase in accordance with the Caltrans Procedures on High Risk Utilities. Any 
modification or new longitudinal encroachment exceptions will be pursued in the PA&ED phase 
of the project development. 
 

9. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

 
The STA and its member agencies are supportive of the project.  There is no known opposition 
to the project at this time. 
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10. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION AND DOCUMENTATION 

 
The appropriate level of environmental document is expected to be an EIR/EIS if Alternative B 
as currently configured is carried forward as an action alternative.  This is because it is likely 
that Build Alternative B would result in significant and unavoidable adverse effects to Peña 
Adobe.  The recommended historic architecture evaluation will be necessary to determine the 
precise extent of any such impacts to Peña Adobe and whether such impacts can be 
successfully mitigated.  Alternative B could take enough land in the surrounding park such that 
the integrity of the historic resource is compromised to such a degree to adversely affect its 
eligibility for inclusion on the National Register.  It should also be noted that Peña Adobe will 
also require close analysis for impacts under Section 4(f), as it is likely to qualify as a Section 
4(f) property.   
 
The appropriate level of environmental document for Build Alternative A is expected to be an 
IS/EA.  This document level would be supportable based on the environmental constraints 
present in the project study area and the low potential for the project (including all design 
options) to cause significant environmental impacts.   
 
Caltrans would act as the lead agency in the preparation of this joint NEPA/CEQA 
environmental document.  Caltrans will serve as the NEPA lead agency under its assumption 
of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327.  It is expected that the environmental technical 
reports and environmental document (IS/EA or EIR/EIS) would take approximately 18 to 42 
months to prepare and process for final certification/approval, including time for substantive 
review by the environmental division staff within Caltrans.  It is anticipated a number of  
environmental technical studies and reports will be required for this project as identified in the 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (PEAR) included as Attachment D.   
 

11. FUNDING 

 
Preliminary cost estimates are provided in Attachment C.  A summary of cost ranges for the 
project is provided below. 
 

Range of Total Cost (x 1,000) 

Roadway Items  $      140,000  

To 

 $    845,000  

Structure Items  $          6,000   $    145,000  

Subtotal Construction  $      146,000   $    990,000  

Right of Way  $          4,500   $      75,000  

Capital Outlay Support  $        44,500   $    333,000  

Total Project Cost  $      195,000   $ 1,398,000  
 
All costs escalated to 2015 except for support costs which are estimated as a percentage of 
the capital costs. 
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A. Capital Cost 
 

Capital Outlay Estimate (in 2015 dollars) 
 Range for Total Cost STIP Funds Fund Source “A” 
Build Alternatives $195 to 1,400 million $0 MTC Enterprise Funds 

 
The capital costs should not be used to program or commit capital funds. The Project Report 
will serve as the appropriate document from which the remaining support and capital 
components of the project will be programmed. 
 
B. Capital Support Estimate 
 
The capital support needed to complete the PA&ED phase is estimated at $12 million and will 
be funded with Regional Measure 2 funds. 
 

12. SCHEDULE 

 
Project Milestones Delivery Date 

(Month, Year) 
Begin Environmental January      2012 
Circulate DED September 2013 
PA&ED March to June  2014 
Construction 2015  

 

13. FHWA COORDINATION  

 
No federal-aid funding is anticipated for the project.  FHWA coordination will be required in the 
PA&ED phase as the proposed project is on the Interstate. 
 
 

14. DISTRICT CONTACTS 

 Caltrans Project Manager                                    Nicolas Endrawos   (510) 286-5123 
Caltrans Project Development Team Leader       Roni Boukhalil     (510) 286-5694 
Caltrans Environmental Unit Supervisor              Melanie Brent      (510) 286-5231 
Caltrans Right of Way Branch Reviewer              Beth Perrill          (510) 286-5383 
Caltrans Traffic Operations                                  David Seriani      (510) 286-4653 

 

15. PROJECT REVIEWS 

 
No project reviews with Caltrans District 4 staff have been conducted to date.  Project 
reviews with the appropriate PDT members and Caltrans District 4 staff is anticipated to 
occur in PA&ED. 
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16. ATTACHMENTS 

 
A. Alternative A – Layouts and Typical Cross Sections 

 
B. Alternative B – Layouts and Typical Cross Sections 

 
C. Preliminary Cost Estimate 

 
D. Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) 

 
E. PID Cooperative Agreement & Draft Cooperative Agreement for PA&ED 

 
F. Existing Utilities Summary Table 

 
G. Risk Register 

 
H. Right of Way Conceptual Cost Estimate 

 
I. Transportation Planning Scoping Checklist 
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Alternative A  

 
Layouts and Typical Cross Sections 
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

 PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Program Code: HB4C

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS

ROADWAY ITEMS (2011 Value) 127,467,000$            

STRUCTURE ITEMS (2011 Value) 5,148,000$                

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION (2011 Value) 132,615,000$            

CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT

ENGINEERING (18% of Construction Costs) 23,900,000$              

RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT (12% of R/W Costs) 500,000$                   

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT (15% of Construction Costs) 19,900,000$              

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT 44,300,000$              

ESCALATED PROJECT COSTS

ROADWAY ITEMS (2015 Value) 139,332,100$            

STRUCTURE ITEMS (2015 Value) 5,627,200$                

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION (2015 Value) 144,959,300$            

RIGHT OF WAY (2015 Value) 4,072,000$                

CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT (From Above) 44,300,000$              

TOTAL ESCALATED PROJECT COST (2015 Value) 194,000,000$            

02/17/12

(Date)

   

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

placement of median barrier, continuous ingress/egress striping and CHP enforcement areas.

Preliminary Project Cost Estimate Summary

I-80 Express Lanes

Scope: Alternative A - HOV conversion and proposed median widening of I-80,

Limits: I-80 Express Lanes - Red Top Road to I-505
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

200,000 CY $15 $3,000,000

6,000 CY $10 $60,000

1 LS $190,000 $190,000

1 LS $46,000 $46,000

Top Soil Reapplication 1 LS $20,000 $20,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

43,400 CY $20 $868,000

28,200 CY $30 $846,000

1,650 CY $200 $330,000

Subtotal Earthwork  $5,410,000

Section 2 - Structural Section Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

64,800 Ton $80 $5,184,000

123,000 Ton $90 $11,070,000

60,500 CY $110 $6,655,000

0 CY $0 $0

143,000 CY $20 $2,860,000

0 CY $0 $0

63,400 SQYD $1 $63,400

698,000 SQYD $2 $1,396,000

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $27,228,400

 

Section 3 - Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

Large Drainage Facilities 0 LS $0 $0

Project Drainage 1 LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000

1 LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000

5,800 LF $130 $754,000

0 LF $0 $0

Subtotal Drainage $4,754,000

Class 3 Aggregate Base

Grated Line Drain

Hydromodification

Edge Drains

Class 4 Aggregate Subbase

Treated Permeable Base

Asphalt Concrete (Open Graded)

Imported Borrow

Stepped Slopes and Slope

Rounding (Contour Grading)

Remove OGAC

Develop Water Supply

Subgrade Enhancement Fabric

Lean Concrete Base

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Y-2) (ADL)

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Y-1) (ADL)

Clearing & Grubbing

Asphalt Concrete (HMA)

Roadway Excavation

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Z-2) (ADL)
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Section 4 - Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

43,900 SQFT $150 $6,585,000

Soundwalls(1)
0 SQFT $0 $0

Equipment/Animal Passes 0 EA $0 $0

Water Pollution Control 1 LS $5,310,000 $5,310,000

0 LS $0 $0

1,000 LF $15 $15,000

0 LS $0 $0

63,100 LF $52 $3,281,200

MBGR 1 LS $500,000 $500,000

Remove Concrete Barrier 4,000 LF $23 $92,000

50,600 LF $2 $101,200

3,100 LF $9 $27,900

43,800 LF $10 $438,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $500,000 $500,000

Subtotal Specialty Items $16,950,300

Section 5 - Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

1 LS $205,000 $205,000

1 LS $480,000 $480,000

0 LS $0 $0

1 LS $500,000 $500,000

1 LS $200,000 $200,000

17 EA $200,000 $3,400,000

34 EA $100,000 $3,400,000

6 EA $80,000 $480,000

1 LS $570,000 $570,000

1 LS $500,000 $500,000

1 LS $10,600,000 $10,600,000

47,400 LF $10 $474,000

1 LS $2,100,000 $2,100,000

 Subtotal Traffic Items $22,909,000

(1) MSE and Non-Standard Retaing Walls are included in the Structures Section

(2) Removal of Existing Facilties entails Curb & Gutter, Sidewalk, Lighting, etc.

Overhead Sign

Remove Thrie Beam Railing

Remove Existing Facilities(2)

Environmental Compliance

Concrete Barrier

Lighting (New & Relocate)

Resident Engineer Office

R/W Fence

Remove K-Rail

Traffic Delineation Items

Remove MBGR

Hazaroudous Waste Investigation 

and/or Mitigation Work

Retaining Walls(1)

Stage Construction

Traffic Signals

Roadside Sign

Bridge Mounted Sign

Traffic Control System

Lightweight Overhead Gantry

Traffic Operating Systems

Transportation Management Plan

K-Rail

System Integrator and Hardware
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Section 6: Planting and Irrigation Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

0 AC $0 $0

0 AC $0 $0

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $150,000 $150,000

1 LS $10,000 $10,000

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation $260,000

Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $1,110,000 $1,110,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

0 EA $0 $0

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

0 LS $0 $0

Subtotal Roadside Managemetn & Safety  $1,660,000

TOTAL SECTIONS: 1 thru 7 $79,171,700

Roadside Facilities (Crash Cushions)

Slope Protection

Irrigation Modification

Pavement Beyond Gore Area

Highway Planting  

Replacement Planting

Off-Freeway Access (Gates, etc.)

Relocate Existing Irrigation

Gore Area Pavement

Miscellaneous Paving

Erosion Control (Permanent BMP)

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes

Maintenance Vehicle Pull Outs

Vegetation Control Treatments

Irrigation Crossovers

Section 7: Roadside Management & 

Safety

Page No. 4 of 7



District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 8 - Minor Items (Includes 10% TRO)

Subtotal Sections 1 - 7 $79,171,700 X 15% $11,875,755

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $11,876,000

Section 9 -  Roadway Mobilization

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $91,047,455 X 10% $9,104,746

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $9,105,000

Section 10 -  Roadway Additions

Supplemental Work

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $91,047,455 X 10% $9,104,746

Contingencies

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $91,047,455 X 20% $18,209,491

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $27,314,000

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $127,467,000

(Total of Sections 1 - 8)

Estimate

Prepared By: (510) 698-6300   02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Estimate

Checked  By: (925) 974-2572   02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Brian Stewart, P.E.

Sean Charles, P.E.
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Davis St Mason Ulatis Creek Pine Tree Creek Horse Creek

Bridge Name Undercrossing Undercrossing Bridge Bridge Bridge

23-0023 L/R 23-0051 L/R 23-0052 L/R 23-0036 L 23-0011 L

Widen Existing Widen Existing Widen Existing Widen Existing Widen Existing

Concrete Steel Steel Girder (R) Concrete Concrete

Structure Type Tee Beam Girder Concrete Slab (L) Slab Slab

New Width (Ft)

 Widening Width (Ft) 20.00 20.00 20.00 19.00 22.00

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 260.0 280.0 135.0 45.0 125.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 5,200 5,600 2,700 855 2,750

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread) CIDH Spread CIDH

Cost per Sq. ft of New $130 $130 $130 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $260 $340 $300 $300 $300

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   

Total Cost for Widening 1,352,000$    1,904,000$    810,000$       257,000$       825,000$       

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   

Bridge Removal -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   

Total Cost for Structures 1,352,000$    1,904,000$    810,000$       257,000$       825,000$       

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $5,148,000

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE

(Print Name)
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of 

acquisition.  Assume acquisition including utility reloctaion occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the

Funding and Scheduling Section of the PSR.  For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.  

Current Values Escalation Escalated

(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value

(2011) (2015)

A. Acquisition (Fee & TCE), including

excess lands and damages to remainders 1,000,000$    5%/Yr 1,216,000$    

B. Utility Relocation (State share) $2,000,000 5%/Yr 2,430,000$    

C. Relocation Assistance -$                   5%/Yr -$                   

D. Clearance / Demolition -$                   5%/Yr -$                   

E. R/W Services - Title and Escrow Fees 300,000$       5%/Yr 365,000$       

 Easement ( Utility Corridor) 50,000$         5%/Yr 61,000$         

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 3,350,000$    $4,072,000

F. Construction Contract Work

Brief Description of Work:

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work*

amount is to 

COMMENTS:

Estimate prepared by: Brian Stewart, P.E. (925) 974-2572 02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

 PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Program Code: HB4C

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

continuous ingress/egress striping and CHP enforcement areas.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS

ROADWAY ITEMS (2011 Value) 770,982,000$       

STRUCTURE ITEMS (2011 Value) 129,780,000$       

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION (2011 Value) 900,762,000$       

CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT

ENGINEERING (18% of Construction Costs) 162,137,000$       

RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT (12% of R/W Costs) 8,686,000$           

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT (15% of Construction Costs) 162,137,000$       

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT 332,960,000$       

ESCALATED PROJECT COSTS

ROADWAY ITEMS (2015 Value) 842,750,000$       

STRUCTURE ITEMS (2015 Value) 141,860,000$       

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION (2015 Value) 984,610,000$       

RIGHT OF WAY (2015 Value) 72,381,000$         

CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT (From Above) 332,960,000$       

TOTAL ESCALATED PROJECT COST (2015 Value) 1,390,000,000$    

02/17/12

(Date)

   

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

I-80, replacement of non-standard interchanges, placement of median barrier,

Preliminary Project Cost Estimate Summary

I-80 Express Lanes

Scope: Alternative B - HOV conversion and proposed widening of 

Limits: I-80 Express Lanes - Red Top Road to I-505
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

6,160,000 CY $15 $92,400,000

0 CY $10 $0

1 LS $570,000 $570,000

1 LS $140,000 $140,000

Top Soil Reapplication 1 LS $60,000 $60,000

1 LS $150,000 $150,000

572,000 CY $20 $11,440,000

386,000 CY $30 $11,580,000

19,100 CY $200 $3,820,000

Subtotal Earthwork  $120,160,000

Section 2 - Structural Section Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

159,000 Ton $80 $12,720,000

400,000 Ton $90 $36,000,000

198,000 CY $110 $21,780,000

0 CY $0 $0

474,000 CY $20 $9,480,000

0 CY $0 $0

63,400 SQYD $1.00 $63,400

1,730,000 SQYD $2.00 $3,460,000

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $83,503,400

 

Section 3 - Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

Large Drainage Facilities 7 EA $250,000 $1,750,000

Project Drainage 1 LS $9,000,000 $9,000,000

1 LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000

0 LF $130 $0

0 LF $0 $0

Subtotal Drainage $13,750,000

Grated Line Drain

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Y-1) (ADL)

Hydromodification

Class 4 Aggregate Subbase

Treated Permeable Base

Imported Borrow

Stepped Slopes and Slope

Rounding (Contour Grading)

Remove OGAC

Develop Water Supply

Subgrade Enhancement Fabric

Asphalt Concrete (Open Graded)

Clearing & Grubbing

Asphalt Concrete (HMA)

Roadway Excavation

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Z-2) (ADL)

Contaminated Soil Excavation

(Type Y-2) (ADL)

Edge Drains

Lean Concrete Base

Class 3 Aggregate Base
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Section 4 - Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

315,000 SQFT $150 $47,250,000

Soundwalls(1)
253,000 SQFT $16 $4,048,000

Equipment/Animal Passes 0 EA $0 $0

Water Pollution Control 1 LS $30,000,000 $30,000,000

0 LS $0 $0

51,700 LF $12 $620,400

0 LS $0 $0

89,500 LF $48 $4,296,000

1 LS $300,000 $300,000

Remove Concrete Barrier 11,000 LF $20 $220,000

49,900 LF $2 $99,800

8,490 LF $8 $69,194

51,900 LF $10 $519,000

Remove Sound Wall 135,000 SQFT $4 $540,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $500,000 $500,000

Interchange Replacement - Small 1 LS $13,600,000 $13,600,000

Interchange Replacement - Medium 1 LS $70,200,000 $70,200,000

Interchange Replacement - Large 1 LS $60,500,000 $60,500,000

Subtotal Specialty Items $232,862,394

Section 5 - Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

1 LS $205,000 $205,000

1 LS $480,000 $480,000

0 LS $0 $0

1 LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000

1 LS $200,000 $200,000

17 EA $200,000 $3,400,000

34 EA $100,000 $3,400,000

6 EA $80,000 $480,000

1 LS $570,000 $570,000

1 LS $500,000 $500,000

1 LS $10,600,000 $10,600,000

111,000 LF $10 $1,110,000

1 LS $2,100,000 $2,100,000

 Subtotal Traffic Items $24,045,000

(1) MSE and Non-Standard Retaing Walls are included in the Structures Section

(2) Removal of Existing Facilties entails Curb & Gutter, Sidewalk, Lighting, etc.

MBGR

Remove Existing Facilities(2)

Environmental Compliance

Concrete Barrier

Lighting (New & Relocate)

Overhead Sign

R/W Fence

Remove K-Rail

Traffic Delineation Items

Remove MBGR

Resident Engineer Office

Hazaroudous Waste Investigation and/or 

Mitigation Work

Retaining Walls(1)

Remove Thrie Beam Railing

Stage Construction

Traffic Signals

Roadside Sign

Bridge Mounted Sign

Traffic Control System

Lightweight Overhead Gantry

Traffic Operating Systems

Transportation Management Plan

K-Rail

System Integrator and Hardware
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Section 6: Planting and Irrigation Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

0 AC $0 $0

0 AC $0 $0

1 LS $250,000 $250,000

1 LS $375,000 $375,000

1 LS $25,000 $25,000

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation $650,000

Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $3,350,000 $3,350,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000

0 EA $0 $0

1 LS $50,000 $50,000

0 LS $0 $0

Subtotal Roadside Management & Safety  $3,900,000

TOTAL SECTIONS: 1 thru 7 $478,870,794

Roadside Facilities (Crash Cushions)

Slope Protection

Irrigation Modification

Pavement Beyond Gore Area

Highway Planting  

Replacement Planting

Off-Freeway Access (Gates, etc.)

Relocate Existing Irrigation

Gore Area Pavement

Miscellaneous Paving

Erosion Control

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes

Maintenance Vehicle Pull Outs

Vegetation Control Treatments

Irrigation Crossovers

Section 7: Roadside Management & 

Safety
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 8 - Minor Items (Includes 10% TRO)

Subtotal Sections 1 - 7 $478,870,794 X 15% $71,830,619

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $71,831,000

Section 9 -  Roadway Mobilization

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $550,701,413 X 10% $55,070,141

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $55,070,000

Section 10 -  Roadway Additions

Supplemental Work

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $550,701,413 X 10% $55,070,141

Contingencies

Subtotal Sections 1 - 8 $550,701,413 X 20% $110,140,283

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $165,210,000

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $770,982,000

(Total of Sections 1 - 8)

Estimate

Prepared By: (510) 698-6300   02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Estimate

Checked  By: (925) 974-2572   02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Brian Stewart, P.E.

Sean Charles, P.E.
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Red Top Road Green Valley Creek Dan Wilson Creek Suisun Creek W Fairfield

Bridge Name Undercrossing Bridge Bridge Bridge Ped UC

23-0165 23-0004 23-0006 23-0007 23-0093

Widen Existing EB Widen Existing Widen Existing Widen Existing Widen Existing

Structure Type

New Width (Ft)

 Widening Width (Ft)

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft)

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 523 1,972 2,155 2,250 4,980

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per Sq. ft of New $250 $250 $250 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300 $300 $300

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening -$                    -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Total Cost for Widening 157,000$        592,000$       647,000$       675,000$       1,494,000$      

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                    -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Bridge Removal -$                    -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Total Cost for Structures 157,000$        592,000$       647,000$       675,000$       1,494,000$      

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 3,565,000$      

(Structure Sheet A)

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Suisun Valley Road Ledgewood Creek Ledgewood Creek W Texas Street Ped UC for

Bridge Name Overcrossing Bridge Bridge Undercrossing W Texas On-Ramp

23-0140 23-0008 L/R 23-0008 S 23-0106 L/R TBD

Relocated Reconstructed Reconstructed Reconstructed New

Structure Type

New Width (Ft) 47.00 136.00 137.00 284.00 74.00

 Widening Width (Ft)

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 422.0 211.0 36.0 184.0 36.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 19,834 28,696 4,932 52,256 2,664

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per Sq. ft of New $250 $250 $250 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300 $300 $300

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening 4,545,000$    6,893,500$    1,172,500$    12,465,000$  666,000$         

Total Cost for Widening -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Bridge Removal 414,000$       280,500$       60,500$         599,000$       -$                    

Total Cost for Structures 4,959,000$    7,174,000$    1,233,000$    13,064,000$  666,000$         

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 27,096,000$    

(Structure Sheet B)

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Travis Blvd North Texas Cherry Glen Rivera Rd Alamo Creek

Bridge Name Overcrossing Overcrossing Overcrossing Overcrossing Bridge

23-0061 R/L 23-0102 23-0160 23-0107 23-0010

Reconstructed Reconstructed Relocated Reconstructed Widen Existing

Structure Type

New Width (Ft) 100.00 88.00 46.00 46.00

 Widening Width (Ft) 50.00

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 355.0 295.0 264.0 297.0 140.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 35,500 25,960 12,144 13,662 0

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0 0 7,000

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per Sq. ft of New $250 $250 $250 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300 $300 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening 8,286,500$    6,075,000$    2,875,500$    3,223,000$    -$                    

Total Cost for Widening -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   1,750,000$      

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Bridge Removal 588,500$       415,000$       160,500$       193,000$       -$                    

Total Cost for Structures 8,875,000$    6,490,000$    3,036,000$    3,416,000$    1,750,000$      

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 23,567,000$    

(Structure Sheet C)

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Alamo Creek Alamo Creek Alamo Dr Davis Street Mason Street

Bridge Name WB On-Ramp EB Ramps Overcrossing Overcrossing Undercrossing

TBD TBD 23-0013 23-0023 L/R 23-0051 L/R

New New Relocated Relocated Widen Existing

Structure Type

New Width (Ft) 40.00 95.00 116.00 114.00

 Widening Width (Ft) 60.00

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 130.0 175.0 360.0 290.0 300.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 5,200 16,625 41,760 33,060 0

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0 0 18,000

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread) Spread

Cost per Sq. ft of New $250 $250 $250 $250 $130

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300 $300 $340

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening 1,300,000$    4,156,000$    9,855,000$    7,701,000$    -$                    

Total Cost for Widening -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   6,120,000$      

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Bridge Removal -$                   -$                   585,000$       564,000$       -$                    

Total Cost for Structures 1,300,000$    4,156,000$    10,440,000$  8,265,000$    6,120,000$      

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 30,281,000$    

(Structure Sheet D)

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Ulatis Creek Nut Tree Rd Pine Tree Crk Horse Creek 80E to 505N

Bridge Name Bridge Overcrossing Bridge Bridge Connector

23-0052 L/R 23-0145 23-0036 L 23-0011 L 23-0104G

Widen Existing Relocated Widen Existing Widen Existing Relocated

Structure Type

New Width (Ft) 136.00 40.00

 Widening Width (Ft) 75.00 35.00 22.00

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 210.0 265.0 105.0 130.0 1,000.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 0 36,040 0 0 40,000

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 15,750 0 3,675 2,860 0

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread) CIDH

Cost per Sq. ft of New $130 $250 $250 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300 $300 $300

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening -$                   8,339,500$    -$                   -$                   9,634,000$      

Total Cost for Widening 4,725,000$    -$                   1,103,000$    858,000$       -$                    

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                    

Bridge Removal -$                   670,500$       -$                   -$                   366,000$         

Total Cost for Structures 4,725,000$    9,010,000$    1,103,000$    858,000$       10,000,000$    

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 25,696,000$    

(Structure Sheet E)

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

505S to 80E Grassland Dr Horse Creek

Bridge Name Connector Overcrossing Bridge

23-0146F TBD 23-0073 R

Relocated New Widen Existing

Structure Type

New Width (Ft) 40.00 100.00 60.00

 Widening Width (Ft)

Retrofit Width (Ft)

Span Lengths (Ft) 1,400.0 160.0 105.0

Total New Area (SQ Ft) 56,000 16,000 6,300

Total Widening Area (SQ Ft) 0 0 0

Total Retrofit Area (SQ.Ft) 0 0 0

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per Sq. ft of New $250 $250 $250

Cost per Sq. ft of Widening $300 $300 $300

Cost per Sq. ft of Retrofit $16 $16 $16

  Including:

     Mobilization: 10%

     Contingency: 20%

Total Cost for Widening 13,842,500$  4,000,000$    1,575,000$    

Total Cost for Widening -$                   -$                   -$                   

Total Cost for Retrofit -$                   -$                   -$                   

Bridge Removal 157,500$       -$                   -$                   

Total Cost for Structures 14,000,000$  4,000,000$    1,575,000$    

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS 19,575,000$    

(Structure Sheet F)

TOTAL COMBINED STRUCTURE ITEMS 129,780,000$  

COMMENTS: (Structure Sheets A-F)

Estimate Prepared By: 02/17/12

(Date)

Sean Charles, PE
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District-County-Route:  04-Sol.-80

PM: 11.2-29.3

Project No.: 0412000332K

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of 

acquisition.  Assume acquisition including utility reloctaion occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the

Funding and Scheduling Section of the PSR.  For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.  

Current Values Escalation Escalated

(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value

(2011) (2015)

A. Acquisition (Fee & TCE), including

excess lands and damages to remainders $53,200,000 5%/Yr 64,665,000$  

B. Utility Relocation (State share) $6,000,000 5%/Yr 7,290,000$    

C. Relocation Assistance -$                   5%/Yr -$                   

D. Clearance / Demolition -$                   5%/Yr -$                   

E. R/W Services - Title and Escrow Fees 300,000$       5%/Yr 365,000$       

 Easement ( Utility Corridor) 50,000$         5%/Yr 61,000$         

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 59,550,000$  $72,381,000

F. Construction Contract Work

Brief Description of Work:

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work*

amount is to 

COMMENTS:

Estimate prepared by: Brian Stewart, P.E. (925) 974-2572 02/17/12

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT 

1.  Project Information 

District:  4 County:  Solano Route:  80 PM:  11.2/29.3 EA:  4G080K 

Project Title:  Interstate 80 (I-80) Express Lanes Project 

Project Manager: Sameer Khoury Phone #: (510) 622-0114 

Project Engineer:  Carlton Haack, HDR, Inc. Phone #: (916) 595-3272 

Environmental Office Chief/Manager: Melanie Brent Phone #: (510) 286-5231 

PEAR Preparer:  Scott Steinwert, Circlepoint Phone #: (415) 227-1100 

2.  Project Description 

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) proposes to construct westbound and 

eastbound express lanes along approximately 18 miles of the existing Interstate 80 (I-80) 

corridor in Solano County.  Attachments A and B, of the PSR/PDS, show the general 

location of the environmental study area extending along I-80 from postmile 11.2 to 29.3 

and passing through the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville.  The I-80 Express Lanes Project 

(project) consists of two components that will be cleared through a single environmental 

document which would allow for phased implementation.   

The first component, the West Segment, runs along I-80 from the Red Top Road 

interchange (postmile 11.4) to the Air Base Parkway interchange (postmile 19.2), 

including the area around the I-80/I-680 interchange.  In the West Segment, existing 

HOV lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions would be restriped and 

repurposed as express lanes.   

The second component, the East Segment, would construct new HOV/express lanes in 

both the eastbound and westbound directions of I-80 from the Air Base Parkway 

interchange through the I-80/Interstate 505 (I-505) Interchange (postmile 28.4).  

Purpose and Need 

I-80 is an inter-regional east-west corridor that connects the San Francisco and 

Sacramento metropolitan areas, passing through the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, 

Solano, and Yolo.  The portion of I-80 through the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville is the 

most heavily-traveled segment of the I-80 corridor within Solano County as it is utilized 

by commuters, public transit services, and for interstate and interregional goods 

movement.  Such heavy traffic through the corridor results in frequent significant 

congestion in the general purpose lanes, particularly acute during the peak travel hours.   

In an August 2011 Project Study Report (PSR), Caltrans and the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission (MTC) identified a 533-mile “backbone” system of express 

lanes intended to enhance mobility and afford greater user flexibility of the transportation 

bstewart
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network.  The PSR indicated that express lanes (in the form of either repurposed 

currently existing HOV lanes or newly constructed travel lanes) were an appropriate tool 

to optimize and increase the capacity of the existing regional freeway network to reduce 

delay while also meeting current and future traffic demand needs.   

The PSR specifically included the I-80 corridor in Solano County, including the above-

described West and East Segments from Fairfield to Vacaville being analyzed in this 

PEAR.  Accordingly, this PEAR incorporates the following purpose and need as 

identified in the PSR for the regional backbone network:   

Need 

 Congestion currently exists in the general purpose lanes during peak periods on 

the I-80 corridor in Solano County and this level of congestion will continue to 

worsen as traffic demand increases. 

 The existing HOV lane system on the I-80 corridor is characterized by gaps, 

limiting travel time savings and trip reliability for cars and transit vehicles. 

 Available unused capacity in the existing HOV lane system needs to be utilized to 

enhance transportation system efficiency. 

 There is limited funding available to close gaps in the existing HOV lane system 

without utilizing alternative financial mechanisms such as express lane tolling. 

 

Purpose 

 Optimize capacity in the existing I-80 corridor to better meet current and future 

traffic demands. 

 Close the gaps within the existing HOV lanes on I-80 increasing travel time 

savings and reliability for all users as well as HOVs and transit.  

 Maximize the efficiency of freeway facilities by better utilizing available unused 

capacity in the existing HOV lanes.  

 Provide a funding mechanism through express lanes
1
 to accelerate 

implementation of the regional network of HOV and express lanes.     

 
1
The State has authorized the implementation of express lanes as a way to 

implement the regional carpool lane system faster than traditional state and local 

funding sources.   

Alternatives 

This PEAR considers three alternatives:  a no-build alternative along with two action 

alternatives.   

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no express lanes would be constructed along I-80 from 

the Red Top Road Interchange to the I-80/I-505 Interchange.  The existing HOV lanes 

along I-80 from Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway would remain as they currently 

exist.  No widening of the I-80 mainline east of Air Base Parkway would occur.  Other 

planned and approved traffic improvements along local routes may be implemented by 

local agencies or under other projects.  The No-Build Alternative is considered the 
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environmental baseline against which potential environmental effects of the action 

alternatives described below would be considered.   

Alternative (ALT A) 

Build Alternative A includes converting the existing HOV lanes in the West Segment and 

widening I-80 into the existing median in the East Segment.  

Converting the HOV lanes in the West Segment to express lanes would involve 

restriping, installing signage and tolling equipment.  However existing non-standard 

design features would not be corrected under ALT A.  In general, under ALT A, the 

conversion of the existing HOV lanes in the West Segment would not require additional 

lands outside existing State rights-of-way.  However, sliver widening will be required to 

accommodate one new CHP observation area.   

In the East Segment, I-80 would be widened to accommodate one new lane in each 

direction within the freeway median while maintaining the current number of general 

purpose lanes.  The new median lane would be stripped for HOV and Express use, and 

appropriate signage and tolling equipment would be installed.  Under ALT A, the inside 

shoulder (median shoulder) would have an average width of 5 feet, which is below the 

Caltrans standard requirement of 10 feet.  Outside shoulders would remain as is and 

generally meet the Caltrans standard of 10-feet. In general, under ALT A, the widening 

of I-80 in the East Segment would not require additional lands outside existing State 

rights-of-way but may require utility easements and temporary construction easements.  

However, sliver widening would be required to accommodate CHP observation areas at 

four locations. 

Alternative (ALT B) 

For the West Segment, Alternative B (ALT B) entails conversion of the existing HOV 

lanes to express lanes, which would involve restriping, installing signage and tolling 

equipment, and correcting all non-standard design features that currently exist within this 

segment.  This would require widening of the existing pavement and would require 

additional lands outside existing State rights-of way. 

In the East Segment, I-80 would be widened to accommodate one new lane in each 

direction within the freeway median while maintaining the current number of general 

purpose lanes and shoulder widths.  The new median lane would be stripped for HOV or 

Express use, and appropriate signage and tolling equipment would be installed to allow 

for tolling and express lane use as appropriate.  The widening of I-80 would require 

additional lands for State rights-of-way, utility easements, and temporary construction 

easements. 
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3.  Anticipated Environmental Approval 

CEQA NEPA 

Environmental Determination 

Statutory Exemption  Categorical Exclusion  

Categorical Exemption  

Environmental Document 

Initial Study or Focused Initial 

Study with proposed Negative 

Declaration (ND) or Mitigated ND 
 

Routine Environmental Assessment 

with proposed Finding of No 

Significant Impact 

Complex Environmental 

Assessment with proposed Finding 

of No Significant Impact 

 

 

 

Environmental Impact Report  Environmental Impact Statement  

CEQA Lead Agency (if determined): 
California Department of Transportation, 

District 4 

Estimated length of time (months) to 

obtain environmental approval: 
24-42 months 

Estimated person hours to complete 

identified tasks: 

[Caltrans to provide hours per WBS 

spreadsheet] 

4.  Special Environmental Considerations 

The two action alternatives have substantially different potential to impact sensitive 

environmental resources.   

ALT A would develop express lanes through the conversion of the existing freeway 

median.  While ALT A would require sliver widenings in various locations, ALT A 

would generally confine most physical impacts to the existing I-80 corridor and existing 

State right-of-way, avoiding the need for any relocations.  The median is generally not 

known to contain any substantial quantities of significant biological or cultural resources.  

Any such resources in the median are likely to be marginal/minimal in quality and 

quantity due to the long-standing operation of the freeway.   

In contrast, ALT B will require substantial land acquisitions and relocations, particularly 

in the East Segment.  Accordingly, ALT B is likely to significantly affect biological and 

cultural resources in proximity to the I-80 corridor.  Such resources include special status 

wildlife species and associated habitat, wetlands and waters of the U.S., and 

recorded/unrecorded Native American and archaeological resources.  As such, ALT B 

would likely entail complex federal consultation and certification processes such as 

Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470) and 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303), all contingent on 
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the findings of supplemental jurisdictional delineation reports, a Natural Environmental 

Study, and archaeological technical reports.  The time required for legal sufficiency 

review of these processes could impact the project schedule should the Section 404, 

Section 401, or Section 7 processes and/or an extensive Section 4(f) evaluation be 

required.  

Sliver widenings associated with ALT A could require consultation and certification, but 

these are expected to be minor relative to the activities associated with ALT B.  

Accordingly, consultation processes related to ALT A would likely be much less 

complex and thus require less time to complete.   

5.  Anticipated Environmental Commitments 

The appropriate level of environmental documentation to be prepared during the Project 

Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase of project development would 

be an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) to 

satisfy both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for ALT B.  Preparation of the EIR/EIS, 

including technical studies, is anticipated to take 24 to 42 months, after receiving 

information necessary to begin the environmental analysis.  This timeline includes time 

for substantive review by the environmental division staff within the Department, but 

does not include time for permitting by federal or state resource agencies.   

Appendix D, of this attachment, contains estimated costs of environmental commitments 

identified in this Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) for each action 

alternative.  

6.  Permits and Approvals 

Water Quality:  The action alternatives are likely to utilize the California Department of 

Transportation’s (Department) NPDES permit during constriction.  The NPDES permit 

includes measures that would be taken by the project to reduce or avoid runoff that would 

affect local storm water quality.  Additionally, the project would be required to file a 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to be covered under the State NPDES General Construction 

Permit for discharges of storm water association with construction activity.   

Biological Resources:  The project corridor spans urban, suburban, and rural agricultural 

environments.  Significant biological resources are generally concentrated in the riparian 

areas around the creeks crossed by I-80 and proximate to agricultural buffer areas.  Such 

resources are anticipated to be somewhat more abundant in the East Segment, which has 

more creek crossings and greater proximity to agricultural buffer areas than the relatively 

developed West Segment.  

Because ALT B would require substantial land acquisitions in the more biologically 

sensitive East Segment, it could result in greater impacts to waters of the U.S. and 

special- status species/habitat areas than ALT A.  ALT A would have lesser effects to 

biological resources as the habitat value of regularly maintained lands within the existing 

I-80 corridor is generally considered low to negligible.  Biological resources impacts of 

ALT A would thus generally be limited to riparian corridors that cross the corridor due to 

bridge widening or culvert extensions.   
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A Natural Environment Study (NES) would be required to determine the specific 

sensitive species in the project area.  Depending on the findings of the NES, Section 7 

compliance and approvals from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may be 

required if such species are affected by an action alternative.  As noted above, ALT B is 

expected to result in more adverse effects than ALT A owing to the substantial difference 

in required land acquisition.   

Both ALT A and ALT B are expected to result in limited impacts to waters of the U.S. 

where it is necessary to widen some of the existing I-80 bridge structures that cross 

creeks.  Both action alternatives would require a delineation of jurisdictional wetlands 

and waters of the U.S. to determine the presence and location of jurisdictional resources 

in the areas potentially affected by the action alternatives.  Impacts to waters of the U.S. 

and wetlands as a result of the project, including any temporary impacts during 

construction, would need to be quantified.  The greater widening associated with ALT B 

would likely result in more substantial implications to wetlands and waters of the U.S. 

than ALT A.  If impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. are identified, coordination for 

CWA Section 401 Certification and CWA Section 404 Permit would be required.
 1

 

A Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), in compliance with Section 1602 of 

the California Fish and Game Code, is required for project that will substantially divert, 

obstruct, or change the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; substantially change the 

bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or use material from a streambed.  If the 

project results in any of the above-mentioned activities, coordination with the California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for a Section 1602 SAA would be required.   

Appendix D, of this attachment, provides a detailed environmental commitments cost 

estimate for each action alternative.  

7.  Level of Effort: Risks and Assumptions 

Risk management is the systematic process of identifying and planning for issues that, 

were they to occur, could have a positive or negative effect on the project objectives, 

including the timeline and/or budget for project implementation.  Initial phases of project 

development include developing and regularly reviewing a risk management matrix 

prepared for the project.  This PEAR is designed to provide an evaluation of the level of 

technical study and environmental documentation that would be required for the project. 

The discussion of PEAR Technical Summaries below is based on windshield surveys of 

the project area, existing public data, and technical reports prepared for other projects in 

the project area to evaluate the potential environmental risks associated with the action 

alternatives.  Based on this information, the process of attaining full project approval 

would take approximately 24 to 42 months to complete. 

Appendix C, of this attachment, provides a sample schedule of the environmental review 

process for the project. 

                                                 
1
 Under federal CWA Section 401, every applicant for a federal permit or license for any activity which may 

result in a discharge to a water body must obtain State Water Quality Certification (Certification) that the 

proposed activity will comply with state water quality standards. Most Certifications are issued in connection 

with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers CWA Section 404 permits for dredge and fill discharges. 
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Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made when evaluating the project: 

• The community would be generally supportive of the need for the project. 

• Hazardous materials could be encountered during Phase I soils sampling and 

surveying of the bridge structures. 

• Special-status species (or associated habitat) could be affected by the project. 

• The project could result in impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. due to the 

proximity of the waterways creeks crossed by I-80. 

• The project could result in significant effects to recreational and/or cultural 

resources, primarily the Peña Adobe (listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places), in Vacaville.  The project could entail consultation under Section 106 of 

the NHPA and require a detailed Section 4(f) evaluation.     

Risks 

A risk is an uncertain event or condition that, if it occurs, has a positive or negative 

impact on at least one project objective: scope, cost, or schedule.  Table 1 defines the 

potential impact of a risk on the project objectives. 

 

Table 1: Evaluation the Impact of a Risk on Project Objectives 

Impact Low Moderate High 

Objectives 

Time 
Delivery Plan 

milestone delay 

within quarter 

Delivery Plan 

milestone delay 

of one quarter 

Delivery Plan 

milestone delay 

of more than 1 

quarter 

Cost <5% Cost 

Increase 

5-10% Cost 

Increase 

>20% Cost 

Increase 

Scope Changes in 

project limits or 

features with 

<5% cost 

increase 

Changes in 

project limits or 

features with 5-

10% cost 

increase 

Sponsor does not 

agree that scope 

meets the 

purpose and need 

Based on the project’s assumptions, the following risks were identified: 

• If the community opposes the project, additional time for public involvement and 

outreach may be needed, which would delay the project schedule.  This risk is low 

and would have a moderate impact on the schedule. 

• If unrecorded Native American cultural resources are discovered in the study area, 

consultation and coordination with Native American tribal representatives during 

preparation of the CEQA/NEPA document, and monitoring for Native American 

artifacts during construction, may be required.  This risk is unlikely and would 

have a high impact on schedule and cost.  
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• If unrecorded paleontological resources are discovered in the study area, 

construction monitoring by a qualified paleontologist may be required, and a 

curation program prepared for the project to create protocols for how to protect 

any resources discovered during construction.  This risk is unlikely and would 

have a high impact on schedule and cost. 

• If hazardous materials are encountered during Phase I soil sampling and bridge 

surveying in such high concentrations such that extensive remediation and re-

testing would be required before project approvals could be obtained, the 

additional remediation work would delay the project schedule.  The probability of 

this occurrence is high and the impact on schedule is high.  

• If wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. are identified within the project study area, 

an avoidance alternative analysis for wetland impacts would need to be prepared 

in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The probability of this 

occurrence is high and the impact on the project schedule is high. 

• The precise effects to recreational and cultural resources cannot be ascertained 

without detailed design information. The project would appear to encroach into 

portions of Lagoon Valley Regional Park, which includes the Peña Adobe, the 

oldest building in Solano County.  Consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA 

could require extensive coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO).  In addition, certain cultural properties are also considered Section 4(f) 

resources.  The probability of these occurrences is high and the impact on the 

project schedule is high.    

It is not known at this time if all potential impacts, particularly impacts to the human 

environment, could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  If impacts are 

determined to be significant even after application of mitigation, the level of 

environmental document may need to be elevated.  This determination should be made 

during the PA&ED phase once technical studies have been completed. 

8.  PEAR Technical Summaries 

8.1 Land Use:  

The project would occur within the existing I-80 freeway corridor, a long-established 

freeway that pre-dates much of the adjacent commercial and residential development.  

ALT A would require sliver widenings with ALT B requiring substantial land 

acquisitions.  As previously noted and discussed further below, ALT B could thus 

encroach upon park resources, primarily the Peña Adobe Park and Lagoon Valley 

Regional Park in Vacaville.  Such encroachment is expected to require more extensive 

consideration of potential effects under Section 4(f).  The potential for significant Land 

Use and other related impacts would need to be investigated more fully in a Community 

Impact Assessment (CIA).  

Although ALT A is expected to require sliver widenings, such acquisitions are not 

expected to extend substantially beyond the existing freeway corridor where significant 

conflicts with existing or planned land uses might occur.  For ALT A, a qualitative 

discussion would suffice for both CEQA and NEPA purposes.   
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8.2 Growth:  

The growth inducement discussion is required under CEQA, which states that growth 

must not be assumed in any area to be necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of no 

significance to the environment.  In general, a project could be considered growth 

inducing if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public 

service, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the 

environment in some other way.  CEQA does not require separate mitigation for growth 

inducement as it is assumed that these impacts are already captured in the analysis of 

environmental impacts.   

The action alternatives would optimize and expand the capacity of the I-80 freeway 

between Air Base Parkway and I-505.  A brief assessment in a Community Impact 

Assessment (CIA) will be required to determine whether this growth inducement would 

merely facilitate planned growth or result in the potential for unplanned growth.       

8.3 Farmlands/Timberlands:  

There are several areas of farmlands in the study area, particularly in the span between 

the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville.  Farmland impacts are likely to occur under ALT B, 

particularly given the need for substantial land acquisition in the East Segment.  

Particular attention should be made to impacts to prime farmlands and lands under 

conservation easements.  

Farmland impacts are less likely under ALT A; sliver widenings are not expected to 

result in significant effects.   

All effects to farmlands can be addressed in the CIA.   

No timberlands are known to existing in the project study area, so no further timberland 

evaluation would be required.   

8.4 Community Impacts:  

The existing I-80 corridor between Fairfield and Vacaville, along with immediately 

adjacent lands, comprise the study area.  The Fairfield and Vacaville portions of the study 

area are generally urbanized and have developed around the long-existing I-80 freeway.  

The freeway has guided development in the study area.   

ALT A would minimally expand the width of the I-80 corridor and would thus be likely 

to result in few or no direct effects on community character or cohesion.  Further, the 

sliver widenings needed for ALT A would entail no permanent relocations, merely 

temporary construction easements (TCEs).  Effects to public utilities, facilities, and 

emergency services would thus be expected to be minimal.   

In contrast, ALT B would require substantial expansion of the freeway corridor with 

attendant significant potential to adversely affect community character.  Moreover, ALT 

B could entail a relatively large number of temporary or permanent relocations.  Any 

public utilities or facilities located immediately adjacent to the freeway (such as 

pipelines, bike routes, or parklands) would thus be more substantially impacted under 

ALT B.  Emergency service provision could also be affected.   
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Although project construction would be temporary, it would take place over a period of 

years and could be disruptive to the local area.  Lane closures, detours, and other 

construction over extended periods could impact local residents and businesses and result 

in negative economic impacts as a result of lost business and/or increase commuted 

times.  Either action alternative would require preparation of a Community Impact 

Assessment (CIA) to clarify the differing levels of effects associated with ALT A and 

ALT B.    

The project study area includes communities with substantial populations of minority and 

low income individuals based on data from the 2010 U.S. Census.  Further analysis will 

be required to determine if any of the affected census tracts qualify as environmental 

justice communities.  In particular, the prospect of adding toll lanes raises questions of 

environmental justice with regard to accessibility for lower-income people.  Accordingly, 

both action alternatives would require further analysis to determine if the proposed action 

could disproportionately affect any qualifying environmental justice community.    

8.5 Visual/Aesthetics:  

None of the project study area is located within a designated state scenic highway.  

However, the action alternatives would traverse several identified scenic areas in both 

Fairfield and Vacaville.  These include but are not limited to the Tri-County Open Space 

Scenic Vista Area near the west end of the study area, the agricultural “buffer” lands 

between Fairfield and Vacaville, and views of scenic hillsides, productive agricultural 

lands, and oak woodland areas, primarily in the non-urbanized portions of the study area.  

The general plans of both Fairfield and Vacaville and Solano County each identify 

specific scenic resources that the study area traverses.      

The action alternatives would have somewhat similar visual effects.  Neither alternative 

would significantly alter distant views for drivers or people nearby because they are 

intended to merely modify and/or slightly widen an existing freeway corridor.  Both 

would require the installation of signage/tolling equipment within the already disturbed 

freeway corridor.  The precise locations of such equipment will need to be assessed for 

the potential to block views and alter the visual character of the corridor experienced by 

motorists.  In addition, both ALT A and ALT B are anticipated to require full or partial 

removal of the oleander bushes that line much of the median within the East Segment, 

notably altering the visual character experienced by drivers.   

ALT A would not require any new overpasses or other overhead structures, but ALT B 

would require new overcrossings in several locations and would also require 

reconstruction of several existing overcrossings.  These could represent one or more 

significant new visual impediments, contingent on precise location relative to visual 

resources.  Further, ALT B would require some new or relocated soundwalls to mitigate 

identified noise impacts, but such structures are unlikely to substantially alter visual 

conditions for various viewer groups.  To fully assess impacts to all potentially affected 

viewer groups (drivers, users of nearby park and open space resources, and people living 

near the study area), a Visual Impact Assessment is recommended.     
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8.6 Cultural Resources:  

In fulfillment of requirements under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA), to assess the potential for either action alternative to adversely affect 

cultural resource, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) should be identified encompassing 

both archaeological and historic architectural resources.   

ALT A would be developed within or immediately adjacent to the existing freeway 

corridor.  ALT A would thus have low potential for encountering significant 

archaeological resources during construction.  Any archaeological resources in this area 

are likely to have been damaged during construction and maintenance of the freeway, 

likely adversely affecting the integrity of such resources.  Similarly, the sliver widenings 

required for ALT A are unlikely to affect any historic resources in proximity to the 

freeway corridor.  Accordingly, the ASR for ALT A is likely to be relatively brief.  There 

may be no properties to investigate in an HRER.  Therefore, ALT A is unlikely to entail 

an extensive consultation process under Section 106.   

ALT B would require land acquisitions outside the freeway corridor, where there a 

greater potential for encountering archaeological resources is expected.  The integrity of 

such resources is likely to increase at locations further from the freeway corridor.  A 

significant historic architectural resource, the Peña Adobe, is located approximately 200 

feet to the east of the existing I-80 corridor.  Peña Adobe is the oldest building remaining 

in Solano County and is listed on the National Register of Historic Resources.  It is 

located within the City of Vacaville’s Peña Adobe Park.  The park includes other 

structures and landscape features associated with Peña Adobe.  While ALT B would not 

need to fully acquire, demolish, or relocate this resource, it would require some of the 

associated property.  Such acquisition could result in direct impacts to features and 

structures near Peña Adobe, in turn possibly resulting in indirect effects to the integrity of 

the building.  The analysis will need to determine whether such effects could potentially 

affect Peña Adobe’s eligibility for listing on the National Register.       

Consultation on this matter with appropriate stakeholders, such as the California SHPO, 

may be appropriate given ALT B’s potential effects to Peña Adobe.  A literature review, 

field survey, and consultation with Native Americans would be appropriate next steps to 

address both potential archaeological and historic architectural resources.  An 

Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) should be prepared, as well as a Historic Resources 

Evaluation Report (HRER).  These should be summarized in a comprehensive Historic 

Property Survey Report (HSPR), with appropriate findings of effects.  The HPSR should 

be reviewed with appropriate stakeholders, including but not limited to the California 

SHPO, whose assent may be required in determining findings of effect to Peña Adobe.  

8.7 Hydrology and Floodplain:  

The action alternatives would follow an 18-mile freeway corridor that crosses several 

creeks in Fairfield and Vacaville, as well as the Putah South Canal.  Several creeks are 

noted as 100-year flood zones per Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
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flood maps.
2
  These maps identified the floodplains at the following crossings to be 

within Zone A: Union Avenue Creek, Laurel Creek, Lagoon Drain, Laguna Creek, 

Alamo Creek, Ulatis Creek and Pine Tree Creek.  Zone A represents areas that are within 

the 100-year floodplain that are mapped by approximate method.  Except for Laurel 

Creek, the FEMA Flood Insurance Study provides detailed 100-year flow and water 

surface elevation information for the floodplains. 

A Location Hydraulic Study (LHS) should be prepared for the project.  A LHS is a 

preliminary study of base floodplain encroachments and must be performed by a 

registered engineer with hydraulic expertise.  Detailed studies to determine impacts to the 

floodplain base flows and water surface elevations will be presented in the PS&E Bridge 

Design Hydraulic Study for the existing creek crossings along the corridor.  

Based on the findings of these efforts, the environmental document will incorporate 

appropriate mitigation measures related to construction in and near the floodplain.   

8.8 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff:  

The project must comply with the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit (No. 99-06-DWQ), 

and the temporary and permanent best management practices that are to comply with the 

Permit will be presented in the Project Storm Water Data Report during the PA/ED 

phase. 

Both action alternatives would result in a soil disturbance of one acre or more, so the 

Project must comply with the Statewide Construction General Permit (No. 2009-0009-

DWQ); the Caltrans NPDES Permit references the Construction General Permit for 

regulation of stormwater discharges from all Caltrans construction projects.  Both action 

alternatives would also result in the addition of one acre or more of impervious area and 

would be required to incorporate measures to provide permanent stormwater treatment 

and mitigate for hydromodification impacts to receiving water bodies.  The stormwater 

treatment measures would be required to be designed in accordance with the Caltrans 

Project Planning and Design Guide, and the hydromodification analysis and mitigation 

measures would need to be in compliance with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 

Quality Control Board Municipal NPDES Permit (No. R2-2009-0074). 

As a matter of law, implementation of either action alternative would require the 

incorporation of design Best Management Practices (BMPs), as well as BMPs to prevent 

effects to water quality during construction (such as excessive erosion or sedimentation).  

These BMPs are outlined in both the Department’s Storm Water Management Plan 

(SWMP) and would be incorporated into the SWPPP.  Incorporation of the measures 

outlined in the SWPPP would ensure that neither action alternative would adversely 

affect water quality in local waterways or groundwater quality. 

Refer to Section 8.15, Biological Resources, for a discussion of potential effects to 

wetlands or waters of the U.S.  If wetlands or waters of the U.S. are identified in the 

project study area, Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permits and Section 401 

Certification would be required.   

                                                 
2
 Federal Emergency Management Agency.  FEMA issued Flood Maps 06095C0276E and 

06095C0277E, 06095C0257E  06095C0259E; 2009; City of Fairfield Public Works Department 

website: http://www.fairfield.ca.gov/gov/depts/pw/flood/default.asp, Accessed on October 13, 2011.   
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8.9 Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography:  

A preliminary geotechnical report should be prepared to evaluate the potential for the 

action alternatives to result in impacts related to existing soils and/or seismic conditions.    

Prior to final design, field explorations will be required to fully document subsoil and 

groundwater conditions and evaluate corrosion potential to develop specific 

recommendations for foundation construction, embankment construction, and retaining 

wall construction.  Detailed study should also be conducted to analyze the slope stability 

of specific slopes that would be potentially affected by the action alternatives and should 

consider slope maintenance and protection.  The findings of these field explorations and 

detail study will be incorporated into the environmental document. 

The project study area crosses two Alquist-Priolo fault zones in Fairfield and a concealed 

portion of the Lagoon Valley Fault crosses the study area in Vacaville.  The action 

alternatives should be designed in accordance with the Department’s 2007 Deterministic 

PGA Map and the ARS Online (Version 1.0.4).  The possibility of the project study area 

to experience ground shaking is moderate to high and the impact due to liquefaction is 

considered moderate to high, based on information published in the Fairfield and 

Vacaville general plans.  During the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase 

of the project, additional data should be collected to confirm site conditions and as the 

basis for appropriate mitigation measures.   

8.10 Paleontology:  

Several records of known fossil localities exist in close proximity to the project study 

area.
3
  Numerous findings of microfossils have been recorded at Lower Cement Hill and 

along Ulatis Creek, the latter of which crosses the study area.  Accordingly, a site-

specific Paleontological Inventory Report (PIR) should be prepared to determine if any 

known paleontological resources exist in the study area.  The findings of the PIR will be 

incorporated into the environmental document. 

Should the PIR determine that the action alternatives could impact known paleontological 

resources or paleontological resources with a high sensitivity status, a qualified 

paleontologist will need to prepare a Paleontological Evaluation Report (PER) to 

determine: (1) the Department’s legal responsibilities; (2) the necessity for involving 

other agencies and/or stakeholders; (3) whether the resource can be avoided; and (4) the 

significance of the resource.  The PER is typically completed as part of the draft 

environmental document/determination and draft project report.  

8.11 Hazardous Waste/Materials:  

As both action alternatives would be constructed in close proximity to existing freeway 

lanes, an investigation for heavy metals/aerially deposited lead along with an Initial Site 

Assessment (ISA) are recommended.  Further, Preliminary Site Investigations (PSIs) 

would be needed for all proposed acquisition/widening areas.  While both action 

alternatives would require at least sliver widenings to accommodate CHP observation 

areas, ALT B would require substantially more additional right-of-way in the  

                                                 
3
 On-line fossil locality search, University of California Museum of Paleontology, (October 12, 2011). 

Accessed at http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/loc.shtml. 
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8.12 Air Quality: 

The action alternatives are intended to reduce existing and future traffic congestion, 

which in turn should result in improved regional air quality.  However, the action 

alternatives could cause minor shifts in traffic patterns which could result in highly 

localized air quality impacts.  At present, a detailed traffic operations report has not been 

prepared for the action alternatives.   

Given the potential for the action alternatives to result in modifications in traffic 

operations, an Air Quality Study should be prepared to evaluate potential air quality 

impacts both in the near term and over the project planning horizon.  As part of this 

analysis, the study should include a mobile source air toxics (MSAT) screening 

evaluation as well as a carbon monoxide hotspot analysis.  The findings of the Air 

Quality Study will be incorporated into the environmental document. 

The project must conform to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 

2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP).  The CAP is based on regional population, housing, and 

employment projections through 2020 complied by the Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG).  A project is considered to conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of a regional air quality plan if it would be inconsistent with the regional 

growth assumptions, in terms of population, employment, or regional growth in Vehicle 

Miles Travelled (VMT).  As such, the Air Quality Study should provide extensive 

modeling and documentation of the project’s conformity with ABAG’s projections.  As 

the action alternatives would potentially increase the capacity of I-80, further analysis is 

needed to determine the potential for growth-inducing effects, a substantial change in 

VMT, and in turn, consistency with the CAP.    

Because the action alternatives would affect highway operations, regional interagency 

consultation to discuss and gain consensus on conformity issues would be required, as 

defined by the Interagency Consultation requirements in the U.S. EPA Conformity Rule 

at 40 CFR 93.105.  The project would be required to complete FHWA’s Transportation 

Conformity and NEPA Assumption Questions and Answers forms, as well as the 

Conformity Analysis Documentation checklist.  

Additionally, the San Francisco Bay Area is designated as nonattainment for the 24-hour 

PM2.5 standard.
4
  If the action alternatives are considered to require further evaluation of 

PM2.5, a PM2.5 hot-spot evaluation should be included as part of the Air Quality Study to 

ensure conformity with the Clean Air Act.   

Construction of either action alternative would require earth movement, pavement 

removal, installation of new pavement, and other associated activities.  The BAAQMD 

CEQA Guidelines, as modified in 2010, require quantification of construction period 

emissions for criteria pollutants, including that produced by construction equipment and 

fugitive dust.  Mitigation, including but not limited to standard Best Management 

Practices, is likely to be required to reduce levels of emissions below BAAQMD’s 

operative thresholds.   

                                                 
4
 Beginning December 14, 2010, certain projects are required to engage in interagency consultation and 

complete PM2.5 hot-spot analysis as part of the project level-conformity determination process. 
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8.13 Noise and Vibration:  

A preliminary field review of the project study area by a qualified acoustician indicated 

that the action alternatives could require the construction and/or replacement of noise 

barriers in several locations.
5
  This field review was based in part on information 

developed as part of the I-80 HOV Lane Project.   

As the action alternatives could widen the existing I-80 corridor in several places, 

particularly along the eastern segment that does not currently have HOV lanes, there is 

the potential for a change in existing noise patterns that could adversely affect both 

existing and new sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project study area.  A detailed 

noise analysis should be conducted to determine the full extent of noise impacts 

associated with the action alternatives, as well as recommended mitigation measures.  

Mitigation measures should be considered in terms of both feasibility and reasonableness, 

weighing cost to construct against the number of beneficiaries.   

Because the implementation of the action alternatives is likely to require substantial 

construction activity over a period of many months and would be in very close proximity 

to noise-sensitive land uses, construction could result in significant noise and vibration 

impacts.  The Noise Study Report should include a construction noise assessment that 

evaluates potential noise and vibration effects and, if warranted, proposes appropriate 

mitigation measures.  The findings of the Noise Study Report will be incorporated into 

the environmental document. 

8.14 Energy and Climate Change:  

At present, the I-80 corridor experiences significant congestion; such congestion can in 

turn increase emissions of carbon dioxide, a key greenhouse gas.  To the extent a project 

relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in high 

congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas emissions may be reduced.  As the purpose of 

the action alternatives is to relieve existing and projected future traffic congestion, the 

action alternatives could result in CO2 emission reductions.  An appropriate greenhouse 

gas emissions analysis should be prepared as part of the environmental document.   The 

environmental document will include a qualitative discussion regarding the operation of 

the project relative to greenhouse gas emission and climate change effects.  The analysis 

will be prepared in accordance with the Department’s most current guidance at the time 

the environmental document is prepared.  The environmental document will include the 

Department’s boilerplate language regarding greenhouse gas emissions and will follow 

the defined methodology from the Department’s Standard Environmental Reference 

materials.  

8.15 Biological Environment:  

The project corridor spans urban, suburban, and rural agricultural environments.  

Significant biological resources are generally concentrated in the riparian areas around 

the creeks crossed by I-80 and proximate to agricultural buffer areas.  Such resources are 

anticipated to be somewhat more abundant in the East Segment, which has more creek 

crossings and greater proximity to agricultural buffer areas than the relatively developed 

West Segment.  

                                                 
5
 Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc., April 4, 2011.   



I-80 Express Lanes Project  February 2012 

PEAR  Prepared by Circlepoint 

 - 16 - 

Because ALT B would require substantial land acquisitions in the more biologically 

sensitive East Segment, it could result in greater impacts to waters of the US and special 

status species/habitat areas than ALT A.  ALT A would have lesser effects to biological 

resources as the habitat value of regularly maintained lands within the existing I-80 

corridor is generally considered low to negligible.  Biological resources impacts of ALT 

A would thus generally be limited to riparian corridors that cross the corridor due to 

bridge widening or culvert extensions.   

Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species 

For both action alternatives, some widening of existing bridge structures would be 

anticipated in areas where sensitive wildlife and plant species may be present.  A Natural 

Environment Study (NES) would be required to determine the specific sensitive species 

in the project area.  Depending on the findings of the NES, Section 7 compliance and 

development of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) may be required.  If 

the NES determines that the action alternatives would affect both a state and federal listed 

species, compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) will satisfy the 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) if the Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

determines that federal compliance is “consistent” with CESA under Fish & Game Code 

Section 2080.1.  If the action alternatives would result in a “take” of a state-only listed 

species, the Department must apply for a take permit under Section 2081 (b). 

Wetlands 

The project would also result in limited impacts to waters of the U.S. where it is 

necessary to widen some of the existing I-80 bridge structures that cross creeks for both 

action alternatives.  A delineation of jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S. should 

be prepared to determine the presence and location of jurisdictional resources in the areas 

potentially affected by the action alternatives.  The jurisdictional delineations should be 

completed in accordance with Section 404 and Section 401 of the federal Clean Water 

Act (CWA), which regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 

US, including wetlands.  Executive Order 11990 requires an avoidance alternative 

analysis for wetland impacts unless there is no practicable alternative available.  Impacts 

to waters of the U.S. and wetlands as a result of the action alternatives, including any 

temporary impacts during construction, would need to be quantified.  If impacts to 

wetlands or waters of the U.S. are identified, coordination for CWA Section 401 

Certification and CWA Section 404 Permit would be required.
 6

 

A Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), in compliance with Section 1602 of 

the California Fish and Game Code, is required for projects that will substantially divert, 

obstruct, or change the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; substantially change the 

bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or use material from a streambed.  If the 

action alternatives result in any of the above-mentioned activities, coordination with the 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for a Section 1602 SAA would be 

required. 

                                                 
6
 Under federal CWA Section 401, every applicant for a federal permit or license for any activity which may 

result in a discharge to a water body must obtain State Water Quality Certification (Certification) that the 

proposed activity will comply with state water quality standards. Most Certifications are issued in connection 

with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers CWA Section 404 permits for dredge and fill discharges. 
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8.16 Cumulative Impacts:  

Cumulative impacts occur as a result of the combined actions of multiple projects.  Even 

when an individual project does not have significant impacts, in combination with other 

related projects, these cumulative effects may be considerable.  The cumulative study 

area varies by location along the I-80 corridor.  Urbanized areas are largely built-out or 

planned for future residential, commercial, or industrial development projects.  Outside of 

urbanized areas, lands are designated for agricultural and/or open space uses.  As such, 

the environmental document will have to establish a list of potentially approved future 

projects in the vicinity of the study area that could cumulatively impact several areas of 

environmental resources. 

Potential cumulative impacts for the action alternatives would generally be related to 

traffic, noise, and air quality/greenhouse gas emission issues resulting from regional 

growth.  These cumulative impacts are therefore generally accounted for in the long-term 

scenarios of the noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions technical reports, which 

would be based on the regional growth projected in the traffic operation analysis.  Other 

cumulative impacts to which the action alternatives could contribute include the loss of 

biological resources or wetlands. 

8.17 Context Sensitive Solutions:  

The Department uses Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) to integrate and balance 

community, aesthetic, historic, and environmental values with transportation safety, 

maintenance, and performance goals.  CSS are reached through a collaborative, 

interdisciplinary approach involving all stakeholders, engaged through early coordination 

with agencies as well as early outreach to the community.   

STA has proposed the two different action alternatives in part related to the issue of 

context sensitivity.  ALT B would meet the purpose and need of the project but would 

require substantial right-of-way acquisitions  In contrast, ALT A would also meet the 

purpose and need, but would achieve this through more intensive use of the existing 

freeway right-of-way (i.e., conversion of the median to express lanes) but would require 

several exceptions to various Caltrans design standards.  Both alternatives would be 

carried through the environmental documents to clearly demonstrate the pros and cons of 

each relative to context sensitivity.   

9.  Summary Statement for Project Study Report or Project Study Report-
Project Development Support 

The appropriate level of environmental document could be an EIR/EIS if ALT B as 

currently configured is carried forward as an action alternative.  This is because it is 

likely that ALT B would result in significant and unavoidable adverse effects to Peña 

Adobe.  The recommended historic architecture evaluation will be necessary to determine 

the precise extent of any such impacts to Peña Adobe and whether such impacts can be 

successfully mitigated.  ALT B could take enough land in the surrounding park such that 

the integrity of the historic resource is compromised to such a degree to adversely affect 

its eligibility for inclusion on the National Register.   
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It should be noted that Peña Adobe will also require close analysis for impacts under 

Section 4(f), as it is likely to qualify as a Section 4(f) property.  Section 4(f) regulations 

stipulate that the DOT cannot approve a project found to use a Section 4(f) resource if 

any “feasible or prudent” alternative is available.  Assuming the analysis concludes that 

ALT B would result in the use of a Section 4(f) resource, in order for ALT B to move 

forward, an analysis of all feasible or prudent alternatives to use of the Section 4(f) 

resource would be required.    

The appropriate level of environmental document for ALT A standing alone could be an 

MND/EA.  This document level would be supportable based on the environmental 

constraints present in the project study area and the low potential for the project 

(including all design options) to cause significant environmental impacts.   

The Department would act as the lead agency in the preparation of this joint 

NEPA/CEQA environmental document.  The Department will serve as the NEPA lead 

agency under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327.  It is 

expected that the environmental technical reports and environmental document (IS/EA or 

EIR/EIS) would take approximately 24 to 42 months to prepare and process for final 

certification/approval, including time for substantive review by the environmental 

division staff with the Department.  It is anticipated multiple environmental studies and 

reports will be required for this project.   

See Appendix A, of this attachment, for the complete list of environmental studies and 

reports that would be prepared for this project.   

10.  Disclaimer 

This PEAR provides information to support programming of the proposed project.  It is 

not an environmental determination or document.  Preliminary analysis, determinations, 

and estimates of mitigation costs are based on the project description provided in the 

Project Study Report (PSR).  The estimates and conclusions in the PEAR are 

approximate and are based on cursory analyses of probable effects.  A reevaluation of the 

PEAR would be necessary in the event that changes occurred in project scope or 

alternatives, or in environmental laws, regulations, or guidelines. 
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Attachment A: PEAR Environmental Studies Checklist 
Rev. 11/08 

Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
 Not 

anticipated 
Memo 
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Land Use    L       

Growth    L       
Farmlands/Timberlands    L       
Community Impacts     L       
Community Character and Cohesion    L       
Relocations    L       
Environmental Justice    L       
Utilities/Emergency Services    L       
Visual/Aesthetics     L       
Cultural Resources:    H       

Archaeological Survey Report    H       
Historic Resources Evaluation Report    H       
Historic Property Survey Report    L       
Historic Resource Compliance Report    L       
Section 106 / PRC 5024 & 5024.5    L       
Native American Coordination    L       
Finding of Effect    L       
Data Recovery Plan    L       
Memorandum of Agreement    L       
Other:           L       

Hydrology and Floodplain     L       
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff    L       
Geology, Soils, Seismic and 
Topography 

   L       

Paleontology    H       
PER    H       
PMP    L       

Hazardous Waste/Materials:    L       
ISA (Additional)    H       
PSI    H       
Other:    L       

Air Quality     L       
Noise and Vibration    L       
Energy and Climate Change    L       
Biological Environment     H       

Natural Environment Study    H       
Section 7:      H       
  Formal    H       
  Informal    L       
  No effect    L       
Section 10    L       

    USFWS Consultation    H       
    NMFS Consultation    H       

Species of Concern (CNPS, USFS, 
BLM, S, F) 

   H CTS, CRLF 



Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
 Not 

anticipated 
Memo 
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Wetlands & Other Waters/Delineation    H       
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis    M       
Invasive Species    L       
Wild & Scenic River Consistency    L       
Coastal Management Plan    L       
HMMP    H       
DFG Consistency Determination    H       
2081    H       
Other:           L       

Cumulative Impacts    L       
Context Sensitive Solutions    L       
Section 4(f) Evaluation    M       
Permits:      

401 Certification Coordination    H       
404 Permit Coordination, IP, NWP, or 
LOP 

   H       

1602 Agreement Coordination    H       
Local Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination 

   L       

State Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination 

   L       

NPDES Coordination    M       
US Coast Guard (Section 10)    L       

TRPA    L       

BCDC    L       

 

 



Attachment A: PEAR Environmental Studies Checklist 
Rev. 11/08 

Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
 Not 

anticipated 
Memo 
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Land Use    L       

Growth    L       
Farmlands/Timberlands    L       
Community Impacts     L       
Community Character and Cohesion    L       
Relocations    L       
Environmental Justice    L       
Utilities/Emergency Services    L       
Visual/Aesthetics     L       
Cultural Resources:    H       

Archaeological Survey Report    H       
Historic Resources Evaluation Report    H       
Historic Property Survey Report    L       
Historic Resource Compliance Report    L       
Section 106 / PRC 5024 & 5024.5    L       
Native American Coordination    L       
Finding of Effect    L       
Data Recovery Plan    L       
Memorandum of Agreement    L       
Other:           L       

Hydrology and Floodplain     L       
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff    L       
Geology, Soils, Seismic and 
Topography 

   L       

Paleontology    H       
PER    H       
PMP    L       

Hazardous Waste/Materials:    L       
ISA (Additional)    H       
PSI    H       
Other:    L       

Air Quality     L       
Noise and Vibration    L       
Energy and Climate Change    L       
Biological Environment     H       

Natural Environment Study    H       
Section 7:      H       
  Formal    H       
  Informal    L       
  No effect    L       
Section 10    L       

    USFWS Consultation    H       
    NMFS Consultation    H       

Species of Concern (CNPS, USFS, 
BLM, S, F) 

   H CTS, CRLF 



Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
 Not 

anticipated 
Memo 
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Wetlands & Other Waters/Delineation    H       
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis    L       
Invasive Species    L       
Wild & Scenic River Consistency    L       
Coastal Management Plan    L       
HMMP    H       
DFG Consistency Determination    H       
2081    H       
Other:           L       

Cumulative Impacts    L       
Context Sensitive Solutions    L       
Section 4(f) Evaluation    H       
Permits:      

401 Certification Coordination    H       
404 Permit Coordination, IP, NWP, or 
LOP 

   H       

1602 Agreement Coordination    H       
Local Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination 

   L       

State Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination 

   L       

NPDES Coordination    M       
US Coast Guard (Section 10)    L       

TRPA    L       

BCDC    L       
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EA: NOTE: This WBS resource estimating tool is for Generalist use ONLY when a district-specific WBS estimating 

Description: tool is not available. Check with your supervisor before using this form. WBS current 11/2008

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

Project Management
100.05.05 – Project Init. & Plng. 0 0
100.05.10 – PID Cmpnt Exec. &  Ctrl. 0 0
100.05.15 – PID Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.10.05 – PA&ED Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 0 0
100.10.10 – PA&ED Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 0 0
100.10.15 – PA&ED Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.10.20 – Project Shelving (PA&ED) 0 0
100.10.25 – Project Unshelving (PA&ED) 0 0
100.10.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during PA&ED 0 0
100.10.35 – Execd Coop Agre for PA&ED Process 0 0
100.15.05 – PS&E Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 0 0
100.15.10 – PS&E Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 0 0
100.15.15 – PS&E Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.15.20 – Project Shelving (PS&E) 0 0
100.15.25 – Project Unshelving (PS&E) 0 0
100.15.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during PS&E 0 0
100.15.35 – Execd Coop Agre for PS&E Process 0 0
100.20.05 – Const. Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 0 0
100.20.10 – Const. Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 0 0
100.20.15 – Const. Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.20.20 – Project Shelving (Construction) 0 0
100.20.25 – Project Unshelving (Construction) 0 0
100.20.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during Const 0 0
100.20.35 – Execd Coop Agre for Const Process 0 0

Appendix B - Resources by WBS Code

Assigned Unit

100.25.05 – R/W Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 0 0
100.25.10 – R/W Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 0 0
100.25.15 – R/W Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.25.20 – Project Shelving (Right of Way) 0 0
100.25.25 – Project Unshelving (Right of Way) 0 0
100.25.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during R/W 0 0
100.25.35 – Execd Coop Agre for R/W Process 0 0
100.25.50 – Execd Coop Agre for R/W Rlnmnt 0 0
Total Project Management 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Perform Preliminary Engineering Studies and Prepare Draft Project Report
160.05.05 – Approvd PID Review 0 0
160.05.10 – Geotechnical Information Review 0 0
160.05.20 – Traffic Data & Forecasts Review 0 0
160.05.30 – Project Scope Review 0 0
160.10.20 – Value Analysis 0 0
160.10.25 – Hydraulics/Hydro Study 0 0
160.10.30 – Hwy Planting Des Concepts 0 0
160.15.20 – Draft Project Report 0 0
160.15.25 – Draft PR Circ, Rev & App 0 0
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160.30.05 – Maps for ESR 0 0
160.30.10 – Surveys/Maps for Env Studies 0 0
160.30.15 – Prop Access Rights for Env/Eng Studies 0 0
160.40 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total  Prelim Eng Studies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

Perform Environmental Studies and Prepare Draft Environmental Document
165.05.05 – Project Information Review 0 0
165.05.10 – Pub & Agency Scoping 0 0
165.05.15 – Alts for Further Study 0 0
165.10.15 – CIA, Land Use & Growth 0 0
165.10.25 – Noise Study 0 0
165.10.30 – Air Quality Study 0 0
165.10.35 – Water Quality Studies 0 0
165.10.40 – Energy/Climate Change Studies 0 0
165.10.45 – Sum Geotech Report 0 0
165.10.50 – Preliminary Site Investigation HW 0 0
165.10.55 – Draft R/W Relocation Impact Eval 0 0
165.10.65 – Paleontology Study 0 0
165.10.70 – Wild & Scenic River Coordination 0 0
165.10.75 – Envir Commitments Record 0 0
165.10.99 - Other Env Studies 0 0
165.15.05 – Biological Assessment 0 0
165.15.10 – Wetlands Study 0 0
165.15.15 – Resource Agency Coord 0 0
165.15.20 – NES Report 0 0
165.15.99 – Other Biological Studies 0 0
165.20.05 – Archaeology Survey 0 0
165.20.05.05 – APE Map 0 0
165.20.05.10 – NA Consultation 0 0
165 20 05 15 Records & Literature Search 0 0

Assigned Unit

165.20.05.15 – Records & Literature Search 0 0
165.20.05.20 – Field Survey 0 0
165.20.05.25 – ASR 0 0
165.20.05.99 – Other  Archy Survey Products 0 0
165.20.10 – Extended Phase I Archy Studies 0 0
165.20.10.05 – Native American  Consultation 0 0
165.20.10.10 – Extended Phase I Proposal 0 0
165.20.10.15 – XP1 Field Investigation 0 0
165.20.10.20 – XP1 Materials Analysis 0 0
165.20.10.25 – Extended Phase I Report 0 0
165.20.10.99 – Other Phase I Archy  Products 0 0
165.20.15 – Phase II Archy Studies 0 0
165.20.15.05 – NA Consultation 0 0
165.20.15.10 – Phase II Proposal 0 0
165.20.15.15 – Field Investigation 0 0
165.20.15.20 – Materials Analysis 0 0
165.20.15.25 – Phase II Report 0 0
165.20.15.99 – Other Phase II Archy Products 0 0
165.20.20 – Hist & Architectural Studies 0 0
165.20.20.05 – Prelim APE/Study Area Maps - Archl 0 0
165.20.20.10 – Hist Res Eval Rpt - Archy 0 0
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165.20.20.15 – Hist Res Eval Rpt - Archl 0 0
165.20.20.20 – Bridge Evaluation 0 0
165.20.20.99 – Other H & A Study Products 0 0
165.20.25 – Cultural Res Comp Docs 0 0
165.20.25.05 – Final APE Maps 0 0
165.20.25.10 – PRC 5024.5 Consult 0 0
165.20.25.15 – HPSR/HRCR 0 0
165.20.25.20 – Finding of Effect 0 0
165.20.25.25 – Archy Data Recovery Pln 0 0
165.20.25.30 – MOA 0 0
165.20.25.99 – Other Cult Res Comp Products 0 0
165.25.05 – Draft ED Analysis 0 0
165.25.10 – 4(f) Evaluation 0 0
165.25.15 – CE/CE Determination 0 0
165.25.20 – Env Quality Control & Other Reviews 0 0
165.25.25 – Approval to Circ Resolution 0 0

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

165.25.30 – Env Coordination 0 0
165.25.99 – Other DED Products 0 0
165.30 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Env Studies & Prep DED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions during PA&ED  Cmpnt
170.05 - Required Permits (list) 0 0
170.10.05 - US Army Corps 404 Permit 0 0
170.10.10 - US Forest Service Permit(s) 0 0
170.10.15 - US Coast Guard Permit 0 0
170.10.20 - DFG 1600 Agreement(s) 0 0
170.10.25 - Coastal Zone Development Permit 0 0
170.10.30 - Local Agency Concurrence/Permit 0 0
170.10.40 - Waste Discharge (NPDES) Permit(s) 0 0
170 10 45 - US Fish & Wildlife Service Approval 0 0

Assigned Unit

170.10.45 - US Fish & Wildlife Service Approval 0 0
170.10.50 - RWQCB 401 Permit 0 0
170.10.60 - Updated ECR 0 0
170.10.95 -  Other Permits 0 0
170.45 - MOU from TERO Office 0 0
170.55 - NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Permits, Agreements & Route Adoptions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Circulate Draft Environmental Document and Select Preferred Project Alternative
175.05.05 – Master Dist & Invitation Lists 0 0
175.05.10 – Notices Pub Hear & DED Avail 0 0
175.05.15 – DED Pub & Circulation 0 0
175.05.20 – Fed Consistency Det (Coastal) 0 0
175.05.99 – Other DED Circulation Products 0 0
175.10.05 – Need for Pub Hearing Determination 0 0
175.10.10 – Pub Hearing Logistics 0 0
175.10.15 – Displays for Pub Hearing 0 0
175.10.20 – 2nd Notice Pub Hear & Avail 0 0
175.10.25 – Map Display & Hearing Plan 0 0
175.10.30 – Display Pub Hear Maps 0 0
175.10.35 – Public Hearing 0 0
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175.10.40 – Record of Public Hearing 0 0
175.10.99 – Other Pub Hearing Products 0 0
175.15 – Responses to Pub Hear Comments 0 0
175.20 – Project Preferred Alternative 0 0
175.25 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total DED & Preferred Alt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Prepare and Approve Project Report and Final Environmental Document
180.05.10 – Approved Project Rep 0 0
180.05.15 – Updated Stormwater Data Report 0 0
180.10.05 – Approved FED 0 0
180.10.05.05 – Draft FED Review 0 0
180.10.05.10 – Revised Draft FED 0 0
180.10.05.15 – Section 4(f) Evaluation 0 0
180.10.05.20 – Findings Report 0 0
180.10.05.25 – Statement of Overriding Consid 0 0
180.10.05.30 – CEQA Certification 0 0
180.10.05.35 – FHWA and Approval 0 0
180.10.05.40 – Section 106 Cons & MOA 0 0
180.10.05.45 – Section 7 Consultation 0 0
180.10.05.50 – Final Section 4(f) Statement 0 0
180.10.05.55 – Floodplain Only PAF 0 0
180.10.05.60 –Wetlands Only PAF 0 0
180.10.05.65 – Sect 404 Permit Compliance 0 0
180.10.05.70 – Mitigation Measures 0 0
180.10.10 – Public Dist & Resp to Comments 0 0

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

180.10.15 – Final R/W Relo Impact Document 0 0
180.10.99 – Other FED Products 0 0
180.15.05 – ROD (NEPA) 0 0
180.15.10 – NOD (CEQA) 0 0
180 15 20 – Env Commitments Record 0 0

Assigned Unit

180.15.20 – Env Commitments Record 0 0
180.15.99 – Other Complete ED Products 0 0
180.20 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total App PR & FED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Update Project Info for PS&E
185.05.05 – Project Concept Review for PS&E 0 0
185.05.10 – Updated Project Info for PS&E dev 0 0
Total Update for PS&E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ROW & Excess Land
195.40.25 – Property Maint & Rehab (non-rental) 0 0
195.40.35 – Transfer of Prop to Clear Status 0 0
195.45.05 – Excess Lands Inventory 0 0
195.45.20 – Prop Disp Units less than $15 K 0 0
195.45.25 – Prop Disp Units $15 K -$500 K 0 0
195.45.30 – Prop Disp Units over $500 K 0 0
Total ROW & Excess Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Utility Relocation
200.15 – Approved Utility Relocation Plan 0 0
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200.20 – Utility Relocation Package 0 0
Total Coordinate Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions during PS&E Cmpnt
205.10.05 - US Army Corps 404 Permit 0 0
205.10.10 - US Forest Service Permit(s) 0 0
205.10.15 - US Coast Guard Permit 0 0
205.10.20 - DFG 1600 Agreement 0 0
205.10.25 - Coastal Development Permit 0 0
205.10.30 - Local Agency Concurrence/Permit 0 0
205.10.40 - Waste Discharge (NPDES) permit 0 0
205.10.45 - US Fish & Wildlife Service Approval 0 0
205.10.50 - RWQCB 401 Permit 0 0
205.10.60 - Updated ECR 0 0
205.10.95 - Other Permits 0 0
205.20.05 – Draft Fwy Agreement 0 0
205.20.10 – Draft Fwy Agree Review 0 0
205.20.15 – Final Fwy Agree 0 0
205.20.20 – Executed Fwy Agreement 0 0
205.40.10 - New Connections & Route Adopt Sbtl 0 0
205.55 - NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

Right of Way Interests
225.55.20 – Right of Way Clearance 0 0
Total Right of Way Interests 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Prepare Draft PS&E
230.05.45 – Noise Barrier Plans 0 0
230.10.05 – Hwy Planting Plans 0 0
230 10 15 – Plant List 0 0

Assigned Unit

230.10.15  Plant List 0 0
230.35.10 – Hwy Planting Specs 0 0
230.35.35 – Water Pollution Ctrl Specs 0 0
230.35.40 – Erosion Control Specs 0 0
230.60 – Updated Proj Info for PS&E Package 0 0
230.60.05 - Updated Storm Water Data Report 0 0
230.60.10 – Other Reviews/Updates Proj Info 0 0
230.90 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Prepare Draft PS&E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mitigate Environmental Impacts and Clean-up Hazardous Waste
235.05.05 – Hist Structures Mitig 0 0
235.05.10 – Archy & Cult Mitigation 0 0
235.05.15 – Biological Mitigation 0 0
235.05.20 – Env Mitigation R/W work 0 0
235.05.25 – Paleontology Mitigation 0 0
235.05.99 - Other Env Mitigation Products 0 0
235.10.10 – Haz Waste Sites Survey 0 0
235.10.15 – Detailed HW Sites Investigation 0 0
235.15 – HW Management Plan 0 0
235.20 – HW PS&E 0 0
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235.25 – HW Clean-up 0 0
235.30 – Certification of Sufficiency (HW) 0 0
235.35 – Long Term Mitigation Monitoring 0 0
235.40 – Updated ECR 0 0
235.45 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Mitigation & HW Clean-up 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Permits for Subsurface Geotechnical Exploration 
240.70 – Site Ready for Subsurface Exploration 0 0
Total Geotechnical Permit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Circulate, Review and Prepare Final District PS&E Package
255.05 – Circ & Rev Draft Dist PS&E 0 0
255.10.25 - Updated Technical Reports 0 0
255.15 – Env Reevaluation 0 0
255.20.05 - Rev Plans for Stds Comp 0 0
255.40 - Res Engs Pending File 0 0
255.45 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total PS&E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Senior Coord Biology Cultural
Haz 

Waste
Socio- 

Economic
Storm 
Water

Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total
Begin 
Date

End Date
Duration 
(days)

Prepare Contract Documents
260.75 - Env Cert at RTL 0 0
Total Prepare Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Perform Construction Engineering and General Contract Administration
270.20.50 – Technical Support 0 0
270.55 – Final Inspect & Accept Rec 0 0
270.70 – Update ECR 0 0
270.75 – Permit Renewal & Extension 0 0
270.80 – Long-Term Mitigation Contract 0 0
Total Const Engineering 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Assigned Unit

Total Const Engineering 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Prepare and Administer Contract Change Orders
285.05.05 - Need for CCO Determination 0 0
285.10.15 – Other Func Support 0 0
Total CCOs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Resolve Contract Claims
290.35 – Provide Techinical Support 0 0
Total Contract Claims 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accept Contract, Prepare Final Construction Estimate & Prepare Final Report
295.35 – Cert of Env Compliance 0 0
295.40 – Long-Term Mitigation Contract 0 0
Total Final Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Project Hours 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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ID Task Name Start Finish

1

2 Draft Environmental Document Thu 3/1/12 Mon 9/2/13

3 Final Environmental
Document/Environmental Approval

Tue 9/3/13 Mon 3/3/14

4 PS&E Tue 3/4/14 Mon 6/1/15

5 Begin Construction Tue 6/2/15 Mon 1/2/17

Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Task

Split

Progress

Milestone

Summary

Project Summary

External Tasks

External Milestone

Deadline

I-80 Express Lanes
Conceptual ED Schedule

Wed 3/28/12 Page 1

Project: Attachment C Conceptual Sch
Date: Wed 3/28/12
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Attachment D: PEAR Environmental Commitments Cost 
Estimate 

Standard PSR Only 
(Prepare a separate form for each viable alternative described in the Project Study Report) 

 
PART 1 PROJECT INFORMATION                                                      rev. 11/08 
District-County-Route-Post Mile 
4-SOL-80-11.2/29.3 

EA: 
0G360K 

Project Description: 
I-80 Express Lanes- Minimum Impact Alternative (ALT A) 
Form completed by (Name/District Office):   
District 4 
Project Manager:  
TBD 

Phone Number: 
TBD 
 

Date: 11/10/2011 
 
PART 2 PERMITS AND AGREEMENTS 
 Permits and Agreements 

($$) 
 Fish and Game 1602 Agreement 50000 
 Coastal Development Permit       
 State Lands Agreement       
 Section 401 Water Quality Certification 50000 
 Section 404 Permit – Nationwide (U.S. Army 

Corps) 
50000 

 Section 404 Permit – Individual (U.S. Army 
Corps) 

      

 Section 10 Navigable Waters Permit (U.S. Army 
Corps) 

      

 Section 9 Permit (U.S. Coast Guard)       
 Other:              

  
Total (enter zeros if no cost)       
 



PART 3. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS FOR PERMANENT IMPACTS 
 
To complete the following information: 
o Report costs in $1,000s. 
o Include all costs to complete the commitment:  

 Capital outlay and staff support.  Refer to Estimated Resources by WBS 
Code.  For example, if you estimated 80 hours for biological monitoring 
(WBS 235.35 Long Term Mitigation Monitoring), convert those hours to a 
dollar amount for this entry.  For current conversion rates from PY to 
dollars, see the Project Manager. 

 Cost of right of way or easements.  
 If compensatory mitigation is anticipated (for wetlands, for example), insert 

a range for purchasing credits in a mitigation bank. 
 Long-term monitoring and reporting   
 Any follow-up maintenance 
 Use current costs; the Project Manager will add an appropriate escalation 

factor.  
 This is an estimating tool, so a range is not only acceptable, but advisable. 

 
Environmental Commitments  

Alternative ALT A 
 
 Estimated Cost in $1,000’s Notes 
Noise abatement or 
mitigation 

 
      

 
min. new walls 

Special landscaping       oleander? 
Archaeological resources 30 const. monitor 
Biological resources 60 mitigation 
Historical resources 0 none antic. 
Scenic resources             
Wetland/riparian resources 100 mitigation 
Res./bus. relocations             
Other:                   
       
Total  (enter zeros if no cost)        

 



Attachment D: PEAR Environmental Commitments Cost 
Estimate 

Standard PSR Only 
(Prepare a separate form for each viable alternative described in the Project Study Report) 

 
PART 1 PROJECT INFORMATION                                                      rev. 11/08 
District-County-Route-Post Mile 
4-SOL-80-11.2/29.3 

EA: 
0G360K 

Project Description: 
I-80 Express Lanes- Full Standard Improvement Alternative (ALT B) 
Form completed by (Name/District Office):   
District 4 
Project Manager:  
TBD 

Phone Number: 
TBD 
 

Date: 11/10/11 
 
PART 2 PERMITS AND AGREEMENTS 
 Permits and Agreements 

($$) 
 Fish and Game 1602 Agreement 50000 
 Coastal Development Permit       
 State Lands Agreement       
 Section 401 Water Quality Certification 50000 
 Section 404 Permit – Nationwide (U.S. Army 

Corps) 
      

 Section 404 Permit – Individual (U.S. Army 
Corps) 

150000 

 Section 10 Navigable Waters Permit (U.S. Army 
Corps) 

      

 Section 9 Permit (U.S. Coast Guard)       
 Other:              

  
Total (enter zeros if no cost) 250000 
 



PART 3. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS FOR PERMANENT IMPACTS 
 
To complete the following information: 
o Report costs in $1,000s. 
o Include all costs to complete the commitment:  

 Capital outlay and staff support.  Refer to Estimated Resources by WBS 
Code.  For example, if you estimated 80 hours for biological monitoring 
(WBS 235.35 Long Term Mitigation Monitoring), convert those hours to a 
dollar amount for this entry.  For current conversion rates from PY to 
dollars, see the Project Manager. 

 Cost of right of way or easements.  
 If compensatory mitigation is anticipated (for wetlands, for example), insert 

a range for purchasing credits in a mitigation bank. 
 Long-term monitoring and reporting   
 Any follow-up maintenance 
 Use current costs; the Project Manager will add an appropriate escalation 

factor.  
 This is an estimating tool, so a range is not only acceptable, but advisable. 

 
Environmental Commitments  

Alternative       
 
 Estimated Cost in $1,000’s Notes 
Noise abatement or 
mitigation 

 
      

 
New soundwalls  

Special landscaping       Oleander replac 
Archaeological resources 100 Const, monitor 
Biological resources 1000 mitigation 
Historical resources 100 Pena Adobe 
Scenic resources             
Wetland/riparian resources 500 mitigation  
Res./bus. relocations             
Other:                   
       
Total  (enter zeros if no cost)        
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PID Cooperative Agreement 

& 
Draft Cooperative Agreement for PA&ED 
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ATTACHMENT F 
 
 

 
Existing Utilities Summary Table 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



"M" Line Station Facility Owner Additional Info

118+50 Electrical OH PG&E 230 kV
118+60 Water City of Fairfield 16"
133+20 Electrical OH PG&E 115 kV
135+20 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 8"
141+70 Electrical OH PG&E 21 kV
143+70 Water City of Fairfield 24" w/ 36" casing
183+20 Gas PG&E 16" w/ 20" casing
184+10 Gas PG&E 10" w/ 14" & 16" casing
187+60 Water City of Vallejo 39"
187+70 Water City of Benicia 30"
188+80 Telephone AT&T 12-4" PVC conduits
189+10 Electrical OH PG&E Unknown
190+50 Water City of Fairfield 8" HDPE w/ 12" CMP casing
191+00 Gas PG&E 6" w/ 10" steel casing (60 psi)
191+10 Electrical UG PG&E 2-6" conduits
209+80 Electrical OH PG&E 60 kV
210+80 Electrical OH PG&E 60 kV
216+40 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 33" w/ 60" steel casing
221+50 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 21" w/ 36" steel casing
224+00 F/O & Telephone AT&T Unknown
224+50 Electrical OH PG&E 12 kV
248+00 Water City of Fairfield 24" w/ 40" steel casing
253+20 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 3" PVC
270+90 Electrical UG CALTRANS EB Truck Scales Electric Service
271+00 Water CALTRANS 1.25" CSP w/ 18" CMP casing
271+05 Telephone CALTRANS 2 lines
286+60 Electrical OH PG&E 12 kV
323+05 Water City of Fairfield Unknown diameter, encased
339+60 Electrical OH PG&E 12 kV
340+40 Gas PG&E 6" w/ casing
343+60 Electrical OH PG&E 115 kV
344+50 Electrical OH PG&E 115 kV
378+00 Electrical OH PG&E 12 kV
378+80 Gas PG&E 6" w/ casing
412+00 Water City of Fairfield 36"
426+60 Water City of Fairfield 12"
426+70 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 18"
426+80 Telephone AT&T 2 lines
429+50 F/O Unknown Unknown
429+60 Gas PG&E 4"
429+80 Water Solano County Water Agency 63" North Bay Aqueduct
430+00 Telephone AT&T Unknown
439+45 Gas PG&E 3" w/ 6" casing
439+55 Water City of Fairfield 20" w/ 36" casing
441+50 Electrical OH PG&E 12 kV
442+10 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 20"
442+60 Telephone AT&T Unknown
464+15 Water Unknown 12"
464+30 Electrical UG PG&E Two-6" conduits
494+60 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 8"
511+80 Gas PG&E 6" w/ 10" casing
512+00 Water Unknown 16"
512+30 Electrical UG PG&E 12 kV
512+80 Telephone AT&T Unknown
513+00 Water Unknown 24"
540+38 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 8"
540+40 Water City of Fairfield 10"

W
E

S
T

 S
E

G
M

E
N

T
Existing Utilities - I-80 (PM 11.2 to 29.3)



555+15 SS Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 8"
572+25 Electrical UG PG&E Unknown
576+70 Canal Culvert Solano County Water Agency Putah South Canal
589+90 Fiber Optic Unknown Unknown
650+75 Electrical UG PG&E Unknown
783+55 Electrical UG PG&E Unknown
845+20 Gas PG&E Unknown
855+40 Electrical UG PG&E Unknown
875+80 Gas PG&E Unknown
886+80 Telephone AT&T Unknown
989+40 SS City of Vacaville Unknown
997+50 SS City of Vacaville Unknown diameter w/ 42" casing

1002+00 Water City of Vacaville Unknown
1002+80 SS City of Vacaville Unknown
1022+40 Telephone OH AT&T Unknown

E
A

S
T

 S
E

G
M

E
N

T
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ATTACHMENT G 
 
 

 
Risk Register 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Project Risk Register 
Project Name: Project Manager: Risks sorted by Date  Created: Last Updated:

Co - Rte - PM:  Telephone:

IT
E

M

ID # Status
Threat / 

Opport-unity
Category

Date Risk 
Identified

Risk Discription Root Causes Primary Objective Overall Risk Rating Cost/Time Impact Value Risk Owner Risk Trigger Strategy
Response Actions w/ 

Pros & Cons
Adjusted Cost/Time 

Impact Value
WBS Item

Status Date and Review 
Comments

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) i) (j) (k) (l) (m) (n) (o) (p) (q)

Probablility

3=Med            (20-39%)

Impact

5 =Very High

Probablility

2=Low             (10-19%)

Impact

4 =High

Probablility

4=High            (40-59%)

Impact

3 =Med

Probablility

4=High            (40-59%)

Impact

3 =Med

Probablility

3=Med            (20-39%)

Impact

4 =High

Probablility

Impact

Interstate 80 (I-80) Express Lanes Project

Sol-80-11.2/29.3

COST

MedTIME

Med

MITIGATE
Discovery of resources for 

widened freeway

Env Mgr

Env field surveys, APE

6

Utilize previous findings 
from earlier projects on 

corridor
0 TBA

Discovery during soil sampling 
after beginning of Env 

Document

Env Mgr

Env field surveys, APE MITIGATE

0 TBA
Utilize previous findings 
from earlier projects on 

corridor

TBA
Utilize previous findings 
from earlier projects on 

corridor
0MITIGATE

Med

Env Mgr

Comments from agencies and 
review times

Env field surveys, APE

High

Med

TBA0
Response to comments 
and review coordination 

meetings

Project Manager

MITIGATE

TBA

STA

Increase public 
involvement and 

outreach

TIMEENVThreat

Threat

Lack of information / anlysis in 
PID phase on project factors

11/25/11
Agreement on action 

alternative(s) for PA&ED

ENV 11/25/11
Widen roadway or change flow 

patterns along roadway 
example Lagoon Valley

Unrecorded Native American 
cultural resources

2 04-4G080K-02 Active Threat

Wetlands impacted

Active Threat04-4G080K-05

4

1 04-4G080K-01 Active

3 04-4G080K-03 Active

04-4G080K-04 Active

5

TIME

Threat

11/25/11

Hazardous waste discoveryENV 11/25/11

ENV

TIMEENV 11/25/11  No public support for project
Public involvement and 

information
0

Project opposition at public 
meetings

MITIGA
TE

DIST- EA 04-4G080K
Carlton Haack

916-595-3272

Approved by:________________________________________
                                                                       date

2/21/2012
Attachment G_Risk Register.xls

1/1
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Right of Way Conceptual Cost Estimate 
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CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE – RIGHT OF WAY COMPONENT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

 
 
To: Carlton Haack (HDR Engineering)    Date: February 20, 2012 

Project Manager 
 04-SOL-80-11.2/29.3 
From:   James Staudinger (HDR Engineering) Project ID: 0412000332K 
             Real Estate Manager EA: 04-4G080K 
  
Project Description: Alternative A - HOV conversion and proposed median widening of I-80, 
placement of median barrier, continuous ingress/egress striping and CHP enforcement areas. 
 
A Field Review was conducted    X   Yes ____No 
 

Scope of the Right of Way  
 

Provide a general description  of the right of way including the location attributes. 
 
Right of Way Required    X      Yes ____No 
 
Number of Parcels __ X __ 1-10 ____ 11-25 ____26-50 ____51-100 ____>100 
 
 ____Urban __ X _Rural 
 
 Land Area:   Fee______0______   Easement _______TCE Only________ 
 
 Displaced Persons/Businesses ____Yes __ X __No 
 
 Demolition/Clearance ____Yes __ X __No 
 
Railroad Involvement ____Yes __ X __No 
 
Utility Involvements __ X __Yes ____No __43__Number of Utilities in area 
 
Cost Estimates 
Support Costs (R/W) ____$0-$25,000  X      $500,001-$1,000,000 
 ____$25,001-$100,000  ____$1,000,001-$5,000,000 
 ____$100,001-$250,000  ____$5,000,001-$10,000,000 
 ____$250,001-$500,000  ____>$10,000,000 
 
Capital Costs (R/W) ____$0-$100,000  ____$5,000,001-$15,000,000 
 ____$100,001-$500,000  ____$15,000,001-$50,000,000 
 ____$500,001-$1,000,000  ____$50,000,001-$100,000,000 
    X_$1,000,001-$5,000,000 ____>$100,000,000 
Schedule 
 

Right of Way will require   18    months to deliver a Right of Way Certification #1 from Final 
R/W Maps.  This estimate is based on a Right of Way Certification date of    June 1, 2015   . 
  



2 
 

Areas of Concern 
Provide a description of areas in close proximity to the project footprint that are likely to result in 
complex right of way issues if impacted (i.e. junkyards, cemeteries, utility towers, etc.). 
 

 For this alternative no fee takes will be required.  Only TCE’s and minor utility 
relocations have been assumed under this alternative so there are no major areas of 
concern regarding R/W activities under this alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions   
Provide a description of assumptions and limiting conditions. 
 
 

 No R/W Fee Takes 
 TCE’s limited (staging areas, retaining wall construction) 
 Existing utility information is limited to crossing locations, owners and type of facility 

(depths, casing lengths, overhead clearance are not know at this time) 
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CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE – RIGHT OF WAY COMPONENT 
ALTERNATIVE B 

 
 
To: Carlton Haack (HDR Engineering)    Date: February 20, 2012 

Project Manager 
 04-SOL-80-11.2/29.3 
From:   James Staudinger (HDR Engineering) Project ID: 0412000332K 
             Real Estate Manager EA: 04-4G080K 
  
Project Description: Alternative B - HOV conversion and proposed widening of I-80, 
replacement of non-standard interchanges, placement of median barrier, continuous 
ingress/egress striping and CHP enforcement areas. 
 
A Field Review was conducted __X__ Yes ____No 
 

Scope of the Right of Way  
 

Provide a general description  of the right of way including the location attributes. 
 
Right of Way Required __ X __Yes ____No 
 
Number of Parcels _____1-10 ____ 11-25 ____26-50 ____51-100 __ X __>100 
 
 __X__ Urban ___ X _Rural 
 
 Land Area:   Fee______367 AC____  Easement _TCEs and Utility Relocations  
 
 Displaced Persons/Businesses __X__ Yes _____No 
 
 Demolition/Clearance __X__ Yes ____No 
 
Railroad Involvement __X__ Yes _____No 
 
Utility Involvements __ X __Yes ____No __43__Number of Utilities in area 
 
Cost Estimates 
Support Costs (R/W) ____$0-$25,000  ____$500,001-$1,000,000 
 ____$25,001-$100,000  ____$1,000,001-$5,000,000 
 ____$100,001-$250,000  __X_$5,000,001-$10,000,000 
 ____$250,001-$500,000  ____>$10,000,000 
 
Capital Costs (R/W) ____$0-$100,000  ____$5,000,001-$15,000,000 
 ____$100,001-$500,000  ____$15,000,001-$50,000,000 
 ____$500,001-$1,000,000  __X_$50,000,001-$100,000,000 
 ____$1,000,001-$5,000,000 ____>$100,000,000 
Schedule 
 

Right of Way will require 24 months to deliver a Right of Way Certification #1 from Final R/W 
Maps.  This estimate is based on a Right of Way Certification date of   June 1, 2015. 
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Areas of Concern 
Provide a description of areas in close proximity to the project footprint that are likely to result in 
complex right of way issues if impacted (i.e. junkyards, cemeteries, utility towers, etc.). 
 

 For this alternative requires significant R/W takes, TCEs and utility easements.  
There are major PG&E tower line facilities that will need relocation as well as 
distribution pole lines and gas mains.   

 R/W takes include displacement of persons/businesses and demolition work. 
 All utility crossings will need to be extended to new R/W and cased 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions   
Provide a description of assumptions and limiting conditions. 
 
 

 Major R/W Fee Takes 
 Existing utility information is limited to crossing locations, owners and type of facility 

(depths, casing lengths, overhead clearance are not know at this time) 
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ARTICLE 4   Transportation Planning Scoping 
Information Sheet 

 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
               Project ID No/      
District  County  Route           Post Miles      Expenditure Authorization No. 
04 SOL 80 11.2/ 29.3 4G080K 
Project Name and Description :  I-80 Express Lanes Project 

 

Prepared by:  
District Information Sheet 
Point of Contact*: 

Name: Pawan Gupta Functional 
Unit: 

Design North Counties 

* The District Information Sheet Point of Contact is responsible for completing Project Information, PDT Team and 
Stakeholder Information, and coordinating the completion of project-related information with the Transportation Planning 
Stakeholders.  Upon completion, provides the Transportation Planning PDT Representative and Project Manager with a 
copy of the Information Sheet. 

 

Project Development Team (PDT) Information 
Title Name        Phone Number 
Project Manager Nicolas Endrawos (510) 286-5123 

Project Engineer Roni Boukhalil (510) 286-5694 

Transportation Planning PDT 
Representative** 

Cameron Oakes (510) 622-5758 

 

Transportation Planning Stakeholder Information   
Title Name        Phone Number 
System & Regional Planner Cameron Oakes, System and Regional Planning (510) 622-5758 

Local Development-
Intergovernmental Review 
(LD-IGR) Planner 

Gary Arnold, Transit and Community Planning (510) 622-5491 

Community Planner Beth Thomas, Transit and Community Planning (510) 286-7227 

Goods Movement Planner Joe Aguilar, System and Regional Planning (510) 286-5591 

Transit Planner Wingate Lew, Transit and Community Planning (510) 622-5432 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Coordinator 

Ina Gerhard, System and Regional Planning (510) 286-5598 

Park and Ride Coordinator Linda Tong, Traffic Systems-Park & Ride 
Program 

(510) 286-5735 

Native American Liaison Blesilda Gebreyesus, System and Regional 
Planning 

(510) 286-5575 

Other Coordinators: TBD  
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Project Purpose and Need** –  
Purpose 
 Optimize capacity in the existing I-80 corridor to better meet current and future traffic demands. 
 Close the gaps within the existing HOV lanes on I-80, increasing travel time savings and reliability for 

all users including HOVs and transit.  
 Maximize the efficiency of freeway facilities by better utilizing available unused capacity in the existing 

HOV lanes.  
 Provide a funding mechanism through express lanes to accelerate implementation of the regional 

network of HOV and express lanes. 
 

Need 
 Congestion currently exists in the general purpose lanes during peak periods on the I-80 corridor in 

Solano County and this level of congestion will continue to worsen as traffic demand increases. 
 The existing HOV lane system on the I-80 corridor is characterized by gaps, limiting travel time 

savings and trip reliability for cars and transit vehicles. 
 Available unused capacity in the existing HOV lane system needs to be utilized to enhance 

transportation system efficiency. 
 There is limited funding available to close gaps in the existing HOV lane system without utilizing 

alternative financial mechanisms such as express lane tolling. 
 

**  The Transportation Planning PDT Representative is responsible for providing the PDT with the system-wide and 
corridor level deficiencies identified by Transportation Planning.  The PDT uses the information provided by 
Transportation Planning to develop the purpose and need with contributions from other Caltrans functional units and 
external stakeholders at the initiation of the PID and is refined throughout the PID process. As the project moves past 
the project initiation stage and more data becomes available, the purpose and need is refined.   For additional 
information on purpose and need see:  www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/emo/purpose_need.htm 

 
 

1. Project Funding:    

a 

List all known and potential funding sources and percent splits: (ie. State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP)/State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP)/Transportation 
Enhancement (TE)/Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation (EEM)/Safe Routes to School 
(SR2S)/etc.). 
Local Regional Measure Funds / TBD 

b 
Is this a measure project? Yes__/No_X_.  If yes, name and describe the measure. 
 

 

2. Regional Planning: 

a 

Name of and contact information for Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). 
Janet Adams – Solano Transportation Authority (707) 424-6075
 

b 
Name of and contact information for local jurisdiction (City or County) 

TBD 

c 
Provide the page number and project description as identified in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
and the date of adoption, or provide an explanation if not in RTP. 
 

d 
Provide nexus between the RTP objectives and the project to establish the basis for the project purpose 
and need. 
 

e 
Is the project located in an area susceptible to sea-level rise?  
NO 

f 
Name of Air Quality Management District (AQMD) 
San Francisco Bay 

g If the project is located in a federal non-attainment or attainment-maintenance area is the project: 
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 Regionally Significant? (per 40 (Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93.101)  Y__/N__ 
 Exempt from conformity? (per 40 CFR 93.126 and 93.128)   Y__/N__ 
 Exempt from regional analysis? (per 40 CFR 93.127) Y__/N__ 
 Not exempt from conformity (must meet all requirements)?   Y__/N__ 

 

3. Native American Consultation and Coordination: 

a 
If project is within or near an Indian Reservation or Rancheria? If so, provide the name of Tribe. 
TBD 

b 
Has/have the Tribal Government(s) been consulted? Y___/N_X_.  If no, why not? 
No direct Impact Identified to date 

c 

If the project requires Caltrans to use right-of-way on trust or allotted lands, this information needs to be 
included as soon as possible as a key topic in the consultation with the Tribe(s).  Has the Tribe been 
consulted on this topic? Y___/N_X_.  If no, why not?   
NA 

d 
Has the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) been notified?  Y__/N_X_    
Will be as needed in PA/ED 

e Have all applicable Tribal laws, ordinances and regulations [Tribal Employment Rights Ordinances 
(TERO), etc.] been reviewed for required contract language and coordination?    
NA 

f 
If the Tribe has a TERO, is there a related Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the 
Tribe?    
NA 

g 

Has the area surrounding the project been checked for prehistoric, archeological, cultural, spiritual, or 
ceremonial sites, or areas of potentially high sensitivity? If such areas exist, has the Tribe, Native 
American Heritage Commission or other applicable persons or entities been consulted?     
No direct Impact Identified to date 

h 
If a Native American monitor is required for this project, will this cost be reflected in cost estimates? 
TBD 

i 
In the event of project redesign, will the changes impact a Native American community as described 
above in d, e, or h?   
TBD 

 
4. System Planning: 

a 
Is the project consistent with the DSMP?   Y__/N__.  If yes document approval date.  If no, explain.   
 

b 
Is the project identified in the TSDP?  Y__/N__?  If yes, document approval date____.  If no, explain.   
 

c 
Is the project identified in the TCR/RCR or CSMP?  Y__/N__.  If yes, document approval date___.  If 
no, explain.  Is the project consistent with the future route concept?  Y__/N__.   If no, explain. 
 

d 
Provide the Concept Level of Service (LOS) through project area.    

TBD 

e 
Provide the Concept Facility – include the number of lanes.  Does the Concept Facility include High 
Occupancy Vehicle lanes?  Y_X_/N__. 
4 mixed flow, 1 HOV/Express in each direction 

f 
Provide the Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC) – include the number of lanes.  Does the UTC 
include High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes?  Y__/N__.   
 



4 
 

g 
Describe the physical characteristics of the corridor through the project area (i.e. flat, rolling or 
mountainous terrain...).   
Flat and Rolling, varies 

h 
Is the highway in an urban or rural area?  Urban_X_/Rural_X_.  Provide Functional Classification.  
Both Urban and Rural 

i 
Is facility a freeway, expressway or conventional highway? 
Freeway 

j 
Provide Route Designations:  (i.e. Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) High Emphasis or 
Focus Route, Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) Route, Scenic Route…).   
Scenic Route, STAA 

k 
Describe the land uses adjacent to project limits (i.e. agricultural, industrial…).   

Agricultural, Residential and Commercial 

l 
Describe any park and ride facility needs identified in the TCR/CSMP, local plans, and RTP.     

Fairfield/ Vacaville P&R within project limits, no impacts identified at this time 

m 

Describe the Forecasted 10 and 20-year Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT), and Peak Hour truck data in the TCR.  Include the source and year of Forecast, and names and 
types of traffic and travel demand analysis tools used. 
See PTEA Report 

n 
Has analysis on Daily Vehicle Hours of Delay (DVHD) from the Highway Congestion Monitoring 
Program (HICOMP) been completed and included?  Y__/N_X_. 
 

 
 
 
 

5. Local Development – Intergovernmental Review  (LD-IGR ):   
 

List LD-IGR projects that may directly or indirectly impact the proposed Caltrans project or that the proposed 
Caltrans project may impact. ( Attach additional project information if needed.)  

LD-IGR Project Information Project 

a 
County-Route-Postmile & Distance to 
Development. 

 

b Development name, type, and size.  

c 
Local agency and/or private sponsor, and 
contact information. 

 

d 
California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) status and Implementation Date. 

 

e 
If project includes federal funding, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) status. 

 

f 

All vehicular and non-vehicular unmitigated 
impacts and planned mitigation measures 
including Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) and Transportation 
System Management (TSM) that would 
affect Caltrans facilities. 

 

g 
Approved mitigation measures and 
implementing party. 

 

h 
Value of constructed mitigation and/or 
amount of funds provided. 

 

i 
Encroachment Permit, Transportation Permit, 
Traffic Management Plan, or California 
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Transportation Commission (CTC) Access 
approvals needed. 

j 
Describe relationship to Regional Blueprint, 
General Plans, or County Congestion 
Management Plans. 

 

k 
Inclusion in a Regional Transportation Plan 
Sustainable Community Strategy or 
Alternative Planning Strategy? 

 

l 
Regional or local mitigation fee program in 
place? 

 

 

6. Community Planning: 
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

 a 

Has lead agency staff worked with any neighborhood/community groups in the area of the proposed 
improvements? Y__/N_X_.  If yes, summarize the process and its results including any commitments 
made to the community.  If no, why not? 
Will be done in PA/ED 

 b 

Are any active/completed/proposed Environmental Justice (EJ) or Community-Based Transportation 
(CBTP) Planning Grants in the project area? Y__/N_X_.  If yes, summarize the project, its location, and 
whether/how it may interact with the proposed project. 
None Identified at this time 

 c 

Describe any community participation plans for this PID including how recommendations will be 
incorporated and/or addressed. Has a context sensitive solutions (CSS) approach been applied?  
Y_X_/N__ 
Will be investigated further in PA/ED 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 d 

How will the proposed transportation improvements impact the local community? Is the project likely to 
create or exacerbate existing environmental or other issues, including public health and safety, air quality, 
water quality, noise, environmental justice or social equity?  Y_X_/N__.  Describe issues, concerns, and 
recommendations (from sources including neighborhood/community groups) and what measures will be 
taken to reduce existing or potential negative effects. 
Will be investigated further in PA/ED 

 e 
Does this highway serve as a main street? Y__/N_X_.  If yes, what main street functions and features 
need to be protected or preserved? 
 

 
7. Freight Planning: 

 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

 a 
Identify all modal and intermodal facilities that may affect or be affected by the project. 

Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 b 

Describe how the design of this project could facilitate or impede Goods Movement and relieve choke 
points both locally and statewide through grade separations, lane separations, or other measures (e.g., 
special features to accommodate truck traffic and at-grade railroad crossings). 
Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 c 
Describe how the project integrates and interconnects with other modes (rail, maritime, air, etc.).  Do 
possibilities exist for an intermodal facility or other features to improve long-distance hauling, farm-to-
market transportation and/or accessibility between warehouses, storage facilities, and terminals? 
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Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 d 

Is the project located in a high priority goods movement area, included in the Goods Movement Action 
Plan (GMAP) or on a Global Gateways Development Program (GGDP) route?  Y__/N__.  If yes, 
describe. 
Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 e 

Is the project on a current and/or projected high truck volume route [e.g., Average Annual Daily Truck 
Traffic (AADTT) of 5 axle trucks is greater than 3000]?  Yes_X_/N__.  If yes, describe how the project 
addresses this demand. 
Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 f 
If the project is located near an airport, seaport, or railroad depot, describe how circulation (including 
truck parking) needs are addressed. 
NA 

 g 
Describe any other freight issues. 

 
 

8. Transit (bus, light rail, commuter rail, intercity rail, high speed rail):  
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 
 a List all local transit providers that operate within the corridor. 

Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 b 
Have transit agencies been contacted for possible project coordination?  Y__/N_X_.  If no, why not?    
Will be done in PA/ED 
 

 c Describe existing transit services and transit features (bus stops, train crossings, and transit lines) within 
the corridor.   
 
Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 d 
Describe transit facility needs identified in short- and long-range transit plans and RTP.  Describe how 
these future plans affect the corridor.   
 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 e 
Describe how the proposed project integrates transit and addresses impacts to transit services and transit 
facilities.   
Refer to discussion with PSR-PDS 

 f 
Have transit alternatives and improvement features been considered in this project?  Y__/N_X_ If yes, 
describe.  If no, why not?    
NA 

 

9. Bicycle: 
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

 a 
Does the facility provide for bicyclist safety and mobility needs?  If no, please explain. 
NA, Freeway 

 b 
Are any improvements for bicyclist safety and mobility proposed for this facility by any local agencies or 
included in bicycle master plans?  If yes, describe (including location, time frame, funding, etc.).    
NA 

 c 
Are there any external bicycle advocacy groups and bicycle advisory committees that should be included 
in the project stakeholder list?  If so, provide contact information. 
NA 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 d 
Will bicycle travel deficiencies be corrected?  How or why not? 
NA 

 e 
How will this project affect local agency plans for bicycle safety and mobility improvements? 
NA 
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 f 

If the project is the construction of a new freeway or modification to an existing freeway, will it sever or 
destroy existing provisions for bicycle travel? If yes, describe how bicycle travel provisions will be 
included in this project. 
NA, No impacts to facilities identified at this time 

 

10. Pedestrian including Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): 
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

 a 

Does this facility provide for pedestrian safety and mobility needs?  If so, describe pedestrian facilities.  
Do continuous and well-maintained sidewalks exist? Are pedestrians forced to walk in the roadway at 
any locations due to lack of adequate pedestrian facilities?  Please explain. 
NA, Freeway 

 b 
Are pedestrian crossings located at reasonable intervals? 
NA 

 c 
Are all pedestrian facilities within the corridor ADA accessible and in compliance with Federal and State 
ADA laws and regulations?  
NA 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 d 
Will pedestrian travel deficiencies be corrected?  How or why not? 
NA 

e 
How will this project affect local agency plans for pedestrian safety and mobility improvements? 
NA 

 f 

If the project is the construction of a new freeway or modification to an existing freeway, will it sever or 
destroy existing provisions for pedestrian travel? If yes, describe how pedestrian travel provisions will be 
included in this project. 
NA, No impacts to facilities identified at this time 

 g 
Are there any external pedestrian advocacy groups and advisory committees that should be included in 
the project stakeholder list?  If so, provide contact information. 
NA 

 h 

Have ADA barriers as noted in the District’s ADA Transition Plan been identified within the project 
limits?  If not included in the project, provide justification and indicate whether District Design 
coordinator approval was obtained. 

NA 
 

11. Equestrian: 
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

a 
If this corridor accommodates equestrian traffic, describe any project features that are being considered to 
improve safety for equestrian and vehicular traffic? 
NA 

 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

b 
Have features that accommodate equestrian traffic been identified?  If so, are they included a part of this 
project?  Describe.  If no, why not? 
NA 

 

12. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS):  
 INITIAL PID INFORMATION 

 a 

Have ITS features such as closed-circuit television cameras, signal timing, multi-jurisdictional or 
multimodal system coordination been considered in the project?  Y_X_/N__.  If yes, describe.  If no, 
explain.  
Yes considered but direct impacts a not known at this time 
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 FINAL PID INFORMATION 

 b 
Have ITS features been identified?  If so, are they included a part of this project?  Describe.  If no, why 
not? 
No, specific features and impacts will be identified in PA/ED 
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