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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

Brief Project Description: 
 
The project limits extend approximately twelve miles from the Russian River Bridge #10-0082 (PM 
9.2) to 0.2 miles north of Robinson Creek (PM R21.1) on Route 101.  The scope of work includes 
removal and replacement of deteriorated pavement structural section, crack sealing, asphalt concrete 
overlays, shoulder widening, metal beam guard rail and terminal section upgrades, shoulder and 
centerline rumble strips, culvert replacement, drainage improvements and structure widening. 

 
Route 101 is a two-lane conventional highway from PM 9.2 to PM 17.57 and a four-lane freeway 
from PM 17.57 to PM R21.1.  Shoulder widths within the project limits vary between 1 and 10 feet 
wide.  Truck passing lanes exist between PM 13.4 to PM 14.1 and PM 14.7 to PM 15.6.  The route 
passes through mostly flat terrain with segments of rolling terrain.  The proposed improvements 
meet the criteria for 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation) projects as specified in Design 
Information Bulletin 79-03.  

 
This project will be funded from the 201.120 program (3R Program) in the 2010 SHOPP cycle.  The 
total cost including right of way is $51,200,000 million (2013/2014 fiscal year).  In order to provide 
fundable segments of the overall project, the project has been split into three segments.   

 
For specific items of work included in each of the three segments of the project see the cost estimate, 
included as Attachment E. 

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

01-MEN-101, PM 9.2 - R21.1 

Capital Costs: $46,700,000 (2013/2014 fiscal year) 
Right of way Costs: $4,497,000 (2013/2014 fiscal year) 
Funding Source: SHOPP 
Number of Alternatives: 2 
Recommended Alternative 
(for programming and 
scheduling): 

1 

Type of Facility 
(conventional, expressway, 
freeway): 

Conventional Highway/Freeway 

Number of Structures: 3 
Anticipated 
Environmental 
Determination/Document: 

IS/ND – CEQA 
EA/FONSI – NEPA 

Legal Description In Mendocino County near Ukiah on 
Route 101 from the Russian River 
Bridge #10-82 to 0.2 Miles North of 
Robinson Creek Bridge #10-05 
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2. RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is recommended that the cost associated with Alternative 1 ($51.2 million – 2013/2014 fiscal 
year) be programmed into the 2010 SHOPP and proceed with the preparation of the 
environmental document.  In the event the project is programmed in segments, segment 1 is 
recommended to be programmed first since it is in greater need of rehabilitation. 

 

3. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 
 

Need: 
 
This segment of Route 101 exhibits deteriorated roadway pavement, narrow shoulder widths, 
drainage deficiencies, non-standard metal beam guard rail, and other roadway features that are in 
need of improvement as part of this RRR project. 
 
Purpose: 
 
The purpose of the project is to preserve and extend the design life of the existing highway for a 
minimum of ten years and enhance highway safety. 
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4. EXISTING FACILITY, DEFICIENCIES AND TRAFFIC DATA 

4A. ROADWAY GEOMETRIC INFORMATION (CONVENTIONAL HIGHWAY, PM 9.2 – 17.57) 
 

 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder Width 
(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Left (SB) Right 
(NB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 9.2 – 9.24  2 12’ Flexible 4’ – 8’ 4’ – 6’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 9.2 – 9.24  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min. 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 9.24 – 9.45  2 12’ Flexible 5’ 5’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 9.24 – 9.45  2 12’ Flexible 5’ 5’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 9.45 – 9.53  2 12’ Flexible 4’ -8’ 4’ – 6’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 9.45 -9.53  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

   2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 9.53 – 9.86 3000’ 2 12’  Flexible 1’ – 2’ 2’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 9.53 – 9.86 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 9.86 – 10.19  2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 2’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 9.86 – 10.19  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 10.19 – 10.38 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 2’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 10.19 – 10.38 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 10.38 – 10.75  2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 8’ 2’ – 8’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 10.38 – 10.75  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
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 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder Width 
(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Left (SB) Right 
(NB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 10.75 – 10.88 2800’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y P/4’ 
Proposed 10.75 – 10.88 2800’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y N/A 

 Min 3R Stds. 425’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 10.88 –10.95  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y P/4’ 
Proposed 10.88 – 10.95  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y N/A 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 10.95 –11.04 1200’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y P/4’ 
Proposed 10.95 – 11.04 1200’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y N/A 

 Min 3R Stds. 425’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y    
Existing 11.04 –11.23  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y P/4’ 
Proposed 11.04 –11.23  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y N/A 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 11.23 –11.40 1150’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ 1’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 11.23 – 11.40 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 700’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 11.40 –11.49  2 12’ Flexible 1’ 1’ – 2’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 11.40 –11.49  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 11.49 –11.61 1800’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ 1’ – 2’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 11.49 – 11.61 2000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 700’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 11.61 – 12.05  2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 1’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 11.61 – 12.05  2 12’ Flexible  8’ (10’*) 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 12.05 – 12.24 16000’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 1’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 12.05 – 12.24 16000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
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 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder Width 
(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Left (SB) Right 
(NB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 12.24 – 12.37  2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 1’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 12.24 – 12.37  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 12.37 – 12.57 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 1’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 12.37 – 12.57 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 12.57 – 12.65  2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 2’ 1’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 12.57 – 12.65  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 12.65 – 13.16 3600’ 2 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 1’ – 6’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 12.65 –13.16 3000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 13.16 – 13.38  2 12’ Flexible 3’ 2’ – 6’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 13.16 – 13.38  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 13.38 – 13.65  4 12’ Flexible 3’ – 4’ 1’ – 4’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 13.38 – 13.65  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’* None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’*      
Existing 13.65 – 13.81 12000’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ - 4’ 1’ – 4’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 13.65 – 13.81 12000’ 4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’* None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’*      
Existing 13.81 – 14.03  4 12’ Flexible 4’ 4’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 13.81 – 14.03  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’* None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’*      
Existing 14.03 –14.69  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 2’ – 3’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 14.03 – 14.69  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ (4’*) None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’  8’ (4’*)      
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 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder Width 
(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Left (SB) Right 
(NB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 14.69 – 15.10  4 12’ Flexible 4’ – 8’ 1’ – 4’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 14.69 – 15.10  4 12’ Flexible 8’ (4’*) 4’* None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 8’ (4’*) 4’*      
Existing 15.10 – 15.25 8000’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ 1’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 15.10 – 15.25 8000’ 4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’* None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1000’ 4 12’ Flexible 4’* 4’*      
Existing 15.25 – 15.64  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 4’ 1’ – 8’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 15.25 – 15.64  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 8’ (4’*) None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 4’* 8’ (4’*)      
Existing 15.64 – 15.75  2 12’ Flexible 5’ – 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 15.64 – 15.75  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
Existing 15.75 – 17.57  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 
Proposed 15.75 – 17.57  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’ None Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  2 12’ Flexible 8’ 8’      
 
 

Column "Other Bicycle Lane Width":  Width of a bicycle lane that is outside the shoulder and is part of the traveled way. 
Code for Column "Facilities Adjacent to the Roadbed":   
P:  Pedestrian Walkway 
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4B. ROADWAY GEOMETRIC INFORMATION (FREEWAY, PM 17.57 – R21.1)  
 

 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder 
Width 

(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Inside 
(NB/SB)

Outside 
(NB/SB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 17.57 – 17.79  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 17.57 – 17.79  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 17.79 – 18.0 5000’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ 46' Y None Y None 
Proposed 17.79 – 18.0 5000’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1625’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 18.0 – 18.22  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’  8’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 18.0 – 18.22  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 18.22 – 18.37 2500’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 6’ – 8’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 18.22 – 18.37 2500’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1625’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 18.37 – 18.45  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 18.37 –18.45  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ – 44’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 18.45 –18.63 2500’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 18.45 –18.63 2500’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ – 44’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1625’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 18.63 – 19.12  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 18.63 – 19.12  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 42’ – 44’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 19.12 – 19.35  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 3’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 19.12 – 19.35  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 44’ – 46’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
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 Facility 
(1) 

Minimum Through Traffic Lanes 
(2) 

Paved Shoulder 
Width 

(3) 

Median 
(4) 

Shoulder is a 
Bicycle Lane  

(5) 

Other Bicycle 
Lane Width 

(6) 

Bicycle 
Route  

(7) 

Facilities Adjacent 
to the Roadbed 

(8) 

 Location Curve 
Radius 

No. of
Lanes 

Lane 
Width 

Type 
 

Inside 
(NB/SB)

Outside 
(NB/SB) 

Width (Y/N) Width (Y/N) (Code/Width) 

Existing 19.35 – 20.72  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 5’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 19.35 – 20.72  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 44’ – 46’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 20.72 – 20.88 10000’ 4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 5’ 8’ – 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 20.72 –20.88 10000’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 44’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds. 1625’ 4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
Existing 20.88 –21.1  4 12’ Flexible 1’ – 5’ 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 
Proposed 20.88 – 21.1  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 46’ Y None Y None 

 Min 3R Stds.  4 12’ Flexible 5’ 10’ 22’     
 

Column "Other Bicycle Lane Width":  Width of a bicycle lane that is outside the shoulder and is part of the traveled way. 
Code for Column "Facilities Adjacent to the Roadbed":   
P:  Pedestrian Walkway 
 

 
Remarks: 

 
A safety analysis was performed by District 1 Traffic Safety for the subject project and found all horizontal and vertical curves 
within the project limits to meet current design standards.
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4C. CONDITION OF EXISTING FACILITY 

(1) Traveled Way Data (Collection Date: 09/24/07) 

 
PM Alligator Cracking Slab Cracking Faulting Patching Rutting Bleeding PMS IRI Ride 

From To Lane A% B% C (Y/N) 1st % 3rd % Corner % (Y/N) Area % (Y/N) (Y/N) Cat. Score Score 
9.2 9.24 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 N/A N/A 
9.2 9.24 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 N/A N/A 

9.24 9.45 RUSSIAN RIVER BRIDGE (#10-0082) 
9.45 9.46 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 N/A N/A 
9.45 9.46 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 N/A N/A 
9.46 9.53 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 3 349 72 
9.46 9.53 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 N/A N/A 
9.53 9.59 HOPLAND OVERHEAD (#10-0081) 
9.59 9.71 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 176 28 
9.59 9.71 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 176 28 
9.71 10.16 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 157 23 
9.71 10.16 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 106 10 
9.71 10.16 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 198 33 
10.16 10.46 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 186 30 
10.16 10.46 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 113 12 
10.16 10.46 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 190 31 
10.46 10.47 ROSETTI CREEK BRIDGE (#10-0087) 
10.47 10.68 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 3 224 40 
10.47 10.68 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 202 34 
10.68 10.74 FELIZ CREEK BRIDGE (#10-0003) 
10.74 10.89 L1 13 19 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 3 273 52 
10.74 10.89 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 222 39 
10.89 11.46 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 192 32 
10.89 11.46 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 167 25 
11.46 11.66 L1 0 47 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 7 201 34 
11.46 11.66 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 208 36 
11.66 12.76 L1 0 47 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 7 173 27 
11.66 12.76 R1 47 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 212 37 



01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/R21.1 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                                                                                                                                           01216-36291K 
       
 

 
 

10

PM Alligator Cracking Slab Cracking Faulting Patching Rutting Bleeding PMS IRI Ride 
From To Lane A% B% C (Y/N) 1st % 3rd % Corner % (Y/N) Area % (Y/N) (Y/N) Cat. Score Score 
12.76 12.96 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 165 25 
12.76 12.96 R1 47 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 5 251 47 
12.96 14.36 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 123 14 
12.96 14.36 R1 0 16 N 0 0 0 N 30 N N 7 167 25 
12.96 14.36 R2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 102 9 
14.36 14.62 L1 47 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 119 13 
14.36 14.62 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 161 24 
14.62 14.63 CRAWFORD CREEK BRIDGE (#10-0168) 
14.63 15.76 L1 47 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 147 20 
14.63 15.76 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 114 12 
14.63 15.76 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 169 26 
14.63 15.76 R2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 152 22 
15.76 15.86 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 95 N N 98 178 28 
15.76 15.86 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 5 259 49 
15.86 15.94 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 95 N N 98 178 28 
15.86 15.94 R1 0 42 N 0 0 0 N 30 N N 1 299 59 
15.94 15.95 MCNAB CREEK BRIDGE (#10-0004) 
15.95 17.01 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 95 N N 98 205 35 
15.95 17.01 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 122 14 
15.95 17.01 R1 0 42 N 0 0 0 N 30 N N 1 226 40 
17.01 17.46 L1 0 13 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 213 37 
17.01 17.46 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 132 17 
17.01 17.46 R1 0 28 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 3 267 51 
17.01 17.46 R2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 178 28 
17.46 18.52 L1 0 13 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 155 22 
17.46 18.52 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 104 9 
17.46 18.52 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 165 25 
17.46 18.52 R2 0 25 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 134 17 
18.52 18.86 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 173 27 
18.52 18.86 L2 0 47 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 7 N/A N/A 
18.52 18.86 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 5 235 43 
18.52 18.86 R2 0 25 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 9 134 17 
18.86 19.56 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 149 21 
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PM Alligator Cracking Slab Cracking Faulting Patching Rutting Bleeding PMS IRI Ride 
From To Lane A% B% C (Y/N) 1st % 3rd % Corner % (Y/N) Area % (Y/N) (Y/N) Cat. Score Score 
18.86 19.56 L2 0 47 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 7 N/A N/A 
18.86 19.56 R1 4 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 5 240 44 
18.86 19.56 R2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 119 13 
19.56 20.36 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 132 17 
19.56 20.36 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 88 5 
19.56 20.36 R1 4 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 154 22 
19.56 20.36 R2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 33 95 7 
20.36 20.91 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 156 23 
20.36 20.91 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 96 7 
20.36 20.91 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 168 26 
20.36 20.91 R2 7 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 120 14 
20.91 20.94 ROBINSON CREEK BRIDGE (#10-0005L / #10-0005R) 
20.94 21.04 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 124 15 
20.94 21.04 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 80 5 
20.94 21.04 R1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 98 171 26 
20.94 21.04 R2 7 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 160 24 
21.04 21.10 L1 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 201 34 
21.04 21.10 L2 0 0 N 0 0 0 N 0 N N 32 146 20 
21.04 21.10 R1 0 0 N 8 0 0 Y 0 N N 9 174 25 
21.04 21.10 R2 0 0 N 38 19 29 Y 0 N N 7 167 22 
 

Locations(s) of subsurface or ponded surface-water problem: 
 
District 1 Materials Laboratory reported twelve locations that are exhibiting pumping through the structural section 
(Attachment J).  The proposed pipe underdrains are expected to lower the water table beneath the structural section to alleviate 
the pumping and migration of fines to the surface. 
 
Deflection Study Results: 

 
A deflection study was performed on May 8, 2007 between PM 8.8 and PM 17.6 under project 01-2921U and serves as the 
basis for the overlay recommendation for the subject project.
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(2) Shoulder Data 
 

Condition:   
 
The existing shoulder pavement exhibits areas of deterioration.   
 
Deficiencies:   
 
In many locations existing shoulder widths do not meet the design standards as specified in 
Section 302.1, Highway Design Manual (HDM) for the freeway segment and Section 307.3 
for two lane cross sections on RRR projects.  This project proposes to widen shoulders in 
accordance with current design standards.  The following location does not meet the 
current standard for shoulder widths and a mandatory design exception has been approved: 
 

• Russian River Bridge (#10-0082) at PM 9.24 

(3) Pedestrian Facility Data 
 

  
 
 
 

Facility Type  
and Location(s) 

Meets ADA 
Standards? 

If Facility does not meet ADA Standards, 
what feature(s) are not ADA compliant? 

Status of Each Noncompliant 
Location 

Sidewalks: 
PM 10.82 – 11.18 

 
No Continuity, width, slope 

This work is outside the scope of 
this project. This facility and its 
location have been documented in 
the Project History File and this 
information was submitted to the 
District ADA Coordinator on 
December 15th, 2008 for inclusion 
in the Department's Transition Plan. 

 
Curb Ramps: 

PM 10.82 – 11.18 
 

No Slope, detectable warning surfaces Will be corrected as part of the 
subject project 

 
Crosswalks: 

PM 10.82 -11.18 
 

No Signs within crosswalk at intersection of 
Route 101/175 

Will be corrected as part of the 
subject project 

 
Driveways: 

PM 10.82 – 11.18 
 

No Slope, width 

This work is outside the scope of 
this project. This facility and its 
location have been documented in 
the Project History File and this 
information was submitted to the 
District ADA Coordinator on 
December 15th, 2008 for inclusion 
in the Department's Transition Plan.
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4D. STRUCTURES INFORMATION 
 

Structures Width Between Curbs 
Replace 
Bridge 

Railings 
Vertical Clearance 

Work  
Identified 

in 
STRAIN 

Replace
Bridge 

Approach
Rail 

Replace 
Bridge 

Approach 
Slab 

Name (No./PM) Exist 3R Std Prop (Y or N) Exist 3R Std Prop (Y or N) (Y or N) (Y/N) # 
Russian River Bridge 
(10-0082/PM 9.24) 34’ 40’ N/A N N/A N/A N/A N N N N/A 

Hopland OH 
(10-0081/PM 9.53) 32’ 40’ 40’ Y N/A N/A N/A N Y N N/A 

Rosetti Creek Bridge 
(10-0087/PM 10.46) 38’ 40’ 40’ Y N/A N/A N/A Y Y N N/A 

Feliz Creek Bridge 
(10-0003/PM 10.68) 52’ 52’ N/A N N/A N/A N/A N N N N/A 

Crawford Creek Bridge 
(10-0168/PM 14.62) 40’ 40’ N/A N N/A N/A N/A N N N N/A 

McNab Creek Bridge 
(10-0004/PM 15.94) 

40’ 40’ N/A N N/A N/A N/A N N N N/A 

Robinson Creek Bridge 
(10-0005R/PM 20.71) 37’ 39’ 39’ Y N/A N/A N/A N Y N N/A 

 
Remarks: 
 
1. The Russian River Bridge (#10-0082) is a steel through-truss span structure with 

multiple beam approaches and a reinforced concrete deck.  Structures Design stated the 
existing structure would need to be replaced in order to achieve standard shoulder 
widths.  It is out of scope of the subject project to replace the structure and an approved 
Mandatory Design Exception can be found in the project files. 

 
2. Structures that will not receive new bridge rails will need to have the existing asphalt 

concrete cold planed in order to maintain adequate rail height over the final roadway 
surface once the proposed asphalt concrete overlay is placed. 

 

4E. VEHICLE TRAFFIC DATA 
 

The current and forecasted traffic data is listed in the table below: 
 

Base Year ADT (2007) 15,500 
Construction Year ADT (2014) 19,200 

10-Year ADT 24,500 
20-Year ADT 29,700 

DHV 1670 
D 60% 

Trucks 8% 
T.I. (10-Year) 10.5 
T.I. (20-Year) 11.5 

ESAL (10-Year) 4,308,800 
ESAL (20-Year) 8,617,600 
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 Safety Field-Review:  5/27/08 & 5/28/08 
 

Collision Data: 
 

Collision Data Summary (10/1/02 to 9/30/07) 
Location Total Fatal Injury PDO MV Wet Dark 

PM 9.17 – 17.57  
(2-lane conventional hwy) 144 4 58 82 89 30 44 

PM 17.57 – R21.1 
(4-lane freeway) 59 2 26 31 17 11 27 

 PDO = Property Damage Only 
 MV = Multiple Vehicle Accident 
 

The most common Primary Collision Factor (PCF) within the two-lane conventional 
highway segment is “Speeding,” which accounts for 41 of the 144 total collisions.  The 
most common type of collision within the two-lane conventional highway segment is “Hit 
Object” at twenty-eight percent while “Rear End” type collisions account for twenty-six 
percent.  In addition, thirty-one percent of the collisions occurred under dark conditions. 
 
The most common PCF within the four-lane freeway segment is “Improper Turn”, which 
accounts for 21 of the 59 total collisions.  The most common type of collision within the 
four-lane freeway segment is “Hit Object” as reported by sixty-three percent and of those, 
twenty-eight percent reported the object struck was another vehicle.  In addition, forty-six 
percent of the collisions occurred under dark conditions. 
 

Collision Rates* (10/1/02 to 9/30/07) 
Actual State Average Location Fatal F+I Total Fatal F+I Total 

PM 9.17 – 17.57 
(2-lane conventional hwy) 0.018 0.28 0.64 0.039 0.58 1.17 

PM 17.57 – R21.1 
(4-lane freeway) 0.021 0.30 0.62 0.017 0.22 0.47 

* Rates are per million vehicles 
 
Collision rates for the segment from PM 9.17 to PM 17.57 are less than the corresponding 
statewide average.  Collision rates for the segment from PM 17.57 to PM R21.1 are higher 
than the corresponding statewide average for all categories.  The total collision rate for the 
four-lane freeway segment is 1.32 times the statewide average. 
 
Collision concentration locations: 
 
PM 11.02 -11.09: 
The first location identified is between PM 11.02 and PM 11.09 (between Center Street and 
First Street) in Hopland.  Twelve of the seventeen collisions reported in this segment were 
in the southbound direction.  Thirteen of the seventeen collisions had a PCF of “Speeding,” 
twelve of seventeen were rear end type collisions, fifteen of seventeen occurred during 
daylight conditions and twelve of fifteen were on a dry roadway surface.  Currently there is 
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adequate signing for the 35 mph zone, however, signing for the pedestrian crossing needs 
to be updated to the current standard as specified in the CA MUTCD.  The project proposes 
to update the pedestrian crossing signage to meet the requirements of the CA MUTCD. 
 
PM 15.05 – 15.10: 
The second location identified is between PM 15.05 and PM 15.10.  In the northbound 
direction the shoulder width is approximately 0.5’ and is adjacent to a steep cut slope.  
Three collisions occurred at this location during the most recent 5 year period, all of which 
hit the cut slope.  The project proposes to construct the standard shoulder width of 4 feet 
through this section of the route. 
 
PM 17.94: 
The last location identified is at PM 17.94, where three reported collisions involved a 
culvert in the median.  The culvert is within the clear recovery zone (CRZ).  The existing 
inlet structure of the culvert extends above the existing ground and is covered with a 
wooden drainage inlet cover.  The project proposes to lower the drainage structure and 
replace the wooden cover with a steel cover. 
 
Lane reductions: 
Traffic Safety has also identified collision concentrations at locations where lanes reduce 
from 2 lanes to 1 lane of traffic.  District 1 Traffic Safety recommends all lane reduction 
signs and markings be updated to meet the current CA MUTCD standards.  The project 
proposes to follow Traffic Safety’s recommendation at these locations. 

 

Other locations reviewed: 
 
A private driveway located at PM 15.32 on the west side of Route 101 was discussed in the 
safety analysis prepared by District 1 Traffic Safety as a location of concern.  The concern 
at this location involves northbound Route 101 vehicles having adequate vertical sight 
distance of a vehicle turning north onto Route 101 from the private driveway.  Based upon 
the safety analysis the curve geometry meets the design standards found in the Highway 
Design Manual.  The most recent 5 year collision history does not report any collisions 
involving vehicles entering or exiting the private driveway.  The existing shoulder just 
south of the private driveway will be widened from 1 foot to 4 feet.  In order to widen the 
shoulder south of the driveway, the existing cut slope will be excavated to a width and 
length of approximately 3 feet and 25 feet, respectively.  The excavation just south of the 
driveway will enhance the sight distance at this location. 
 
The safety analysis identified an existing headwall within the CRZ at PM 19.43.  The 
headwall is approximately 15 feet from the edge of traveled way.  The headwall faces 
northbound traffic and presents itself as a fixed object.  A concrete lined ditch leads into the 
culvert and headwall, which then drains into a drainage structure located approximately 15 
feet north of the headwall structure.  The project proposes to replace the existing headwall 
with a drainage inlet structure that will accept drainage from the existing concrete lined 
ditch.  The drainage pipe and drainage structure to the north of the headwall will need to be 
replaced and lowered as a result of this modification.  As a result of this improvement the 
headwall will be eliminated as a fixed object and a drainage inlet structure would remain, 
which would be flush with the existing ground. 



                                                                                                                                                                                  01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/R21.1 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                                                                           01216-36291K 
       
 

 
 

16

 
The project proposes to remove all trees within the CRZ.  In addition to tree removal an 
existing light pole located at approximately PM 11.18 on the east side of the route will be 
relocated to the east to meet the CRZ design requirement. 
 
At the direction of Traffic Safety metal beam guard rail is proposed between PM 11.63 and 
PM 11.73 in the northbound direction at the edge of pavement due to an existing side slope 
that leads to a drainage channel.  This location is opposite Hewlitt & Sturtevant Road. 

 

4F. MATERIALS 
 

The existing pavement exhibits areas of nearly continuous transverse and longitudinal 
cracking, intermittent to continuous alligator cracking and occasional rutting and pumping.  
The District 1 Materials Lab has provided a preliminary materials recommendation, which 
is included as Attachment J. 
 
A rubberized bonded wearing course was placed in 2008 under EA 01-478904 from PM 
11.7 to PM R21.1.  Materials has recommended to cold plane the existing bonded wearing 
course and existing open graded asphalt concrete prior to the needed repairs and additional 
asphalt concrete placement for the project. 
 
Materials provided four rehabilitation strategies for the subject project.  A Life Cycle Cost 
Analysis was completed to evaluate the economic impact of the various strategies.  See 
Section 6A (Rehabilitation Strategy) for details of the selected rehabilitation strategy. 
 

5. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 
 

Route 101 traverses the entire length of District 1 from the Mendocino/Sonoma County line to 
the Oregon border.  Route 101 is the primary north-south transportation corridor.  Route 101 is 
of interregional and interstate significance, and is designated as a High Emphasis Focus Route in 
the State Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) with relatively high traffic volumes 
and heavy use by both truck and tourist traffic.  The route is used for the transportation of 
intercity/interstate commerce to Gateways, and is the lifeline of the north coast connecting rural 
areas to and through urban centers.  The level of service (LOS) concept is C for four-lane 
segments in rural areas, and D for urban areas and two-lane segments in rural areas.  The 
Concept for Route 101 is a four-lane freeway/expressway within the project limits. 
 
A Reconstruct Metal Beam Guard Railing Project (01-46430K) and Hopland Four Lane 
Freeway/Expressway Project (EA 2921U) are planned for this region.  Project 01-46430K is 
scheduled to precede construction of the Hopland Rehab Project (01-36291K).  01-36291K will 
raise the guardrail installed under 01-46430K since the guardrail will not meet the design 
standard for height once the asphalt concrete overlay is placed. 
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As the Hopland Rehab Project proceeds through the project development process, coordination 
of the project scope and schedule will need to occur on a continual basis with Hopland Four 
Lane Freeway/Expressway Project (EA 2921U). 

6. ALTERNATIVES 

6A. REHABILITATION STRATEGY: 
 

The recommended rehabilitation strategy for Alternative 1 is the 20 year design life – 
strategy 1 as outlined in the materials recommendation (Attachment J).  The four 
rehabilitation strategies provided by District 1 Materials were compared utilizing Life 
Cycle Cost Analysis and the selected strategy had the lowest Equivalent Uniform Annual 
Cost (EUAC).  The results of the Life Cycle Cost Analysis are included as Attachment L. 
 
The recommended rehabilitation strategy consists of cold planning any existing bonded 
wearing course material and open graded asphalt concrete in the areas that have been 
identified in the materials recommendation (Attachment J).  Following the cold planning, 
dig out and repair areas with rutting greater than 0.05 feet or loose spalling pavement to a 
depth of 0.35 feet (mill & fill with Hot Mix Asphalt – Type A) and seal all cracks wider 
than 0.25 inches by route and seal method.  Then place 0.15 feet of Hot Mix Asphalt – 
Type A (HMA-A), followed by 0.20 feet of Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt – Type G 
(RHMA-G) and 0.13 feet of Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt Bonded Wearing Course, Open 
Graded. 
 
Between PM 10.50 and 11.61 dense graded material (HMA-A) will be placed in lieu of 
open graded material due to the slow turning movements through this segment of Route 
101. 
 
A new structural section for mainline and shoulders is also provided in the materials 
recommendation.  For shoulder widening and/or mainline realignment a structural section 
of 0.10 feet Bonded Wearing Course, 0.60 feet HMA-A and 2.10 feet Aggregate Base – 
Class 2 has been selected. 
 
The project proposes to widen the existing shoulders to meet current design standards with 
the exception of the Russian River Bridge at the south end of the project.  A mandatory 
design exception has been approved for the existing 5 foot shoulders on the Russian River 
Bridge, which will remain post project.  Due to the existing structure type, in order to 
widen the existing shoulders to the current standard of 8 feet the structure would need to be 
replaced.  Replacement of the structure is not economically feasible and is not proposed 
with the subject project.   
 
In order to avoid impacting the existing cut and fill slopes between PM 17.57 and PM 
R21.1 all shoulder widening within the freeway section of the route will occur within the 
existing median.  Once the overlay is placed in the freeway section, the lanes will be 
shifted with new striping to provide a standard 5 foot inside shoulder and 10 foot outside 
shoulder.  The locations of proposed shoulder widening are included as Attachment O.  
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A retaining wall is proposed between PM 11.64 and PM 11.68 on the west side of the route 
in order to provide standard shoulder width.  The existing shoulder width in the southbound 
direction of travel through the above mentioned section is 1 foot.  The project proposes to 
construct 10 foot shoulders in this location per the Highway Design Manual requirement 
for shoulder widths adjacent to retaining walls.  The wall height ranges between 8 feet and 
18 feet and is approximately 250 feet in length.  The office of Geotechnical Design 
recommended constructing a retaining wall due to the unstable cut slope at this location. 
 
The Hopland Overhead (#10-0081), Rosetti Creek Bridge (#10-0087) and Robinson Creek 
Bridge (#10-0005R) will be widened to provide standard shoulder widths and upgrade the 
existing barrier rails.  The Structures Advance Planning Study has been included as 
Attachment D. 
 
The project proposes to realign two sections of Route 101 within the project limits.  The 
first location of realignment is proposed between PM 11.23 and PM 11.61.  A large cut 
slope exists between PM 11.23 and PM 11.39.  In order to avoid impacts to the existing 
slope the project proposes to shift centerline to the east within the existing pullout section 
by approximately 12 feet and modify the curve radius from 1150 feet to 1000 feet.  The 
modified radius will meet the design speed through this section of roadway.  Between PM 
11.39 and PM 11.49 an existing railroad line runs parallel to Route 101.  The existing fill 
slope in the northbound direction of travel is approximately 2:1 with an existing shoulder 
width between 1 and 2 feet.  In order to construct a standard shoulder width of 8 feet and 
provide a standard fill slope of 4:1 without impacting railroad right of way, centerline will 
be shifted west approximately 10.5 feet.  As a result of shifting mainline through this 
segment, the existing curve radius between PM 11.49 and PM 11.61 will be modified from 
1800 feet to 2000 feet, which meets the design speed of this segment of roadway. 
 
The second location of realignment is proposed between PM 12.8 and PM 12.97.  
Realignment at this location is intended to avoid impacts to a large cut slope between PM 
12.89 and PM 12.94 in the southbound direction of travel.  A large pull out area exists on 
the opposite side of the large cut slope which will be utilized to shift mainline.  As a result 
of shifting mainline through this segment the existing curve radius will be modified from 
3600 feet to 3000 feet, which meets the design speed of this segment of roadway. 
 
The left turn lanes at the intersection of Route 101/Henry Station Road will be lengthened 
to meet current design standards.  Two to three feet of widening will be required to provide 
left turn lanes and tapers that meet current design standards at this location.   
 
Rumble strips will be installed at both centerline and outside the edge of traveled way 
based upon a recommendation by District 1 Traffic Safety.  In addition to rumble strips the 
project proposes to update existing metal beam guard rail terminal sections and reconstruct 
existing metal beam guard rail to meet height requirements. 
 
Sidewalks and driveways do not meet ADA standards and are not included in the scope.  
Locations of sidewalk and driveways needing improvement have been identified and sent 
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to the District 1 ADA coordinator in a memorandum dated December 15, 2008.  The 
memorandum recommends the identified ADA deficiencies be added to the State’s ADA 
Transition Plan.  The project proposes to replace all curb ramps not meeting ADA 
standards within the town of Hopland.  The project does not propose improvements to the 
southwest corner of Walker Street and the northeast corner of 1st Street within the town of 
Hopland since ADA improvements are proposed under EA 01-483500.  The project 
proposes to place structural section at an existing maintenance vehicle pullout location at 
PM 17.4 in the northbound direction of travel. 
 
A total of fifteen culverts are proposed for replacement within the project limits.  In 
addition to culvert replacement the project proposes other drainage improvements, which 
include overside drains, rock slope protection, ditches, ac dike and replacement of existing 
wooden drainage inlet covers.  Twenty percent of the culvert costs were added to the 
estimate to account for additional culverts determined to need replacement or lengthening.  
Specific locations of drainage improvements can be found in the Preliminary Drainage 
Recommendations, included as Attachment N.  A list of the existing culverts within the 
project limits is included as Attachment P. 

 

6B. SEGMENTS: 
 

The total cost including right of way of segments 1, 2 and 3 is $46.7 million (2013/2014 
fiscal year). 

 
Segment 1 (PM 9.2 – 13.6), $16.6 million (2013/2014 fiscal year): 
 
The scope of work for segment 1 includes removal and replacement of deteriorated 
pavement structural section, crack sealing, asphalt concrete overlays, shoulder widening, 
metal beam guard rail and terminal section upgrades, shoulder and centerline rumble strips, 
drainage improvements, ADA improvements, structure widening and a retaining wall along 
this two-lane conventional highway segment of Route 101.  A cost estimate for segment 1 
is included as Attachment E. 
  
Segment 2 (PM 13.6 – 17.5), $11.6 million (2013/2014 fiscal year): 
 
The scope of work for segment 2 includes removal and replacement of deteriorated 
pavement structural section, crack sealing, asphalt concrete overlays, shoulder widening, 
metal beam guard rail upgrades, shoulder and centerline rumble strips and drainage 
improvements along this two-lane conventional highway segment of Route 101.  A cost 
estimate for segment 2 is included as Attachment E. 
 
Segment 3 (PM 17.5 -21.1), $23 million (2013/2014 fiscal year): 
 
The scope of work for segment 3 includes removal and replacement of deteriorated 
pavement structural section, crack sealing, asphalt concrete overlays, shoulder widening, 
metal beam guard rail upgrades, shoulder rumble strips, drainage improvements, slide 
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repair and structure widening along this four-lane freeway segment of Route 101.A cost 
estimate for segment 3 is included as Attachment E. 
 

6C. DESIGN EXCEPTIONS: 
 

The following mandatory design exceptions have been executed: 
 

• Shoulder widths (DIB 79-03) along the Russian River Bridge (#10-0082). 
• Stopping sight distance (Section 201.1 – Table 201.1) at intersection of Route 

101/Center Street. 
 

The following advisory design exceptions have been executed: 
 

• Corner sight distance (Section 405.1 – Table 405.1A) at intersection of  
Route 101/Center Street. 

• Clear Recovery Zone (Section 309.1 – Section 2) between PM 12.2 and 12.66. 
• Median width (Section 305.1 – Section 1) between PM 17.5 and 21.1 

 
The approved fact sheets for the mandatory and advisory design exceptions can be found in 
the project files. 
 
Note:  In order to improve stopping sight distance and corner sight distance, parking 
restrictions at the southeast corner of Route 101/Center Street will be studied at the next 
stage of the project. 
 

6D. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 
 

A Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (PEAR) was prepared and is included as 
Attachment F.  The anticipated environmental approval under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) is an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND).  The anticipated 
environmental approval under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is an 
Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impacts (EA/FONSI).  It is estimated 
that completion of the environmental document process will require approximately 16-18 
months. 
 
Mitigation may be necessary to reduce any impact to less than significant.  It is not 
anticipated that adverse effects will result from this project after all mitigation has been 
included.  In the event that technical studies detect an impact that cannot be alleviated 
below the level of significance or found to be adverse, then an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared under CEQA 
and NEPA, respectively.  Project specific mitigation will be determined at the time of 
project implementation; however, the PEAR recommends avoidance and minimization 
measures for jurisdictional waters, mammals, sensitive fish species, sensitive and migratory 
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birds, sensitive reptiles and amphibians, riparian vegetation, native oak trees, cultural 
resources and hazardous waste. 

 
Caltrans is required to complete an assessment of potential barriers to anadromous fish 
prior to commencing any project using state or federal transportation funds.  Environmental 
staff prepared a list of potential fish passage locations within the project limits.  District 1 
Hydraulics reviewed the identified locations and determined that all locations either did not 
present a barrier or were not fish passage locations.  A summary of the fish passage 
assessment can be found in the PEAR as Attachment F. 
 

6E. HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE REQUIRED? 
 

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed on November 12, 2008 and is included as 
Attachment G.  The ISA stated the project limits fall within an area identified by the 
Mendocino Air Quality Management District as possibly containing naturally occurring 
asbestos.  Naturally occurring asbestos, aerially deposited lead and asbestos containing 
construction material were identified as potential hazardous waste issues.  A Preliminary 
Site Investigation (PSI) will be required and once requested will take 2 to 4 months to 
complete and prepare a final report.  The PSI will need to be initiated at the PA&ED phase 
of the project. 
 

6F. OTHER AGENCIES INVOLVED (PERMITS/APPROVALS FROM FISH & 
GAME, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, COASTAL COMMISSION, ETC.): 

 
The following permits will be required for the project: 
 

• Permit 404 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 
• Permit 401 (Regional Water Quality Control Board) 
• Permit 1602 (California Department of Fish and Game) 

 
The project will require consultations with the following agencies: 
 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• California Department of Fish and Game 
• National Marine Fisheries Service 

 

6G. MATERIALS AND OR DISPOSAL SITE NEEDS AND AVAILABILITY? 
 

A disposal site is required for the project and will be identified at the next stage of the 
project. 
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6H. HIGHWAY PLANTING AND IRRIGATION: 
 

Replacement plantings consisting of shrub and grass species will likely be required at areas 
temporarily disturbed/cleared during construction. 
 

6I. ROADSIDE DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT: 
 

All Metal Beam Guardrail will be reset to achieve standard railing heights after the 
pavement overlay.  Most terminal sections will be brought to current standards under EA 
01-46430, which is projected for project delivery in the 2009/2010 fiscal year.  The 
remaining terminal sections not included in EA 01-46430 are included in the subject 
project, which include terminal sections at the Feliz Creek Bridge. 
 

6J. STORMWATER COMPLIANCE: 
 
A Storm Water Data Report was prepared and is included as Attachment M.  The North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) requires Treatment BMP 
consideration on all projects as a condition of the 401 permit certification.  The methods to 
treat storm water runoff from the project site will be evaluated during the PA&ED and 
PS&E phases of the subject project.  Temporary construction site BMPs will be deployed 
as necessary under a contractor prepared Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
and as required by the contract special provisions. 
 

6K. RIGHT OF WAY ISSUES: 
 

A Right of Way Data Sheet was prepared for this project on December 29th, 2008 and is 
included as Attachment H.  The total estimated Right of Way cost is $4,497,000 
(2013/2014 fiscal year), which includes $240,028 for Right of Way Acquisition, 
$4,039,676 for Mitigation Acquisition and Credits, $206,914 for Project Development 
Permit Fees, and $9,960 for Title and Escrow Fees.  Utility relocation will be required at 
the northeast and southeast corners of the Route 101/175 intersection. 
 
Right of Way lead time will require a minimum of twenty months after submitting 
appraisal maps, utility conflict maps, and the necessary environmental clearance has been 
approved and obtained.  In addition, a minimum of fourteen months will be required after 
submitting the last appraisal map for certification. 

6L. RAILROAD INVOLVEMENT: 
 
Coordination with the North Coast Railroad Authority will be required in order to facilitate 
the widening of the Hopland Overhead (#10-0081).  The existing railroad line passes 
underneath the existing structure.  A Railroad Right of Entry will be required on both sides 
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of the Hopland Overhead for construction access.  The State’s existing rights for the 
structure are through an “Agreement” with the former railroad operator and should be 
perfected to “Highway Easement” for the existing and widened portions of the bridge 
structure. The railroad associated costs of the project total $165,000.  A Railroad 
Information Sheet is included in the Right of Way Data Sheet package included as 
Attachment H. 

 

6M. SALVAGING AND RECYCLING OF HARDWARE AND OTHER NON-
RENEWABLE RESOURCES: 

 
All materials and hardware removed from this project will become the property of the 
contractor. 
 

6N. PROLONGED TEMPORARY RAMP CLOSURES: 
 

There are on/off-ramps located at the Robinson Creek and El Roble interchanges.  
Temporary ramp closures will occur as a result of paving operations near the ramps.  Signs 
will be installed advising drivers of detour routes. 
 

6O. RECYCLED MATERIALS: 
 

Rubberized asphalt concrete, which consists of recycled rubber, is recommended for this 
project.  The primary reason for using rubberized asphalt is that it provides significantly 
improved engineering properties over conventional paving grade asphalt. 

 

6P. LOCAL AND REGIONAL INPUT: 
 
Mendocino County may elect to be involved with the project as it relates to improved 
pedestrian facilities within Hopland.  The subject project proposes to replace substandard 
curb returns within Hopland, but does not propose to bring existing sidewalk and 
driveways to current ADA standards. 

 

6Q. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES OF NOT DOING THIS ENTIRE PROJECT? 
 

If the subject project were not completed the existing roadway will continue to deteriorate 
and the rehabilitation and maintenance costs will continue to increase.  In addition to 
further roadway deterioration, safety conditions will not be improved. 
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6R. LIST ALL ALTERNATIVES STUDIED, COST, REASONS NOT 
RECOMMENDED, ETC.: 

 
Alternative 1 (20-year rehabilitation strategy) and Alternative 2 (no-build) were studied 
with the PSSR.  Alternative 2 was not selected as the recommended alternative since it did 
not meet the need and purpose of the project. 

 

7. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

7A. TRANPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

A Transportation Management Plan (TMP) was prepared for this project and is included 
for reference as Attachment K.  Significant traffic impacts are not anticipated provided the 
recommendations in the TMP are incorporated into the project. 
 
A minimum of one paved traffic lane, not less than 12 feet wide with a 2 foot contiguous 
paved shoulder, shall be open for use by public traffic.  The maximum length of one-way 
traffic control closure is 1000 feet.  Work that requires a lane closure within the freeway 
section shall be in conformance with Caltrans Standard Plan T-10, “TRAFFIC CONTROL 
SYSTEM FOR LANE CLOSURE ON FREEWAYS AND EXPRESSWAYS.”  Work that 
requires a lane closure within the two-lane conventional highway section shall be in 
conformance with Caltrans Standard Plan T-11, “TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEM FOR 
LANE CLOSURE ON MULTILANE CONVENTIONAL HIGHWAYS.”  Work that 
occurs within 15 feet of the traveled way shall require a shoulder closure in conformance 
with Caltrans Standard Plan T-10.  A minimum of one Portable Changeable Message Sign 
(PCMS) in advance of both ends of the construction site shall be required in order to notify 
the public of the closures related to the project. 
 

7B. VEHICLE DETECTION SYSTEMS 
 

At the direction of Traffic Operations there are two existing count stations needing repair 
and upgrades.  The two count stations are CS 914 (PM 9.14) and CS 937 (PM 17.28).  CS 
914 will require replacement of four detector loops and installing both power and telephone 
utilities to the existing cabinet.  CS 937 will require replacement of three detector loops and 
cabinet as well as installing both power and telephone utilities to the replacement cabinet. 

 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENT 
 

The anticipated environmental approval document for the subject project will be an Initial 
Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) under CEQA and an Environmental Assessment/Finding of 
No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) under NEPA. 
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9. FUNDING/SCHEDULING 

9A. COST ESTIMATE 
 
Pavement Work Lane-Miles Number    Cost ($1000) 

 
Flex Overlay of Flex Pavement       35              --    13,721 

(recycle not included) 

Hot Recycled AC  --   --    --   
Cold Recycled AC  --   --    -- 
Ramps and OC/UC Approaches  --   --    -- 
Total Lane-Miles of Rehabilitation   35   --    -- 

 
  SUBTOTAL 1   13,721 

 
Does the Project Include? Yes/No    Cost ($1000) 

Main Line Widening (lanes and/or shoulders) Yes  2,560 
Bridge Widening and Rail Upgrade Yes  2,454   
Vertical Clearance Adjustment No  -- 
Drainage Rehabilitation  --  -- 

Culvert Replacement Yes 230 
Underdrains Yes 789 
Miscellaneous Drainage Improvements Yes 307 

Slope Repair Yes 3,420 
Water Pollution Control Yes  225 
Pedestrian Facilities   

Alternations Required (List): 
Pedestrian Curb Ramps/Crosswalks  Yes  29  

Safety   
 

Rumble Strip Yes  78 
Superelevation Correction No  -- 
Vertical Alignment No  -- 
Horizontal Alignment Yes  (213)* 
Left/Right-Turn Storage/Widening/Lengthening Yes  80 
Signal Upgrade No  -- 
Median Barrier No  -- 
Metal Beam Guardrails (New & Reconstruct) Yes  126 
Concrete Guardrail (New) No  -- 
Roadside Cleanup No  -- 
Gore Cleanup No  -- 
Electroliers No  -- 
Retaining Wall Yes  314 
(*cost in parenthesis accounted for in other item) 
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 Roadside Management Yes/No Cost ($1000) 
 

Gore Area Pavement No  -- 
Pavement beyond Gore Area No  -- 
Miscellaneous Paving No  -- 
Maintenance Vehicle Pull outs Yes  95 
Off-Freeway Access (gates, stairways, etc.) No  -- 
Roadside Facilities No  -- 

 
 

Traffic Control Yes  1,524 
 
 

Other: 
 Maintain Traffic  Yes  1,565 
 Minor Items  Yes  1,271 
 Roadway Mobilization Yes  2,670 
 Erosion Control/Highway Planting Yes  242 
 COZEEP Yes  135 
  

 

   SUBTOTAL 2   18,114 
 
   25% Contingency   6,798 
 
 (contingency does not include: structures, roadway mobilization, COZEEP) 

 
 
Utility Relocation (state share) No  -- 

 

Railroad Agreements Yes  165 
 

Right of Way Yes  196 
 

Environmental Compliance Yes  3,806 
 

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

   TOTAL PROJECT COST (2009)   42,800 
 
   CALL    $42,800,000 
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9B. PROJECT SUPPORT: 
 

A Programming Sheet has been prepared for the project and is included as Attachment S. 
 

9C. PROJECT SCHEDULE: 
 

Milestones Delivery Date 
(Month, Day, Year) 

Begin Environmental 9/1/10 
Circulate DED 11/1/11 
PA & ED 2/1/12 
Project PS&E 10/1/13 
Right of Way 
Certification 

1/1/14 

Ready to List 2/1/14 
Approve Contract 7/1/14 
Contract Acceptance 11/1/15 
End Project 11/1/15 

 
 A completed Project Quality Matrix (PQM) can be found on the Project Focus database. 
 

10. FEDERAL COORDINATION 
 

No FHWA action required for this project. 
 

11. SCOPING TEAM FIELD REVIEW ATTENDANCE ROSTER:  
 

Scoping team field review attendance roster is included as Attachment Q. 
 

12. PROJECT REVIEWED BY: 
 

Field Review PDT Date 04/30/08 

District Maintenance Daniel R. Ramirez Date 03/09/09 

District Safety  Steven Hughes Date 03/10/09 

District Materials Wesley Johnson Date 03/09/09 

HQ Design Coordinator/Reviewer John Steele/Heidi Sykes Date 03/10/09 

HQ Maintenance Program Ron Jones Date 03/10/09 

Advance Planning Ilene Poindexter Date 02/24/09 
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13. ATTACHMENTS 
 

A. Project Location Map 
B. Typical Sections 
C. Project Layouts 
D. Structures Advance Planning Study 
E. PSSR Cost Estimate (Segment 1,2 and 3) 
F. Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report 
G. Initial Site Assessment 
H. Right of Way Data Sheet 
I. Landscape Architecture Assessment Sheet 
J. Preliminary Materials Recommendation 
K. Transportation Management Plan 
L. Life Cycle Cost Analysis Results 
M. Storm Water Data Report 
N. Preliminary Drainage Recommendations 
O. Proposed Shoulder Widening Locations 
P. Culvert Locations 
Q. Scoping Team Field Review Attendance Roster 
R. Risk Management Plan 
S. Programming Sheet 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 
 

TYPICAL SECTIONS 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT C 
 
 

PROJECT LAYOUTS  
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ATTACHMENT D 
 
 

STRUCTURES ADVANCE PLANNING STUDY 
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PSSR COST ESTIMATE 
(Segment 1, 2 &3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In Mendocino County along Route 101 from the 
Russian River Bridge to 1.0 miles south of the Crawford Creek Bridge

Shouldering widening, overlay, structure widening, drainage improvements, MBGR, ADA improvements, retaining wall

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COST

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $10,249,000

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $2,296,000

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $12,545,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,373,000
 

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $13,918,000

CALL $13,920,000

   

Program Code: 201.120

Limits:  

Proposed Improvement (Scope): 

HOPLAND REHAB PROJECT

Reviewed by District Program Manager __________________________    Date  _________________  

Approved by Project Manager __________________________________    Date  _________________  

District - County - Route:  01-MEN-101
PM: 9.2/21.1
EA:  36291K

Segment 1 - PM 9.2 - 13.6

Page 1 of 4



I.  ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
Roadway Excavation 26,998 CY $14 $377,972

 Subtotal Earthwork $477,972

Section 2 Pavement Structural Section Quantity Unit Unit Price** Item Cost
Hot Mix Asphalt - Type A 17,352 TON $85 $1,474,920
Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt - Type G 13,060 TON $90 $1,175,400
Rubberized HMA - Bonded Wearing Course - Open Graded 6,700 TON $165 $1,105,500
Aggregate Base (Class 2) 17,372 CY $45 $781,740
Minor Concrete (Sidewalk, Curb and Ramps) 31 CY $850 $26,350
Pavement Reinforcing Fabric 9,503 SQYD $2.00 $19,006
Paint Binder (Tack Coat) 42 TON $125 $5,250
Cold Plane AC 33,639 SQYD $3 $100,917

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $4,689,083

Section 3 Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
24" CSP Culvert 228 LF $130 $29,640
30" CSP Culvert 70 LF $140 $9,800
8" Perforated Plastic Pipe Underdrain 2,429 LF $50 $121,450

Subtotal Drainage $160,890

Section 4  Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Progress Schedule (Critical Path) 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Water Pollution Control/Sediment Control 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Erosion Control and Highway Planting 1 LS $90,000 $90,000
Prepare Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Mitigation Planting and Watering 1 LS $178,000 $178,000
Construction Contract Work 1 LS $10,400 $10,400
Retaining Wall (Type 1) 1 LS $314,000 $314,000
Transition Railing (Type WB) 4 EA $5,000 $20,000
Reconstruct Metal Beam Guard Railing 1,014 LF $25 $25,350
Centerline Rumble Strip (HMA, ground-in indentations) 227 STA $40 $9,080
Shoulder Rumble Strip (HMA, ground-in indentations) 454 STA $40 $18,160
Shoulder Backing 664 TON $42 $27,888

Subtotal Specialty Items $797,878

Section 5  Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Thermoplastic Striping (4")  93,658 FT $0.35 $32,780
Thermoplastic Striping (8") 634 FT $2.00 $1,268
Thermoplastic Pavement Marking 375 SQFT $8.00 $3,000
Pavement Marker (Retroreflective) 1,769 EA $5.00 $8,845
Portable Changeable Message Sign (PCMS) 4 EA $6,500 $26,000
Relocate Roadside Sign 1 LS $7,500 $7,500
Remove Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Install Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Construction Area Signs 1 LS $20,000 $20,000

Subtotal Traffic Items $109,393

Traffic Additions (Added in "TOTAL SECTIONS 1 thru 5)
Traffic Control System 1 LS (6% Item Subtotal) $521,800
Maintain Traffic 1 LS (7% Item Subtotal) $436,500

SUBTOTAL $6,235,216

TOTAL SECTIONS  1 thru 5 $7,193,516
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Section 6  Minor Items
 

$7,193,516 x  ( 5%) = $359,676
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 5)

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS $359,676

Section 7  Roadway Mobilization

$7,553,192 x ( 10% ) = $755,319
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $755,319

Section 8  Roadway Additions Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost

Supplemental Work

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

Contingencies
$7,553,192 x  (25%) = $1,888,298

$ Per Hour Hours Per Day Work Days
COZEEP setups @ $100 per Hour Working 10 Hour Days $100 9 20 $18,000
COZEEP setups @ $200 per Hour Working 10 Hour Nights $200 9 15 $27,000

Construction Office RE Office ($2200/month for 3 months) $6,600

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6) $7,553,192

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS (Sections 7 & 8) $2,695,217

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $10,249,000
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II.  STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name Hopland Overhead (#10-0081)
Structure Type RC Box Girder
Width (out to out) - (ft) 42.83
Length (begin to end bridge) - (ft) 311.33
Span Lengths - (ff) 45.16' - 73' - 73' - 73' - 45.83'
Total Area - (SF) 4,253
Footing Type (pile/spread) pile
Cost per SF (includes 10% mobilization & 25% contingency) $530.52
Total Structure Cost = $2,256,000

Bridge Name Rosetti Creek Bridge (#10-0087)
Structure Type RC Slab
Width (out to out) - (ft) 42.83
Length (begin to end bridge) - (ft) 44.00
Span Lengths - (ff) 45.16' - 73' - 73' - 73' - 45.83'
Total Area - (SF) 48
Footing Type (pile/spread) spread
Cost per SF (includes 10% mobilization & 25% contingency) $823.89
Total Structure Cost = $40,000

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $2,296,000
  (Sum of Total Cost for Structures)

Railroad Related Costs: $165,000

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS $165,000

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $2,461,000

III.  RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS  

A.  Acquisition, including excess lands, $141,000
B.  Mitigation acquisition & credits $1,169,698
C.  Project Development Permit Fees $60,000
D.  Utility Relocation (State share) $0
E. Relocation Assistance (RAP) $0
F.  Clearance/Demolition $0
G.  Title and Escrow Fees $2,600

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,373,000

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification N/A
(Date to which Values are Escalated)  

Estimate Prepared By:     Jeffrey Pimentel                    Phone #   707-445-6358                   
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In Mendocino County along Route 101 from 1.0 miles south of the
Crawford Creek Bridge to 1.6 miles north of the McNab Creek Bridge

Shouldering widening, overlay, drainage improvements, MBGR

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COST

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $8,527,000

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $0

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $8,527,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,139,000
 

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $9,666,000

CALL $9,670,000

   

HOPLAND REHAB PROJECT

Reviewed by District Program Manager __________________________    Date  _________________  

Approved by Project Manager __________________________________    Date  _________________  

District - County - Route:  01-MEN-101
PM: 9.2/21.1
EA:  36291K

Segment 2 - PM 13.6 - 17.5

Program Code: 201.120

Limits:  

Proposed Improvement (Scope):  
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I.  ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
Roadway Excavation 12,043 CY $14 $168,602

 Subtotal Earthwork $268,602

Section 2 Pavement Structural Section Quantity Unit Unit Price** Item Cost
Hot Mix Asphalt - Type A 15,762 TON $85 $1,339,770
Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt - Type G 14,810 TON $90 $1,332,900
Rubberized HMA - Bonded Wearing Course - Open Graded 7,675 TON $165 $1,266,375
Aggregate Base (Class 2) 3,342 CY $45 $150,390
Pavement Reinforcing Fabric 657 SQYD $2.00 $1,314
Paint Binder (Tack Coat) 46 TON $125 $5,750
Cold Plane AC 33,017 SQYD $3 $99,051

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $4,195,550

Section 3 Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
24" CSP Culvert 125 LF $130 $16,250
30" CSP Culvert 65 LF $140 $9,100
42" CSP Culvert 100 LF $200 $20,000
8" Perforated Plastic Pipe Underdrain 5,544 LF $50 $277,200

Subtotal Drainage $322,550

Section 4  Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Progress Schedule (Critical Path) 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Water Pollution Control/Sediment Control 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Erosion Control and Highway Planting 1 LS $80,000 $80,000
Prepare Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Mitigation Planting and Watering 1 LS $158,000 $158,000
Construction Contract Work 1 LS $10,400 $10,400
Reconstruct Metal Beam Guard Railing 376 LF $25 $9,400
Terminal System (Type ET) 1 EA $4,500 $4,500
Terminal Anchor Assembly (Type SFT) 1 EA $1,200 $1,200
Centerline Rumble Strip (HMA, ground-in indentations) 165 STA $40 $6,600
Shoulder Rumble Strip (HMA, ground-in indentations) 330 STA $40 $13,200
Shoulder Backing 102 TON $42 $4,284

Subtotal Specialty Items $392,584

Section 5  Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Thermoplastic Striping (4")  91,264 FT $0.35 $31,942
Thermoplastic Striping (8") 317 FT $2.00 $634
Thermoplastic Pavement Marking 634 SQFT $8.00 $5,072
Pavement Marker (Retroreflective) 1,443 EA $5.00 $7,215
Portable Changeable Message Sign (PCMS) 4 EA $6,500 $26,000
Relocate Roadside Sign 1 LS $7,500 $15,000
Remove Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Install Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Construction Area Signs 1 LS $35,000 $20,000

Subtotal Traffic Items $115,863

Traffic Additions (Added in "TOTAL SECTIONS 1 thru 5)
Traffic Control System 1 LS (6% Item Subtotal) $317,800
Maintain Traffic 1 LS (7% Item Subtotal) $370,700

SUBTOTAL $5,295,149

TOTAL SECTIONS  1 thru 5 $5,983,649
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Section 6  Minor Items
 

$5,983,649 x  ( 5%) = $299,182
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 5)

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS $299,182

Section 7  Roadway Mobilization

$6,282,832 x ( 10% ) = $628,283
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $628,283

Section 8  Roadway Additions Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost

Supplemental Work

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

Contingencies
$6,282,832 x  (25%) = $1,570,708

$ Per Hour Hours Per Day Work Days
COZEEP setups @ $100 per Hour Working 10 Hour Days $100 9 20 $18,000
COZEEP setups @ $200 per Hour Working 10 Hour Nights $200 9 15 $27,000

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6) $6,282,832

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS (Sections 7 & 8) $2,243,991

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $8,527,000
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II.  STRUCTURES ITEMS

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0
  (Sum of Total Cost for Structures)

Railroad Related Costs: $0

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS $0

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0

III.  RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS  

A.  Acquisition, including excess lands, $46,968
B.  Mitigation acquisition & credits $1,036,777
C.  Project Development Permit Fees $53,150
D.  Utility Relocation (State share) $0
E. Relocation Assistance (RAP) $0
F.  Clearance/Demolition $0
G.  Title and Escrow Fees $2,600

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,139,000

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification N/A
(Date to which Values are Escalated)  

Estimate Prepared By:     Jeffrey Pimentel                    Phone #   707-445-6358                   
  

Page 4 of 4



PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In Mendocino County along Route 101 from 1.6 miles north of the
McNab Creek Bridge to 0.2 miles north of the Robinson Creek Bridge

 Shouldering widening, overlay, structure widening, drainage improvements, slide repair, MBGR

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COST

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $18,043,000

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $158,000

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $18,201,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,009,000
 

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $19,210,000

CALL $19,210,000

   

Program Code: 201.120

Limits: 

Proposed Improvement (Scope): 

HOPLAND REHAB PROJECT

Reviewed by District Program Manager __________________________    Date  _________________  

Approved by Project Manager __________________________________    Date  _________________  

District - County - Route:  01-MEN-101
PM: 9.2/21.1
EA:  36291K

Segment 3 - PM 17.5 - 21.1
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I.  ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $200,000 $200,000
Roadway Excavation 50,451 CY $14 $706,314

 Subtotal Earthwork $906,314

Section 2 Pavement Structural Section Quantity Unit Unit Price** Item Cost
Hot Mix Asphalt - Type A 20,589 TON $85 $1,750,065
Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt - Type G 22,239 TON $90 $2,001,510
Rubberized HMA - Bonded Wearing Course - Open Graded 11,550 TON $165 $1,905,750
Aggregate Base (Class 2) 8,813 CY $45 $396,585
Pavement Reinforcing Fabric 7,064 SQYD $2.00 $14,128
Paint Binder (Tack Coat) 69 TON $125 $8,625
Cold Plane AC 7,064 SQYD $3 $21,192

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $6,097,855

Section 3 Drainage Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
24" CSP Culvert 889 LF $130 $115,570
30" CSP Culvert 214 LF $140 $29,960
8" Perforated Plastic Pipe Underdrain 9,414 LF $50 $470,700
Miscellaneous Drainage items 1 LS $307,200 $307,200

Subtotal Drainage $923,430

Section 4  Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Progress Schedule (Critical Path) 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Water Pollution Control/Sediment Control 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Erosion Control and Highway Planting 1 LS $73,000 $73,000
Prepare Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Mitigation Planting and Watering 1 LS $145,000 $145,000
Construction Contract Work 1 LS $10,400 $10,400
Rock Slope Protection (1/4 Ton) 39,763 CY $70 $2,783,410
Reconstruct Metal Beam Guard Railing 517 LF $25 $12,925
Shoulder Rumble Strip (HMA, ground-in indentations) 769 STA $40 $30,760
Shoulder Backing 316 TON $42 $13,272

Subtotal Specialty Items $3,173,767

Section 5  Traffic Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost
Thermoplastic Striping (4")  115,950 FT $0.35 $40,583
Thermoplastic Pavement Marking 301 SQFT $8.00 $2,408
Pavement Marker (Retroreflective) 2,415 EA $5.00 $12,075
Portable Changeable Message Sign (PCMS) 4 EA $6,500 $26,000
Relocate Roadside Sign 1 LS $7,500 $15,000
Remove Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Install Roadside Sign 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Construction Area Signs 1 LS $35,000 $20,000

Subtotal Traffic Items $126,066

Traffic Additions (Added in "TOTAL SECTIONS 1 thru 5)
Traffic Control System 1 LS (6% Item Subtotal) $683,200
Maintain Traffic 1 LS (7% Item Subtotal) $786,000

SUBTOTAL $11,227,432

TOTAL SECTIONS  1 thru 5 $12,696,632
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Section 6  Minor Items
 

$12,696,632 x  ( 5%) = $634,832
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 5)

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS $634,832

Section 7  Roadway Mobilization

$13,331,463 x ( 10% ) = $1,333,146
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,333,146

Section 8  Roadway Additions Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost

Supplemental Work

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6)

Contingencies
$13,331,463 x  (25%) = $3,332,866

$ Per Hour Hours Per Day Work Days
COZEEP setups @ $100 per Hour Working 10 Hour Days $100 9 20 $18,000
COZEEP setups @ $200 per Hour Working 10 Hour Nights $200 9 15 $27,000

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 6) $13,331,463

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS (Sections 7 & 8) $4,711,012

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $18,043,000
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II.  STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name Robinson Creek Bridge (#10-0005R)
Structure Type RC T-Beam
Width (out to out) - (ft) 41.83
Length (begin to end bridge) - (ft) 146.02
Span Lengths - (ff) 36' - 36' - 36' - 36
Total Area - (SF) 244
Footing Type (pile/spread) pile
Cost per SF (includes 10% mobilization & 25% contingency) $646.90
Total Structure Cost = $158,000

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $158,000
  (Sum of Total Cost for Structures)

Railroad Related Costs:

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS $0

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $158,000

III.  RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS  

A.  Acquisition, including excess lands, $0
B.  Mitigation acquisition & credits $957,025
C.  Project Development Permit Fees $48,886
D.  Utility Relocation (State share) $0
E. Relocation Assistance (RAP) $0
F.  Clearance/Demolition $0
G.  Title and Escrow Fees $2,600

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $1,009,000

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification N/A
(Date to which Values are Escalated)  

Estimate Prepared By:     Jeffrey Pimentel                    Phone #   707-445-6358                   
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Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report 

  
 
Project Information 
 
District  01  County  MEN   Route  101    Post Mile      9.2/21.1       EA 01-36291K                       
 
Project Title: MEN 101 Rehabilitation                 

Project Manager  Steven Blair               Phone #   (707) 441-5899  

Project Engineer  Jeffery Pimentel                              Phone #   (707) 445-6358  

Environmental Office Chief  Sandra Rosas                                  Phone # _(530) 741-4017                      

Environmental Generalist  Cassandra Pitts                  Phone #  (530) 741-4139  
 
Project Description 
 
Purpose and Need:  
The purpose of the Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation project is to preserve and extend 
the design life of the existing highway for a minimum of ten years and enhance highway safety. 
 
This segment of Route 101 exhibits deteriorated roadway pavement, narrow shoulder widths, 
drainage deficiencies, non-standard metal beam guard rail, and other roadway features that are in 
need of improvement as part of this Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation project. 
                                                          
Description of Work:  
The project proposes to rehabilitate an 11.9 mile section of US 101 in Mendocino County, 
California.  The project area extends from the Russian River Bridge north through the town of 
Hopland to 0.2 miles north of the Robinson Creek Bridge.  The project scope includes: 
 

 Pavement dig outs and asphalt concrete overlays. 
 Shoulder widening. 
 Bridge structure widening. 
 Upgrade sections of metal beam guardrail. 
 Drainage improvements. 

 
Pile driving and construction access roads will be built to facilitate the construction of the 
Hopland Overhead widening.  Even though the railroad runs parallel and in close proximity to US 
101, the project is not expected to impact the railroad between those limits.  However, railroad 
involvement with be required with the widening of the Hopland Overhead since the railroad 
passes beneath the existing structure.  Utility poles will be relocated at the north east and south 
east corners of the US 101/State Route 175 intersection, a light pole will be relocated on the north 
side of Hopland and tree removal will be required in order to meet the standard for Clear 
Recovery Zone. 
 
Alternatives: There are two alternatives considered for this project, the “Build” Alternative and 
the “No Build” Alternative. 
 
Alternative 1: Build Alternative –The project will include bridge structure widening, structural 
section repairs, pavement overlays, rumble strip, reconstructing metal beam guardrail and 
terminal sections, culvert replacement, shoulder widening and a retaining wall. 
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Alternative 2: No Build Alternative – This alternative would not eliminate future degradation of 
the roadway and pavement or improve drainage to bring the roadway and features up to the 
current standards.  This alternative does not meet the project “Purpose and Need”. 
 
Anticipated Environmental Approval 
 
 CEQA     NEPA 
ο Categorical/Statutory Exemption  ο Categorical Exclusion 

 Negative Declaration / focused ND  Finding of No Significant Impact 
ο       Environmental Impact Report        ο    Environmental Impact Statement 
 
The anticipated environmental approval for the proposed project is an Initial Study/Negative 
Declaration (IS/ND)/Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), respectively.  Mitigation may be necessary to reduce any impact to less than 
significant.  It is not anticipated that adverse effects will result from this project after all 
mitigation has been included.  However, if the technical studies detect an impact(s) that cannot be 
alleviated below the level of significance or found to be adverse, then a Negative Declaration 
(ND)/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) cannot be prepared.  An Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared pursuant to CEQA and 
NEPA. 
 
Pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act:  A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and the SAFETEA-LU Pilot Program Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) effective July 1, 2007, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
has assigned, and Caltrans has assumed, all the US Department of Transportation Secretary’s 
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The assignment applies to 
all projects on the State Highway System (SHS), and all Local Assistance projects off the SHS 
within the State of California, with the exception of the responsibilities concerning certain 
categorical exclusions, which were assigned to the Department under the June 7, 2007 MOU, 
projects excluded by definition, and specific project exclusions.  When determining the class of 
action (Routine Environmental Assessment vs. Complex Environmental Assessment), the 
districts must now obtain concurrence from the Headquarters Environmental Coordinators. 
 
It is estimated that completion of the environmental document process will require approximately 
16-18 months.  This time period includes field reviews, preparation of the technical reports, 
agency consultation, environmental document preparation, circulation of the document to the 
public and any revisions. 
 
PSR Summary Statement 
In order to identify environmental issues, constraints, costs, and resource needs, the Office of 
Environmental Management prepared a Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) for 
the project.  Preliminary environmental studies consist of windshield surveys and a review of 
records and databases.  Due to the potential need to provide mitigation measures, it is anticipated 
that an Initial Study (IS)/Environmental Assessment (EA) is necessary to determine the 
appropriate environmental document for this project.  The environmental approval is expected to 
be an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (ND) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and an Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impacts pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  It is estimated that approximately 16-18 months 
will be required to complete the environmental process. 
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Environmental Technical Reports or Studies Required 
 
   Study Document N/A 
Community Impact Study     ο ο 
Farmland    ο ο 
Section 4(f) Evaluation   ο ο ο 
Visual Resources     ο 
Water Quality     ο 
Floodplain Evaluation     ο 
Noise Study     ο 
Air Quality Study     ο 
Paleontology   ο ο  
Wild and Scenic River Consistency    ο ο 
Cumulative Impacts    ο ο 
 
Cultural 
 ASR   ο  ο 
 HSR   ο  ο 
 HASR   ο  ο 
 HPSR   ο  ο 
 Section 106 / SHPO   ο  ο 
 Native American Coordination   ο  ο 
 Other 
 Finding of Effect   ο ο ο 
 Data Recovery Plan   ο ο ο 
 
Hazardous Waste  
 ISA (Additional)      ο 
 PSI     ο 
 Other  
    ο ο ο  
Biological 
 Endangered Species (Federal)     ο  
 Endangered Species (State)     ο 
 Species of Concern (CNPS, USFS, BLM, S, F)    ο 
 Biological Assessment (USFWS, NMFS, State)    ο 
 Wetlands    ο ο 
 Invasive Species    ο ο 
 Natural Environment Study     ο 
 NEPA 404 Coordination   ο ο ο 
 Other 
    ο ο ο 
Permits 
 401 Permit Coordination   ο  ο 
 404 Permit Coordination  ο  ο 
 1602 Permit Coordination   ο  ο 
 City/County Coastal Permit Coordination  ο ο ο 
 State Coastal Permit Coordination   ο ο ο 
 NPDES Coordination   ο  ο 
 US Coast Guard (Section 10)  ο ο ο 



 

Discussion of Technical Review 
 
Socio-Economic and Community Effects.  The project is not expected to have any effects on 
the local community or the economy. 
 
Farmlands. N/A 
 
4(f) Impacts.  Section 4(f) is a national policy created by the US Department of Transportation to 
preserve the natural beauty of public parks, recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, 
and historic sites.  Unless this project impacts a historic site on or eligible for the National 
Register, not readily identified through the record search, Section 4(f) is not applicable to this 
project. 
 
Visual Effects.  Upon review of the project scope, a Visual Impact Assessment will be required 
for this project.  A Visual Impact Assessment report with mapping will identify the locations of 
significant visual resources, identify and quantify potential impacts, and point out areas of high 
and low priority.  The inventory of visual resources may include: 
 

• Positive and negative views; 
• Town of Hopland; 
• Aesthetic treatment for proposed retaining wall; 
• Aesthetic treatment for bridge barriers for several bridges; 
• Cut and fill impacts; and 
• Soil over Rock Slope Protection (RSP). 

 
The Visual Impact Analysis will evaluate how much vegetation, landscaping, and plantings 
would be impacted, the effect the project would have on the visual setting and the scenic 
resources, aesthetic treatment for retaining walls and bridge structures, and other appropriate 
mitigation measures within the project limits. 
 
The visual assessment would be used to design mitigation measures by showing the areas of high 
and low visual impact.  Mitigation can include avoiding, minimizing, and reducing impacts as 
well as rectifying or compensating for them. 
 
Water Quality and Erosion.  There are potentially significant impacts to water quality that can 
be mitigated to less than significant levels.  Given the scope of the project, an evaluation of post 
construction treatment Best Management Practices will be required to demonstrate that the 
project has limited pollutants in storm water discharges to the maximum extent practicable.  The 
project will need to obtain coverage under the statewide construction general permit for storm 
water discharges related to construction activities.   
 
The project is located in the Russian River watershed, a 303(d) listed water body, impaired for 
sediment and temperature.  Removal of riparian vegetation and hydromodification are listed as 
potential sources contributing to the temperature impairment.  Construction, land development, 
removal of riparian vegetation, streambank modification/destabilization, drainage/filling of 
wetlands, highway maintenance and runoff are listed as potential sources for the 
sedimentation/siltation impairment. 
 
Floodplain.  No impacts or increase in floodwater elevations are expected due to this project 
because the proposed width of the floodplain encroachment by the project is minimal in relation 
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to the total floodplain width and would not result in a measurable increase of the Base Flood 
Elevations.   
 
Air Quality. This project is exempt from all air quality conformity analysis requirements.  The 
contractor is required to conform with the Caltrans Standard Specifications which includes 
Section 7-1.01F, “Air Pollution Control” and Section 10, “Dust Control” that require the 
contractor to comply with all pertinent rules, regulations, ordinances, and statues of the local air 
district in order to minimize any potential temporary construction-related emission impacts. 
 
Noise. This project is not anticipated to be a Type I project as defined by 23 CFR section 772 and 
Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and Reconstruction 
Projects.  No project level noise analysis is required. 
 
Cultural Resources.  The project area encompasses ten bridge structures, and three of these 
structures will be widened as part of the undertaking. All ten of these structures were assessed as 
Category 5 – not eligible – during the updated 2006 Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory.  
 
All proposed work would take place within the existing and proposed right-of-way and temporary 
construction easements (TCEs). The Environmental Study Limits (ESL) for this project varies 
from (75.00-125.00 ft) from the existing centerline on both sides of the highway. The proposed 
project, which will receive federal and state funding, represents a federal undertaking subject to 
regulatory requirements set forth under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 
CFR Part 800), which is currently governed by stipulations of the January 2004 Programmatic 
Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department 
of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federally-Aided Highway Program in California 
(PA). 
 
The evaluation is based on an examination of preliminary plans; Caltrans project files; the 
Hopland, Purdys Gardens, and Elledge Peak, Calif. 7.5 minute USGS topographic quadrangles; 
and highway As-built plans. Additionally, a review was conducted of resources listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (United States Government 1979 and supplements to date), 
California Historical Landmarks (State of California 1990 and supplemental information to date), 
California Points of Historical Interest (State of California 1992 and supplemental information to 
date), California Register of Historic Resources (State of California 1997 and supplemental 
information to date), and the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory (California Department of 
Transportation 1986).  
 
Caltrans previously studied about 70% of the current project area limits in conjunction with the 
proposed Hopland Bypass project.  
 
One property that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the Thatcher Hotel at 
13401 US 101 in the town of Hopland, is within the project area limits. Additionally, the 
architectural survey for the bypass project identified two eligible properties that are within the 
current project area: (1) the Northwestern Pacific Depot and Railroad in Hopland and (2) a 
residence at 13100 South US 101. An examination of aerial photographs and USGS topographic 
quadrangles suggests that 20 previously unevaluated parcels within the ESL need to be studied by 
an architectural historian.  
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The archaeological survey for the Hopland bypass identified 12 sites that appear to extend within 
the current project area limits. Most of these sites appear to represent prehistoric lithic scatters, 
although three sites might contain midden deposits. Additionally, there are a number of features 
or properties (such as culverts and right-of-way markers) that appear to extend into the current 
project area limits, but meet criteria for Attachment 4 of the PA (Properties Exempt from 
Evaluation). Approximately 30% of the current project area limits were not covered by the 
Hopland bypass survey, and those unsurveyed areas exist within downtown Hopland and north of 
Robinson Creek. A records search at the Northwest Information of the California Historical 
Resources Information System at Sonoma State University is needed to determine whether any 
portions of the project area were ever surveyed in conjunction with non-Caltrans projects and if 
any sites were previously recorded in these areas.  
 
The following tasks are required to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act: 
 

 Conduct a records search to fully identify all previously recorded archaeological sites 
and prior archaeological studies; 

 Consult with local historical societies, the Mendocino County Archaeological 
Commission; the Native American Heritage Commission, and local Native American 
representatives; 

 Obtain Permits to Enter for unsurveyed portions of the ESL; 
 Conduct an archaeological survey of all areas not previously examined and prepare an 

Archaeological Survey Report;  
 Fully define the vertical and horizontal extent of ground disturbance needed for 

project construction and delineate an Area of Direct Impacts (ADI); 
 Prepare a task order and state cost estimate for a Phase II investigation of those 

portions of sites within the ADI (including a proposal, fieldwork, laboratory analysis, 
and Phase II report); 

 Conduct consultant oversight for Phase II investigation; 
 Prepare a Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) for architectural and historic 

period archaeological sites (if necessary); and 
 Prepare a Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR). 
 Prepare a Finding of Effects (FOE) document if historic properties (i.e., resources that 

are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places) are present and will 
potentially be affected by the undertaking; and 

 Submit documents to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for a 30-day 
review period under the PA. 

 
If the FOE concludes that the project would have an adverse effect on the qualities that make a 
resource eligible for listing, Caltrans is also required to: 
 

 Prepare a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) laying out the measures that will be 
implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects on a historic property 
and establishing responsibility for implementing each of the measures; and  

 Consult with the SHPO regarding the terms of the MOA. Resolution of the terms of 
the MOA may take 6-18 months, depending on the complexity of issues and the 
feasibility of proposed mitigation measures. 

 
For purposes of this PEAR, optimistic and pessimistic scenarios are assessed in relation to 
workload time and costs. The most optimistic scenario is that no other resources beyond the 12 
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archaeological sites exist within the ESL/APE and none of these are eligible for National Register 
listing. The most pessimistic scenario is that 24 archaeological sites are present and that more 
than one site is eligible for National Register listing. The most likely scenario is that 16 
archaeological sites are present within the ESL/APE (based on an assumption that sites within the 
unsurveyed 30% of the ESL/APE turn up at the same rate as within the 70% already surveyed by 
Caltrans) and that at least one site is eligible. Estimated hours range from approximately 1,368 to 
2,816 hours. Estimated hours for Phase II archaeological studies consists only of those hours 
needed for a Caltrans archaeologist to oversee a consultant. Because portions of 12 archaeological 
sites are known to extend within the ESL and more may be present, the schedule for completing 
Section 106 studies will extend from three to five years to allow for evaluation of resources as 
well as possible impact mitigation. Evaluation and mitigation costs range up to $1,000,000.  If 
project plans change, the conclusions of this PEAR Evaluation may be invalidated and potential 
impacts to cultural resources may need to be re-examined. 
 
Native American Coordination.  Coordination will occur with Native American groups and 
individuals as appropriate throughout the environmental process. 
 
Hazardous Waste/Materials.  The Initial Site Assessment (ISA) indicates that the soil and 
vegetation will be disturbed during construction. Excess soil material will need to be disposed of 
offsite. New right-of-way may be required. The project limits fall within an area identified by the 
Mendocino Air Quality Management District that may contain naturally occurring asbestos.  
 
Based on this review and previously general sampling conducted within the project limits there 
are three potential hazardous waste issues, (1) naturally occurring asbestos, (2) aerially deposited 
lead, and (3) asbestos containing construction material. Therefore, a Preliminary Site 
Investigation (PSI) is required for this project.  
 
Biological Resources.  This project may affect the following sensitive biological resources: 
 
Mammals 
Bat surveys were conducted in and around Hopland between June 2002 and July 2003 by 
California State University, Sacramento. These surveys included the Hopland overhead bridge 
and the US 101 “green bridge” of the Russian River. Surveys will be required at the remaining 
structures including McNab Creek, Feliz Creek and Robinson Creek.  The ringtail (California 
“Fully Protected” Species) and the Pacific fisher (Federal Species of Concern) may be present 
within the ESL. 
 
Potential Impacts and Consultation: Construction activities (vegetation removal, work on bridges, 
buildings, or other structures) have the potential to directly or indirectly impact mammal species 
(bats) or habitat required for their reproductive success, including potential roosting areas in oak 
woodland and on structures. Impacts to bat species will require consultation with California 
Department of Fish & Game and the US Fish & Wildlife Service. Work on substrates suitable for 
bat day roosts may be restricted to the seasonal migrational period for many bat species. Impacts 
to ringtails or ringtail denning areas will require consultation with the California Department of 
Fish & Game.  No direct or indirect impacts to Pacific fisher are expected to occur as a result of 
the proposed project. No surveys for this species are recommended. 
 
Birds 
It is anticipated that bird species and raptors protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act may try 
to nest within the project area between February 15 and September 1. Surveys for nesting birds 
shall be performed if vegetation removal or work on structures that support bird nests is 
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scheduled to commence between February 15 and September 1, when nesting migratory birds are 
assumed to be present within the project area. 
 
Potential Impacts and Consultation: By implementing the recommended avoidance and 
minimization measures, construction activities are not likely to directly impact bird species or 
habitat required for their reproductive success, including potential nesting areas in existing 
vegetation, or on Caltrans structures. Impacts to sensitive or migratory bird species will require 
consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish & 
Game.  
 
Fish 
The Russian River and its tributaries are known to support populations of central coast chinook 
salmon, central California coast steelhead, California coast chinook salmon (federally listed 
“threatened” species), green sturgeon (a candidate for federal listing), Russian River tule perch 
and Navarro roach (California species of special concern). No surveys for sensitive species will 
be required, as the above species are known to inhabit fish bearing waters of the Russian River 
system.  

 
Several culverted crossings of ephemeral, intermittent and perennial waters were noted during 
surveys conducted for the proposed Hopland bypass project. Potentially fish bearing drainages 
are listed in appendix 1.  
 
Potential Impacts: In-water work, or work within the bed, banks, or riparian corridors of 
waterways within the project area has the potential to directly or indirectly impact sensitive 
aquatic resources including sensitive fish species. In water work will require the consultation with 
with US Fish & Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish & Game, US Army Corps of 
Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  
In-stream work is likely to be restricted to between July 1st and September 15 of a given 
construction season. 
  
Fish Passages 
Caltrans is required to complete an assessment of potential barriers to anadromous fish prior to 
commencing any project using State or Federal transportation funds, and is required to construct 
projects without presenting barriers to fish passage, and to pursue remediation of existing 
barriers. Caltrans is required to develop necessary passage corrections during project 
development in consultation with the California Department of Fish & Game. 

 
A total of twelve (12) systems within the proposed Hopland Highway Rehabilitation project ESL 
were evaluated for fish passage by the Caltrans Hydraulics Design Department in January of 
2009. The results of the assessment are included in Appendix 1 (pages 18-21).  

 
None of the culverts evaluated posed fish passage barriers, the remaining culverts were in areas 
where fish habitat was non existent or very poor. The invert of the 36” culvert at PM 14.73 is in 
poor condition. The proposed project recommends replacing this culvert with a 42” alternate pipe 
culvert (APC). 

 
Amphibians and Reptiles 
Ephemeral, intermittent and perennial waters located near and within the project area have the 
potential to provide breeding habitat or movement corridors for foothill yellow legged frogs and 
western pond turtles. Western pond turtles were observed at several locations within or adjacent 
to the ESL of the proposed Hopland Bypass Project during field surveys conducted between 2003 
and 2005.  
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Areas where the ESL for proposed project overlaps with the ESL for the proposed Hopland 
Bypass Project (PM 9.1-17.6) will require a re-evaluation to confirm the resources that were 
inventoried and mapped as part of the proposed bypass project. Areas within the Hopland 
Highway Rehabilitation Project ESL that are located outside of the ESL of the proposed Hopland 
Bypass project (PM 17.60-21.90) will require complete biological inventory, including surveys 
for sensitive reptile and amphibians. Surveys for sensitive reptiles and amphibians should be 
conducted between the months of March and June. 
 
Potential Impacts and Consultation: In-water work, or work within the bed, banks, or riparian 
corridors of waterways within the project area has the potential to directly or indirectly impact 
sensitive aquatic resources including sensitive amphibians and reptiles (western pond turtle). In- 
water work affecting these species will require the consultation with the California Department of 
Fish & Game, US Army Corps of Engineers, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  In-
stream work is likely to be restricted to between July 1 and September 15 of a given construction 
season. 
 
Invertebrates 
Although no California Natural Diversity Data Base  (CNDDB) records for listed and special 
status vernal pool invertebrates (fairy shrimp, tadpole shrimp, etc) exist in the project vicinity, or 
within Mendocino County proper, these species may potentially occur within seasonal wetlands 
located within the project vicinity in appropriate habitat. Surveys will be required to identify, 
inspect and map appropriate seasonal wetland areas that may function as habitat for special status 
vernal pool invertebrates. The project area and ESL are outside of the known range of the 
California freshwater shrimp and no surveys for this species are recommended. 
 
Vegetation / Sensitive Plants 
Habitat condions exist for one or more special status plant species within the project area and the 
ESL is known to support oak and riparian woodlands. 
 
Surveys were conducted and mapping was produced documenting the presence and locations of 
oak woodlands (blue, interior live, scrub, and black oaks), riparian woodlands, and sensitive plant 
species within the ESL of the proposed Hopland Bypass project (MEN 101, PM 8.00 to 17.60) 
during field surveys conducted between 2003 and 2005.  
 
Areas where the ESL for the proposed Hopland Rehahabilitation Project overlaps with the ESL 
for the proposed Hopland Bypass Project will require a re-evaluation to confirm the resources that 
were inventoried and mapped as part of the proposed Hopland Bypass project and still exist on 
site. Areas within the Hopland Highway Rehabilitation project ESL that are located outside of the 
ESL of the proposed Hopland Bypass project will require complete biological inventory, 
including surveys to identify, map and measure oak trees and riparian vegetation, and surveys to 
identify and map special status plant species. It is recommended that surveys for special status 
plant species are conducted throughout the entire ESL, including the previously surveyed area of 
overlap with the proposed Hopland Bypass Project ESL (due to annual variability in plant  
 



 
 

populations), and plant surveys should be conducted during the appropriate blooming periods 
(approximately February to June). 
 
Potential Impacts and Consultation: Because habitat conditions exist for one or more special 
status plant species within the project area, vegetation removal or groundbreaking activities have 
the potential to directly or indirectly impact special status plant species. Impacts to federally 
listed plant species or plant species of federal concern will require consultation with the US Fish 
& Wildlife Service. Impacts to state listed, state special concern or otherwise rare California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) plant species will require consultation with the California 
Department of Fish & Game.  
 
Impacts to native oak trees will require consultation with the California Department of Fish & 
Game and mitigation in compliance with Senate Concurrent Resolution #17 (Oak Woodlands). 
On-site or near site mitigation is recommended. Project costs should incorporate the purchase of 
additional right of way, mitigation banking credit, or other land acquisition that will be required 
for performing oak mitigation, as well as costs for long term (up to 5 years) mitigation 
monitoring. 
 
Impacts to riparian vegetation will require consultation with the California Department of Fish & 
Game and mitigation in compliance with sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game 
Code, section 13260 of the California Water Code, and sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. On-site or near site mitigation is recommended. Project costs should incorporate the 
purchase of additional right of way, mitigation banking credit, or other land acquisition that will 
be required for performing riparian woodland mitigation, as well as costs for long term (up to 5 
years) mitigation monitoring. 
 
Wetlands 
Surveys were conducted and mapping was produced documenting the presence and locations of 
potential wetlands, potential “other waters” of the United States, and potential “waters of the 
State of California” within the ESL of the proposed Hopland Bypass during field surveys 
conducted between 2003 and 2005.  
 
Areas where the ESL for the proposed project overlaps with the ESL for the proposed Hopland 
Bypass project (PM 9.1-17.6) will require a re-evaluation to confirm the resources that were 
inventoried and mapped as part of the proposed Bypass Project and still exist on site. Areas 
within the Hopland Highway Rehabilitation project ESL that are located outside of the ESL of the 
proposed Hopland Bypass project (PM 17.60-21.90) will require complete biological inventory, 
including surveys to identify, map and measure potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other 
waters. United States Geological Survey topographic maps indicate that at least two unnamed 
intermittent drainages, and one named intermittent stream (Robinson Creek) cross US 101 within 
the ESL of the currently proposed Hopland Highway Rehabilitation project between PMs 17.6 
and 21.9. It is recommended that surveys for potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters 
are conducted between March and June 
 
Potential Impacts and Consultation: In-stream work and impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are 
expected to occur during the course of drainage improvement activities. Any impacts to 
jurisdictional waters (including fill or excavation within wetlands or other waters), or water 
quality will require consultation with the US Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of 
Fish & Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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Invasive Pest Plant Species.  Executive Order 13112 requires that any federal action may not 
cause or promote the spread or introduction of invasive species.  Implementation of this project 
may result in the removal of existing vegetation.  During construction, every effort will be made 
to minimize the spread or introduction of invasive species. 
 
Right-of-Way Relocation or Staging Area.  New right-of-way is needed for this project. 
Construction access roads will be made to facilitate the construction of the Hopland Overhead 
widening. These roads will need to be identified as part of the environmental study request.  
There will also be railroad involvement with the widening of the Hopland Overhead since the 
railroad passes beneath the existing structure.  The equipment staging area will most likely be one 
of the large pull out sections located at PM 9.65, 12.9 or 17.4.  The railroad runs parallel and in 
close proximity to US 101 from PM 11.2 to 12.7.  Impacts to the railroad between those limits are 
not expected.  Utility poles will be relocated at the Northeast and Southeast corners of US 
101/State Route 175 intersection.  A light pole will be relocated at PM 11.18 (north side of 
Hopland).  Pile driving will occur as a result of the Hopland Overhead widening.  This project 
will have surplus material that will need to be hauled off-site.  The contractor will use some 
surplus material to construct slopes as needed; all other excess materials will become the property 
of the contractor who will be solely responsible for removal from the project site. 
 
Permits. Under the current scope of the project the following permits are needed.  Consultation 
for these permits could take up to 12 months. 
 
Permits to enter for unsurveyed portions of the Environmental Study Limit; 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Nationwide Permit, Under the 404 Permit; 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 401 Permit; 
California Department of Fish and Game (California Department of Fish & Game) 1602 Permit; 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)/National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) Biological Opinion; and 
Section 7 consultation with US Fish & Wildlife Service (if in-stream work is proposed in any 
perennial waterway, or if impacts to fish bearing water). 
 
Coastal Zone.  N/A 
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List of Preparers 
 
 
Hazardous Waste Review by Mark Melani Date 11/12/08 
Biological Review by Jason Meigs Date 12/05/08 
Water Quality/Storm Water Review by Alex Arevalo Date 11/26/08 
Cultural Resources/Architectural History Review by Jeff Haney Date 10/29/08 
Noise Review by Benjamin Tam Date 12/01/08 
Air Quality Review by Sharon Tang Date 12/01/08 
Floodplain Review by Fernando Manzanera Date 11/26/08 
Landscape Architecture Review by Laura Lazzarotto Date 12/11/08 
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Attachment A - PEAR Mitigation and Compliance Cost Estimate*(Standard PSRs Only) 
 
Dist.-Co.-Rte.-KP/PM: 01-MEN-101/PM 9.2-21.1 EA: 36291K    
 
Project Description: The project proposes to rehabilitate an 11.90 mile section of US 101 in 
Mendocino County, California.  The project area extends from the Russian River Bridge north 
through the town of Hopland to 0.20 miles north of the Robinson Creek Bridge.  The project 
scope includes: Pavement dig outs and asphalt concrete overlays; shoulder widening by 8.00 ft 
along sections of conventional highway and 10.00 ft along freeway sections; structure 
widening/replacement; upgrade sections of metal beam guardrail; and drainage improvements. 
 
 
Person completing form/Dist. Office.:Cassandra Pitts – District 3  
 
Project Manager: Steven Blair Phone number: (707) 441-5899  
 
Date: December 19, 2008     
    
 Mitigation Compliance 
 Project 

Feature1 
Enviro. 
Obligation2 

Statutory 
Require.3 

Permit & 
Agreement4 

Fish & Game 1602 Agreement    137,500 
Coastal Development Permit     
State Lands Agreement     
NPDES Permit     
COE 404 Permit- Nationwide     
COE 404 Permit- Individual     
COE Section 10 Permit     
COE Section 9 Permit     
RWQCB – Section 401    24,536 
     
Noise attenuation     
Special landscaping     
Archaeological 1,000,000    
Biological     
Wetlands 1,035,000    
Riparian 1,350,000    
Oak 240,000    
Historical     
Scenic resources     
Hazardous Waste 18,500    
     
     
     
TOTAL (Enter zeros if no cost) 3,643,500 0 0 162,036 
Costs are to be reported in $1,000’s. 
Costs are to include all costs to complete the commitment including:  1) cost of right-of-way or 
easements; 2) long-term monitoring and reporting; and 3) any follow-up maintenance. 



 

1 Mitigation that Caltrans would normally do if not required by a permit or environmental agreement. 
2 Mitigation that Caltrans would not normally do but is required by conditions of a permit or 
environmental agreement. 
3 Mitigation that Caltrans would not normally do and is not required by a permit or Enviro. Agreement, 
but is required by a law. 
4 Non-mitigation Caltrans would not normally do but is required by conditions of a permit or agreement. 
 
*Prepare a separate form for each practicable alternative in the PSR. 
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APPENDIX 1



Table 1: 
Culverts Evaluated Within Hopland Rehabilitation Project ESL** 

 
 
Location Resource Priority Ranking 

(North Coast Pilot 
Research Study, 
2001) 

Notes Drainage work 
currently proposed 
at this location 
 (01-36291K) 

Candidate for Fish Passage 
Improvement Study in “K” 
Phase? (01-36291K) 

Post Mile 
20.91 

Robinson 
Creek 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

Bridge, natural bottom.  Topo 
map suggests approximately 
several miles of upstream habitat 
available.  This system was not 
evaluated during studies for 
Hopland Bypass or during 2001 
fish passage assessment for State 
Highway culverts.  Stream is 
known to support fisheries. 

None No.  Current bridge spans 
Robinson Creek, no fish 
passage barriers.  

Post Mile 
19.80 

Unnamed 
Tributary To 
Russian 
River 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

18” Culvert.  Topo map suggests 
approximately 1.4 miles of 
upstream habitat available. This 
system was not evaluated during 
studies for Hopland Bypass or 
during 2001 fish passage 
assessment for State Highway 
culverts. 

None No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 

Post Mile 
19.57 

Unnamed 
Tributary To 
Russian 
River 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

6.0’ x 7.9’ Oval SSPP 378’ long.  
Topo map suggests 
approximately 1.9 miles of 
upstream habitat available. This 
system was not evaluated during 
studies for Hopland Bypass or 
during 2001 fish passage 
assessment for State Highway 
culverts. 

None 
 

No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 
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Table 1: 

Culverts Evaluated Within Hopland Rehabilitation Project ESL** 
 
 
Location Resource Priority Ranking 

(North Coast Pilot 
Research Study, 
2001) 

Notes Drainage work 
currently proposed 
at this location 
 (01-36291K) 

Candidate for Fish Passage 
Improvement Study? (01-
36291K) 

Post Mile 
18.18 

North Fork 
McNab 
creek 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

24” Culvert part of storm drain 
system, not a natural drainage. 

None No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 

Post Mile 
16.73 

Tributary to 
North Fork 
McNab 
Creek 

Gray* 8x5 RCB Invert covered with 
substrate.  Topo map suggests 
approximately 1.9 miles of 
upstream habitat available.  
Species diversity assumed by 
presence in downstream 
confluence channel (tributary to 
McNab Creek). 

None No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 

Post Mile 
15.95 

McNab 
Creek 

Green* Existing bridge spans McNab 
Creek, no fish passage issues. 
Stream is known to support 
fisheries. 

None No. Current bridge spans 
McNab Creek, no fish passage 
barriers.  

Post Mile 
14.73 

Crawford 
Irrigation 
Ditch 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

36” CSP Culvert.  No upstream 
habitat.  Several culverts and the 
railroad levee are located 
downstream of highway culvert. 

Replace with APC 
culvert 

No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 

Post Mile 
14.62 

Crawford 
Creek 

Culvert not evaluated 
during 2001 fish 
passage assessment for 
State Highway 
culverts. 

Bridge (natural bottom).  Several 
culverts and the railroad levee are 
located downstream of highway 
culvert. 

None No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 
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Table 1: 

Culverts Evaluated Within Hopland Rehabilitation Project ESL** 
 
 
Location Resource Priority Ranking 

(North Coast Pilot 
Research Study, 
2001) 

Notes Drainage work 
currently proposed 
at this location 
 (01-36291K) 

Candidate for Fish Passage 
Improvement Study? (01-
36291K) 

Post Mile 
12.76 

Tributary to 
Sanel 
Diversion 
Ditch 

Gray* 4x4 RCB Outlet drains to another 
4x4 RCB from old highway 
alignment then through 2-36” 
RCP under railroad.  (HSU Study 
Site).  Downstream barriers 
include several culverts and 
railroad line.  Stream eventually 
tributary to the “Sanel Diversion 
Ditch” and Sanel Creek.  Sanel 
Creek is impounded into a series 
of irrigation ponds and no longer 
reaches the Russian River. 
Approximately 0.44-mile of dry 
streambed between historic 
Russian River confluence and 
lowest impoundment. 

None No. Stream eventually 
tributary to the “Sanel 
Diversion Ditch” and Sanel 
Creek. Sanel Creek is 
impounded into a series of 
irrigation ponds and no longer 
reaches the Russian River.  

Post Mile 
11.72 

Sanel Creek Assessment Required 5x5 RCB.  Rock Weir at Railroad 
culvert backwaters both Railroad 
and Caltrans culverts.  Sanel 
Creek is impounded into a series 
of irrigation ponds and no longer 
reaches the Russian River. 
Approximately 0.44-mile of dry 
streambed between historic 
Russian River confluence and 
lowest impoundment. 

None No. Sanel Creek is impounded 
into a series of irrigation ponds 
downstream of Hwy 101 and 
no longer reaches the Russian 
River.  
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Table 1: 

Culverts Evaluated Within Hopland Rehabilitation Project ESL** 
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Location Resource Priority Ranking 

(North Coast Pilot 
Research Study, 
2001) 

Notes Drainage work 
currently proposed at 
this location 
 (01-36291K) 

Candidate for Fish Passage 
Improvement Study? (01-
36291K) 

Post Mile 
10.06 

Duncan Springs 
Creek 

Culvert not 
evaluated during 
2001 fish passage 
assessment for State 
Highway culverts. 

10x6 RCB.  Invert covered 
with substrate.  Stream is 
ditched for drainage. One 
potential downstream barrier at 
railroad culvert. 

None No.  System is not a barrier to 
fish passage. 

Post Mile 9.87 Duncan Springs 
Creek Tributary 

Culvert not 
evaluated during 
2001 fish passage 
assessment for State 
Highway culverts. 

8x7 RCB.  Invert covered with 
substrate.  Downstream of 
culvert stream runs under 
Railroad.  Stream is ephemeral 
and assumed insignificant for 
fish passage.   

None No. Stream is ephemeral and 
assumed insignificant for fish 
passage.  Entire upstream area 
available is approximately 
1,000 feet 

* Please refer to the North Coast Pilot Research “Lang Study” study for definition of colors codes. 
**The existing culverts listed in Appendix 1 above have been reviewed and/or studied for potential Fish Passage along SR-101.  These 
locations are not a candidate for fish passage.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT G 
 
 

INITIAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT H 
 
 

RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET  
 













STATE OF CALIFORNIA – DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION EA: 01-362910 
RAILROAD INFORMATION SHEET Hopland Rehab 01-MEN-101- 9.2/21.1 
 
1. Describe railroad facilities or right of way affected: 
 

North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) tracks at the Hopland Overhead PUC# 0098.70A DOT# 
499068U. 

 
2. When branch lines or spurs are affected, would acquisition and/or payment of damages to 

businesses and/or industries served by the railroad facility be more cost effective that 
construction of a facility to perpetuate the rail service? 

 
 Yes ____ No ____   N/A _X_ 
 
3. Discuss types of agreements and rights required from the railroads.  Are grade crossings 

requiring service contracts or grade separations requiring construction and maintenance 
agreements involved? 

  
 Railroad Right of Entry (TCE) – required on both sides of the existing structure for contractors access. 

Easement – State’s existing rights for structure are via an “Agreement” with the former railroad 
operator.  State’s rights should be perfected to “Highway Easement” for the existing and widened 
portions of the bridge structure.   

 Construction and Maintenance Agreement/Service Contract – Project will require entering into a 
new Construction and Maintenance Agreement with Service Contract as an attachment.  Documents will 
provide delineation of cost responsibilities and future maintenance obligations of State and Railroad.    

 
4. Remarks: (Non-operating railroad right of way involved?) Yes _X_  No __ 
 

State’s existing Hopland Overhead BOH Structure was originally constructed using an 
“Agreement” between the former railroad owner/operator and State.  Widening of the existing 
structure will require perfection of State’s rights with purchase of a “Highway Easement.”  
Estimated Phase-9 cost of easement = $10,000.  A Railroad Right of Entry (Temporary 
Construction Easement) will also be required to provide for contractors access to areas not 
covered by Highway Easement.  Estimated Phase-9 cost = $5,000.  A Construction and 
Maintenance Agreement including Service Contract will be required for all work required to be 
performed by railroad (plan review and approval, construction inspection and railroad flagging 
required during construction).  Estimated Phase-4 cost of C&M/Service Contract = $150,000.    

 
5.   PMCS Input Information:  
   
     RR Involvements   Estimated Railroad Costs  
     
          None      ___  Phase - 9 = $  15,000 
     C&M Agreement   _1_ 
     Service Contract  _1_  Phase – 4 = $150,000  
     Design _X_ 
     Construction _X_   Total cost = $165,000 
     Right of Entry        _1_   
     Easement      _1_ 
     Clauses     _1_ 
 
Prepared by: 
Original signed by       12/12/2007 (revisited 03/16/09) 
____________________________     _________________ 
TOM GANYON       Date 
Regional Railroad Agent 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT I 
 
 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
ASSESSMENT SHEET  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT J 
 
 

PRELIMINARY MATERIALS 
RECOMMENDATION  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT K 
 
 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT L 
 
 

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS RESULTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/R21.1 
01216-36291K 

Hopland Rehab Project 
 
 

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS RESULTS SUMMARY 
 
 
 

Rehabilitation 
Strategy 

Initial Construction Cost 
($1000) 

LCCA Present Value 
Total Cost 

($1000) 

LCCA Total Equivalent 
Uniform Annual Cost 

($1000) 

10 year – strategy 1 $40,460 $55,719 $4,100 
10 year – strategy 2 $43,170 $58,971 $4,339 
20 year – strategy 1 $42,800 $50,930 $3,748 

 
 

 Note:  A description of the above rehabilitation strategies can be found in Attachment J 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT M 
 
 

STORM WATER DATA REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT N 
 
 

PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT O 
 
 

PROPOSED SHOULDER 
WIDENING LOCATIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/21.1
01216-36291K

Hopland Rehab Project

NB Outside Shoulder SB Outside Shoulder

PM Start PM End Existing Width Proposed Width PM Start PM End Existing Width Proposed Width
9.2 9.23 4-6 8

20.75 19.6 6 10
9.47 9.51 4 8 18.84 18.78 8 10

17.79 17.49 6 10
9.61 10.45 2-3 8 17.49 17.45 6 8

10.49 10.58 2 8 15.72 15.64 5 8
15.64 15.61 3 4

11.23 11.43 1 8 15.29 15.27 1 4
11.43 11.61 1-2 8 15.27 15.18 1 4
11.74 12.8 1-3 8 15.18 15.13 1 4
12.8 12.97 1-2 8 15.13 15.1 1 4
12.97 13 2 8

13 13.07 2-3 8 13.78 13.68 1 4
13.07 13.16 6 8 13.45 13.38 3 4
13.16 13.27 2-3 8 13.27 13.2 3 8
13.27 13.4 6 8 13.08 12.97 1-3 8
13.4 13.47 1 4 12.97 12.8 1 8
13.68 13.77 1 4 12.8 11.69 1-2 8
13.77 13.79 1 4 11.69 11.64 1 10
13.79 13.81 1 4 11.64 11.43 1 8
14.03 14.08 3 8 11.43 11.23 1-2 8

14.66 14.69 2 4 10.6 10.46 1-2 8
15.03 15.06 1 4
15.06 15.28 1 4 10.45 9.59 1-2 8
15.53 15.58 3 8

9.52 9.45 4 8
17.5 18.4 5-7 10
18.7 19 6 10
19.1 19.2 7 10 SB Inside Shoulder

PM Start PM End Existing Width Proposed Width
19.6 17.5 1-3 5

NB Inside Shoulder

PM Start PM End Existing Width Proposed Width
17.5 20.91 1 5

20.94 21.1 2 5

Rosetti Creek Bridge

Hopland Overhead

Robinson Creek Bridge

McNab Creek Bridge

Crawford Creek Bridge

Feliz Creek Bridge

Robinson Creek Bridge

PROPOSED SHOULDER WIDENING LOCATIONS

Crawford Creek Bridge

McNab Creek Bridge

Robinson Creek Bridge

Russian River Bridge

Hopland Overhead

Rosetti Creek Bridge

Feliz Creek Bridge

Russian River Bridge



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT P 
 
 

CULVERT LOCATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/21.1
01216-36291K

Hopland Rehab Project

PM Size (in) Type Replace?/Size (in) PM Size (in) Type Replace?/Size (in)
9.20 18 CSP NO 16.63 18 CSP YES / 24
9.82 30 WSP NO 16.73 85 RCB NO
9.87 78 RCB NO 17.25 18 CSP NO

10.06 106 RCB NO 17.51 30 CSP YES / 30
10.35 24 CMP NO 17.55 18 CMP NO
10.89 18 CSP NO 17.69 24 CMP NO
10.91 18 BCSP NO 17.78 18 CMP YES / 24
10.94 24 CSP NO 17.86 18 CMP NO
11.03 18 BCSP NO 17.94 18 CSP YES / 24
11.05 30 CSP YES / 30 18.00 18 CSP YES / 24
11.12 24 CSP NO 18.02 66 CSP NO
11.18 18 CSP NO 18.07 24 CSP NO
11.24 24 CMP YES / 24 18.11 18 CSP NO
11.35 18 CSP NO 18.17 18 CSP NO
11.46 18 CMP YES / 24 18.18 18 CMP NO
11.63 24 CMP NO 18.25 24 CSP NO
11.72 55 RCB NO 18.20 66 CSP NO
12.76 44 RCB NO 18.30 18 CSP NO
12.86 24 CMP NO 18.49 48 CSP NO
12.98 18 CMP NO 18.37 18 CSP NO
13.13 18 CSP NO 18.45 18 CSP NO
13.15 18 CSP NO 18.34 48 CSP NO
13.22 24 CSP YES / 24 18.50 18 CSP NO
13.51 24 BCSP NO 18.58 18 CSP NO
13.55 24 BCSP NO 18.73 18 CMP YES / 24
13.60 24 BCSP NO 19.00 18 CSP NO
13.68 24 BCSP NO 19.10 30 CSP NO
13.70 18 BCSP NO 19.12 18 CSP NO
13.84 24 BCSP NO 19.19 18 CSP NO
13.95 1010 RCB NO 19.29 18 CSP NO
14.05 18 BCSP YES / 24 19.43 24 CSP NO
14.10 24 BCSP NO 19.57 76 SSPP NO
14.24 18 BCSP NO 19.81 18 SSPP NO
14.38 106 RCB NO 19.89 18 CSP YES / 24
14.59 18 CSP NO 19.92 48 BCSP NO
14.73 36 CSP NO 19.94 18 BCSP NO
14.90 1010 RCB NO 20.05 18 BCSP NO
15.00 36 BCSP NO 20.13 18 BCSP NO
15.11 24 CSP NO 20.22 18 CSP NO
15.32 18 BCSP NO 20.27 30 BCSP NO
15.37 24 BCSP NO 20.43 48 BCSP NO
15.43 24 BCSP NO 20.63 18 CMP NO
15.47 30 BCSP NO 20.79 18 CSP NO
15.59 30 CSP YES / 30 20.82 18 CSP NO
15.66 24 CSP NO 21.05 18 CMP NO
15.80 18 CSP NO
15.82 1010 RCB NO LEGEND:
15.84 18 CSP NO CSP Corrugated Steel Pipe
15.92 18 CSP NO BCSP Bituminous Corrugated Steel Pipe
16.13 18 CSP NO CMP Corrugated Metal Pipe
16.35 18 CSP NO RCB Reinforced Concrete Box
16.50 18 CSP NO SSPP Structural Steel Plate Pipe
16.56 18 CSP NO WSP Welded Steel Pipe

CULVERT LOCATIONS



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT Q 
 
 

SCOPING TEAM FIELD REVIEW 
ATTENDANCE ROSTER 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   01-MEN-101 PM 9.2/R21.1 
01216-36291K 

Hopland Rehab Project 
 
 

SCOPING TEAM FIELD REVIEW ROSTER 
 
 

Field Review Date: April 30th, 2008 
 
 
 

 NAME UNIT TELEPHONE   
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
 Jeffrey Pimentel Advance Planning (707) 445-6358 
 Carlon Schrieve Advance Planning (707) 441-2079 
 Johnathon Jackson Advance Planning (707) 441-2059 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT R 
 
 

RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT S 
 
 

PROGRAMMING SHEET 
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