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. INTRODUCTION

Brief Project Description:

This project proposes to repair the sidewalk and adjacent roadway section covered
by a rock outcropping and to construct a retaining wall adjacent to the sidewalk
on northbound State Route 13 (Tunnel Road) located between Hiller Drive and
Vicente Road in the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland in Alameda County.

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

Project Limits 04-ALA-13,PM 10.0

Dist., Co., Rte., PM

Capital Costs (2012/2013): | $616,000

Right of Way Costs $ 57,500

(2012/2013):

Funding Source: SHOPP 201.378

Number of Alternatives: 2

Recommended for Alternative 1

Programming or Construct retaining wall

Approved Alternative and extend sidewalk

Type of Facility Conventional

(conventional, expressway,

freeway):

Number of Structures: 1 (Retaining Wall)

Anticipated Categorical Exemption /

Environmental Exclusion

Determination/Document:

Legal Description Construct retaining wall
and extend sidewalk

. RECOMMENDATION/PROPOSAL

This project will provide accessibility for all pedestrian users, including disabled
persons, on this portion of sidewalk along State Route 13 (SR13). It is
recommended that this PSR-PR be approved using the preferred alternative,
programmed into the 2010 SHOPP, and proceed into the Plans, Specifications,
and Estimates (PS&E) phase. The current year (2010/2011) construction capital
cost is $558,000. The mid-construction year (2012/2013) construction capital
cost estimate at 5% per year escalation is $616,000. The total capital cost
estimate (including Right of Way and Construction costs) in mid-construction
year (2012/2013) is $673,500.



3. BACKGROUND

This project will provide accessible pedestrian infrastructure (sidewalk) on the
northbound portion of SR13, a two-lane split level state highway with a posted
speed limit of 35 mph separated by a concrete barrier. The area affected by the
rock outcropping is located between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road in the Cities
of Oakland and Berkeley, in Alameda County, which is adjacent to Bentley
Middle School. It is not part of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s
Rural and Single Interstate Routing System.

This project is being initiated due to community safety concerns. The existing
sidewalk adjacent to northbound SR13 is blocked by a rock outcropping.
Currently, pedestrians, including local residents and students from the nearby
school, are using the shoulder to bypass the affected area. Hence, eliminating the
full intended use of the shoulder. As an interim solution, channelizers were
installed on the edge of traveled way to delineate a temporary pedestrian
pathway. However, this does not satisfy Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements.

4. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT

Need:

There is a need to provide a fully accessible pedestrian infrastructure on SR13
(Tunnel Road), the segment between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road in the Cities
of Berkeley and Oakland, in Alameda County. There are concerns over the
safety of bicyclists and pedestrians (including disabled pedestrians) raised to
Caltrans by the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland and local residents regarding the
sidewalk segment that is blocked by the rock outcropping. Because of the
blockage, local residents and school children (from Bentley Middle School) are
using the shoulder to bypass the affected area.

Purpose:
The purpose of the project is to improve safety for the pedestrians and motorists

at PM 10.0 by removing the rock outcropping and upgrading the adjacent
sidewalk to meet ADA requirements.

5. DEFICIENCIES

The need to provide the accessible pedestrian infrastructure, which would
improve the safety to pedestrians and motorists is in response to the following
deficiencies:



(1) Existing pedestrian sidewalk — Because of the rock outcropping, local
residents and school children are using the shoulder, separated with
channelizers from the traveled way, to bypass the affected area.
Therefore, the sidewalk is not ADA compliant. In addition, the shoulder
is difficult to access for people in wheelchairs.

(2) TASAS Table data gives the following accident numbers and rates for a
three years period starting from April 1, 2007 to March 31, 2010.

Actual Number Actual Rates Average Rates
Total Fatal Injury Fatal F+I Total Fatal F+I Total
8 0 4 0.00 0.76 1.52 0.018 0.67 1.65
Type of Collision Percentage (%)
Broadside 12.5
Rear End 12.5
Hit Object 50.0
Auto-Pedestrian 12.5
Other 12.5

75% of the accidents occurred on the northbound and 25% occurred on
the southbound.

Although the actual total accident rate is below the average total accident
rate, the actual F+I rate is above the average F+I rate within the project
limits. Also, the majority of the accidents are occurring in the
northbound direction where this project is located. During field reviews,
it was noticed that some of the channelizers were damaged or knocked
down. By having an ADA compliant sidewalk, the potential pedestrian-
related accidents can be reduced, and the full width of the shoulder can be
restored and the channelizers will be removed permanently.

6. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION

This project work involves sidewalk/shoulder work as well as constructing a
retaining wall, which will run parallel to the back of the sidewalk. It does not have
any adverse effects upon any regional and systematic traffic planning for SR13.

There are 3 future ADA projects in the vicinity of this project. These projects will
improve ADA Pedestrian infrastructure from post mile limits 9.75 to 13.44.
Currently, these projects are in the Project Initiation Document (PID) phase and
scheduled to be completed in December 2011. There will also be a Capital
Maintenance (CAPM) project from post mile limits 10.0 to 13.2. Currently, this
project is in PS&E phase and scheduled to be Ready to List (RTL) in October 1,
2011.



EA Project ID Project Type County | Route Pos't Mﬂe Street Limits
Limits

ADA Pedestrian Hiller Drive to
04-2G660 | 400021103 Infrastructure ALA 13 9.75/11.11 Piedmont Avenue

ADA Pedestrian Piedmont Avenue to
04-2G460 | 400020859 Infrastructure ALA 13 11.11/12.32 Martin Luther King Jr. Way

ADA Pedestrian Martin Luther King Jr. Way to
04-2G480 | 400020860 Infrastructure ALA 13 12.32/13.44 7th Street
04-2R990 | 400000877 CAPM ALA | 13 | 100032 | HillerDriveto

San Pablo Avenue

7. ALTERNATIVES

7A. VIABLE ALTERNATIVES

Two alternatives were considered:

Alternative 1) Improving pedestrian access to comply with ADA

Alternative 2)

requirements.

Alternative 1 proposes to remove the existing rock
outcropping, construct an 80-foot long retaining wall with a
maximum height of 16-feet, and repair a 130-foot long
sidewalk area to meet design standards and ADA
requirements on northbound SR13 (Tunnel Road) at PM
10.0. Please see Attachment B (Typical cross-section and
layout) and Attachment I (Advance Planning Study) for

further details.

No-build.

7B. REJECTED ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 2 (No-build alternative) was rejected, as it does not satisfy the
needs of the project.

8. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION

This is a Category 5 project since the proposed work will have minimal social,
economic, and environmental impacts. Associated considerations/issues are
discussed below.




8A.

8B.

8C.

8D.

8E.

HAZARDOUS WASTE

Because the unpaved side slope along SR13 is elevated from the paved
roadway, it is likely free of significant contamination from auto emissions.
Therefore, in consultation with the Office of Environmental Engineering,
a site assessment is not warranted. There will be no need to include
special provisions dealing with the handling or disposal of lead-
contaminated soil.

VALUE ANALYSIS

A Value Analysis is not warranted for this project because the project cost
estimate does not exceed the $25 million threshold.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION

Any removed pavement and excavated material will be reused as backfill
or base in the project if the materials meet the criteria described in the
standard specification or approved special standard specifications.

RIGHT OF WAY

General — A Right of Way Data Sheet has been prepared based on scope
of work described. Estimated cost information is contained in the Right of
Way Data Sheet in Attachment C of this report. A permanent easement
and a temporary construction easement are required for this project.

Railroad — There is no railroad involvement in this project.

Utility — Verifications of utilities will be required. The need for potholing
will be ascertained following the verification process. Based on the
current project information, utility relocations are not anticipated.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The project is Categorically Exempt under Class (c) of the State CEQA
guidelines. The project is Categorically Excluded under NEPA. In
accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty act (MBTA), pre-construction
bird surveys will be required where the removal of trees and shrubs could
jeopardize bird nesting. Nesting season is generally from February 1% to
August 15", If there’s no removal or trimming of shrubs within the
nesting season, construction can proceed as planned. Please see
Attachment D.



8F.

8G.

8H.

9A.

9B.

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY

Because the project will not increase highway capacity or congestion, the
air quality in the area will not be affected.

TITLE VI CONSIDERATIONS

No Title VI related issues has been identified. It is anticipated that no
adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities are expected.

NOISE ABATEMENT DECISION REPORT SECTION
The ADA project will not increase highway capacity or congestion and

thus, will not increase noise levels within the area. Therefore, a noise
abatement decision report is not required.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN (TMP) FOR USE
DURING CONSTRUCTION

A Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be developed during the
PS&E phase to minimize the motorists’ delays during the construction
phase. In order to construct the proposed retaining wall, night time lane
closures to northbound SR13 (Tunnel Road) are needed. A combined
transit bus line (Transbay E Line and local 604) goes through SR13 from 6
AM to 6 PM. AC Transit will be consulted when developing the lane
closure charts/detour plans in the design phase. Preliminary TMP
elements, public information, and motorist information strategies, will be
incorporated into the project. Please see the attached TMP Data Sheet
(Attachment E).

GRAFFITI CONTROL

The Office of Landscape Architecture was consulted to minimize the
negative visual effects of the new proposed retaining wall. As a result,
Landscape Architecture is proposing a capped stack rock texture be
incorporated with the new retaining wall. This texture shall be also
applied to a 10-foot portion of the existing, smooth-faced wall and will be
applied as an architectural surface treatment. Please see the attached
layout (Attachment B).



9C. STORMWATER COMPLIANCE

This project will comply with the conditions of the Department Statewide
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. There
will be no permanent water quality impacts anticipated. A Water
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) will be required, but a 401 Permit is not
required. Please see the attached Storm Water Data Sheet (SWDR)
(Attachment F).

9D. HIGHWAY PLANTING

Caltrans policy for highway planting funded and maintained by the
Department on conventional highways, is limited to planting that provides:
safety improvements (headlight glare screening, delineation of the
roadway, fire suppression, and wind breaks), erosion control/storm water
pollution prevention, highway planting re-vegetation, and required
mitigation planting.

The proposed project will remove existing trees. Trees will be replaced at
the following ratio if planting setback requirements can be met, and if the
Locals or Property owners agree to maintain plantings after the initial 30-
day plant establishment period. Native tree species like Coast Live Oak
would be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. Non-native species, such as Monterey
Cypress, would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.

Trees removed on private Right of Way will either be replaced
(maintained after 30 days by the property owner), or if declined, the State
will provide reimbursement for tree loss.

9E. ADA COMPLIANCE

The pedestrian access within the work limits will be ADA compliant.

10. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Cities of Berkeley and Oakland, local neighborhood association and
residents raised concerns over the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians on the
affected area. In proceeding with this project, the District has obtained input
from the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland and local residents. Please see
Attachment J for an example of a local resident’s letter concerning the area.



11. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENT

The environmental document for this project is a Categorical Exclusion/
Categorical Exemption. Please see Attachment D.

12. FUNDING

12A. CAPITAL COST
Capital Cost Estimate for 2010 SHOPP

Fiscal Year Right of Way Capital Construction Capital
FY10/11 $558,000
FY11/12 $586,000
FY12/13 $57,500 $616,000

12B. CAPITAL SUPPORT ESTIMATE

PROJECT SUPPORT COMPONENTS

PA&ED Design Right of Way | Construction | Total
0 Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3P
Dist | DES | Dist | DES | Dist | DES | Dist | DES
Estimated PY's 1.0 | 075 | 0.75 0.6 | 06 37
Estimated PS $'s 1500 | 112.5 | 1125 900 | 90.0 555.0
Estimated PYE §'s
($1000's)
| Total $'s 0 0 [1s00 ] 11251125 ] 00 | 900 | 9.0 555.0
13. SCHEDULE
HQ Milestones Delivery Date
(Month, Year)

PSR/PR June 2011

Program into 2010 SHOPP August 2011

Structures PS&E September 2012

Project PS&E December 2012

Right of Way Certification February 2013

Ready to List February 2013

Approve Contract June 2013

Contract Acceptance December 2013

End Project December 2014




14. FHWA COORDINATION

15.

16.

17.

This project is eligible for federal-aid funding and is considered State-Authorized.
As per section 7 of chapter 2 of the Caltrans' Project Development Procedures
manual, under FHWA/CALTRANS Stewardship Agreement, FHWA review and
oversight is delegated to CALTRANS because SR13 is not part of the National

510-286-3890

510-622-3910
916-227-8682

510-286-5467

Highway System (NHS).

PROJECT PERSONNEL

Cristina Ferraz Project Manager

Wang-Tak Warwick Cheung Senior Transportation Engineer 510-622-0155
Richie Perez : Project Engineer

Minh Ha Senior Structural Engineer

Emily Tang Senior Transportation Engineer 510-286-4422
Betty Lee Associate and Materials Engineer  510-286-4825
Ping Tsai R/W Project Coordinator

PROJECT REVIEWS

Field Review Richie Perez and Warwick Cheung
District Maintenance _ Phillip Harsono

District Safety Review  Emily Tang

HQ Design Coordinator/Reviewer Gordon Brown

Project Manager Review Cristina Ferraz
District SHOPP Program Advisor Roland Au-Yeung
HQ SHOPP Program Advisor Janice Benton

ATTACHMENTS:

RS DOTEUAW R

Location Map
Layout and Typical Cross-section
Right of Way Data Sheet

Date
Date
Date
Date
Date
Date
Date

Categorical Exemption/Exclusion Determination Sheet

Transportation Management Plan (TMP) Data Sheet
Storm Water Data Report (SWDR)

Risk Management Plan

Preliminary Cost Estimate

Advance Planning Study (APS)

Community Involvement

Preliminary Geotechnical Report

Materials Recommendation

8/11/10

12/3/10

12/14/10
12/16/10
12/16/10
12/14/10
12/16/10



Attachment A
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Exhibit 01-01-04
Page 1 of 1

TO: Office of Advance Planning
Date b / i / 20| I

Dist 4 Co AlaRte 13

PM 10.0
Attention: Warwick W.T. Cheung EA 0G210K (04-00000317)
District Branch Chief
From: ENID LAU Construct Retaining Wall
Right of Way Resource Manager D.S. #5937

Subject: Current Estimated Right of Way Costs

We have completed an estimate of the right of way costs for the above referenced project based on maps
we received from you on May 23, 2011 and the following assumptions and limiting conditions.

[ 1 L The mapping did not provide sufficient detail to determine the limits of the right of way
required.
[ 1 2 The transportation facilities have not been sufficiently designed so our estimator could

determine the damages to any of the remainder parcels affected by the project.

[ 1 3. Additional right of way requirements are anticipated, but are not defined due to the
preliminary nature of the early design requirements.

[ 1 4 This estimate does not include $ right of way costs previously incurred on the
project, which may affect the total project right of way costs for programming purposes.

[ 1 5. We have determined there are no right of way functional involvements in the proposed
project at this time, as designed.

Right of Way Lead Time will require a minimum of [l 8 months after we begin receiving final right of
way requirements (PYPSCAN node No. 224), necessary environmental clearance has been obtained, and
freeway agreements have been approved. From the date of receipt of final right of way requirements
(PYPSCAN node No. 265), we will require a minimum of [& months prior to the date of certification
of the project. Shorter lead times will require either more right of way resourges or an increased number
of condemnation suits to be filed. Either of these actions may reflect adversely on the District’s other
programs or our public image generally.

Right of Way Resource Manager
Attachments:

[¢ Right of Way Data Sheet — Page One (always required)
[ Right of Way Data Sheet — All Pages (required when interest in real property is being

]
/ acquired)
]  Utility Information Sheet

[
[ 1 Railroad Information Sheet



Exhibit 01-01-01.
- EA: 0G210K (0400000317)
Page 1 of 5

RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

TO: Office of Advance Planning Date 6/3/11 DS. # 5937

Dist 04 Co Ala Rte 13 PM 10.0

ATTN: WARWICKW.T. CHEUNG EA  04-0G210K (0400000317)

Project Description: Construct Retaining Wall

SUBJECT: Right of Way Data — Alternate No.
1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Current Value Escalation Escalated Value
(Future Use) Rate
A. Acquisition, including Excess Lands,
Damages, and Goodwill. $ 5,000.00 % $ 5,000.00
Environmental Mitigation $ 40,000.00
Grantor’s Appraisal Cost $ 5,000.00
B. Utility Relocation (State Share) $ 5,000.00 % $ 5,000.00
C.  Relocation Assistance $ 0.00 % $ 0.00
D.  Clearance/Demolition $ 0.00 % $ 0.00
E. Title and Escrow Fees $ 0.00 % $ 2,500.00
F. TOTAL ESCALATED VALUE $ 57,500.00
G.  Construction Contract Work $ 0.00

2. Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification

3. Parcel Data:
Type Dual/Appr Utilities RR Involvements
X U4-1 None X
A 1 -2 C&M Agrmt
B -3 Svc Contract
C -4 Design
D us-7 2 Const.
E XXXX -8 Lic/RE/Clauses
F XXXX -9
Misc R/W Work
RAP Displ 0
Clear Demo 0
Total 1 Const. Permits 0
Condemnation 0
Areas: Right of Way No. Excess Parcels Excess

Enter PMCS Screens 43 / b 1 200l by PT.
Enter AGRE Screen (Railroad data only) / / by




10.

11.

12.

13.

Exhibit 01-01-01
- EA: 0G210K (0400000317)
Page 2 of 5

Are there any major items of construction contract work?
Yes [ No [X (If yes, explain)

Provide a general description of the right of way and excess lands required (zoning, use, major
improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.). No right of way required

A permanent drainage easement and a temporary construction easement are required from one
property for this project. No improvements are affected.

Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes [] Not Significant[] No [X (If yes, explain)

Are utility facilities or rights of way affected? Yes [X No [
(If yes, attach Utility Information Sheet Exhibit 01-01-05)

Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected? Yes [ No X
(If yes, attach Railroad Information Sheet Exhibit 01-01-06)

Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material found?
Yes [] None evident X (If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural
Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)

Are RAP displacements required? Yes [ No [X
(If yes, provide the following information)

No. of single family No. of business/non profit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
Based on Draft/Final Relocation Impact Statement/Study dated ,itis

anticipated that sufficient replacement housing (will/will not) be available without Last Resort
Housing.

Are there material borrow and/or disposal sites required? Yes [ No X
(If yes, explain)

Are there potential relinquishments and/or abandonments?Yes [ ] No X
(If yes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites? Yes [] No [X



14.

15.

16.

Exhibit 01-01-01
- EA: 0G210K (0400000317)
Page 3 of 5
(If yes, explain)
Are there Environmental Mitigation costs? Yes [X No O
(If yes, explain)
Per memo from Warwick W.T. Cheung 5/23/11, $40K for mitigation of tree removal.
Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements. (Discuss if District

proposes less that PMCS lead time and/or if significant pressures for project advancement are
anticipated.)

PYPSCAN lead time (from Regular R/W to project certification) / g months

Is it anticipated that all Right of Way work be performed by CALTRANS staff?
Yes [X No [ (If no, discuss)



Exhibit 01-01-01
- EA: 0G210K (0400000317)
Page 4 of 5

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

e This data sheet was completed without a hazardous waste/materials report.
e Acquisition information on this data sheet was based on maps provided by Emily Tang on
4/27/10 and further information provided by Richie Perez, PE on 6/15/10.

Evaluation Prepared By: Renata Frey

Right of Way:  Name L 9 '.»,m\\ [ ~ [i QaQ Date v / o / [\
—_— « \
Railroad: Name %/C- = Date 2/l
9 7
Utilities: Name Vi —=rgrWHen i Date é 2-1)

'\/! /]
‘/ ” Recommende for Approval:

/(k/v\

Right of Way Capital Cost Coordinator

| have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet and all supporting information. It is my opinion
that the probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet complete and

current.
Chief¢R/W Appraisal Services
e/9 /1
Date
ce: Program Manager

Project Manager



Exhibit 01-01-01
- EA: 0G210K (0400000317)

Page 5 of 5
UTILITY INFORMATION SHEET
1. Utility Owners located within project limits:
PG&E, AT&T
2. Facilities potentially impacted by project (if known, include Owner(s) and facility type(s)):
3. Anticipated Workload:
X Utility Verification required
Positive Identification
Utility Relocation
Other (Specify)
4. Additional information concerning anticipated utility involvements (include limiting
conditions and a narrative addressing likelihood that conflicts will occur);
Involves possible relocation of electric transmission facilities
(If X’d, Data sheet should be forwarded to environmental)
5. PMCS input information
U4-1 Owner Expense Involvements U5-7 2 Verifications-without involvements
U4-2 State Expense Involvements Us-8 Verifications-50% involvements
(Conventional, No Fed Aid) uUs-9 Verifications resulting in involvements
U4-3 State Expense Involvements
(Freeway, No Fed Aid)
U4-4 State Expense Involvements

(Conventional or Freeway, No Fed Aid)
NOTE: The sum of the U-4’s must equal the sum of %2 of the U5-8’s and all of the U5-9’s.
ESTIMATED STATE SHARE OF COSTS $5,000.00

Prepared by: Dan Asprogerakas
]

Al

7 N I
(

/a ['/,’

Right of Way Utility Date
Coordinator



Attachment D

Categorical Exemption /
Exclusion Determination Sheet



CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION/ CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION FORM - -

04-ALA-13 ~ 0.0 0G2100
Dist.-Co.-Rte. (or Local Agency) P.M/P.M. " E.A. (State project) Federal-Aid Project No. (Local project)/ Proj. No.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

(Briefly describe project, purpose, location, limits, right—of way requirements, and activities involved.)

This project proposes to upgrade the shoulder and sidewalk area by removing the existing Iandshde
constructing a retaining wall with sidewalk next to the shoulder on northbound Route 13 (Tunnel Road)
between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road in the City of Oakland, Alameda County.

CEQA COMPLIANCE (for State Projects only)

Based on an examination of this proposal, supporting information, and the following statements (See 14 CCR 15300 et seq.):

« If this project falls within exempt class 3, 4, 5, 6 or 11, it does not impact an environmental resource of hazardous or critical
concern where designated, precisely mapped and officially adopted pursuant to law.

» There will not be a significant cumuiative effect by this project and successive projects of the same type in the same place, over
time.

« There is not a reasonable possibility that the project will have a 5|gn|ﬁcant effect on the environment due fo unusual
circumstances. )

» This project does not damage a scenic resource within an officially desighated state scenic highway.

s This project is not iocated on a site inciuded on any list compiled pursuaql\t to Govt. Code § 65962.5 (“Cortese List”).

» This project does not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

CALTRANS CEQA DETERMINATION
D Exempt by Statute. (PRC 21080[b]J; 14 CCR 15260 et seq )

. Categorically Exempt Class (c). (PRC 21084; 14 CCR 15300 et seq. )

D Categorically Exempt. General Rule exemption. [This project does not fall within an exempt class, but it can be seen with
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a significant effect on the environment (CCR 15081[b][3])

r+ Gregory C. McConnell Roland Au-Yeung

S

" Print Name: Environmental Branch,Chief Print Name: Project Manager/DLA Engineer
i@iﬂu&;@‘ﬂ'—%lm dH : / 26/09
Signature ' ate Sigrfatute 1 \\ f Date

NEPA COMPLIANCE

In accordance with 23 CFR 771.117, and based on an examination of this proposal and supporting information, the State has

determined that this project:

« does not individually or cumulatively have a significant impact on the environment as defined by NEPA and is excluded from the
requirements to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and

» has considered unusual circumstances pursuant to 23 CFR 771.117(b) '
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/23¢fr771.htm - sec.771.117).

In non-attainment or maintenance areas for Federal air quality standards, the project is either exempt from all conformity
requirements, or conformity analysis has been completed pursuant to 42 USC 7506(c) and 40 CFR 93.

CALTRANS NEPA DETERMINATION

E Section 6004: The State has been assigned, and hereby certifies that it has carried out, the responsibility to make this
determination pursuant to Chapter 3 of Title 23, United States Code, Section 326 and a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
dated June 7, 2007, executed between the FHWA and the State. The State has determined that the project is a Categorical
Exclusion under:

s 23 CFR 771.117(c): activity (c)}(_3)
e 23 CFR 771.117(d): activity (d)(__)
s Activity __listed in the MOU between FHWA and the State

D Section 6005: Based on an examination of this proposal and supporting information, the State has determined that the project
is a CE under Section 6005 of 23 U.S.C. 327.

fﬁGregory C. McConnell Roland Au-Yeung
Prmt:mwmef Print Name: Project Manager/DLA Engineer
7 zx/ 69 At 7/,%4’/06’
Sighature Sigfature v Date

Page 1 of 2



CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION/CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION FORM -~ - -
Continuation Sheet :

BRIDGE RAILING REPLACEMNT
04-ALA-13-PM 9.9/10.0
EA 0G2100

Biology: i ' - -
In accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), pre construction bird surveys will be required where the removal of trees
and shrubs could jeopardize bird nesting. Nesting season is generally from February 1% to August 15™. if there is no removal or

trimming of shrubs within the nesting season, construction can proceed as planned.

Page 2 of 2



Attachment E

Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) Data Sheet



TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN DATA SHEET
(Preliminary TMP Elements and Costs)

Co/Rte/PM ALA-13-PM 9.9/10.1 EA 0G210K Project Engineer Richie Perez

Project Limit On Rte. 13 Between Hiller Drive & Vicente Road in Oakland

Project Description  Upgrade Pedestrian Access and Construct Retaining Wall

" 1) Public Information

[:I a. Brochures and Mailers ' $
l:] b. Press Release

[ ] c. Paid Advertising $
|___| d. Public Information Center/Kiosk $

,:I e. Public Meeting/Speakers Bureau
D f. Telephone Hotline
D g. Internet, E-mail

|—_—| h. Notification to impacted groups
(i.e. bicycle users, pedestrians with disabilities, others...)

X i. Others $ 2,000

2) Traveler Information Strategies

|:| a. Changeable Message Signs (Fixed) $
|X] b. Changeable Message Signs (Portable) $4,000
IZI c. Ground Mounted Signs $5,000
|:| d. Highway Advisory Radio $

|:| e. Caltrans Highway Information Network (CHIN)
I:I f. Detour maps (i.e. bicycle, vehicle, pedestrian...etc)
|:| g. Revised Transit Schedules/maps

|:| h. Bicycle community information

|:| 1. Others

3) Incident Management
a. Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement

Program (COZEEP) $4,000
I___| b. Freeway Service Patrol $
D c. Traffic Management Team
D d. Helicopter Surveillance $
[:l e. Traffic Surveillance Stations
(Loop Detector and CCTV) $

I—_:I f. Others $




[

- TMP Data Sheet (cont.)

4) Construction Strategies

IE a. Lane Closure Chart

|:| b. Reversible Lanes

I:I c. Total Facility Closure

|:| d. Contra Flow

I___I e. Truck Traffic Restrictions

I:I f. Reduced Speed Zone

I:l g. Connector and Ramp Closures
D h. Incentive and Disincentive
I:I i. Moveable Barrier

[]

Xl k. Others  Use of K-Rails

5) Demand Management

D a. HOV Lanes/Ramps (New or Convert)
D b. Park and Ride Lots

|:| c. Rideshare Incentives

D d. Variable Work Hours

|:| e. Telecommute

|:| f. Ramp Metering (Temporary Installation)
I:‘ g. Ramp Metering (Modify Existing)

[ ]h. Others

6) Alternate Route Strategies

I:‘ a. Add Capacity to Freeway Connector

D b. Street Improvement (widening, traffic signal... etc)
|:| c. Traffic Control Officers

D d. Parking Restrictions

I:‘ e. Others

7) Other Strategies

|:| a. Application of New Technology
D e. Others

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF TMP ELEMENTS =

PREPARED BY

A. D. Shah

APPROVAL RECOMMENDED BY  Shein Lin

$ 15,000

DATE 03-18-11

DATE 03-18-11




State of California - Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum
To: BARRYLOO Date: March 10, 2011
District 4 Traffic Manager

From:

Subject:

A)

B)

WARWICK W.T. CI-IEUNGM m%.

Branch Chief
Office of Advance Planning — PSR 1

REQUEST FOR TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN DATA SHEET

Proj < 3/31/11 (P,

PROJECT MANAGER (Name) (Calnet#)
Christina Ferraz 510-286-3890
PROJECT ENGINEER (Name) (Calnet#)
Richie Perez 510-622-1740

DIST-EA: 04-0G210K

PROGRAM (HB1, HE11, etc.): HB 7 (ADA Facilities)
Project ID: 0400000317 K

PROJECT COMMON NAME

| Upgrade Sidewalk and Construct Retaining Wall
CO-RTE-PM (KP):

ALA-13 PM 9.9/10.1

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: IN ALAMEDA COUNTY IN OAKLAND ROUTE 13 BETWEEN
HILLER DRIVE AND VICENTE ROAD

DETAILED WORK DESCRIPTION:
CONSTRUCT RETAINING WALL AND UPGRADE PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE:
$ 420,000

PROJECT PHASE: PSR/PR X PRO PS&E T %

Traffic Impact Description

The Project includes the following:
(Check applicable type of facility closures)
X Highway or freeway lanes
X Highway or freeway shoulders
Freeway connectors
Freeway off-ramps
Freeway on-ramps
X Local streets

-Mobilization (Setting up of K-Rail) 1 week
-Clearing and Grubbing 1 week
-Excavation/Disposal 1 week



Page 2

-Backfill/sidewalk/Hydraulics 2 weeks
-Demobilization/landscape/striping 1 week
Total days requiring traffic control 45 days
C. Project staging description and # of working days required per stage:
Stage Description # of working days per stage
1. TBD -
2.
3.
4,
D. ave you considered any construction strategies that can restore existing number of lanes?
2 Temporary Roadway Widening Structure Involvement?

Yes No_X if *“yes”, notify Project Manager
Lane Restriping (Temporary narrow lane widths)

Roadway Realignment (Detour around work area)

Median and/or Right Shoulder Utilization

Use of HOV lane as a Temporary Mixed Flow Lane

Staging alternatives (Explain below)

ODDoDooOoo

Notes:

Assuming construction of retaining wall can be done behind K-rail.

Attachments
Location Map

Layout
Typical Cross Section

Richie Perez 510-622-1740

Project Design Engineer Contact Phone Number

Warwick W.T.
Senior Engineer




Attachment F

Storm Water Data Report
(SWDR)



Short Form - Storm Water Data Report

Dist-County-Route: 04 - ALA-13

Post Mile Limits:PM 9.9/10.1

Project Type: Upgrade Sidewalk to ADA Standards

&Im EA: 0G210K

RU: 04-218
Program Identification: 201.378

Phase: XIPID [ JPA/ED [ JPS&E

Regional Water Quality Control Board(s): San Francisco Bay Region # 2

1. Is the project required to consider incorporating Treatment BMPs? [lyes [XINo
2. Does the project disturb more than 0.25 acres of soil? [dyes  XINo
3. Is the project part of a Common Plan of Development? Clyes  [XNo
4. Does the project potentially create permanent water quality impacts? [Yes XINo
5. Does the project require a notification of ADL reuse? [Yes XINo

If the answer to any of the preceding questions is “Yes”, prepare a Long Form - Storm Water Data Report.

Estimated Construction Start Date: 5/1/2012 Construction Completion Date: ~ 11/1/2012

Separate Dewatering Permit (if Yes, permit number) [ |Yes Permit #: XINo

This Short Form - Storm Water Data Report has been prepared under the direction of the following Licensed
Person. The Licensed Person attests to the technical information contained herein and the data upon which

recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based. Professional Engineer or Landscape Architect stamp
required at PS&E.

/ . .\ A' /\ Y JiN
Richie Perez, Registered Project Engineer/Landscape Architect Date

I have reviewed the storm water quality design issues and find this report to be
complete, current, and accurate: .

STAMP ; / g v}/ )7
[Required for PS&E only] 7/? ‘ /) Z //\ ’ / 2erp
7 N \

7 A\

F ol Norman Gonsalves, Distri,ét/Regional SW Coordinator or Designee Date




Short Form - Storm Water Data Report

oy

Project Description

This project is located on along State Route 13 in the county of Alameda at post Mile 10.
This proposed slope stabilization project will construct a new retaining wall to stabilize
slope and reinstall the pedestrian sidewalk by removing the existing landslide.

The proposed work has 0.0183 acre of disturbed soil area (DSA). The DSA was
calculated by adding the entire excavation area 80-foot long wall by 10-foot cutting slope
back.

There will be no new impervious area added or any reworked pavement, thus no
permanent water quality impacts are anticipated.

There are no known local agency requirements or concerns related to this project. The
project is located in a Mediterranean climate region characterized by warm summers and
mild wet winters, and the defined rainy season is between October 15 and April 15.

This project is within jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay - Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB, Region 2).

This project is within undefined Hydrologic Sub-Area with HAS 230.30 and Hydrologic
Area is Berkeley, watershed Area is 22621 Acres and average Annual Rainfall is 18.1
inches.

The ultimate receiving water body from project site is San Francisco Bay, central Which
is a 303d listed water body with pollutants of concerns as Chlordane, DDT, Diedrin,
Dioxin Compounds, exotic Species, Furan Compound. It is also listed for TMDL which
is Mercury.

A 401 permit will not be required for the project.

Construction Site BMPs

This project will require a Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP). Water Pollution
Control (WPC) Standard Special Provision (SSP) 07-340 will be incorporated into the
contract special provisions. Potential water quality impacts will be prevented to the
Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) through proper implementation of Construction
site BMPs.

For this project 3.25% and 0.6% of the construction costs will be allocated to Water
Pollution Control and Erosion Control, respectively

REQUIRED ATTACHEMENTS

Vicinity Map

Evaluation Documentation Form



PROJECT LOCATION

TLOCATION _|

LOCATION MAP

Construct Retaining Wall

EA 0G2100

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AGENCY
DEPARTHENT OF TRANSPORT

SRR~ AETED S T3 SR N R L T S S e LS

PM




Evaluation Documentation Form

See Figure 4-1, Project Evaluation Process for Consideration of Permanent Treatment BMPS

DATE: 05/08/2010
EA: 0G210K

NO. CRITERIA YES NO SUPPLEMEr"lE'{'Il;II.-LN:_ﬁg:‘IIATION FOR
1. Begin Project Evaluation Goto 2
regarding requirement for X
consideration of Treatment BMPs
2. | Is this an emergency project? ] 5 :; ;?)S,C ?)Otggug o
, con s
3. Have TMDLs OR OTHER If Yes, contact the District/Regional
Pollution Control Requirements NPDES coordinator to discuss the
been established for surface Department’s obligations under the TMDL
waters within the project limits? n < (Rh‘e/(\]psiarl‘iacrﬁm ogg’?cl)h;t(i)ogr?(r;t;ol
u ]
determined by the NPDES Coordinator).
(Dist./Reg. SW Coordinator initials)
If No, continue to 4.
4. Is the project within an urban n X If Yes, continue to 5.
MS47? If No, go to 11.
5. | Is the project directly or indirectly If Yes, continue to 6.
discharging to surface waters? X L] If No, go to 11.
6. Is this a new facility or major If Yes, continue to 8.
reconstruction? [l X If No, go to 7.
7. | Will there be a change in If Yes, continue to 8.
line/grade or hydraulic capacity? ] X If No, go to 11.
8. Is the Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) If Yes, continue to 10.
::r:eated by th'et pgo{;act greate:j If No, go to 9.
an or equal to 3.0 acres or does .
the project result in a net increase [ X Lot DEA uontty
of one acre or more of new
impervious surface?
9. Is the project part of a Common n ¢ If Yes, continue to 10.
Plan of Development? If No, go to 11.
10. | Project is required to consider See Sections 2.4 and either Section 5.5 or 6.5 for
approved Treatment BMPs. ] BMP Evaluation and Selection Process. Complete
Checklist T-1 in this Appendix E.
11. | Project is not required to consider
Treatment BMPs.
15T/ (Dist /Reg. SW Coord, Initials) < N S
By e g ‘ A Document for Project Files by completing this form,
L1 (Project Engineer Initials) and attaching it to the SWDR.
0% [\ /20 ®ate)

See Figure 4-1, Project Evaluation Process for Consideration of Permanent Treatment BMPs




Attachment G

Risk Management Plan
(RMP)



Project Risk Register

DIST EA 04 0G21 OK Project Name: Construct Retaining Wall Project Manager: Cristina Ferraz Date Created: Last Updated:
Co-Rte-PM: ALA-13-PM10.0 Telephone: (510) 286-3890 07/22/10 06/10/11
= Threat / Date Risk . P . L . . . 3 . Response Actions w/ Status Date and Review
g ID # Status Opport-unity Category Identified Risk Description Root Causes Primary Objective Overall Risk Rating Risk Owner Risk Trigger Strategy Pros & Coris WBS Item Commonts
—bl - e — - e —— -  — N—— ~ - — () - L o —
Probablility s .
1=Very Low (1-9%) Ping Tsai
(10 2005467 e oo of
1| 04-0G210K-01 Active EXT 07/22/10 Securing Right of Way SCOPE ACCEPT PROJECT RIGHT OF
WAY CERTIFICATION
Impact
1 =Very Low
¥ e ‘E)‘ Ty tt TS 3 P 5 B ST 4 P B R R UGS T 3 e =8 T | . =
Probablility -
>~Low (10-19%) Richie Perez
Increase in material cost due (Rleyeea 1A 230 PREPARE DRAFT
2 | 04-0G210K-02 Active EXT 07/22/10 to maiket fordes COST MITIGATE PS&E
Richie Perez .ca.gov
o == == e = = = P e e .y = == = et T == :a o T e A =3 = = m
Z—LowPrOba I(I% 19%) Kamran Abolfazlian
= = 0
Construction or pile driving (610) 450-2409 2;%533:;&%(:3\%\‘
3| 04-0G210K-03 Active EXT 07/22/10 noise and vibration impacting TIME AVOID GENERAL CONTRACT
adjacent residents (510) 385-6881 ADMINISTRATION
mran
Abolfazlian@dot.ca.gov
S == = = = i e = = = = ——————— 8 = Ve
Ping Tsai
(510) 286-5467 225 OBTAIN RIGHT OF
. . . Right of Way Data Sheet WAY INTERESTS FOR
4 | 04-0G210K-04 Active R/W 07/22/10 underestimated COST MITIGATE PROJECT RIGHT OF
WAY CERTIFICATION
Impact Ping Tsai .ca.gov
2 =Low
-3 T = = o~ = = Fr A = = .=
1=Vel:yrcl)-t:)a“!’)h|l;); %) Kamran Abolfazlian
(510) 450-2409 270 CONSTRUCTION
. Unanticipated escalation in ENGINEERING AND
5| 04-0G210K-05 Active CON 07/22/10 constriiction cost COST MITIGATE GENERAL CONTRACT
(510) 385-6881 ADMINISTRATION
Impact Kamran
1 =Very Low Abolfazlian@dot.ca.qov
- ——— e — — = e — - =
robablility . .
2=Low (10-19%) FingTsal
(510) 286-5467 225 OBTAIN RIGHT OF
. Unanticipated escalation in WAY INTERESTS FOR
6 | 04-0G210K-06 Active RW 07/22/10 right of way values COST MITIGATE PROJECT RIGHT OF
(510) 715-9677 WAY CERTIFICATION
Ping Tsai t.ca.gov
T=Very Low (1-9%) Cristina Ferraz
(510) 286-3890 270 CONSTRUCTION
g " Funding changes for fiscal ENGINEERING AND
7 | 04-0G210K-07 Active ORG 07/22/10 year COST ACCEPT GENERAL CONTRACT
(510) 715-9677 ADMINISTRATION
T =Very L Cristina Ferraz@dot.ca.gov
=Very Low

6/10/2011
04-0G210K RMP xls
12



Project Risk Register

Project Name:

Construct Retaining Wall

Project Manager:

Cristina Ferra

DIST EA 04 0G21 OK z - Date Created: Last Updated:
Co-Rte-PM: ALA-13-PM10.0 Telephone: (510) 286-3890 07/22/10 06/10/11
S Ay e T i 2 NS
= Threat / Date Risk . L. . _ . . s i . . . Response Actions w/ | Adju Status Date and Review
g ID # Status Opport-unity Category |dentified Risk Description Root Causes Primary Objective Overall Risk Rating b s s Risk Owner Risk Trigger Strategy Pros & Cons ‘T‘@L : T WBS Item Corfifants
= ST SRR ) LN
_(a) (b) (c) (d) —(e) {f (a) (h) i (i) (k) [()] (m) (n) (o) (p) (a)
— - = - ~ - - - =Lt — - - — — - -
Probablility :
3=Med (20-39%) Minh Ha
(916) 227-8682 270 CONSTRUCTION
. Rock stairs become unstable ENGINEERING AND
8 | 04-0G210K-08 Active CON 01/18/11 need to be replaced COST MITIGATE GENERAL CONTRACT
ADMINISTRATION
Impact i
Minh Ha@dot.ca.gov
2 =Low
robablility ; :
>=Low (10-19%) Shein C Lin
Staging i t to local (310):286-4710 230 PREPARE DRAFT
9| 04-0G6210k-09 | Active CON 04/18/11 =180ing Impac totecs TIME MITIGATE
residents during lane closure. PS&E
fnpett hein C Lin@dot
2 =Low
Probablility
10
Impact
Probablility
1
Impact
Probablility
12
Impact
A SRR — E SET— - E‘-‘
Probabilility
13
Impact
— mi = RS
Probablility
14
Impact
= - = re—— = -
6/10/2011

04-0G210K RMP .xls
2/2



Attachment H

Preliminary Cost Estimate



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

District-County-Route  04-AL.A-13
PM 10.0
EA 04-0G210K
Project ID 0400000317 K
Program Code  SHOPP 201.378

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Limits In Alameda County in the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland on Northbound Route 13 Between
Hiller Drive and Vicente Road.

Proposed Improvement (Scope) Construct ADA Pedestrian Infrastructure

Alternate Improving pedestrian access to comply with ADA requirements.

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $ 280000.00
TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $ 278000.00
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $ 558000.00
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $ 57500.00
TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $ 615500.00

Reviewed by District Program Manager

Approved by Project Manager

p
7 (Sigoature) \

(o
Phone No.  (510) 286-3890

Page No. 1 of 7




I. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 Earthwork

Quantity
238

Roadway Excavation

District-County-Route

Imported Borrow

Clearing & Grubbing

Develop Water Supply

Top Soil Reapplication

Stepped Slopes and Slope
Rounding (Contour Grading)

Remove Concrete

11

Section 2 Pavement Structural Section

Quantity

PCC Pavement (___ Depth)

PCC Pavement (___ Depth)

Hot Mix Ashpalt (Type A)

29

Lean Concrete Base

Cement-Treated Base

Aggregate Base (Class 3)

15

Treated Permeable Base

Aggregate Sub base

Pavement Reinforcing Fabric

Minor Concrete (Minor
Construction)

11

Edge Drains

Section 3 Drainage

Large Drainage Facilities

Storm Drains

Pumping Plants

Project Drainage
(X-Drains, overside, etc.)

PM
EA
Project ID
Unit Unit Price Item Cost
CY $ 65 $ 15470
$ $
LS $ 15000 $ 15000
$ $
$ $
$ $
CYy $ 525 $ 5775
Subtotal Earthwork
Unit Unit Price Item Cost
$ $
$ $
TON $ 300 $ 8700
$ $
$ $
CY $ 125 $ 1875
$ $
$ $
$ $
CY $ 1500 $ 16500
$ $
Subtotal Pavement Structural Section
Unit Unit Price Ttem Cost
$ $
$ $
$ $
LS $ 20000 $ 20000
Subtotal Drainage

$

$

$

04-ALA-13

10.0

04-0G210K

0400000317 K

Section Cost

36245

Section Cost

27075

Section Cost

20000

Page No. 2 of 7




Section 4: Specialty Items

anti Unit
Retaining Walls

Noise Barriers

Barriers and Guardrails

Equipment/Animal Passes

Water Pollution Control 1 LS

Hazardous Waste Investigation
and/or Mitigation Work

Temporary K-Rail 220 LF

Temporary Crash Cushion 1 EA

Environmental Compliance

Resident Engineer Office Space

Gate/Fence 1 LS

Section 5: Traffic Items

uanti Unit
Lighting

Traffic Delineation Items

Traffic Signals

Overhead Sign Structures

Roadside Signs

Traffic Control Systems 1 LS

Transportation Management
Plan 1 LS

Temporary Detection System
Staging

Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe 80 LF

Remove Channelizer 18 EA

Remove Traffic Stripe 80 LF

Remove Pavement Marker

District-County-Route

PM
EA
Project ID
Unit Price Item Cost
$
$
$
$
18135 $ 18135
$
24 $ 5280
5000 $ 5000
$
$
20000 $ 20000
Subtotal Specialty Items
Unit Price Item Cost
$
$
$
$
$
20000 $ 20000
15000 $ 15000
$
4 $ 320
20 $ 360
5 $ 400
$
Subtotal Traffic Items

$

$

04-ALA-13

10.0

04-0G210K

0400000317 K

Section Cost

48415

Section Cost

36080

Page No. 3 of 7




Section 6 Planting and Irrigation

Highway Planting

Unit

Replacement Planting 1

LS

Irrigation Modification

L &s

Relocate Existing Irrigation
Facilities

Irrigation Crossovers

o A

Section 7: Roadside Management and Safety Section

tit
Vegetation Control Treatments

District-County-Route  04-ALLA-13

Unit Price

PM 10.0

EA 04-0G210K

Project ID 0400000317 K

Item Cost Section Cost

4000

4000

@

& 9

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation Section  $ 4000

Unit

Gore Area Pavement

Pavement beyond the gore area

Miscellaneous Paving

Erosion Control 1

LS

Slope Protection

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes

Maintenance Vehicle Pull outs

PP PO P PP

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

5]

Roadside Facilities (Vista
Points, Transit, Park and Ride,

$

Relocating roadside
facilities/features

$

Unit Price

Item Cost Section Cost

3348

3348

€ N N P H PP

R4

$

$

Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section  § 3348

TOTAL SECTIONS: 1thru7 § 175163
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District-County-Route  04-ALA-13
PM 10.0
EA 04-0G210K
Project ID 0400000317 K
Section 8: Minor Items
$ 175163 X 10 % = § 17516
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 7)
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS  § 17516
Section 9: Roadway Mobilization
$ 192679 X 10 % = §$ 19268
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8)
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION § 19268
Section 10 Roadway Additions
Supplemental Work
$ 192679 X 10 % = $ 19268
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru §)
Contingencies
$ 192679 X 25 % = $__48170
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8)
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS § 67438
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS § 279385
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 10)
USE $ 280000
Estimate Prepared By Richie P. Perez Phone# (510) 622-1740 Date 6/30/2011
(Print Name)
Estimate Checked By Warwick W.T. Cheung Phone#  (510) 622-0155 Date 6/30/2011

(Print Name)
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II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name
Structure Type
Width (out to out) - (ft)
Span Lengths - (ft)
Total Area - (ft2)
Footing Type (pile/spread)
Cost Per fi2
(incl. 10% mobilization
and 25% contingency)
Total Cost for Structure

Railroad Related Costs:

Structure
1

Structure

(2

Soldier Pile

80

16 & Varies

1088

Pile

$ 255

$ 278000

District-County-Route
PM

EA

Project ID

Structure

3)

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS
(Sum of Total Cost for Structures)

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

(Sum of Structures Items plus Railroad Items)

04-ALA-13

10.0

04-0G210K

0400000317 K

$ 278000

$ 278000

COMMENTS: Upon comparison to the contract cost database, the following item unit costs were increased:

1) 30" Drilled Hole (from $60 to $75), 2) Steel Soldier Pile (HP 14 X 102) (from $72 to $100),

3) Timber Lagging (from $2800 to $3000), 4) Structural Concrete (Retaining Wall) (from $700 to $800), and

5) Bar Reinforcing Steel (Retaining Wall) (from $1.00 to $1.25)

In addition, disregarded the TRO (because the project costs are less than $5 million) and used a 10% Mobilization.

Estimate Prepared By Peter Soin
(Print Name)
Estimate Adjusted By Richie P. Perez

(Print Name)
NOTE: If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup.

Phone #  (916) 227-7331

Phone#  (510) 622-1740

Date 3/29/2011

Date 6/30/2011
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District-County-Route  04-ALA-13
PM 10.0
EA 04-0G210K
Project ID 0400000317 K

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS ESCALATED VALUE

A. Acquisition, including excess lands, damages to remainder(s) and Goodwill $ 5000
Environmental Mitigation 40000
Project Permit Fees $
Grantor's Appraisal Cost $ 5000

B. Utility Relocation (State share) $ 5000

C. Relocation Assistance $

D. Clearance/Demolition $

E. Title and Escrow Fees $ 2500

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS  § 57500

(Escalated Value)

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification Feb-13

(Date to which Values are Escalated)

F. Construction Contract Work

Brief Description of Work:

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work * $ 0

* This dollar amount is to be included in the Roadway and/or Structures Items of Work, as appropriate.

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By Renata Frey Phone# (510)286-5393 Date 6/2/2011
(Print Name)

NOTE: If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup.
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Attachment 1

Advance Planning Study
(APS)



To:

From:

Subject:

State of California
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIC_)_N

Memorandum

Richie Perez, PE Chief
Division of Transportation Planning and local Assistance

DISTRICT 4

£ L
Minh M. Ha

Branch Chief, Bridge Design Branch 4
Office of Bridge Design West

Division of Engineering Services MS 9-3/3G

Advance Planning Study Transmittal - supplemental

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Flex your power!

Be energy efficient!

pate: March 30, 2011

File: 04-ALA-13-PM 9.9/10.1

EA 04-0G210K
ADA Program

Attached please find the supplemental Advance Planning Study for the above referenced
project. The original Advanced Planning Study had a modified Type 7 retaining wall
proposed with an estimated cost of $163,000 in May 2010. The soldier pile wall shown on
the supplemental APS is proposed to minimize the amount of excavation at the project site,
which should be substantially less than the amount of excavation required for the modified
Type 7 retaining wall.

The estimated construction cost, including 10% time-related overhead, 10% mobilization
and 25% contingencies, is as follows:

Structure Name

Br. No.

Estimated Cost

NB Rte 13 Soldier Pile Wall

N/A

$245,000

The following tables summarize the projected total structure cost based on an estimated
escalation rate:

Replacement Alternative

Year Escalated Cost
2012 $251,000
2013 $259,000
2014 $269,000
2015 $279,000
2016 $287,000

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”




Richie Perez - District 4
March 30, 2011 -
Page 2

The escalated structure cost is provided for informational purposes only and does not
replace annual cost updates as required by Department policy.

If you have any questions or if you need additional information regarding this study, please
contact Peter Soin at (916) 227-7331.

Attachments: Supplemental APS Plansheet
c:  Ofelia Alcantara, Bridge Design Office Chief MS 9-4/11G

Majid Madani, Technical Liaison Engineer MS 9-3/1G
MMomenzaddeh, Geotechnical Services MS 5

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



DIVISION OF STRUCTURES

- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

80’ measured along "RWLOL"

Soldier Pile Retaining Wall

Existing Conc
Retaining Wall

Cable Railing (Mod) M

-5 "RwLoOL"

DIST] COUNTY ROUTE

POST MILE

4 ALA 13

9.9/10.1

To get to the Caltrans web site,
go to: http://wu.dot.ca.gov

C Rte 13'&’

(Black Vinyl-Clad) = el MW BENRE Rh ‘
80'-0" Limits of Cable Railing| ack Viny a ' i Proposed Existing N/B Traffic |
10+00.00 "RWLOL" Reconstruct, 4‘
BEGIN RET. WALL —] Sidewalk
Top of wall 10+80.00 "RWLOL"
Approx OG at face END RET. WALL
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- i TN Concrete
7T M b NN o RNY Fascia
-l A9 AEEEREAN L Gutt v N | - Approx location of
T T R Iy e e i b - g / existing slide
4 ) Wty O\ | ST S e T T m e S e e S = = = !
EXISTING ROCK WALL 9/ 9 W O e I N T e o o o o ' N S .
TO BE REMOVED — LN <~ 8
dotum Flev Broposse £ ot ¢ x 12 Treores 11 M x 3
| I Timber Lagging L ’g‘ N ©
10+00 11+00 LM % Existing concrete
' B N median barrier
e I \
R v
' ::: | M
cr g -l
MIRROR ELEVATION N \ VAAN
T ; B \ o e
1 = 40 A N
o
i’n_|
., ) P ' i
30" CIDH Pile T
oy by
L R
"Rte 13" 17+44.55 EC «J»
N
—
o R aas S "Rte 13" 18+52.37 BC LOOKING BACK ON STATION
—— o B .
— — | TYPICAL SECTION
38'RT "Rte 13" 18+24.59 \ O Ve = 10"
< +00 "RWLOL" Begin Ret. § ; :
To Rte 24 R "Rl Begln Hed. Nl T h— . 10+8C "RWLOL" End Ret. Wall
-—K
= APPROX. LOCATION OF
¢ Rte 13_,,\ ROCK OUTCROPPING [—
o e [ S S N %
E— A4 A8y § 1 g‘, ,,,,,,,,,,, =
17+00 18+00
- SEE STANDARD PLANS A87A
——— FOR DRIVEWAY DETAILS = DATE OF ESTIMATE 3-29-11
e T
I — WALL LENGTH = 80’
- RN WALL HEIGHT = 16’-0" & varies
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[ .
. y 2 28
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existing garage EXISTING ROCK WALL — EXISTING RET. WALL =
TO BE REMOVED —— GRAFFITI CONTRGL
Aprrox location of Existing
= lerving Badns Sicenolk SOLDIER PILE ALTERNATIVE
SLIDE REPAIR
DESIGNED B 5 DATE
YPefer Soin 3= STRUCTURE PLANN'NG STUDY
P..LAN, DRAWN BY Jeff Thorne DATE -1 DESIGN
1" = 40 BRANCH |[N/B RTE 13 RETAINING WALL
CHECKED BY DATE
4 BRIDGE No. N/A cu 04
APPROVED DATE scaLe: AS SHOWN Ex 0G210K

TIME PLOTTED => 15:31

DATE PLOTTED => 30-MAR-2011

STRUCTURFS DFSTGN ANVANCE Pl ANNTNA CTHAY CUCET (CMAL TCUL IBEV 1A S8 JAEY

USERNAME => jthorne



PROBABILISTIC STRUCTURE COST ESTIMATE

The estimate ranges generated below were prepared using Crystal Ball software. Crystal Ball software

automatically calculates and records the results of thousands of different "what if" cases. Analysis of these
scenarios reveals to you the range of possible outcomes, their probability of occurring, the inputs that most

impact your model, and where you should focus your efforts.

10.000 Trials

Frequency View

5,948 Displayed

BASE CASE ESTIMATE1

003

Probahility

$228,000

$232,000

$235,000  $240,000

$244 DOO 5 $252 000 $256,000

P {Hnfinity

Certainty: {80.00 % 4 [s245330

[ ] GENERALPLANESTIMATE ADVANCE PLANNING ESTIMATE e
Revised - November 18, 2010 Name: iTEMFGP@R‘r‘ HAILING ITEM PRICE y v
IN EST: 03/10/11 Triangular Distribution
OUT EST: 03/29/11 I
BRIDGE: Retaining Wall DISTRICT: 04
TYPE: Soldier Pile Retaining Wall CO: ALA
CU: 04 RTE: 13
EA: 0G640K PM: 9.9/10.1 v . e
PROJECT ID: LENGTH 80.00 S e L e il g
WIDTH: 16.00 Miomom [ h, Lkehed 85500 % Mawmum[s7000 =
DESIGN SECTION: 4 AREA 1,088 ot | cocel |[ Ene ]| Galey | Coewe. | Hep |
# OF STRUCTURES IN PROJECT : 1 EST. NO.
PRICES BY : S. Morimoto COST INDEX: 305 The Assumption Curves, unizss noted otherwise, are modeled with
PRICES CHECKED BY : CB DATE: 01/21/11 a triangular distribution with the "Minimum, Likeliest and
QUANTITIES BY: P. Soin DATE: 12/17/10 Maximum values.”
QUANTITY RANGE ITEM PRICE RANGE
CONTRACT ITEMS UNIT MINIMUM | LIKELIEST | MAXIMUM MINIMUM | LIKELIEST MAXIMUM AMOUNT
1 30" DRILLED HOLE LF 550 $50.00 $70.00 $33,000
2 STEEL SOLDIER PILE (assume HP 14 X 102) LB 55,000 $0.60 $0.75 $38,500
3 for Estimating Purposes only
4 STRUCTURE EXCAVATION (SOLDIER PILE WALL) cY 41 $50.00 $85.00 $3,075
5 TIMBER LAGGING MFBM 123 $2,500.00 $1,000.00 $34,496
6 REMOVE CONCRETE (ROCK WALL) CY 17 $175.00 $300.00 $3,400
7 PERVIOUS BACKFILL MATERIAL (RETAINING WAL CcY 41 $75.00 £120.00 $3,690
STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, (BARRIER SLAB / PILE .
8 CAP) cY 9 $550.00 $ . $800.00 $5,400
9 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, RETAINING WALL CcY 27 $550.00 11800.00 $18,900
10  |CONCRETE BACKFILL (SOLDIER PILE WALL) cYy 25 $225.00 £300.00 $6,250
11 assumed backfill quantity for drilled hole —
12 BAR REINFORCING STEEL (RETAINING WALL) LB 14,150 $0.80 ‘ $100 $1.25 $14,150
13 CABLE RAILING (MODIFIED) LF 80 $50.00 $70.00 $4,400
14 MINOR CONMCRETE (GUTTER) g 30 $40.00 $60.00 $3,600
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
- SUBTOTAL $168,861
Comments TIME RELATED OVERHEAD 3% 6% $6,754
Assume no environmental constraints to delay construction MOBILIZATION 0.0753 0.1111 $15,271
SUBTOTAL BRIDGE ITEMS $190,886
CONTINGENCIES $47,722
SUBTOTALI $238,608
[BRIDGE REMOVAL (CONTINGENCIES INCL.) | SF ][ [

Notes

Highlighted cells represent the quantities and prices that are included in the model.
Base Case Estimate is the sum of the "Likeliest" Quantity multplied by "Likeliest" Item Price

BASELINE ESTIMATE TO ASSUMED MIDPOINT OF CONSTRUCTION

BASE CASE ESTIMATEI $238,608

30" DRILLED HOLE

STEEL SOLDIER PILE (assume HP 16 X 141)

STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, RETAINING WALL

TIMBER LAGGING

BAR REINFORCING STEEL (RETAINING WALL)

Other

0.0%

10.0% 20.0%

Sensitivity: BASE CASE ESTIMATEL

30.0% 40.0%

50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 20.0% 90.0% 100.0%

30.8%

Percentiles:

Forecast values

0% $217,637
10% $233,124
20% $235.573
30% $237.414
40% $238,958
50% $240.418
60% $241,889
70% $243.542
{80% $245,330} Rec:Ofnmended
90% $247,960 Range
100% $263,161
80% FORECAST VALUE =

BASED ON THE ASSUMPTIONS USED TO
CREATE THE MODEL, THE DES-STRUCTURE
OFFICE ENGINEER RECOMMENDS THAT
THE PROGRAMMING LEVEL BUDGET FOR
THIS PROJECT BE DESIGNATED AT THE 80%
FORECAST VALUE.

$245,000.00

*80% Forecast Value Escalated Budget Estimate to Assumed Midpoint of Construction

Years Beyond

Midpoint Escalation Rate
1 2.3%
2 3.0%
3 4.0%
4 3.8%
5 2.7%

Escalated
Budget Est.
$251,000
$259,000
$269,000
$279,000
$287,000

* Escalated structure cost is provided for information only, actual construction costs may vary. Escalated structure costs
provided do not replace Departmental policy to update cosi estimates annually. Escalation rate used are based on Global Insight
data posted at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/costest/data.htm
80 % Forecast
WALL COST PER SQUARE FOOT
BRIDGE REMOVAL
Bridge Cost per Square Foot and/or Bridge Removal costs modcled independently. Their 80% Forecast Values Provided for

informational purposes only.

= $225



State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

M emoran d um Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

To: Richie Perez, PE Date: May 18, 2010
Division of Transportation Planning and Local Assistance
DISTRICT 04- Office of Advance Planning
File: 04-ALA-13 —PM 9.9/10.1
EA 04- 0G210K
ADA Program

from: Minh M. Ha M “’C
Branch Chief, Design Branch 4
Structure Design Office-West

Subject: Advance Planning Study Transmittal

Attached is the Advance Planning Study for the above referenced project to construct a retaining wall
on Northbound Route 13 between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road.

The estimated construction cost, including 10% time-related overhead, 10% mobilization and 25%
contingencies, is as follows:

Structure Name Br. No. Estimated Cost
N/B RTE 13 Retaining Wall N/A $163,000
The following table summarizes the projected total structure escalated cost:
Year Escalated Cost
2011 $167,000
2012 $172,000
2013 $179,000
2014 $186,000
2015 $191,000

The escalated structure cost is provided for informational purposes only and does not replace annual
cost updates as required by Department policy.

If you have any questions or if you need additional information regarding this study, please contact
Minh Ha at (916) 227- 8682

Attachments
¢:  OAlcantara, Bridge Design Office Chief MS 9-4/11G

MMadani, Technical Liaison Engineer MS 9-3/1G
MMomenzadeh, Geotechnical Services -West

Attachments

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



- [ ] GENERALPLAN ESTIMATE - [ X ] ADVANCEPLANNING ESTIMATE

Revised - Uevember 9, 2009

 RCYDBY: GM ool INEST: 4150010

BRIDGE: N/BRTE I3RETAININGWALL BR.No:  N/A DiSTRICT: W
TYPE: _ RWTYPE’I(MOD) = . RIEs 13
cu: ons |

_ BA:  0G210K

‘ " Ywn v
rAREA(SF)— o

. LLNGTH L ombo WIDTH: 1500

. DESIGNSECTION:
. zarozsmnmvm IN PROJECT :

_PRICESBY: || :
_PRICES CHECKI

EST. NO. ____L_,_M,._,__* - -
COST INDEX: 307 } . |
DATE: 406720100
DATE:  4/1972010

QUANTITY | PRICE

EDBY:

- STRUCIURAL CONCRETE, RE’I‘ A}NING WALL
4 |BAR REINFORCING STEEL (RETAINING WALL)
~ [CABLE RAILING (MOD)

. o
SUBTOTAL. .

 [TIMERELATED ovemm

 |MOBILIZATION (€ 10%
[SUBTOTAL BRIDGE ITEM
CONTINGENCIES (@ zs%) ~ SD6Wl
BKH)GETOTALCOST: . — ~ $163,196 |
_[COSTPERSOFOOT ‘ == 513600
BRIDGB‘REMOVAL(CONTINGENCIES INCL) = =

$106,819 |

 osoe
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - DIVISION OF STRUGTURESD

Existing Conc
Retaining Wwall

80°-0" measured along "“RWLOL"
Type 7 (Mod.) Retaining wall

80°-0" Limits of Cable Railing

10+00.00 "RWLOL"
BEGIN RET. WALL

Top of wall

10+80.00 "RWLCL"

END RET. WALL

of proposed wall

— Approx OG at face

Cable Rajling (Mod)
(Black Vinyl-Clad)

;IB

S_ “RwLoL"

DIST| COUNTY ROUTE POST MILE
4 ALA 13 9.9/10.1
To get to the Caltrans web site,
o fo: hitp:/Aw.dot.co.gov
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Sidewalk
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Y
AN
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Reconstruct

(Mod. )
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TIME PLOTTED => 14:09
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USERNAME



Attachment J

Community Involvement



6824 Sherwick Drive
Berkeley, CA 94705
: March 30, 2008
Mr. Lee Taubeneck
‘Deputy District Director, Transportation Planning
Caltrans, District 4
PO Box 23660
Qakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr.. Taubeneck:

\

Our organizatioﬁis asking your help to find a solution to twd very dangerous situations at the
intersection where Tunnel Road (Highway 13) becomes a freeway near the traffic signal that .
turns to Hiller Drive in Oakland. ' : ’

g 1 L a

Figure 1. Slide on Hiller Drive next fo Bentley School. This picture was taken several
months ago. If you would look at this location today, you would find many of these
delineators missing,

8 15

Z 92

For many years, we have been discussing the problem with Caitrans. Progress on hoth sides
has been made to understand the problem. However, the situation is dangerous and we are

hoping that immediate actions could be taken to make the area safer. There have been
accidents'in this area. ,

First, on the east side of the intersectio}n (near Bentley School) there is stretch of road that has no
sidewalk. From what | fead, the sidewalk was buried -in a:slide many years ago.. As a result,
children walking to the nearby schools have to walk on’ the Highway 13 stioulder. For.many
years, my children were forced to walk on Ihe -highway to get to and from school. Calirans
recently added somé plastic traffic delineator to keep cars away 'f‘rq‘m this area, however these




delineators are constantly being knocked down. In fact, today, a large fractions of these
delineators have been removed due to collisions with cars, When the barriers are knocked down,
they lie in the area that bicyclists use and then become a hazard — especially at night. One bent
pole could cause a dangerous bike accident — perhaps a fatality. It is not wise to have bikes and
pedestrians using the same space. The slide needs to be re aired and the sidewalk restored

t R

Figure 2. Picture taken on March 29 showing a cyclist and the missing and knocked
down delineators.

On-the west side of the road, there is a bike lane that starts after cars begin accelerating to
freeway speeds. | bike on this pathway often and almost every time | have to contend with
motorists who are too impatient to delay their acceleration a few seconds to let me move from the
right side of the road to the bike lane.

Fromr observations of this area, my fellow bikers and | constantly see similar problems for other
cyclists. We watch in horror as motorists honk their horns or cross over the bike lanes. Possible
solutions include starting the bike lanes much further down the road. What we need most is an
experienced traffic engineer familiar with bicycles and cars, to redesign the striping and propose a
solution that makes this area safer.



Figure 3. There is inadequate space for cyclists to get in the bike lane. Some cars will do
anything to enter the highway faster including driving on the bike lanes.

We understand that Caltrans has taken part in discussions with bicyclists and residents to
improve this intersection. We request your guidance on implementing some simple steps to
make this area safer in the short term.

We therefore request that you provide us assistance and guidance so that thers is full sidewalk
access on the east side and the entrance to the bike lanes on the west side is improved. We
woulld like to schedule a field meeting with you at the site to observe the conditions on the ground
and discuss potential solutions. Prior to our field meeting, please prepare an accident diagram for
this area showing bike and pedestrian vs. motor vehicle accidents for the past 3 years. We are
especially interested in determining the frequency of accidents in the striped bike lane. Thank
you for your help. '

Yours truly,

/) l) UL/ ‘*‘M/ (h’m;f@/

Howard Matis
matis@comcast.net
510 486-5031

ee: Mr. 8ean Nozzari, Deputy District Director Operations
Councilmember Jane Brunner, Qakland.
Councilmember, Gordon Wozniak, Berkeley
Robert Raburn, EBBC



Attachment K

Preliminary Geotechnical
Report



To:

From:

State of California - Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Memorandllm . Flex your power!
: ’ Be energy efficient!

MR. MINH HA Date:  March 8, 2011
Chief, Design Branch 4 :
Office of Bridge Design- West

File:  04-ALA-13, PM 10.0

04-0G210K
Sidewalk Widening
BETTY LEE MAHMOOD MOMENZADEH
Associate Materials and Research Engineer Chief, Branch C
Office of Geotechnical Design — West Office of Geotechnical Design — West
. Geotechnical Services Geotechnical Services
Division of Engineering Services Division of Engineering Services

Subject:

Supplemental Preliminary Geotechnical Report

As requested, we are providing alternatives to the original recommended Type 7 wall (memo
dated March 17, 2010). We were informed that due to the lack of survey measurements at this
project stage, a Type 7 wall construction may encroach on the existing stairway. So, the
following are two alternatives to be considered. -

1) SOLDIER PILE WALL - 8 to 15 ft high

The soldier pile wall should be designed using the lateral earth pressul:e diagram, Figure 5.5.5.6-
1 of Section 5 of the Bridge Design Specifications (August 2004) and the following soil
parameters (see attached sketch):

In the active zones (above and below dredge line, Sections A & B):

Unit weight (y): 135 pcf

Effective friction angle (¢): 36 degrees

Ka: 0.5 - ‘
Friction angle between soil and wall material (8): 24 degrees
Angle of slope surface to the horizontal: 35 degrees

In the passive zone (Section C):

. Unit weight (y): 135 pcf
" Effective friction angle (¢): 38 degrees

Kp: 4.2 , _
Friction angle between soil and wall material (8): 29 degrees
Angle of slope surface to the horizontal: 0

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



MR. MINH HA
March 8, 2011
Page 2

Minh Ha had discussed the constructability with Structures Construction Branch on February 24,
2011 and confirmed the adequate space availability. They said a BAYSHORE IM
LO.DRILL/KOMATSU PC 120-3 Drill Rig may be accommodated. This drill rig has a width of
8 ft-11 inches and length of 11 ft-6 inches. The total width needed is about 14 ft, which is
available at the site. '

Excavation and pile installation sequence was also discussed. Excavating segmentally and

longitudinally starting from the stairway end, and installing piles as excavation advances may be
a viable method.

2)- SOIL NAIL WALL

A second alternative is a 3-15 ft high soil nail wall with 3-4 rows of nails,> spaced 5 ft
horizontally and vertically. The nails may vary from 20-25 ft long at the top row, 15 ft at the
middle row, and 10 ft at the bottom row. We recommend a design pull-out load of 1.8 kips/ft for
the upper 5 ft of wall and 2.4 kips/ft below that.

In the wall type selection, Design Branch should consider whether right of way encroachment of
the nails is an issue. '

We understand that Structures Design Branch will design and estimate the cost of the two wall
options. We will prepare a foundation recommendation once the final wall type is selected.

If you have any questions, please call Betty Lee at (510) 286-4825 or Mahmood Momenzadeh at
(510) 286-5732.

c: RPerez, TPokrywka, MMomenzadeh, BLee, Daily File, Route File, Translab File

Blee/mm
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Fortemporary walls with vertical elements embedded
in granular soil or rock and retaining cohesive soil,
Figures 5.5.5.6-1and 5.5.5.6-2 may be used todetermine
the lateral earth pressure distributions on the embedded
portionof the vertical elements and Figure 5.5.5.6-4 may
be-used to determine the lateral earth pressure distribu-

tion due to the retained cohesive soil.

BRIDGE DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS * AucusT 2004

The lateral earth pressure distributions in Figures
5.5.5.6-1 thru 5.5.5.6-4 shown acting on the embedded-
portion of vertical wall elements shall be applied to the
effective width, b', of discrete vertical wall elements. See
Article 5.7.6 for effective widths of discrete vertical wall

elements to be used.
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.Note: The value of B'is negative for the slope shown.

Figure 5.5.5.6-1 Simpliﬁed Lateral Earth Pressure Distributions for Permanent Non-gravity Cantilevered
Walls with Vertical Wall Elements Embedded in Granular Soil and Retaining Granular Seil
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To:

From:

State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

M emoran d um Flex your power!

Be energy efficient!

MR. JERRY MORGAN pate: March 17, 2010
Branch Chief, PSR 1
Office of Advance Planning
Attention: Richie Perez File: 04—ALA-13, PM 10.0
04-0G210k
Sidewalk Widening
. A MW\)/"« 0"‘2-\,
BETTY LEE EL MAHMOOD MOMENZADEH
Associate Materials and Research Engineer Chief, Branch C
Office of Geotechnical Design — West Office of Geotechnical Design — West
Geotechnical Services Geotechnical Services
Division of Engineering Services Division of Engineering Services

Subject: Preliminary Geotechnical Report

As requested, this memorandum provides our preliminary geotechnical recommendations
for the proposed wall at this site. This memorandum supercedes our previous memo
dated June 30, 2008.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project proposes to construct a 6 ft wide sidewalk on the east side of Hwy 13, PM
10.0. The existing sidewalk ends just short of this location at the rock outcrop. The
project proposes to cut back the rock outcrop, construct a Caltrans Standard Type 7
retaining wall (approximately 80 ft long, exact length to be determined by Design
Branch), and extend the existing sidewalk. The maximum wall height is estimated to be
12 ft.

GEOLOGY

The surface rock at the job site consists of Franciscan Chert. This chert is part of the
“...Mesozoic complex is the Franciscan complex, which is composed of weakly to
strongly metamorphosed graywacke, argillite, limestone, basalt, serpentinite, chert, and
other rocks. The rocks of the Franciscan complex in Alameda County were probably
Jurassic oceanic crust and pelagic deposits, overlain by Late Jurassic to Late Cretaceous
turbidites. Although Franciscan rocks are dominantly little metamorphosed, high-
pressure, low-temperature metamorphic minerals are common in the Franciscan complex
(Bailey, Irwin, and Jones, 1964), and the presence of high grade metamorphic blocks in

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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sheared but relatively unmetamorphosed argillite matrix (Blake and Jones, 1974) reflects
the complicated history of the Franciscan. I Chert is a hard, dense microcrystalline or
cryptocrystalline silica sedimentary rock.”> Chert is abundant throughout the San Francisco
Bay Area, and forms many cliffs and hills within San Francisco and the Marin Headlands

The boring consists of mainly chert with a shear gouge 18 to 25 feet behind the rock face,
and becomes chert again to depth of the boring.

Since the rock mass is chert, the cliff face is very stable, and weathering will be slow.
SEISMICITY

This project is located on Highway 13, PM 10.0, which is within 500 ft of the Hayward
Fault (see attached Seismic Map). The maximum credible earthquake (MCE) for this
location is 7.5. The peak acceleration for the project location is 0.6g.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS & GROUNDWATER

Subsurface profile was deduced from one horizontal core drilling, 6.8 ft above pavement
elevation, performed on October 5-6, 2009 by Bill Bertucci, Engineering Geologist. The
results indicated a sedimentary rock (chert) that is dark yellowish brown, moderately
weathered, moderately hard, and intensely fractured. At about 18 ft into the rock face, the
rock mass has decomposed into stiff moist clay with sand and fine gravel-size chert
fragments (CL). Plasticity turns from medium to high at the region of 23 to 25 ft into the
rock face, with increased chert fragments. (At 18 to 25 ft behind the rock face, it appears
to be shear gouge.) At 25 ft interior, the mass becomes rocky again: dark yellowish
brown, moderately weathered, moderately hard, intensely fractured chert. The coring
ends at 29 ft interior.

Groundwater could not be determined because of core drilling. However, groundwater is
anticipated during excavation, especially during rainy season.

! Preliminary geologic map emphasizing bedrock formations, in Alameda County, California: A
digital database

by R.W. Graymer, D.L. Jones, and E.E. Brabb, U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 96-252
2 Dictionary of Geological Terms 3rd edition, Robert Date & Julia Jackson, 1983.
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GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend constructing a Caltrans Standard Type 7 Retaining Wall approximately
12 ft high. The wall shall be founded on undisturbed rock anticipated below the surficial
soil or road pavement structure. The backfill and drainage requirements shall conform to
Caltrans Standard Specifications.

We recommend cutting back the rock slope approximately 10 ft into the slope face to
create space for the sidewalk. The cut slope shall be no steeper than 34 V:1H in rock and
1V:1H in the overburden or decomposed soil near the top of the cut. Conventional
excavating equipment with hoe ram for hard rock should be adequate.

Provide a drainage gutter at top of the retaining wall, drainage blanket behind the wall
face, and toe drains. Improve drainage along the top of the rock outcrop by providing
concrete lined diversion ditches. Please contact District 4 Hydraulics Branch for details of
the drainage requirements.

Landscape Branch should be consulted for erosion control measures.

Construct sidewalk.

COST ESTIMATE

Excavation : $20,000

Retaining Wall: $80,000
$100,000

20% contingency:  $20,000

Total: $120,000

If you have any questions, please call Betty Lee at (510) 286-4825 or Mahmood
Momenzadeh at (510) 286-5732.

c: Minh Ha TPokrywka, MMomenzadeh, BLee, Daily File, Route File, Translab File

BLee/mm
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To:

From:

Subject:

State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

M emoran d um Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

Cheung-Chim Lau Date: August 25, 2009

Project Engineer File: 04-Ala-13-PM 9.9/10.1

Maintenance & Toll Bridge Engineering 04-0G2100

Concurred by:

Engineering Services I - Materials A Engineering Services I - Materials A

Materials Recommendations for Project Report

This memo is in response to your request for materials recommendation for a Minor A project to
improve pedestrian accessibility by constructing retaining wall, sidewalk and curb ramp on
northbound Route 13 between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road (PM 9.9/10.1), in the City of
Oakland, Alameda County.

SITE HISTORY

Route 13 in the project limit is a two-lane conventional highway near the border between City of
Oakland and City of Berkeley adjacent to a private school. The posted speed limit in the vicinity
is 35mph.

Based on the available information from the above referenced project, we found one as-built plan
within the proposed project limits. Contract # 04-4A1901 replaced AC surfacing on Route 13,
PM 10.0/11.6 with 0.5” AC (A). The history of the roadway is listed on the table that follows:

EA PM /KP Year Completed Pavement Type of Project
04-4A1901 PM 10.0/11.6 8/25/08 Replace AC Surfacing
EXISTING CONDITIONS

A portion of the existing pedestrian sidewalk and existing shoulder on northbound Route 13
between Hiller Drive and Vicente Road was buried by landslide. Pedestrians are currently using
the shoulder as sidewalk. Channelizers between the shoulder and traveled way in the slide area
were installed to improve pedestrian safety.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Our recommendations for the shoulder pavement structural section are based on the Traffic

Index (TT) of 10.0, and a soil R-value of 15. Considering the impacted area is a short stretch, our
recommendations are as follows:

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Page 2
Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Full Depth Section 0.55> AC(A)
1.20° AC(A) 1.65” AB(3)
2.20” Total
Full Depth Section

For the sidewalk, use
0.35’ PCC
0.50’ AB (3)
0.85’ Total

If you have any questions, please call Runrun (Renee) Zhou at (510) 286-7198.

cc: TMishra, RZhou, Route File, Daily File
RZ/dg/04-Ala-13-PM 9.9/10.1- Construct retaining wall, sidewalk and curb ramp

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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