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1. INTRODUCTION

It is proposed to widen and upgrade 0.8 kilometer of SR 68 (Holman Highway) in the
County of Monterey from 0.2 kilometer west of the Community Hospital of Monterey
Peninsula (CHOMP) entrance to the SR 1/SR 68 Junction to reduce congestion and delay. .
Four alternatives were considered ranging from no-build to an ultimate four-lane
widening, with total project cost ranging from zero to $21,170,000. Out of the four
alternatives considered, the PDT preferred alternative is the Alternative 3 (full four lane
facility) with a Ramp Variation A (five legged intersection at the SR 68/SR 1 ramp
termini) with a total cost of $21,170,000 (construction cost of $16,729,000, rights of way
cost of $227,000 and engineering support cost of $4,214,00). Other alternatives were
considered, but deleted from further consideration.

The project is proposed to be funded primarily by private development sources (Pebble
Beach Company and CHOMP) and the City of Monterey as the lead agency (City and
TAMC RIP Funds). The City of Monterey and the County of Monterey have $1,400,000
in TAMC RIP and City traffic Impact funds towards PA/ED and portion of final PS&E
phase of this project. In addition, the City of Monterey has submitted funding requests
from TAMC RIP Funds and other federal/state sources for construction. This project has
been assigned the Project Development Processing Category 4B because it does not
require substantial new right of way and does not substantially increase traffic capacity.
See Funding Section for schedule.

2. RECOWENDAT_ION

It is recommended that the Project using the Preferred Alternative be approved and
authorization be granted to proceed with the final design phase.

- The City of Monterey and the County of Monterey have been consulted with respect to the o

recommended plan, and their views have been considered and incorporated. Further, these
agencies are in concurrence with the recommended plan. See “Other considerations”

. Section for cooperative agreement information.
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3.

BACKGROUND
Project History

This project has a long history dating back to early 1980s. Monterey Peninsula cities
in 1981 formed a Holman Highway task force to address access problems to CHOMP
and levels of service along SR 68. This task force oversaw the transportation
improvements along SR 68 from its terminus at Pacific Grove and SR 1. Iis goal, in
part, was to enhance the quality of transportation services on SR 68. Many objectives
were established, a few of which included installation of a new Spanish Bay Gate,
construction of a westbound lane through the CHOMP intersection and the addition
of an eastbound lane from the CHOMP entrance to the SR 1 interchange. While some
work has been completed other phases of work are incomplete and remain dormant.

The 1993 Regional Transportation Plan, adopted in 1994, recommended the widening
of SR 68 to four lanes from 0.2 km (0.1 miles) west of the CHOMP intersection to
south of the SR 68 overpass at SR 1. This project is now listed in the 2005 Monterey
County Regional Transportation Plan as RTP No. CT017 (SR 68 (Holman Hwy —
Access to Community Hospital).

The Project Study Report (PSR) for the proposed highway widening was approved in
December 2000 which identified a number of alternatives for consideration, but with
a recommendation to proceed with Alternative 4C-1 (three lane widening project).
Since the completion of the PSR, there have been two separate development projects
within the project limits which have been approved by the City of Monterey and the
County of Monterey. These two projects are improvements to the CHOMP (hospital)
and to the Pebble Beach Lot Development. As part of their mitigations, CHOMP is
required to improve the intersection of SR 68/CHOMP Entrance and Pebble Beach
Company is required to improve access to Pebble Beach Main Gate.

Because of these two projects, which overlap this project, the City of Monterey as the
implementing agency undertaking the improvements of SR 68 has determined that SR
68 be widened to a full four lane facility in order to meet the projected traffic
volumes. Draft Project Report was approved on September 1, 2006, authorizing
public circulation of the environmental document.

Community Interaction

Since the approval of PSR in 2000, the City of Monterey initiated a desire to complete
this widening project and commenced to seek $16 million for project support and for
construction. The City of Monterey, in cooperation. with Caltrans, has completed the
environmental clearance for this prOJect The Department of Transportation was the
lead agency for CEQA : .
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The City of Monterey has held numerous discussions with County of Monterey, Pebble
Beach Company and CHOMP in regards to moving forward with the widening of SR 68
and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) has adopted the
upgrading this corridor as high on their regional improvement project listed as RTP No.,
CT017. During the course of these meetings, there has been very strong public support
for this project.

Existing Facility

SR 68 is a two-lane undivided conventional highway constructed in the early 1940s
and currently does not have adequate capacity. It serves as the primary transportation
facility between SR 1 and the City of Pacific Grove, Pebble Beach and CHOMP. The
SR 1/SR 68 interchange was constructed in early 1970°s with access control within
the interchange area. SR 68 is part of the California Legal Truck Route.

This portion of conventional highway was upgraded with improved radii and
superelevation in the mid 1950s with the posted speed limit of 40 mph (64 kph). The
intended design speed within the project limit is 65 kph.

Within the project limits, CHOMP and Beverly Manor Development (also known as
Carmel Professional Center) are situated to the north side of SR 68. To the south side
of SR 68, single family homes abut to SR 68 with rear yards adjacent to the highway.
There are two driveway entrances (CHOMP and Beverly Manor Development) with
left turn channelization. CHOMP entrance is signalized. The westerly SR 1/SR 68
ramp configuration is a diamond offramp and onramp.

The cross section for SR 68 consists of two 3.6 m lanes with shoulder widths ranging
from 0.6 m to 1.2 m and has swales adjacent to the roadway which convey storm
drainage to two cross culverts. The width of existing rights of way varies from 18.3m
to 33.5m with the narrowest width occurring just west of Beverly Manor
Development Entrance. Access rights have not been acquired west of the SR1/SR68.
interchange, however the topography lends itself to limited numbers of access points
to the highway along this portion of the corridor.

The southbound offramp is a single lane exit ramp with 1.2m left shoulder, 3.6m
travel lane and 2.4m right shoulder and widens to two 3.6m travel lanes with 0.6m
left shoulder and 1.0m right shoulder.

The southbound onramp, consisting of 1.2m left shoulder, 3.6m travel lane and 2.4 m
right shoulder, begins approximately 80 meters south of the SR 68/offramp
intersection. Between SR 68 and the beginning of the southbound onramp is a two-
way roadway, consisting of 1.2 m outside shoulder, three 3.6 m travel lane (two lanes
in southbound direction and one lane in northbound direction) and 2.4 m outside
shoulder. This two-way roadway provides access to Pebble Beach Entrance from
southbound Route 1 off ramp, eastbound Route 68 (making right turn), and
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A)

westbound Route 68 (making left turn) onto this two-way roadway. The Pebble Beach
Entrance forms a “T” intersection with this two-way roadway, allowing eastbound
approach to make both left and right turn movements. The two-way roadway and the
southbound onramp currently are situated inside Caltrans’ access control limits.
There is an opening in access control for the Pebble Beach Entrance.

Based on field review and current Pavement Management 'Sy'stem Inventory for SR
68, and SR1 on and off ramps, the existing pavement section is satisfactory because it
does not show any rutting, pavement cracks or any distress in pavement condition.

Improvements to this portion of SR 68 are constrained by the existing facilities
adjacent to the highway. These facilities include the entrance to Pebble Beach 17-
Mile Toll Gate, Beverly Manor Development and CHOMP Entrance as well as the
existing SR 68/SR 1 Separation Structure.

There are number of deficiencies which include, but not limited to 1) intersection
congestions, 2) non-standard shoulders, 3) non-standard curvatures and
superelevations, 4) inadequate stopping sight distance, 5) non standard vertical and
horizontal clearances at the Scenic Drive Overcrossing, and 6) non-standard ramp
configuration.

NEED AND PURPOSE

Problem, Deficiencies, and Justification

SR 68 experiences congestion (over 2,000 vehicles per hour peak) during the weekday
afternoon period from 3pm to 6pm. The occurrence and concentration of rear-end
accidents suggests vehicle queuing at all approaches to the signalized intersections.
Existing intersections at the SR 68/SR 1 southbound off ramp and Beverly Manor
Development are currently at level of service (LOS) “F” for both AM and PM peaks
while Route 68/CHOMP and Route 1 SB onramp/Pebble Beach Entrance operates at LOS
“B” and “E” respectively during PM peak hour. = With the increased traffic, all
intersections except CHOMP intersection will become LOS “F” by the design year 2030,
while CHOMP intersection will become LOS “C”.

The purpose of the project is to relieve existing and future traffic congestion, improve
traffic safety and traffic operations, minimize delay of emergency vehicle access to
CHOMP and reduce the incentive for bypass traffic through the Skyline Forest
ne'igh'borho:(:)d. Tt would also result in improved access to the Pebble Beach Entrance,

- CHOMP and the Beverly Manor Development. This project will improve these
- intersections to LOS “D” or better for the desigh year 2030 by adding additional lanes

with appropriate channelization and upgraded signal system at the SR 68/SR1

- offramp and CHOMP Entrance intersections,
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B) Regional and System Planning

Identify Systems

SR 68 is the primary transportation facility between SR 1 and the City of Pacific
Grove, CHOMP, and Pebble Beach Development. SR 68 is on the Interregional
Road System (IRRS); however, it is not a focus route.

State Planning

Transportation Concept Report calls for this portion of SR 68 ultimately to be a four

~ lane facility, while SR 68 between Route 1 and Route 101 is designated to be part of

the Freeway and Expressway System. This project is consistent with the District
System Management Plan which calls for this portion of SR 68 to be widened to 4
lanes and is a candidate for potential relinquishment.

The District 5 Section of the State Transportation System Development Plan
includes this location within their project list for Monterey County.

- This project is in conformity with the national ambient air quality standards and is

consistent with the state ambient air quality standards, thereby bemg in conformance
with the State Implementation Plan for Air Quality.

This segment of SR 68 is not on the District’s bike Plan. However, City of
Monterey and County of Monterey has designated SR 68 as one of the primary bike
route corridor.

Regional Planning

Regional transportation plans are maintained by the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC) and the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments (AMBAG). These plans include the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP).  This project is listed in the 2005 Monterey County Reglonal
Transportation Plan as “constramed” RTP No. CT017.

TAMC has identified wid_ening the SR 68 (Holman Highway) between SR 1 and
CHOMP and improvenients to the SR 68/1 ramp intersection as a regional priority
for which additional local and state funds are being sought in coordination with
the City of Monterey which has assumed role of project sponsot. :

Local Planning
The project area is located adjacent to City of Monterey and in the unincorporated

territory of Monterey county and is within the jurisdictional limit of Coastal
Commission. Properties north of SR 68 are situated in the City of Monterey. These
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properties are in the City’s general plan as commercialthospital designations.
Properties south of SR 68 proposed for residential subdivision development are
situated in the unincorporated area of Monterey County and are designated as Del
Monte Forest Development Area (also known as Pebble Beach Development). Both
agencies, along Monterey Transit District, have cooperatively worked and agreed on
the expansion of SR 68 to ultimately a four lane facility.

The City of Monterey approved the expansion of CHOMP (Hospital) with the
condition that the CHOMP improves the intersection of SR 68 and the CHOMP
Entrance. The County of Monterey also approved the expansion of Pebble Beach
Development with the condition that the Pebble Beach Company improves the

~ intersection of SR 68/ SR 1 offramp and the southbound onramp. These two projects

were approved in 2004 and 2005 respectively and the improvement conditions (project
mitigation) which were imposed to the developers are consistent with this project.
CHOMP portion of the improvements are currently under construction.

This project is consistent with City of Monterey and County of Monter’e’:y non-

motorized master plans, the Coastal Zone Plan and the Monterey Air Quality Control
Plan. -

Transit Operator Planning

The M_énterey County Bus Transit Operator (Monterey-Salinas Transit) has been
consulted regarding transit operations within the project area. The PDT Preferred

Alternative will improve the existing bus stop location at the intersection of SR 68

and Beverly Manor Development.

C) Traffic

Current and Forecasted Traffic

Table 1 summarizes the current levels of service at the intersections in the study
limits. '

The two-lane cross-section on SR 68 does not accommodate existing traffic
- demands with signalization. The existing peak hourly traffic volumes exceed

2,000 vehicles per hour. Flow interruptions from traffic signals cause vehicle
queues extending, at times, through the project limits. Similarly, the SR 1

~ southbound off-ramp approach to SR 68 is congested from vehicle queues

extending back as far as the ramp gore point.
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Table 1

Existing Service Levels

CHOMP/SR 68 8 (AM) A
14 (PM) B

Beverly Manor/SR 68 >50 (AM) F
>50 (PM) F

Pebble Beach Entrance/ SR 20 (AM) C
68 SB onramp 44 (PM) E
Rte 1 SB Ramps/SR 68 >80 (AM) F
>80 (PM) F

Truck classification counts were taken along SR 68. As shown in Table 2, trucks
made up less than one percent of the traffic for the PM peak and less than 3% for
the AM peak.

Table 2
Peak Hour Truck Traffic

Monday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 52 2,921 1.78%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 45 6,034 0.72%

Tuesday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 84 2,959 2.84%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 42 6,094 0.69%

7:00 to 9:00 AM 70 2,992 2.34%

Wednesday | 5.4 16 6:00 PM 55 6,223 0.88%
Thursday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 58 2,823 2.05%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 35 6,126 0.57%
Friday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 74 2,823 2.57%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 27 6,316 0.43%

AM Peak Period Totals 338 14,518 2.3%

PM Peak Period Totals 204 30,793 0.6%

Traffic forecasts represent the year 2030 and show the PM peak hour traffic
demand on SR 68 will reach 3,210 vehicles. Forecasts developed by the Holman -
Highway Task Force for the June 1988 Initial Study for SR 68 estimated PM peak
hour traffic demand to reach 3,000 vehicles. The two forecasts are within 7% of
each other and were developed independently using land use assumptions relevant
at the time. : : )

Traffic is projected to increase by 18% (560 vehicles) to a total peak hourly

volume of 3,210 on. SR 68 in the project limits through the year 2030.
Contributors to the increase in traffic include: complete build-out of the Pebble
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5.

Beach Lot Program and the remainder of the Del Monte Forest Development
(21%), planned development in the City of Monterey (59%), planned development
in the County of Monterey (7%), and planned development in the City of Pacific
Grove (13%).

Collision Rates

Collision histories are examined in 3-year periods from 10/1/01 to 9/30/04 based
on Caltrans Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) —
~ Transportation Systems Network (TSN) and is presented in Table 3.

Table 3 Accident History for SR 68 and SR 1

i S Py Sk i &
SR 68 (2.26-1L4.25) 134 2 43 246 | 0.037 0.79 1.55 0.035 0.67

SR 1(74.56-R75.98 168 0 57 1.83 0.00 0.62 1.16 0.012 0.45

! Accident rates presented as accidents per million vehicle miles

Table 3 indicates that there were two traffic-related fatalities on SR 68 and none
on SR 1. The accident rates for both SR 68 and SR 1 are above the state average
primarily due to frequent queuing occurring on both SR 68 and SR 1.

ATERNATIVES

A) Viable Alternatives

° _ :P'roposed Engineering Features

The PDT preferred alternative is the Alternative 3 (full four lane facility) with a
Ramp Variation A (five legged intersection at the SR 68/SR 1 ramp termini) with
a design speed for SR 68 at 65 kph (40 mph). This project would widen SR 68 -
from two lanes to four lanes and is characterized by the addition of one additional
lane in-each direction. In the westbound direction, two lanes would be carried
past the CHOMP Entrance and then merge into and meet the existing one-lane
approximately 183 m (600 feet) west of the CHOMP Entrance. In the eastbound -
direction, the right lane would terminate as a mandatory right turn lane to the

- Pebble Beach Entrance and the southbound onramp.

More specifically, the following items of work are included:
v" Traffic signal at the intersection of SR 68 and the SR 1 off and on ramps

would be modified. This ramp is characterized as a five-legged intersection
that would result in all traffic movements to be brought together at the SR
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68/SR 1 southbound ramp intersection, except southbound onto SR 1 from
Pebble Beach entrance;

Traffic signal at the SR 68/CHOMP Entrance would be modified;
The Scenic Drive overcrossing would be replaced with a new bridge;

The Beverly Manor Development Entrance would be redesigned to prohibit
left turns out of the entrance to eastbound SR 68. Eastbound left turns from
SR 68 to the Beverly Manor Development Entrance and right turns in and
right turns out of the entrance will be allowed;

SR 1 southbound off- and onramps would require widening and installation of
retaining walls; '

The Pebble Beach Entrance would be modified; and
Five Retaining walls would be constructed at the edge of right-of-way.

Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features

Four non-standard mandatory design features and one advisory design features have
been approved as part of the PSR Process for this project. Mike Janzen, HQ Design
Reviewer, on January 12, 2006 reviewed two design exception fact sheets
approved November 8, 2000 and November 22, 2000 and concurred that they
continue to be appropriate for current use. There are no additional outstanding
design compliance issues. '

These mandatory exceptions include:

1)

2)

3)

Horizontal Curve Radii: Curve 2 is an existing curve with radius of 167.64
meters. This radius will be maintained. Curve 3 is a new curve with radius of
167.64 meters, which replaces an existing curve with radius of 144 meters.

Superelevation: Curve 1 will maintain the existing superelevation rate of
004 -and 496 m radius curvature to conform to the existing roadway at the
westerly project limits. Curve 2 will maintain existing curvature with a radius

- 0f 168 m and will have a superelevation rate of 0.09.

‘Ramp/T.ocal Road Intersection Spacing: The intersection of SR 68, the

~southbound ramps and the Pebble Beach Entrance will become a five-leg

- intersection with non-standard distance between the southbound onramp and

Pebble Beach Entrance. Additionally, Pebble Beach Entrance intersects the -
southbound onramp with a right turn only lane. The new configuration -
improves the two-way traffic condition that exists between SR 68 and the
southbound onramp, :
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4) Access Control: Existing
access control is shown
on Exhibit “A” to the
right. Existing two-way
roadway between SR 68
and the southbound
onramp is  currently
inside the State access
control area, with an
opening allowed for
Pebble Beach Entrance.

Exhibit A - Existing Access Control

Exhibit “B” to the left shows
the proposed changes to access
control.  This will require
portion of State right of way to
be relinquished to City of
Monterey and will require a
modification to the freeway
agreement. = The proposed
change in access control will
allow modified Pebble Beach
Entrance to be outside the
2 access control, with openings
AL, : to allow entrance and exit
M connections to State facility.

wseaamnarn Proposed Access Control Line

Exhibit B - Proposed Changes to
A_(_:_cess CO_n_trol

One non-standard advisory design feature was approved November 2000 which
included the inability for California trucks to make the left turn movement from
westbound SR 68 to the southbound SR 1 onramp. California trucks and buses
will have to continue toward Pacific Grove to seek a return route to SR 1.
Appropriate mitigation and signing will be included.

¢ Interim Features

There are no interim improvements proposed within the project limit.
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High. Occupancy Vehicle Lanes
SR 68 is not designated as having HOV facility.
Ramp Metering
Southbound onramp to SR 1 will not be ramp metered.
-.CHP Enforcement Areas
- CHP enforpement area will not be provided as part of this project.
Park and Ride Facilities
Park and ride facility is not part of this project.
Utility and Other Owner Involvement

There is an existing SBC underground facility located within the on ramp
shoulder area from SR 68 to SR 1. This facility will remain in place and will

require longitudinal encroachment exception. There are no other known utility

-~ facilities within SR 68 right of way. With the replacement of Scenic Drive

overcrossing, two utilities will need to be relocated. These utilities include the

250 mm County owned water line and PG&E overhead electric pole. Refer to
R/W Data Sheet for details.

Railroad Involvement
There is no railroad within the project limit.
Highway Planting

Existing trees removed to facilitate construction will be replaced in kind in
accordance with the Monterey County — SR 68 Forest Management Plan. The Forest
Management Plan requires offsite mitigation site and will be implemented and
maintained by the City of Monterey. With the proposed widening, there will be very
little area available for planting. As part of the PS&E, highway planting will be
provided and includes approximately $300,000 for landscaping within the project
limit to enhance/screen retaining wall with groundcovers/vines, where feasible with
tree planting as required for tree replacement mitigation and in accordance with
Caltrans policy. The City of Monterey will be executing a future cooperative
agreement to determine when landscaping will be done and that they will be ﬁscally
responsible to maintain the highway plantings and retalmng walls.
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Erosion Control

All graded and disturbed areas will receive erosion control treatment to minimize
surface erosion and to comply with Caltrans policy. All graded slopes will be 1:4 or
flatter.

Noise Barriers

No noise barriers are required for environmental mitigation,

NonMotorized and Pedestrian Features

1. Bicycle Path

. With the widening of SR 68 with a standard 2.4 m shoulder, bicyclist can utilize

the widened shoulder for a bikeway. No separate Class I bikeway is proposed as :

- apart of the project.
2. | Pedestrian Walkway

At the intersection of SR 68 and Beverly Manor Development, there is an
existing bus stop which will be relocated and maintained, along with a
pedestrian walkway from the Beverly Manor Development to this bus stop. -
The next bus stop is located inside CHOMP. Therefore, there is not a need to
provide for pedestrian connectivity between CHOMP and Beverly Manor
Development.

. Roadway Rehabilitation and Upgrading

Based on field review and current Pavement Management System Inventory, SR
68, and SR1 on and off ramps does not need to be rehabilitated. However,
because superelevation improvements are required at three locations within the
project limit, the entire SR 68 will be resurfaced with a layer of new asphalt
concrete pavement. Offramps and onramps are not expected to be rehabilitated.

Structure Rehabilitation and Upgrading
One structure exists within the project limits. It is the Scenic Drive overcrossing.
Since the structure deficiencies are both vertical and horizontal clearances,

rehabilitation strategies are inappropriate course of action. This project proposes
to replace the structure.
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Cost Estimates

The total construction cost of the Proposed Project in 2008 dollars, including the
costs of engineering, right-of-way and utility relocation has been estimated to be
$21,170,000 and is broken down as follows:

Structures $ 6,947,000
Roadway _ $9;782,000

Total Construction Cost $ 16,729,000
Engineeting & Administration $ 4,214,000
&'ghf of _Waﬁf and Utility Costs $ 227,000
Total .Project Cost $21,170,000

Above estimates include contingency. A detailed construction cost
estimate is shown on Attachment 5 and has been prepared in
accordance with the Preliminary Project Cost Estimating
Guidelines.

Right of Way Data

See Attachment 6 for Right of Way Data. In summary, the costs are as follows:

Acquisitions $ 125,000
Right of Way Support Cost $ 3,000
Utility Relocation $ 95.000

Total Right of Way & Utility Cost - | $ 227,000

‘Effect of Special Funded Proposal on State Highway

This is not applicable for this project.

B) Rejected Alternatives

Build Alternative 1 — Three Lane Facility (Eastbound Widening)

Build Alternative 1 is characterized by widening SR 68 from two lanes to three lanes.
Widening would consist of the addition of one lane in the eastbound direction from

0.2 km (0.1 mile) west of the CHOMP entrance, east to the SR 68/SR 1 southbound :
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ramp intersection. This added eastbound lane would terminate as a mandatory right
turn lane to the Pebble Beach Main Gate/SR 1 southbound onramp. Retaining walls
would be constructed at their ultimate locations to accommodate the four-lane future
condition. The estimated cost for this alternative is $4.95 million for construction and
$0.24 million for right-of-way, for a total capital cost of $5.19 million.

This alternative was rejected by PDT because this alternative does not meet the
project purpose and need for the following reasons:

o LOS for westbound direction (AM peak) will become unacceptable at LOS F.

o The intersection of Beverly Manor Development would not be improved and will
remainat LOS F

o The intersection of CHOMP would not be improved and queuing for the
westbound will result in the intersection operating at LOS F.

o The Pebble Beach Entrance would not be improved

| Buﬂd Alternative 2 — Three Lane Facility ( Westbound Widening)

Build Alternative 2 would widen SR 68 from two lanes to three lanes and is
characterized by the addition of one lane in the westbound direction from the
CHOMP entrance east to the SR 68/SR 1 southbound ramp intersection. This added
westbound lane would terminate as a mandatory right turn lane to CHOMP,
Retaining walls would be constructed at their ultimate locations to accommodate the
four-lane future condition. The estimated cost for this alternative is $4.66 million for
construction and $0.24 million for right-of-way, for a total capltal cost of $4.91
million.

This alternative was rejected by PDT for similar reasons as with Build Alternative 1.

Ramp Variations - Roundabout

This ramp variation is characterized as a roundabout that would result in one-way
circular traffic flow at the intersection of SR 68 and the SR 1 on- and offramps.
Traffic would enter this circle in a free-flowing movement with yield at the point of
entry into the circle. The southbound offramp right turn movement would bypass the
roundabout.

Roundabout variation was rejected by PDT because a one lane roundabout could not

provide acceptable level of service and a two lane roundabout could not be
constructed given the geometric constraints of the two lane structure over SR 1. ..
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6.

Ramp Variation — Collector-Distributor Road

This ramp variation is characterized as a SR 1 Distributor/Collector option that would
result in a new SR 1 exit lane dedicated solely to access the Pebble Beach Main Gate.
The Distributor/Collector lane would originate at the SR 1 southbound auxiliary lane
near the beginning of the exit ramp, and continue under the SR 68 overcrossing, and
conform at the Pebble Beach Main Gate entrance. This design variation allows direct,
unrestricted access to the Pebble Beach Main Gate entrance from the SR 1
southbound offramp and reduces the volume of traffic traveling through the SR 68/SR
1 southbound ramp intersection.

This variation was evaluated but rejected for the following reasons:

o A collector distributor off of a ramp exit is non standard.
o Two need grade separation structures would be required.

o SR 1 structure would need to be replaced and raised by 1.4 m to provide standard
- vertical clearance for the grade separation.

o Pebble Beach Entrémce (Gate would need to be relocated.

This alternative is cost prohibitive and could not be justified.

CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCU_SSION

A) Hazardous Waste

The Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed for this project. The ISA identified
three known hazardous material sites, four potentially hazardous material locations,
four historic hazardous material locations, and one hazardous material observation
from the field review. No documented contaminated groundwater plumes are present
within or adjacent to the proposed project area. All documented soil contammatlon
has undergone remediation.

Testing for aerial lead deposits was corﬁpleted January 2008 with some level of ADL
presence. This level of ADL presence can be reused within the project site and no
offsite disposal of ADL material is required for this project.

B) Value Analysis

No formal value analysis has been performed. The project development team from
the preparation of PSR and Draft PR to date have been engaged in informal value
analysis, which included selection of type of retaining walls, bridge type and methods
for replacement, ramp/intersection geometrics alternatives, and alternative evaluatlon
for environmental mitigation cost and implementation,

C) Resource Conservation
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- In a typical roadway construction, not many items are salvageable. However, an attempt
would be made to place the removed AC pavement from ramps and local streets for use
~ as shoulder backings, base rocks, into the new fills, or to otherwise salvage and reuse
_ the material in some appropriate manner. All salvageable materials, which can be
reused, will be reused on this project or salvaged and stockpiled at Caltrans maintenance - -
yard for future reuses. -

AC pavement recycling would not be economically feasible due to the relatively small
amount of AC to be recycled and the lack of a nearby hot recycling plant.

D) Right of Way Issues
¢ Right of Way Required

The PDT Preferred Alternative would require approximately 2,600 square meters

~ of new right of way from Pebble Beach Company and CHOMP. Both property
owners are in agreement with the proposed rights of way requirements for this
project.  In addition, there will be a change to access control within the
southbound onramp and Pebble Beach Entrance area and a relinquishment of
portion of State right of way to City of Monterey.

Refer to the Right of Way Data Sheet for the PDT Preferred Alternative in the
Attachment 6 Section of this Report.

¢ Relocation Impact Studies
Relocation is not required with the PDT Preferred Alternative.

e Airspace Lease Areas

With the PDT Preferred Alternative, there is insufficient area, either open or under the
proposed structure areas which would allow for an opportunity for an airspace lease.

E) Environmental Issues

The DEIR (draft environmental impact report) has been prepared in accordance with
Caltrans’ environmental procedures in accordance with the State regulations. FEIR
has been prepared and Notice of Determination to environmentally clear the project
for construction has been filed on ' -

FHWA has concurred that Categorical Exclusion would be the appropriate document
to satisfy NEPA requirements. The attached Categorical Exclusion and FEIR are the
required environmental documents to be in compliance with NEPA and CEQA
requirements. (See Attachment 9). | '
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F) Air Quality Conformity

The SR 68 Widening from the CHOMP Entrance to the SR 1/68 separation is
included within the financially constrained action element of the 2005 Monterey Bay
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) prepared by the Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). Although the Monterey Bay region is no longer
subject to findings of air quality conformity with the rescission of the 1-hour federal
ozone standard and current attainment of the new federal 8-hour average ozone
standard, AMBAG did find the estimated mobile source emissions generated from the
2005 MTP financially constrained action element project list to be conforming to the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Air Quality. Rescission of the federal 1-hour

ozone standard took place on June 15, 2005, subsequent to AMBAG Board of

Directors approval of the 2005 MTP yet prior to U.S. Department of Transportation
action- to approve the 2005 MTP. As such, U.S. DOT accepted the 2005 MTP
without comment as no further approval action was required. At this time, future air
quality conformity determinations will not be required.

G) Title VI Considerations
~ The one recreational facility in the area is the 17 Mile Drive within the Pebble Beach
Development, It is privately-owned and maintained roadway and recreational facility
which provides direct access along the shoreline of the Del Monte Forest area. This
17-Mile Drive also serves local residents and visitors. Motorists, pedestrians,

bicyclist and equestrians_ share the use of this facility.

The Proposed Project. pi'ovides wider shoulder area, which allows pedestrians and
bicyclist a better access and circulation to the 17-Mile Drive,

7. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

¢ Public Hearing Process

Public hearing was held at the City of Monterey Civic Center on November 20, 2006.
All comments received have been addressed and incorporated into FEIR.

o Permits

The following permits, approval, and coordination efforts may be required prior to
construction of the proposed SR 68 improvements:

Coastal Development Permit - A CDP may be required to comply with the Local

Coastal Program. Both CHOMP and Pebble Beach Company have already secured
CDP for their respective improvement projects.
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Caltrans Construction Encroachment Permits — It is anticipated that Pebble Beach
Company will secure separate encroachment permit to construct the southbound
onramp modification. It is anticipated that the remaining work to be completed which
includes widening of SR 68 to 4 lanes, retaining walls, Scenic Drive bridge
replacement. and signal modifications at CHOMP and Pebble Beach/southbound
onramp intersections will be constructed with an encroachment permit issued to the
City of Monterey.

Route Matters

This project will require a revised freeway agreement for the interchange of SR 68
and SR 1 because of changes to access control and relinquishment of portion of State
right of way to City of Monterey.

Cooperative Agreement

A Cooperative Agreement 05-CA-0081 between the State and the City of Monterey
has been executed on July 1, 2002 for all capital outlay for this project. The time
extension to December 31, 2009 was approved with the Supplemental Cooperative
Agreement 05-CA-0081-A/1.

Transportation Management Plan

A Traffic Management Plan has be prepared to address traffic impacts from stage
construction, detours and specific traffic handling concerns during construction of this
project. The key traffic management elements include:

o Lane closures will be required for falsework installation and removal, bridge
demolition, installation of temporary k-rails and pavement delineation. It is
anticipated that these closures would be night time. City of Monterey will
grant variance from local noise ordinance for night work.

A COZEEP will be required for all lane closures.

Changeable message signs will be provided to guide and direct motorists.
City will provide public information campaign with local mai_li_ng-

City will establish a telephone hot-line.

.0 O O

The City of Monterey will produce and disseminate press releases and other
documents necessary to adequately inform the public concerning the project and its
associated traffic impacts. This responsibility includes advance notification to local
newspapers, television and radio stations, and emergency response providers: C1ty of
Monterey will also submit to Caltrans District 5 Public Information Office, weekly
information regarding the daily traffic impacts to State facilities. This information
will be included in the Caltrans Weekly Traffic Updates, which is dispersed to all
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news media outlets and other interested agencies.
Stage Construction

This project will include multiple stage construction to facilitate orderly construction
implementation as follows:

o First stage will include removal and replacement of Scenic Drive overcrossing
to allow SR 68 to be widened to four lanes.

o Second stage will include widening for the eastbound direction, which will
include retaining walls and the widened pavement section to match existing
pavement to allow traffic to be shifted southerly.

o Third stage will include widening for the westbound direction, which will
include retaining walls and the widened pavement section to the ultimate
grade.

o The last stage will include pavement overlays to correct superelevation and to
provide final AC lift on SR 68.

Graffiti Control

Anti-graffiti control features will be incorporated into the design and these features
include rough texturing of concrete surfaces (rock texturing), staining or coloring
surfaces of concrete and retaining wall with rock finish and earth tone colors, future
planting of vines adjacent to retaining walls, etc. :

Visua]!Aésthetic

Visual Mitigation shall include the following in accordance with FEIR:

a) 3:1 tree replacement ratio of all trees six inches DBH or greater. Replacement
trees shall be of the same species of the trees removed and not less than five
gallons. These plantings do not const1tute a replacement or substitution for -
biological mitigation measures.

b) Removal permit from City of Monterey of any healthy native trees of six inch
DBH or greater

¢} All opportunities for revegetation within the project limits shall be considered
including graded areas. Plants shall be native plant species compatible with the
adjacent natural vegetation. Where feasible, tree and shrub planting shall be
implemented between the retaining wall and property fence on the southside of
SR 68 between CHOMP and the Scenic Drive (17-Mile Drive) overcrossing, and
between the split retaining wall on Sunridge Drive. In addition screen planting
shall be planted to buffer sensitive permanent views where possible outside of the
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vehicle recovery zone.
d) All replacement planting shall have a three year Plant Establishment Period.

e) All bridge structures and retaining walls shall include special architectural detail
and aesthetic treatments.

f) An Aesthetic Design Advisory Committee shall be established to represent the
local and state interests concerning project aesthetics.

Biological Mitigation

This project includes a biological mitigation for the Monterey Pines and shall include
the following:

a) A minimum area of 3.86 acres shall be used to compensate for the loss of
Monterey Pine forest along Iris Canyon Green Belt

b) Within this area approximately 900 trees (5 to 15 gallon) shall be planted.
¢) Of the 900, 130 trees shall be 15 gallon.

PROGRAMMING
Programming
The County of Monterey has $95,000 available from the Spanish Bay Mitigation
Fund, and $1,000,000 available o be utilized for this project from TAMC RIP Funds
(STIP). In addition City has $400,000 available from their traffic impact fee fund.
Funding

It is anticipated that this project may be constructed in phases currently ant1c1pated as

" follows:

Phase 1 which improves the intersection of SR 68 with CHOMP enirance has been
completed by CHOMP,

Phase 2 will be the construction of the southbound onramp and the modification to
the Pebble Beach Entrance. This improvement.is required as part of the mitigation
the Pebble Beach DeveIopment Project.

Phase 3 will be the remainder of the proj ect, which the City of Monterey will take the
lead and will be the agency responsible for final design and construction.

Approx1mately $3 million of local funds (Pebble Beach Company, CHOMP, and

County traffic mitigation funds) are available to design and construct Phase 1 and
Phase 2 of the project. :
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Construction funding for the Phase 3 for the SR 68 four-lane widening improvement
is included in the 2005 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan as

“Constrained Regional Project”.

Estimated funding sources for the project are as follows:

State - o
Share Pebble _
{Calirans STIP : Beach _

. Minor A (TAMC RIP | City Share Share CHOMP City Share
Description Total Cost Funds) Funds) (Funded) (Funded) {Funded) | (Unfunded)**
Support
Costs
PA/ED $1,294,000 $0 $400,000 $400,000 $0 $0 $494,000
PS&E $1,673,000 $0 $600,000 $0 $0 $0 _$789,000
RW $45,000 $0 $45,000 30 $0 30 $0

_Construction $1,247,000 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $1.247,000

TOTALS $21,170,000 | $750,000

$1,045,000

Construction
Costs
RMW and $227,000 %0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $227,000
Utility
$16,729,000 $0 $13,649,000

$525,000 | $1,705,000 | $500,000 | §1

6,645,000

** City Share (Unfunded) is _anticipéted to include funds from County traffic mitigation,
possibly additional TAMC RIP Funds or from future special sales tax measure funds.

¢ Schedule
Milestone Phases 1 and 2 Phase 3 — 4 lane

- Widening

Begin PA/ED Feb 2005 Feb 2005

Approval to Circulate EIR/EA July 2006 Sept 2006

Final Environmental Clearance Nov 2006 October 2008

Begin Final PS&E Sept 2005 October 2008

RTL y Nov 2006 Dec 2009

Begin Construction March 2007 April 2010

Construction Complete Dec 2007 Dec 2011

9. - REVIEWS
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The following people have reviewed this project and their comments hav’é ‘been

incorporated:

Mike Janzen, HQ Design Reviewer, on January 12, 2006 reviewed two design exception
fact sheets approved November 8, 2000 and November 22, 2000 and concurred that they

continue to be appropriate for current use.

10. PROJECT PERSONNEL

The Calirans District 5 Project Manager for this PR is Tom Houston (805 549-3016).
Other Caltrans representation on the PDT consisted of the following members:

John Fouche, Design (805) 549-3330

Dave Murrary, Planning (805) 549-3168
Lisa Johnson, Env. (805) 542-4759

Steve Talbert, Traffic Safety (805) 549-3484
Steve Senet, Permits (805) 549-3206

Paul McClintic, Traffic Ops (805) 549-3473
Dennis Reyes, Landscape (805) 549-3509

Mark McCumsey, Reg. Planning (805) 549-3963
Brent Massey, Structures (916) 227-8868

Pete Rieglehuth, Storm Water (805) 549-3375

11.  LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

1)  Location Map
2)  Proposed Geometrics
3)  Typical Sections

4)  APS (Advance Bridge Planning Study)

5)  Proposed Project Cost Estimate
6)  Right of Way Data Sheet

7 Storm Water Data Report

8)  Accident Data— TASAS-TSN
9)  Environment Document

10) Traffic Management Plan (TMP)
11)  Traffic Report

12)  Distribution List
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Route 68 /Holman Highway
In the County of Monterey
MON-05-68
KP 6.1/L6.9 (PM 3.8/L4.3)
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DESIGN OVERSIGHT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CC - RTE 05-MON-68

Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, elc.): FR

Program Code: 20.xx.075.600 RIP

KP: 6.1/L6.9

EA: 448000

PP No. :

Project Description:

Limits: Widening of Route 68 from Community Hospital of Monterey Peninsula (CHOMP)
to Route 1 Interchange in Monterey in Monterey County
FOUR-LANE FIVE LEGGED ULTIMATE FACILITY

Proposed Improvement: Widening of Route 68, Modify Signal, Replace 17 Mile Scenic Drive
(Scope) Overcrossing Bridge, Construction of Retaining Wall, MSE Wall and
Living Wall (Sound Wall)

PROPCSED ALTERNATIVE

(1) Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Phase $1,294,000
(2} Final Design (10% of Construction) $1,561,000
(3) Construction Support $1,247,000
(4) RIGHT OF WAY & UTILITY $227,000

(5) CONSTRUCTION PHASE
ROADWAY ITEMS ' $9,1786,000
STRUCTURE ITEMS $6,431,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION PHASE $15,607,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST § 19,936,000

Reviewed by 10/04/07
Project Engineer BEN NGUYEN

Approved by {408) 453-5373 10/04/07
Project Manager Richard K. Tanaka {Phone} ~ (Date)

Sheet: 10f 6




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Section 1 - Earthwork
imported Borrow (Ramp)
Roadway Excavation
Clearing & Grubbing

Clearing & Grubbing (Ramp)1
Develop Water Supply

Section 2 - Structural Section *

Pavement(Roadway)
Pavement(Bikepath}
Pavement(Ramp)
Overlay

Remove Pavement
Pavemeni(Throwaway)
Overlay({Throwaway)
Concrete Curb & Gutter
Aggregate Base
Aggregate Subbase
Permeable Material
Blanket & Edge Drains
Remove & Replace Berm
Concrete Median

Section 3 - Drainage
Box Culvert

Project Drainage

Project Drainage (Ramp}
Pump Station

“ ¥ Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
. Include (if available) T.l., R-Value, and date when tests were performed

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No.: 0
Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost

1,300 m? $51 $66,000
10,000 m? $58 $560,000
1 LS $280,900 $300,000
1 LS $28,100 $30,000
LS $0

Total Earthwork $956,000
7,400 m? $112 $829,000
m? $0
2,626 m* 3112 $294 000
16,900 m? $40 $676,000
800 m? $34 $27,000
m? 50
m? $0

m

m® $0
m® $0
m $0
750 m $70 $53,000
m® 30

Total Structural Section $1,879,000
m? $0
1 LS $281,000 $281,000
1 LS $56,200 $56,200
EA 30

Total Drainage $337,200

Sheet: 20of 6




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO -RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0
Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost
Section 4 - Specialty ltems
Ret Walls-Soil Nails m?
Ret Walls Standard (EB) m?
Ret Walis-Standard (Off ramp) m?
Ret Wall-Standard (EB) m?
Ret Wall-Standard (Onramp) m?
Living Wall m*
Median Treatment m?
Median Curb m?
Landscaping/irrigation
{normally separate project) 1 LS $337,000 $337,000
Erosion Conirol LS
Slope Paving m® $0
Concrete Barriers 474 m $300 $142,000
Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $168,500 $169,000
Remove & Replace Curb 880 m $120 $106,000
Guardrails 420 m $200 $84,000
“-Relocate Freeway Sign 1 LS $34,000 $34,000
SWPPP/Erosion Control 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Total Specialty ltemsg $1,172,000
Section 5 - Traffic ltems ,
Lighting 1 LS $84,300 $84,000
Traffic Signals
Signal Modification 1 LS $450,000 $450,000
Permanent Signing 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
Traffic Control Systems 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Traffic Control Systems (Ramp) 1 L3 $30,000 $80,000
Pavement Delineation 1 LS $40,000 $40,000
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS $200,000 $200,000
Crash Cushions {(Ramp) 1 EA - $8,400 $8,000
Temporary K-rait _ 2,000 m $60 $120,000
Temporary K-rait (Ramp) 450 m $60 $27,000
Ramp Meters : EA $0
Total Traffic ltems $1,409,000
SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5. $5,753,000

Sheet: 30of 6




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor ltems
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $5,753,000 X 10% $575,300
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: . $575,000
Section 7 - Roadway Mobilization
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $5,753,000
Minor ems $575,000
Sum $6,328,000 X 10% $632,800
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION _ $633,000
Section 8 - Roadway Additions
Supplemental
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $5,753,000
Minor ltems $575,000
Sum $6,328,000 X 10% $632,800
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1-5 $5,753,000
Minor Items $575,000
Sum $6,328,000 X 25% $1,582,000
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $2,215,000
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $9,176,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: BEN NGUYEN {408) 453-5373 10/04/07

{Print Name) {Phone) (Date}

Sheet: 40of 8




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name

Structure Type

Width (m} - out to out
Span Length (m)

Total Area (m?)

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per Sq. Meter
Including:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Bridge Removal

Total Cost For Sfructure

SPECIALTY RETAINING WALL

Retaining Wall (Type 1)

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP; 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0
#1 #2 #3
Scenic Drive
QOverpass
New

Precast Concrete

Retaining Wall (MSE Wall)

m
Retaining Wall (Soil Nail) m
m
m

Retaining Wall (Type 5)

Cost per Sq. Meter Including:
Aesthetics: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Estimate Prepared By:

13
37
466
$2,200
$245,000
$1,271,000
Total Bridge Hem $1,271,000
Unit Quantity Unit Price Unit Cost
2 250 $1,200 $300,000
2 1400 $1,800 $2,520,000
‘ 1620 $1,000 $1,620,000
2 600 $1,200 $720,000
Total Specialty ltem $5,160,000
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $6,431,000
BEN NGUYEN (408) 453-5373 10/04/07
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 50f 6




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

lll. RIGHT OF WAY

KP:
EA:
PP No. :

DIST - CO - RTE

05-MON-68

6.1/L6.9

448000

0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the PSR. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Values Escalation Escalated
Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $103,000 5.00% $129,000
Utility Relocation (State Share) $95,000 $95,000
Clearance / Demolition $0
RAP 30
R/W Services - Title and Escrow Fees $3,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK $0
Permanent Easement 5.00% $0
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $198,000 TOTAL ESCALATED §227,000
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising:
** . Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Beverly Manor R/W Take: 681 m2 @ $150 = $102,150
Beverly Manor Easements; 480 m2 @ $55 = $26,400
Estimate prepared by: BEN NGUYEN {(408) 453-5373 10/04/07

Sheet; 6of 6
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA » DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION EXHIBIT
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET 4-BX-1 (REV32004) ..
(Form #) : Pagelof6 AR
To: Ken Hil ' Date 05/03/2006

Dist 5 Co MON Rie 68 P/M (K/P)  3.8/L4.3 (6.1/L6.9)
Attention: EA 448000

Project Description Route 68 Widening Project in Monterey

" Subjeck  Right of Way Data AlternateNo. __ N/A

This Alternate mects the criteria for a Design/Build project:  Yes No [}

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate: To be entered into PMCS COST RW1-5 Screens.

Current Value Escalation Escalated
Future Use Rate Value

A.  Total Acquisition Cost 3

Acquisition, including Bxcess Lands,

Damages, and Goodwill, $ 103,000 5 % 3 128,750

Project Permit Fees. 3 0
B.  Utility Relocation (State Share) $ 95,000 0 % $ 25,000
C.  Relocation Assistance 3 0 0 % § 0

B ﬁ])_- - C[ea‘raneememoliﬁon T ""'3-'“""""""‘" T 407 e -—'-"—.-.__0_ “%“ e $""“‘ . ‘_0_‘_ T
E. Title and Escrow $ 2,500 5 % 3 3,000
F.  Total Estimated Cost % 200,500 ' 8 226,750
G.  Construction Contract Work 3 0 (These are construction costs that ave
1o be included in the projects PS&E.)

2, Current Date of Right of Way Certification  March 2008

3. Parcel Data: To be entered into PMCS EVNT RW Screen.

Type Dual/Appr itilities RR Involvements

X U4-1 2 None X

A 1 2 0 C&M Agrmt

B -3 g Sve Contract

C 1 -4 0 Design

D Us7 0 Const.

E XX -3 0 Lic/RE/Clauses

FooXXXX -5 0
Misc. R/W Work

Total 2 RAP Displ Nona
Clear/Demo None
Const Permits None
Condemmnation . None

Areas: R/W  681sgm  No. Bxeess Parcels 0 Excess

Entered PMCS Screens /_f__ by

{1 by

Entered AGRE Screen (Ral_l—r;ad_d—aia only) /




EXHIBIT
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 4-EX-1 (REV 3/2004)
{Formn i) Page 2 of 6

4, Are there any major items of construction confract work?  Yes[ ] No (If“Yes,” explain)

5. Provide & peneral description of the right of way and excess lands required (zoning, use, major improvements,
critical or sensitive parcels, eto.). No right of way required.

The PDT preferred alternative design variation A widens Route 68 on both north and south sides. Rights of way required is from
a property zoned PC - Planned Community. This is a residential zoning by the City of Monterey. The property is currently a
hospital. No major improvements are affected by the minor acquisition proposed along Route 68. An addiflonal area required
for the project is proposed to be exchanged between State and Pebble Beach Company at no expense to the project, through
development agreement and Siate cooperative agreement.

6. Is there an effect on assessed valuation? Yes[ ] Not Significant] ] No {If “Yes,” explain.)

7. Axe utility Tacilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No[l  (IfYes,” attach Utility Information Sheet, Exhibit 4-BX-5.)
The following checked items may seriously impact lead time fox utility relocation:
Longitudinal policy cenflict(s)
[] Environmentsl concerns impacting acquisition of potential easements
[] Power lines operating in excess of 50 KV and substations
(See attached Exhibit 4-BEX-5 for explanation.)

8. Are Railroad facilities or rights of way affected? -
Yes[ ] No (If “Yes,” aitach Railroad Information Sheet, Exhibit 4-EX-6.)




EXHIBIT
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 4-EX-1 (REV 3/2004)
Fom &) Pape3 of 6

9. Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material found?
Yes[ 1 NoneBvident[X]  (If“Yes,” attach memorandum per R/W Mannal, Chapter 4, Section 4. 01 10.00.)

10,  Are RAP displacements required? Yes[ | No {If *"Yes,” provide the following information.)

No. of single family No. of business/monprofit
No. of mmli-family No, of farms
Based on Draft/Final Relocation Impaet Statement/Study dated , it is anticipated that

sufficient replacement housing (will/will not) be available without Last Resort Housing,

11.  Arethere Material Borrow and/or Disposal Sites required?  Yes[ ] No (£ “Yes,” explain.)

12, Are there potential relinquishments and/or sbandonments? Yes[X] No[l  (ff“VYes,” explain)

Due to access confrol change proposed by the project, portion of State right of way would be
required to be refinquished to the local agency.

13.  Are there any existing and/or potential airspace sites? Yes[] MNo (£ “Yes,” explain.)




EXHIBIT
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 4-BX-1 (REV 3/2004)
(Form #) Page 4 of 6

14,  Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements. (Discuss if district proposes less than
PMCS lsad time and/or if significant pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Based on the R/W requirements on Page 1 of this Data Sheet, R/W will zequite a lead time of _ 12 “ months
from the date repular appraisals can begin to project certification.

In any event, RW Maps will require __ 18 months from Final Maps to project certification.

15.  Is it anticipated that Caltrans staff will performall Right of Way work? ~ Yes[] NolX]  (If“No,” disonss.)

Right of way work is proposed to be performed by a qualified consultant

Evaluation Prepared By:

Right of Way: Name Date 5/ 5/ (4
Ssocigfef Rught © d&éy ServiedS, [nc.

Railroad: Name _ MWL 7AS Date

tilities: Neme SCFCP2y ~ Bthsd Tenalea,  pme S 3|06

Marie tThole s & O, T

Recommended for Approval:

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet and a]l supporting information, I certify that the probable
Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation raies, and assumptions are reasonable and proper subject fo the
limiting conditions set forth, and I find this Data Sheet complets and current,

District Division Chief/Regional Manager
Right of Way

. Date




STATE OF CALIFORMIA » DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION EXHIBIT

UTILITY INFORMATION SHEET 4-EX.5 (REV 3/2004)
(Formm #}

1. Name of utility companies involved in project:

Meonterey County Water Line
SBC Pachelt Telephone

2. Types of facilities and agreements required:

SBC Pachelt Longitudinal Encroachment Exception along seuthbound on ramp

3. Is any facility = longitudinal encroachment in existing or proposed access controlled right of way? Explain.

SBC Pacbell: Longitudinal Encroachment Exception

Disposition of longitudinal encroachment(s):
[T} Relocation required.

Exception to policy needed.

[} Other. Explain.

4, Additional information concerning utility involvements on this project, i.e., long lead time materials, growing or
specics seasons, customer service seasons (no transmission tower relocations in summer).

Moneg

5. PMCS Input Information
Total estimated cost of State's obligation Tor utility relocation on this project:
$0

Note: Total estimated cost to include any Depariment obligation to relocate longitudinal encreachments
in access controlled right of way and acquire any necessary uiility easements,

Utility Involvements
Usr 2 Us-7
2 -3
-3 -9

4

WO\ Sz og

- Prepared By:

Right of Way Utility Estimator Date
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Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

Dist-County-Route: 05-MON-68

Post Mile (Kilometer Post) Limits:

6.1/L6.9(3.8/L.4.3)

Project Type: Widening

Mw EA: 448000
' : RU: 111

Program Identification; Private Developer Fund w/ City and
County of Monterey STIP and RSRP

Phase: [ JPID [XIPA/ED [ IPS&E

- Regional Water Quality Control Board(s): Region 3 — Central Coast

Is the project required t_o'consider incorporating Treatment BMPs? Bdves [INo

If yes, can Treatment BMPs be incorporated into the project? Byes [ INo

IfNo, a Technic_"cil_Data Report must be submitted to the RWQCB

at least 60 days prior to PS&E Submittal.  List submittal date: ~ May 2008
Total Disturbed Soil Area: 1.9 ha (4.77 ac)

Estimated Construction Start Date: 04-2013 Construction Completion Date:  10-2014

Notification of Construction (NOC) Date to be submitted: 03-2013
Notification of ADL reuse (if Yes, provide date) [ |Yes Date: [ INo

Separate Dewatering 'Perr_nit (if Yes, permit number) [ [Yes  Permit #: [No

This Report has been prepared under the direction of the following Licensed Person. The Licensed Person
attests to the technical information contained herein and the data upon which recommendations, conclusions,
and decisions are based. Professional Engineer or Landscape Architect stamp required at PS&E,

Richard Tanaka Reg_istered Project Engineer/Landscape Architect Date

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

Dave Rasmussen Project Manager Date
David Perez Designated Maintenance Representative Date
Dennis Reeves Designated Landscape Archite;t Represent:étive Date
Marissa Nishik?,wd District/Regional SW':C"oordinator or Designee - ﬁaté _

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




RPPEMDIN E Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

etric Dist-County-Route 05-MON-68
\ 4 B Kilometer Post (Post Mile)Limits 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3)
Project Type Widening
EA: 448000
RU: 111

- Program Identification: Private Developer Fund w/
. City & Connty of Monterey STIP and RSTP
Phase; PID PAED X PS&E

Regional Water Quality Control Board(s): Region 3 ~ Cenfral Coast Region

~ Is the project required to consider incorporating Treatment BMPs? Yes X No
If yes, can Treatment BMPs be incorporated into the project? Yes X No

IfNo,a Technical Data Report must be submitted to the RWQCB
at least 30 days prior to Advertisement. - List submittal date:

Total Disturbed Soil Area: 1.9 ha (4.77 ac)

Estimated: Construction Start Date: 04/2008 Construction Completion Date: 12/2009 |

Notification of Construction (NOC) Date to be submitted: 03/2008

Notification of ADL reuse (if Yes, provide date) Yes  Date No X
Separate Dewatering Permit (if Yes, permit number) Yes Permit # o No X

This Report has been prepared under the direction of the following Licensed Person. The Licensed Person
attests to the technical information contained herein and the data upon which recommendations, conclusions,
and decisions are based. Professional Engineer or Landscape Architect stamp required at PS&E. .

@% 05-10-06

Richard K. Tanaka, Regzstered Project Engineer _ Date

I have reviewed the storm water quality design issnes and find this veport to be compleie, current, and accuyate:

|l W’U\: - 5-25 -06

Tom Housten, Project Manager o Date

(St
Date

5/59/&;

[Required for PS&E on[y] ‘W@—ﬂarreu Cousmeau Dtsmkt/Regwml SW Coordmator or Designee
Date

Caltrans Storm Water Quality _Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
Revision 05.09.05 -




Long Form -~ Storm Water Data Report

STORM WATER DATA INFORMATION

‘1. Project Description

The City of Monterey proposes to widen and upgrade 0.8 kilometer of Route 68 (Holman
Highway) to a four-lane facility in the County of Monterey from 0.2 kilometer west of the
Community Hospital of Monterey Peninsula (CHOMP) Entrance to the Route 1/Route 68
Junction. Route 1 southbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp improvements are also
included in the project. The preliminary project cost estimate is about $21.12 million. The
project is proposed to be funded primarily by private development sources (Pebble Beach
Company and CHOMP) and the City of Monterey as the lead agency (City and TAMC RIP
Funds). :

More specifically, the following items of work are included:

v’ Traffic signals at the intersection of SR 68 and the SR 1 off and on ramps would be
modified.

v Traffic signal at the SR 68/CHOMP Entrance would be modified;
v" The Scenic Drive overcrossing would be replaced with a new bridge;

v" The Beverly Manor Development Entrance would be redesigned to prohibit left turns
out of the entrance to eastbound SR 68. Eastbound left turns from SR 68 to the
Beverly Manor Development Entrance and right turns in and right turns out of the
entrance will be allowed;

v SR 1 southbound off- and onramps would require widening and installation of
retaining walls;

v' The Pebble Beach Entrance would be modified; and

v" The proposed retaining walls (in 5 different areas) would be constructed at the edge
of right-of-way.

The total disturbed soil area for this project is 1.9 ha (4.77 ac). The accounted areas are new
pavement, clearing and grubbing, retaining wall construction, temporary construction staging
areas, contractor’s storage yard, haul road and cut and fill limits of the project.

The Project Study Report (PSR) for the proposed highway widening was approved in December
2000. Draft Project Report was approved on September 2006. Since the completion of the PSR
and Draft PR, there have been two separate development projects within the project limits which
have been approved by the City of Monterey and the County of Monterey. - These two projects
are improvements to the CHOMP (hospital) and to the Pebble Beach Lot Development. As part
of their mitigations, CHOMP is required to improve the intersection of SR 68/CHOMP Entrance
and Pebble Beach Company is required to improve access to Pebble Beach Main Gate. CHOMP
portion of the work was just completed (February 2008).

It is anticipated that the remaining project will be constructed in two separate phases as follows:
Phase 1 will be the construction of the southbound onramp and the modification to the Pebble

Calfrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks -
Project Planning and Design Guide
May 2007




Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

Beach Entrance. This improvement is required as part of the mitigation the Pebble Beach
Development Project. ' . :

Phase 2 will be the remainder of the project, which the City of Monterey will take the lead and
will be the agency responsible for final design and construction.

Construction funding for the SR 68 four-lane widening improvement is included in the 2005
Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan as “Constrained Regional Project”.

2. Define Site Data and Storm Water Quality Design Issues (refer to Checklists SW-1,
SW-2, and SW-3)

* The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) has jurisdiction
over the project limits,

e The closest receiving water within the project limit is the Pacific Ocean. The majority of
the runoff from the project site is flowing from east to west toward a 360 mm RCP near
the Pebble Beach Entrance gates. This will discharge into the City's drainage system and
eventually flow into the Pacific Ocean.

¢ There is no 303 Listed water body in the vicinity of the pfoject.

¢ The potential pollutants within the project area include oil, grease, petroleum products,
battery acid, metals and other toxic material from cars, bacteria from animal wastes, litter
and general debris form traveling public and adjacent properties.

e 401 Certification will be required as a compliance with the Federal permit.

¢ There are no seasonal construction restrictions. The rainy season has been defined by the
Central Coast RWQCB as October 15 through April 15.

» The County of Monterey has an average annual precipitation of 43 inches. In the
Southern part of the County, precipitation can get as high as 50 inches per year.
Approximately 90 percents of the rainfall occurs between November through April.
Measurable precipitation averages 51 days per year, and the average length of the
growing season is 235 days.

¢ The general climate of County of Monterey is characterized as warm, dry summer and
cool, moist winter. The average temperature is approximately 56° F.

-~ o The soils in Monterey County vary considerable. There are silicon/quartz deposits along
the beaches. To the east of the County toward Salinas, there are alluvial deposits that
form some of the finest farmlands in the nation. There are rolling hills that are heavily
wooded. The soils in these areas are of sediment origin, but not particularly suited for
agriculture. Based on a soil investigation by USR in 2001, there are no active faults
within the project limit. The potential for liquefaction and lurch cracking is very low.

e There are no contaminated or hazardous soils within project limits.

o Disturbed area is about 1.9 hectares (4.77 ac). The disturbed area include cut/fill slopes,
contractors use area, temporary service roads, and stockpile/botrow areas. The calculated
area is approximate. S ' o

¢ The topography of the Monterey County is extremely. varied. Elevation's.range from sea
level to 1781 meters (5844 feet) at Junipero Serra Peak, which is about 19 km (12 miles)

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




- Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

inland, in the Santa Lucia range. The County includes the famous Salinas Valley, which
is bounded by the Galiban Mountains to the East and the Santa Lucia Mountains to the
west. The valley is 13 km to 32 km (10 to 20 miles) wide, 209 km (130 miles) long and
has approximately 259,000 hectares (640,000 acres) of broad bottom land. The
topography of the site is generally flat trending from North to South. However, the site is
situated with high steep hill to the north and low steep terrain to the south.

o  Contractor’s staging yard and trailer facilities may be located outside of Caltrans’ right-
‘of-way. (Contractors yard will be included in SWPPP for project)

¢ There are slope stabilization concerns in areas where slopes are 1:2 (v:h.)

¢ Right of way certification will be required due to the right of way acquisition for the
widening of the project.

® The project alignment is chosen to maximize the cut and fill balance. Concentrated
flows will be collected by culvert systems. :

¢ The land use within project ranges from commercial to residential. To the West of the
project, there are the Community Hospital of Monterey Peninsula (CHOMP), and the
Beverly Manor Healthcare Center and the Carmel Hill Professional Center. To the east
is the Pebble Beach Entrance which is the gateway to the famous Seventeen Mile Drive.
Some residential neighborhood are located east of the project and north of the Scenic
Drive Overcrossing.

3. Regional Water Quality Control Board Agreements

There are no negotiated understandings or agreements with the Central Coast RWQCB
pertaining to this project. The preparation of this SWDR is a specific requirement of the
Caltrans NPDES.

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

Downstream Effects Related to Potentiafly Increased Flow, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 2
+ The project will slightly increase the velocity and volume of flow within the project
limits, but should have a negligible effect on downstream flow. Majority of the water
‘will be conveyed by concrete curb and gutter and culvert system through the project site
with a maximum velocity of 0.8 m/s during a 25-year storm event. Storm culverts will be
fitted with Flared End Sections (FES) and energy dissipation in the form of Rock Slope
Protection (RSP} at the outlets to ensure smooth transition and also prevent scour.

» New lined ditches will also be constructed within the project areas to intercept the- stonn
water sheet flowing from the pavement. Ditch slopes will be designed to minimize the
velocity of flow to reduce the scour and erosion damages.

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

*  The project will create several new fill slope surfaces. and disturb several existing
surfaces. New slope surfaces are proposed at the SB Route 1 on-ramp, SB Route 1 off-
ramp, and along some part of Highway 68. In general, the new slopes are 1:4 or flatter.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
. Project Planning and Design GUIde .
May 2007




Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

Disturbed slopes will be protected with either erosion control Type B or Type C in
accordance with the State Standard Specification. The goal during construction will be
to implement permanent erosion control measures as soon as possible. Depending on
the time of year, these measures can be implemented anytime during construction. A
detailed erosion control plans will be prepared at the PS&E phase.

SSPs 07-390, 20-010. 20-030, 20-040, 20-350 and 72 010 will be included in the
project special provision at PS&E phase.

The estimated existing vegetated surface area within the pro_;ect limits is about 0.28 ha,
There is no existing hard surface BMP.

Approximately more the 460 trees will be removed as part of the construction of this
project. Majority of these trees are native Monterey pines. A mitigation plan is .
currently proposed and the details will be available in the PS&E phase.

Concentrated Fiow Conveyance Systems, Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 4

- Generally, the runoff will be conveyed through closed conduits and concrete curbs -

before discharging into the City’s drainage system. However, erosion control measures.

will be implemented to minimize depositing additional sediment. Roadway facilities

are not anticipated to subject to flooding in this project.
Detailed design of concentrated conveyance systems will be done in the PS&E phase.

Preservation of Existing Vegetation. Checklist DPP-1, Parts 1 and 5

Based on the preliminary design, the project will involve clearing and grubbing of
about 1.57 hectares (3.88 acres).

. Preservation areas will be identified on the contract plans and protected with fence

during construction.

Describe Proposed Permanent Treatment BMPs to be used on the Project

This project meets the definition of major reconstruction project and the project is also in
the urban area subject to a MS4 permit. Therefore, Treatment BMPs would need to be
considers for this project (see Evaluation Documentation Form included in Appendix). The
Targeted Design Constituent (TDC) will be identified at the PS&E phase and will dlscuss
with the storm water coordmator to select the approved Treatment BMPs.

Treatment BMP Strategy., Checklist T-1

Existing impervious area is 2.14 hectares (5.29 acres) within the project limits, This
project is adding an additional 1.18 hectares (2.92 acres) for a total of 3.32 hectare
(8.20 acres) of impervious surface. It is intended to treat 100% of the runoff from this
project. A preliminary estimate shows that 61% of the total impervious surface will be
treated with the new BMP. The rest of the flow will follow its original drainage
pattern. A detail design will be submitted for review at the PS&E phase.

BioﬁltratioﬂSwales/Strips, Checklist T—l',' Parts 1 and 2

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




Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

¢  Biofiltration and biostrips will be looked at in the PS&E phase.

Dry Weather Diversion, Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 3
¢ Dry weather diversion is not applicable for this project.

Infiltration Devices — Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 4 _ -
e Infiltration basins will be looked at the PS&E phase.

Detention Devices. Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 5
¢ Detention basins will be looked at the PS&E phase.

Gross Solids Removal Devices (GSRDs), Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 6
¢  (SRDs are not applicable for thls project.

Traction Sand Traps. Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 7
e  Traction Sand Traps are not applicable for this project.

Media Filters. Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 8
e  Media Filters will be looked at the PS&E phase.

Multi-Chambered Treatment Trains (MCTTs). Checklist T-1. Parts ] and 9
»  MCTTs are not applicable for this project.

Wet Basins. Checklist T-1, Parts 1 and 10
+  Wet Basins are not applicable for this project

6. Describe Proposed Temporary Construction Site BMPs to be used on Project

Temporary construction site BMP such as temporary silt fence, temporary ESA fence, temporary
fiber rolls, fiber roll check dams, temporary soil stabilizers, temporary erosion control, temporary
construction entrances/exits, temporary construction road, temporary concrete washouts,
temporary stockpile covers, temporary creek diversion and temporary drain inlet protection will
be incorporated into the design during the PS&E phase. The preliminary cost estimate for the
temporary construction site BMP is $150,000 which is 1% of the total construction cost for the
project. A more detail cost estimate for temporary BMP will be provided at the PS&E phase.

In addition, measures identified in Caltrans SSP 07-345 such as but not limited to street
sweeping, construction waste management, and tracking control will also be included.

Permanent erosion control will be implemented as soon the slopes are complete by 1ncorporat1ng _
erosion control as separate contract item. '

Caitrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
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Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

Construction costs for permanent BMPs are included in the Preliminary Project Construction
Cost Estimate Summary (PPCE) associated with storm water pollution prevention and treatment.
A brief summary is as follows;

Roadway Items
Section 1: Earthwork
» Total $484,000

» Section 2: Temporary Construction BMP’s

» Temporary Erosion Control

» Temporary Drainage Protection

» Temporary Fiber Roll '
Total _ ' - $100,000

¢ Section 3: Drainage

» Concentrate Flow Conveyance System
AC dike
Ditches : -
Total - $ 80,000

o Section 4: Specialty Items

Erosion Control, (Type D)

Erosion Control Blanket -

Slope Protection (Backing No. 2, Method B)
Biofiltration Strips/Swales .

Total . $50,000

Y VYV

¢ Section 5: Treatment BMP’s
» Treatment BMP R $100,000

TOTAL STORM WATER TREATIV[ENT & PREVENTION: $330 000

7. Maintenance BMPs (Drain Inlet Stencllmg)

Inlet stenciling will be required by the Clty of Monterey. The template will be provided by the
City of Monterey.

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS
e - Evaluation Documentation Form (EDF)

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

. Treatment BMP Summary Spreadsheets

. Treatment BMP Consideration

»  Attachment A — Location Map

o  Attachment B — Project GAD

e  Attachment C — Typical Cross Sections

¢  Attachment D — Rainfall Intensity Duration/Frequency Data Sheet
¢ Attachment F - Disturbed Soil Area Exhibit

SUPPLEMENTAL ATTACHMENTS

e Storm Water BMP Cost Summary (IN PROGRESS)
¢  Project Report Cost Estimate |
. Checklist SW-1, Site Data Sources
e Checklist SW-2, Storm Water Quality Issues Summary -
- »  Checklist SW-3, Measures for Avoiding or Reducing Potential Storm Water BMPs
¢  Checklists DPP-1, Parts 1-5 (Design Pollution Prevention BMPs) |
¢  Checklists T-1 through Part 10 (Treatment BMPs)

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
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Evaluation Documentation Form

DATE: 05-02-08

See thure 4-1, Project Eva!uatlon Process for Cons:derat[on of Permanent Treatment BMPS FA: 448000
‘SUPPLEMENTAL: INFORMATION FOR
: L 'EVALUATION
1. | Begin Project Evaluation Go to 2
regarding requirement for 34
consideration of Treatment BMPs
2. | Is this an emergency project? if Yes, goto 11.
L X if No, continue to 3.
3. | Have TMDLs OR OTHER If Yes, contact the District/Regional
Poliution Control Requirements NPDES ccordinator fo discuss the
been established for surface Department's obligations under the TMDL
waters within the project limits? n ] (if Applicable) or Pollution Control
a Requirements, goto 10 or 4 (as
determined by the NPDES Coordinator).
______ (Dist/Reg. SW Coordinator initials)
If No, continue fo 4.
4. | Is the project within an urban ] . If Yes, continue to 5. City of Monterey MS4
MS4? = _ If No, go to 11.
5. | Is the project directly or indirectly = [ If Yes, continue to 6.
discharging to surface waters? - ifNo, go to 11.
8. Is this a new facility or major 7 N If Yes, continue to 8.
reconstruction? — If No, goto 7.
7. | Will there be a change in N [ If-Yes, continue to 8.
line/grade or hydraulic capacity? if No, go to 11.
8. | Is the Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) If Yes, continue to 10.
created by the project greater lfNo,got08,
than or egual to 3.0 acres or does X ] 1.9 ka
the project result in a net increase
of one acre or more ¢f new
impervious surface?
9. | Is the project part of a Common [ If Yes, continue to 10.
Plan of Development? If No, go to 11.
10. | Project is required to consider See Sections 2.4 and either Section 5.5 or 6.5 for
approved Treatment BMPs. X BMP Evaluation and Selection Process. Complete
Checklist T-1 in this Appendix E.
11. | Project is not required to consader
Treatment BMPs.
—__ (Dist/Reg. SW Coord. lnmafs} ] Document for Project Files by completing this- form
{Project Engineer Initials) and attaching it to the SWDR.
{Date)

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

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
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Treatment BMP
Summary Spreadsheet

Dist-County-Route:

Kilometer Post (Post Mile) Limits:

Project Type:

EA:

RU:

Pro_gram Identification:

Phase:

Date:




Infiltration Basins

District-County-Route:  05-MON-88
EA:  05-44800K

County Route Lecation Location
Post Mile (PM) KiloPost (KP)

This treament will be locked at at PS&E phase

Water Quality
Volume
(Cubic Meters)




Biofiltration SWaIes

District-County-Route: 05-MON-68
EA: 05-44800K

County Route From Location To Location
Post Mile (PM) Post Mile (PM)

‘This treament will be looked at at PS&E phase

From Location
KiloPost (KP)

Teo Location
Post Mile (KP)




Construction Site BMP Consideration Form

r}struction Site BMPs

DATE: 05-02-08
EA: 448000

“YES [ NO' || SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION .
if Yes, Construction Site BMPs for Soil
areas of disturbed soil as defined by the 7 ] Stabilization (88) will be required.
Project Planning and Design Guide | % Complete CS-1, Part 1. Continue to 2.
(PPDG)? If No, Continue to 3.
Is there a potential for disturbed soil If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for
areas within the project to discharge to Sediment Control (SC) wilt be required.
storm - drain - inlets, drainage ditches, | X 1 | Complete CS-1, Part 2.
areas outside the right of way, etc?
Continue to 3.
Is there a potential for sediment or If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for
construction related materials.. and Tracking Control (TC) will be required.
wastes to be tracked offsite and 4 ] Complete CS-1, Part 3.
deposited on private or public paved | % o
roads by construction vehicles -and Continue to 4.
equipment? _ o
‘Is there a potential for wind to transport if Yes, Construction Site BMPs for
s0il and dust offsite during the period of =4 O Wind Erosion Control (WE) will be
construction? - required. Complete CS-1, Part 4.
Continue to 5.
Is dewatering anticipated or wil If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for Non-
congfruction activiies occur within or — | Storm Water Management (NS) will be
adjacent fo a live channel or stream? [] X required. Complete CS-1, Part 5.
Continue to 8. -
Wil construction include saw-cutting, If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for Non-
grinding, drilling, concrete or mortar -| Storm Water Management (NS) will be -
mixing,  hydro-demolition,  blasting, | [X] | ]| required. Complete CS-1, Part5. -
‘sandblasting, painting, paving, or other ' '
‘activities that produce residues? Continue to 7.
Are stockpiles of soil, construction "If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for
related materials, ~and/or wastes . | Waste Management and Materials
anticipated? B4 [] | Poiiution Control (WM) will be required.
Complete CS-1, Part 6.
Continue to 8.
Is there a potential for construction _ If Yes, Construction Site BMPs for
related materials and wastes fo have : Waste Management and Materials -
direct contact with precipitation; storm 53 "'D Pollution Control (WM) will be required.
water run-on, or stormwater runoff, be | = Complete CS-1, Part 6.
dispersed by wind; be dumped andfor | -
spilled into storm drain systems? ' Continue to 9.
End of checklist. 5 Document for Project Files by completing this
PN

form, and attaching it to the SWDR.

PE to initialize after concurrence with Construction (PS&E only)

Date

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide

May 2007 :




ATTACHMENT A

LOCATION MAP




Route 68 /Holman Highway
In the County of Monterey
MON-05-68
KP 6.1/L6.9 (PM 3.8/L4.3)

LOCATION MAP

Mark Thomas & comogsany, Inc.

ENGINEERS - PLANNERS - SURVEY
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PROJECT GEOMETRICS
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ATTACHMENT C

TYPICAL SECTIONS
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ATTACHMENT D

RAINFALL INTENSITY
~ DURATION/FREQUENCY DATA SHEET




WINIDF v.1 REPORT.

GENERAL [NFORMATICN:

24-hr 5.410

input by: BN

Input Date: - 10/7/2020

Project Description: Highway 68

SITE DATA

Latitude: 36.34 deg.

Longitude: 121.54 deg.

Return Period: 25 years
SELECTED STATIONS

Station Name Station ID Elev.

ft

ARROYO SECO D200322000 8OO
SOLEDAD D208338000 - 204
MT TORO D205998080 2370,
LAURELES GRADE D204835050 1350 -
COMPUTED INTENSITIES (INCHES/HOUR) .
Return Period 25-yr 2-yr
Duration

5-min 2.411 1.209
10-min 1.791 0.898
15-min 1.505 0.755
30-min 1.118 0.561
60-min 0.831 0.417
120-min 0.617 0.310
4-hr 0.458 0.230
8-hr 0.341 0.171
16-hr 0.253 0.127
24-hr 0.213 0.107
‘OUTPUT  COEFFICIENTS

a = 0.8308

b = -0.4288
COMPUTED INTENSITIES (MM/HOUR) .

Return Period 25yr 2yr
Duration '

5-min . . 61.238 30.709
10-min - 45.491 22.809
15-min 38.227 19177
30-min . 28.397 14.249
60-min 21.107 10.592
120-min o 15.672 7.874
4-hr S 11.633 5.842
8-hr 8.661 4.343
16-hr : _ 6.426 3.226

2718

10/7/2005

KP6.1 (PM 3.8)

Lat.
deg.
36.2330

- -36.4330
36.5500
36.5500

10-yr

2.013
1.495
1.256
0.933
0.693
0.515
0.383
0.284
0211
0.177

10-yr

51.130
37.973
31.902
23.698
17.602
13.081

9.728

7.214
5.359 -
4.496

Long.

deg.
121.4830
121.3170
121.6330
121.7500

25-yr

2.423
1.800
1513
1.124
0.835
0.620
0.461
0.342
0.254
0.214

25-yr

61.544
45.720
38.430

28.560
21.209

15.748
11.709
8.687
| 6.452
5.436

Dist.

miles
8.05
13.97
15.41
18.63

50-yr

2.695
2.002
1.682
1.250
0.928
0.690
0.512
0.381
0.283
0.238

50-yr

68.453
50.851
42.723
31.750

23.571

17.526
' 13.005

9.677
7.188

8.045

100-yr

2.985
2.217
1.863
1.384
1.028
0.764
0.568
0.422
0.313
0.263

100-yr

75.819
56.312
47.320
- 36.164
26.111
19.406
- 14.427
10.719

6.680

7.950 - -

10,000-yr

4.702
3.493
2.935
2.181
1.620
1.203
0.894
0.664
0.4983
0.415

10,000-yr

118.431
88.722
74.549
55.397
41.148

30.566

22708

. 16.866
12.522
10541




ATTACHMENT E

SOIL DISTURBED AREA EXHIBIT




DATE REVISED

N ——

CALCULATED/

DESIGNED BY
CHECKED BY

B 4:on of Sol Distubed

BESIGN CVERSIEHT

STATE OF CAUFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION -
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Potential Storm Water BMPs
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 05-MON-68

Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR

Program Code: 20.xx.075.600 RIP

KP: 8.1/.6.9

EA: 448000

PP No. :

Project Description:

Limits: Widening of Route 68 from Community Hospital of Monterey Peninsula {CHOMP)

to Route 1 Interchange in Monterey in Monterey County

FOQUR-LANE FIVE LEGGED ULTIMATE FACILITY

-Proposed Improvement: Widening of Route 68, Modify Signal, Replace 17 Mile Scenic Drive

(Scope) Overcrossing Bridge, Construction of Retaining Wall, MSE Wall and

Living Wall (Sound Wall)

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE
(1) Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Phase -$1,294,000
(2) Final Design (10% of Construction) $1,561,000
(3) Construction Support $1,247,000
(4) RIGHT OF WAY & UTILITY . §227,000
(5 CONSTRUCTION PHASE o
ROADWAY ITEMS _ $9,176,000
STRUCTURE ITEMS : $6,431,000
- SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION PHASE ' $15,607,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $ 19,836,000

Reviewed by ' 10/04/07
Project Engineer . BEN NGUYEN :

Approved by : " (408) 453-5373 10/04/07
Project Manager Richard K. Tanaka (Phone) {Date)

Sheet: 10of 6




PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO -RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0
Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost
Section 1 - Earthwork E _
Imported Borrow (Ramp) 1,300 m> $51 $66,000
Roadway Excavation 10,000 m?> $56 $560,000
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $280,900 $300,000
Clearing & Grubbing (Ramp)1.. . 1 LS $28,100 $30,000
Develop Water Supply a LS $0
Total Earthwork $956,000
Section 2 - Structural Section *
Pavement(Roadway) ' 7,400 m?* $112 $829,000
Pavement(Bikepath) ' m? $0
Pavement(Ramp) 2,626 m* $112 $294,000
Overlay 16,800 m’ $40 $676,000
Remove Pavement 800 m? $34 $27,000
Pavement(Throwaway) m? $0
Overlay(Throwaway) m? - %0
Concrete Curb & Gutter m
| jgregate Base m* $0
" -pggregate Subbase m? $0
Permeable Material
Blanket & Edge Drains m . 30
Remove & Replace Berm 750 m $70 $53,000
Concrete Median’ m? ' ' $0
Total Structural Section $1,879,000
Section 3 - Drainage
Box Culvert : m?> - $0
Project Drainage 1. LS ' $281,000 $281,000
~ Project Drainage {(Ramp) 1 LS $56,200 _ $58,200
~ Pump Staton EA $0 -
Total Drainage $337,200
-~ Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.

nclude (if available) T.I., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA; 448000
PP No. : 0
Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost
Section 4 - Specialty ltems
Ret Walls-Soil Nails m?
Ret Walls Standard (EB) m*
Ret Walls-Standard (Off ramp) m?
Ret Wall-Standard (EB) m?
Ret Wall-Standard (Onramp) m?
Living Wall m?
Median Treatment m?
Median Curb m?
Landscaping/Irrigation
{normally separate project) 1 LS $337,000 $337,000
Erosion Conirol LS
Slope Paving m’ $0
Concrete Barriers 474 m $300 $142,000
Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $168,500 $169,000
Remove & Replace Curb 880 m 3120 $1086,000
Guardrails 420 m $200 $84,000
“ Telocate Freeway Sign 1 LS $34,000 $34,000
NPPP/Erosion Control 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Total Specialty ltems $1,172,000
Section 5 - Traffic ltems
Lighting 1 LS $84,300 $84,000
Traffic Signals
Signal Modification 1. LS $450,000 $450,000
_Permanent Signing 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
_Traffic Control Systems 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Traffic Control Systems (Ramp}) 1 LS $80,000 $80,000
Pavement Delineation ' 1 LS $40,000 $40,000
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS $200,000 $200,000
Crash Cushions (Ramp) - - 1 EA $8,400 $8,000
Temporary K-rail i 2,000 m $60 $120,000
Temporary K-rail {(Ramp) 450 m $60 $27,000
Ramp Meters ' EA $0
Total Traffic Items $1,400,000
SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $5,753,000
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Section 6 - Minor Items
Subtotal Sections 1 -5

Seclion 7 - Roadway Mobilization
Subtotal Sections 1-5
Minor ltems

Sum

Section 8 - Roadway Additions
Supplemental
Subtotal Sections 1-5
Minor items

Sum

Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5
Minor ltems
Sum

Estimate
Prepared By:

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0
$5,753,000 10% $575,300
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $575,000
$5,753,000
$575,000 :
$6,328,000 10% $632,800
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $633,000
$5,753,000
$575,000 _
$6,328,000 10% $632.800
$5,753,000
$575,000
$6,328,000 25% $1,582,000

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $2,215,000

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $9,176,000

(Total of Sections 1 - 8)

BEN NGUYEN {408) 453-5373 10/04/07

~_(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

II. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name

Structure Type

DIST - CO - RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.2
EA: 448000
PP No.: 0
#1 #2 #3
Scenic Drive
Qverpass
New

Precast Concrete

Width (m) - out to out 13
Span Length (m) 37
Total Area (m?) 466
Footing Type (pile/spread) )
Cost per Sq. Meter $2,200
Including:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%
Bridge Removal $245,000
Total Cost For Structure - $1,271,000
. Total Bridge [tem $1,271,000
-SPECIALTY RETAINING WALL
N Unit  Quantity Unit Price Unit Cost
Retaining Wall (Type 1) m? 250 . $1,200 $300,000
Retaining Wall (Soil Nail) m? 1400 o $1,800 $2,520,000
Retaining Wall (MSE Wall) m* 1620 $1,000 $1,620,000
Retaining Wall (Type 5) m? 600 . $1,200 $720,000
Cost per Sq'. Meter Including: Total Specialty item $5,160,000
Aesthetics: 10% .
Contingency: 25% TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $6,431,000
Estimate Prepared By: BEN NGUYEN _ (408) 453-5373 10/04/07
' (Print Name) {Phone) {Date)
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PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
05-MON-68
KP: 6.1/L6.9
EA: 448000
PP No. : 0

lll. RIGHT OF WAY
Right-of-Way estimates should consider the prabable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation eccurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the PSR. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Values Escalation Escalated
' Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands | _
and damages to remainders $103,000 5.00% $129,000
Utility Relocation (State Share) $95,000 $95,000
Clearance / Demolition _ $0
RAP . _ $0
R/W Services - Title and Escrow Fees . $3,000
C'ONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK ' | 30
Permanent Easement .- 5.00% $0
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $198,000 TOTAL ESCALATED $227,000
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
:_* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising;
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Beverly Manor R/W Take: 681 m2 @ $150 = $102,150
Beverly Manor Easements: 480 m2 @ $55 =$26,400
Estimate prepared by: 2 BEN NGUYEN (408) 453-5373 10/04/07

Sheet; Gof 6




Storm Water Checldist SW-1

Checklist SW-1, Site Data Sources
Preparedby: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: _05-MON-68

PM {(KP): 6.146.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCE: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

information for the following data categories should be obtained, reviewed and referenced as necessary
throughout the project planning phase. Collect any available documents pertaining to the category and
list them and reference your data source. For specific examples of documents within these categories,
refer to Section 5.5 of this document. Example categories have been listed below; add additional
categories, as needed. Summarize pertinent information in Section 2 of the SWDR,

DATA CATEGORY/SOURCES Date
Topographic ,
» Aerial Planimetric Mapping Currently available
. ::nlzid Topographic Survey (Trees) — Mark Thomas & Company, Currently available
s USGS Map
Hydraulic _
s Drainage Report ' In progress
L ]
-
Soils _ .
+ Geotechnical Design Report (Parikh Consultants) In Progress
. = =
L
Climatic _
¢ Rain IDF Curve Currently available
L 2
L] .
Water Quality :
e Environmental Impact Report (CEQA) and Environmental In Proaress
Assessment (NEPA) (By PAR Environmental Services, Inc) nrog
. ) -
.
Other Data Categories
L ]
L]
L ]
-
L ]
L ]

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




Storm Water Checklist SW-2

Checklist SW-2, Storm Water Quality Issues Summary
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): _6.1/1.6.9(3.8/.4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

The following questions provide a guide to collecting critical information relevant to project stormwater
quality issues. Complete responses to applicable questions, consutting other Caltrans functional units
{Environmental, Landscape Architecture, Maintenance, etc.) and the District/Regional Storm Water

Coordinator as necessary. Summarize pertinent responses in Section 2 of the SWDR.

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

1. Determine the receiving waters that may be affected by the project
throughout the project life cycle {i.e., construction, maintenance and Complete L INA
operation).
2. For the project limits, list the 303(d) |mpa|red receiving water bodies and
© their constituents of concern. ' [JComplete  DINA
3. Determine if there are any mumcnpai or domestic water supply reservoirs or
groundwater percolation facilities within the project limits. Consider
appropriate spill contamination and spill prevention control measures for [IComplete  DINA
these new areas.
4, Determine the RWQCB special requirements, including TMDLs, effluent
fimits, ete. P s J DdComplete [ INA
5. Determine regulatory agencies seasonal construction and construction
exclusion dates or restrictions required by federal, state, or local agencies. XComplete  [INA
8. Determine if a 401 certification will be required. XComplete [(INA
7. List rainy season dates. (Oct 15 thru April 15) |ZlC0mplete [INA
8. Determine the general climate of the project area. Identify annual rainfall
and rainfall intensity curves. DdIComplete  [INA
9. If considering Treatment BMPs, determine the soil classification, =
permeability, erodibility, and depth to groundwater. DdComplete  [INA
10. Determine contaminated or hazardous soils within thg project area. XComplete [INA
11. Determine the total disturbed soil area of the prqj.c:ac::t. KcComplete [ INA
12. Describe the topography of the project site. Klcomplete [ INA
13. List any areas ouiside of the Caltrans right-of-way that will be included in
the project (e.g. contractor’s staging yard, work from barges, easements for  [JComplete [ [NA
staging, etc.). _ _ .
14. Determine if additional right-of-way acquisition or easements and right-of-
entry will be required for deS|gn constructlon and malntenance of BMPs. If IZIComplete [NA
$0, how much? :
15. Determine if a right-of-way cerhf cation is requ:red XlComplete [INA
16. Determine the estimated unit c_osts for right-of-way should it be needed for
. Treatment BMPs, stabilized conveyance systems, lay-back slopes, or BJComplete [ INA
interception ditches. :
17. Determine if project area has any slope stabilization concerns. Xcomplete [INA
18. Describe the local land use within the project area and adjacent areas. XlComplete [INA
19. Evaluate the presence of dry weather flow. _ Com_plete [NA




Storm Water Checklist SW-3

Checklist SW-3, Measures for Avoiding or Reducing Potential Storm
Water Impacts

Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: ~ 05-MON-68

PM (KP): _86.1/1.6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

The PE must confer with other functional units, such as Landscape Architecture, Hydraulics,
 Environmental, Materials, Canstruction and Maintenance, as needed to assess these issues. Summarize
~ pertinent responses in Section 2 of the SWDR. ‘

Options for avoiding or reducing potential impacts during project planning include the following:

1. Can the project be relocated or realigned to avoid/reduce impacts to
receiving waters or to increase the preservation of critical (or problematic)
areas such as floodplains, steep slopes, wetlands, and areas with erosive Kyes [INo DNA
or unstable seil conditions?

2. Can structures and bridges be designed or located to reduce work in live .

streams and minimize construction impacts? [Ives [INo BJINA
3. Can any of the following methods be utilized to minimize erosion from '
slopes: _
a. Disturbing existing slopes only when necessary? KlYes ElN‘o' [CINA
b. Minimizing cut and fill areas to reduce slope lengths? 'EIYes [INo  [INA
¢. Incorporating retaining walls to reduce steepness of slopes or to
shorten slopes? Blyves [ONo [INA
d. Acquiring right-of-way easements (such as grading easements) fo -
reduce steepness of slopes? ves [INo [INA
e. Avaiding soils or formations that will be particularly difficult to re-
stahilize? DYGS I___|N0 NA
f. Prowdlng cut and fill slopes flat enough to allow re-vegetat:on and
limit erosion to pre-construction rates? o Dyes [INo [INA
g. Providing benches or terraces on high cut and fill slopes to reduce
concentration of flows? - Bdves [No [ONA
h. Rounding and shaping slopes to reduce concentrated flow? DdYes [INo [NA
i Collecting.concentrated flows in stabilized drains and channels? Byes [INo [INA
4. Does the project design allow for the ease of maintaining all BMPs? Xyes [INo

Can the project be scheduled or phased to minimize soil-disturbing work
during the rainy season? yes [ INo

8. Can permanent storm water poliution controls such as paved slopes,
vegetated slopes, basins, and conveyance systems be installed early in =
the construction process to provide additional protection and to possibly Bdyes [INo [INA
utilize them in addressing construction storm water impacts?

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




Checklist DPP-1, Part 1

De3|gn Pollution Prevention BMPs

Checklist DPP- 1, Part1
Prepared by: BN ' Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: _05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Consideration of Design Pollution Prevention BMPs

1. Consideration of Downstream Effects Related to Potentially
increased Flow [to streams or channels]?

(a) Will project increase velocity or volume of downstream flow? Kves [[INo [ INA
{b) Wil the project discharge to unlined channels? [Myes [KNo [[INA
{c} Will project increase potential sediment load of downstream flow? [Oves [XNo [INA

' (d) Wil project encroach, cross, realign, or cause other hydraulic
changes to a stream that may affect downstream channel stability? (Cyes [XNo [INA

If Yes was answered to any of the above questions, consider
Downsiream Effects Related to Potentially Increased Flow,
compiete the DPP-1, Pari 2 checklist.
2. Slope/Surface Protection Systems
(a) Will project create new slopes or modify existing slopes? Kives [INo [INA
If Yes was answered to the above question, consider
Slope/Surface Protection Systems, complete the DPP-1, Part 3
checklist.
3. Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems
(@) Will the project create or modify ditches, dikes, berms, or swales? Kyes [No [NA

{(b) Will project create new slopes or modify existing‘#lopes? "E]Yes [(No [ NA
(c) Will it be necessary to direct or intercept surface runcff? HKyes [[INo [[INA
(d) Wil cross drains be modified? h 'I"._—lYes BdNe [[INA

If Yes was answered to any of the above questions, consider
Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems complete the DPP-1,
Part 4 checklist.

4. Preservation of Exustmg Vegetation

a} Itisthe goal of the Storm Water Program fo maximize the protection :
of desirable existing vegetation to provide erosion and sediment PdComplete
control benefits on all projects. L

Consider Preservation of Ex:stmg Vegetatmn complete the DPP-
1, Part 5 checklist.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
‘Project Planning and Design Guide
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Checklist DPP-1, Part 2

Design Pollution Prevention BMPs

Checklist DPP-1, Part 2
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): _8.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCRE: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Downstream Effects Related to Potentially Increased Flow

1. Review total paved area and reduce to the maximum extent practicable. ' IZIComplete
2. Review channel lining materials and design for stream bank erosion control. [Ccomplete
(a) See Chapters 860 and 870 of the HDM. [_IComplete

{(b) Consider channel erosion control measures within the project limits as well as

downstream. Consider scour velocity. LiComplete

3. Include, where appropriate, énergy dissipation devices at culvert outlets. Complete
4. Ensure all transitions between culvert outlets/headwallsfwingwalls and channels v

are smooth to reduce turbulence and scour. Complet_e

5. Include, if appropriate, peak flow attenuation basins to reduce peak discharges. [ IComplete

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




Checklist DPP-1, Part 3

Design Pollution Prevention BMPs

Checklist DPP-1, Part 3
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L.4.3) EA:. 448000

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Slope / Surface Protection Systems

What are the prbﬁosed areas of cut and fill? (attach plan or map) E]Complete
Were benches or terraces provided on high cut and fill slopes to reduce
concentration of flows? . (Ies [[INo

Were slopes rounded and/or shaped to reduce concentrated flow? MYes [ INo
Were concentrated flows collected in stabilized drains or channeals? Kyes [ INo
Are slopes > 1:4 verticakhorizontal (V:H))? Kyes [ INo

If Yes, District Landscape Architecture must prepare or approve an erosion

controi plan.
Are slopes > 1:2 (V:H)? ' Clyes XNo

If Yes, Geotechnical Services must prepare a Geotechnical Design Report,
and the District Landscape Architect should prepare or approve an erosion
control plan. Concurrence must be obtained from the District Maintenance

Storm Water Coordinator for slopes steeper than 1:2 (V:H).

Estimate the change to the impetvious areas that will result from this project. 1.18 ha

(2.92 acres) [<IComplete
VEGETATED SURFACES
1. Identify existing vegetation. DComplete
2. Evaluate site to determine soil types, appropriate vegetation and planting
strategies. Xcomplete
3. How long will it take for permanent vegetation to establish? - [Xcomplete
" 4. Minimize overland and concentrated flow depths and velocities. XComplete
'HARD SURFACES | S
1. Are hard surfaces required? [IYes XINo

If Yes, document purpose (safety, maintenance, soil stabilization, etc.), types, and

. general locations of the installations. DCqmplgte

Review appropriate SSPs for Vegetated Surface and Hard Surface Protection Systems. DCofnplete

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
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Checklist DPP-1, Part 4

Design Poliution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 4
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: 05-MON-68

PM (KP): _6.1/L6.9(3.8/L.4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems

Ditches, Berms, Dikes and Swales
" 1. Consider Ditches, Berms, Dikes, and Swales as per Chapters 813, 836, and 860

of the HDM. XiComplete
2. Evaluate risks due to erosion, overtopping, flow backups or washout. XComplete
3. Consider outlet protection where localized scour is antimpated KComplete
4. Examine the site for run-on from off-site sources . EComplete
5. Consider channel lining when velocities exceed scour veloclty for soil. ' KComplete
Overside Drains _
1. Consider downdrains, as per Index 834 .4 of the HDM. : |Z|Complete
2. Consider paved spillways for side slopes flatter than 1:4 V:H. XComplete

Flared Culvert End Sections
1. Consider flared end sections on culvert inlets and outlets as per Chapter 827 of

the HDM." PXComplete
Outlet Protection/Velocity Dissipation Devices

1. Consider outlet protection/velocity dissipation devices at outlets, including cross
drains, as per Chapters 827 and 870 of the HDM. DXComplete

Review appropriate SSPs for Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems. " XComplete

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
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Checklist DPP-1, Part 5

Design Pollution Prevention BMPs

Checklist DPP-1, Part 5
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/.6.9(3.8/.4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Preservation of Existing Vegetation

1. Review Preservation of Property, Standard Specifications 16.1.01 and 16-1.02
{Clearing and Grubbing) to reduce clearing and grubbing and maximize XComplete
preservation of existing vegetation.

2. Has all vegetation to be retained been coordinated with Environmental, and
identified and defined in the contract plans? HYes .DNo

3. Have steps been taken to minimize disturbed areas, such as locating temporary
- roadways to avoid stands of frees and shrubs and to follow existing contours to Complete
reduce cutting and filling?

4. Have impacts to preserved vegetation been considered while work is occurring in

disturbed areas? Bdves [INo
5. Areall areas to be preserved delineated on the plans? Kyes [INo

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
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Checklist T-1, Part 1

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 1
Prepared by: BN ‘ Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68
| PM (KP): B.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

-Consideration of Treatment BMPs

This checklist is used for projects that require the consideration of Approved Treatment BMPs, as
determined from the process described in Section 4 {Project Treatment Consideration) and the Evaluation
Documentation Form (EDF). This checklist will be used to determine which Treatment BMPs should be
considered for each watershed and sub-watersheds within the project. Supplemental data will be needed
o verify siting and design applicability for final incorporation into a project.

Complete this checklist for each phase of the project, when considering Treatment BMPs. Use the
responses to the questions as the basis when developing the narrative in Section 5 of the Storm
Water Data Report to document that Treatment BMPs have been appropriately considered.

Answer all questions, unless otherwise directed.
1. Dry Weather Flow Diversion

N

(a) Are dry weather flows generated by Caltrans anticipated to be persistent?  [Tyes  [XNo

b} Is a sanitary sewer located on or near the site?
() flary sew ! Clyes [XNo

(¢} ls the connection to the sanitary sewer possible without extraordinary

plumbing, features or construction practices? [OYes XiNo
(d} Is the domestic wastewater treatment authority willing to accept flow? [ves [XNo

If Yes was answered to all of these questions consider Dry Weather Flow
Diversion, complete and attach Part 3 of this checklist

2. Is the receiving water on the 303(d) list for litter/trash or has a TMDL been issued
for litter/trash? - _ yes RINo

If Yes, consider Gross Solids Removal Devices (GSRDs), complete and attach
Part 6 of this checklist. Note: Biofiltration Systems, Infiltration Devices, Detention
Devices, Media Filters, MCTTs, and Wet Basins also ¢an capture litter — consult
with District/Regional NPDES if these devices should be considered to meet
litter/trash TMDL.

3. Is project located in an area {e.g., mountain regions) where traction sand is
applied more than twice a year? - .
If Yes, consider Traction Sand Traps, complete and aitach Part 7 of this [ IYes XINo
checklist. o

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
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Checklist T-1, Part 1 |

4 {a) Are there local influent limits for infiltration or Basin Plan restrictions or other
local agency prohibitions that would restrict the use of the infiltration devices? [Ives [XNo

{b) Would infilfration pose a threat to [ocal groundwater quality as determined by -
the District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator? [Ives  XINo

if the answer to either part of Question 4 is Yes, then Infiltration Devices are
infeasible and the consideration of Infiltration Devices should not be made when
completing Questions 5 through 17.

5. (a) Does the project discharge to any 303(d) listed water body? ' ' [Ives [XINo
If No, go to Question 17, General Purpose Pollutant Removal

(b) If Yes, is the identified poltutant(s) considered a Targeted Design Constituent
(TDC) (check il that apply):

___phosphorus, ___ nitrogen, ___totalcopper,  dissclved copper,
__ fotallead ~ _ dissolvedlead, __ iotalzinc, __ dissoclved zinc,
___sediments, __ general metals [unspecified metals].

(b) If no TDC'’s are checked above, go io Question 17
(d) If only one TDC is checked above, continue to Question 6. ClComplete

(e) If more than one TDC is checked, contact your District/Regional NPDES
Coordinator to determine priority before continuing with this checklist. [IComplete

6. Consult with the District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator {o determine whether :
Treatment BMP selection will be affected by any existing or future TMDL [IComplete
requirements. :

The following questions show the approved Treatment BMPs in order of
preference based on load reduction {performance) for the listed constituent and
lifetime costs for the device, excluding right-of-way. Note that a line separates.
Treatment BMPs into groups of approximately equal effectiveness and within
each grouping, any of the Treatment BMPs may be selected for placement if
meeting site conditions. in the space provided next to the BMP, use Yes ora
check mark to indicate a positive response.

If none of the listed Treatment BMPs for a specific constituent of concern (TDC)
can be sited, go fo Step #17 (General Purpose Pollutant Removal) to determine
whether another Treat'ment-BMP can be incorporated into the project.

For the SWDRs developed for the PID and PA/ED phases of a project: Consider
all approved Treatment BMPs listed that can be reasonably incorporated into
the project for each TDC

For the SWDR developed for the PS&E phase: Indicate (Yes or check mark)
only those BMPs that will be incorporated into the prolect
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Checklist T-1, Part1

7. is phosphorus the TDC? [Use this constituent if “eutrophic” or “nutrients” is [T¥es I:INo
the TDC for the water bedy.] If Yes, consider:

Austin Sand Filters

8. Is nitrogen the TDC? If Yes, consider: [IYes ' [INo

i
Austin Sand Filters
Filter
Detention Device
MCTT

9. Is copper (total) the TDC? If Yes for total Copper, consider: - [ves [No

vi
_ WetBasins
Detention Device
Biofiltration Swales
Austin Sand Filter
Delaware Filter
MCTT

10. Is copper (dissolved) the TDC? If Yes for dissolved Copper, consider: [Jyes [INo

liration Devices
Biofiltration Strips

Wet Basin
Biofiliration Swale

11.  lIslead (total) the TDC? If Yes for total Lead, consider: [yes [INo
Infiltration Devi

Bicfiltration Strips
Austin Sand Filter
Delaware Filter
Detention Device
Biofiltration Swales
MCTT

12. Is lead (dissolved) the TDC? If Yes for dissolved Lead, consider: [dyes [INo

i
Biofiitration Strips
Wet Basin
Detention Device
Biofiltration Swales

Austin Sand Filter
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13.

14,

15,

18..

17.

Chechlist T-1, Part 1

Is zinc (total) the TDC? If Yes for total Zinc, consider: ' [Yes

Delaware Filter

Wet Basin
Biofiltration Strips
Biofiltration Swales

Austin Sand Filter

Detention Devices

1s zinc (dissolved) the TDC? If Yes for dissoived Zinc, consider: [IYes

vi

____Delaware Filter

Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale
Austin Sand Filter
MCTT

Is sediment (fotal suspended solids [TSS]) the TDC? If Yes for TSS, [Ives
consider: S

Infiltration Devices
Austin Sand Filter
Delaware Filter
Wet Basi .
Detention Device

Biofiliration Strip

%

L

Biofiltration Swale

Are “General Metals” or (unspecified) “Metals” the TDC? If Yes for General  [Jyes
Metals, consider: :

Infiltration Devices

Bicfiltration Strips

Wet Bagj

Biofiltration Swale

Austin Sand Filter

Pelaware Filter

MCTT

L

General Purpose Pollutant Removal.: When it is determined that there are no [ Yes
TDCs, consider the Treatment BMPs in the order listed below.
nfiltration Devices
x__Bidfiltraticn Strips
asin
X Biofiltration Swale
in i _
Detention Device
Delaware Filter
MCTT .

[ INo

[INo

[ INo

[ INo

[No
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Checklist T-1, Part 1.

18. Biofiltration Klyes [ INo
_ (a) Are site conditions and climate favorable to allow suitable vegetation to be

established?

{b) Have Biofiltration strips and swales been considered to the extent Yes [ No
practicable? Note: Bicfiliration BMPs should be considered for all projects, even if
other Treatment BMPs are placed.

If No to (a) or (b}, document justification in Section 5 of the SWDR.

19. After completing the above, complete and attach the checklists shown below for XIComplete
every Treatment BMP under consideration

X _ Biofiltration Strips and Biofiltration Swales: Checklist T-1, Part 2
Dry Weather Diversion; Checklist T-1, Part 3

x__Infiltration Devices: Checklist T-1, Part 4

X __Detention Devices: Checklist T-1, Part 5
GSRDs: Checklist T-1, Part 6
Traction Sand Traps: Checklist T-1, Part 7 -

X Media Filter [Austin Sand Filter and Delaware Filter]: Checklist T-1, Part 8
_____ Multi-Chambered Treatment Train: Checkhst T-1,Part9
Wet Basins: Checklist T-1 Part 10"

20. (a) Estimate what percentage of WQV/WQF will be treated by the preferred

Treatment BMP(s): . % [ IComplete
(b} Have Treatment BMPs been considered for use in para!lel or series to XYes [INo

increase this percentage?

21 .' Prepare cost estima’re, including right-of-way, for selected Treatment BMPs and
include as supplemental information for SWDR approval. .. KIComplete
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Checklist T-1, Part 2.

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 2 y
Prepared by: BN Date: = 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: 05-MON-68
PM (KP)Y: 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000 ' '

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Biofiltration Swales / Biofiltration Strips (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Feasibility
1. Do the climate and site conditions allow vegetation to be established? D Yes DNo
2. Are flow velocities < 4 fps (i.e. low enough to prevent scour of the vegetated NMYes [ |No

bioswale as per HDM Table 873.3E)?

If No to either questlon above, Biofiltration Swales and Biofiltration Strips are not
feasible. .

3. Are Biofiliration Swales proposed at sites where known hazardous scils or [JYes [XINo
contaminated groundwater plumes exist?
If Yes, consult with District’/Regional NPDES Coordinator about how to
proceed.

4. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place biofiltration device(s)? [Jves [XINo
If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 5.

5. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right- [Yes [XNo
of-way be acquired to site Biofiltration Devices and how much right-of way would
be needed to treat WQF? acres
If Yes, continue to Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 8.

6. [f adeguate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of these v let
Treatment BMPs into the project. - DdComplete

Design Elements

* Required Desig:j_EIement - A “Yes’ response to theé:e questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No" response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

* Recommended Design Element — A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for incorporation |nto a project design.

1. Hasthe Dlstrlct Landscape Architect provnded vegetatlon mixes appropriate for [IYes - [INo
climate and location? *
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Checklist T-1, Part 2

Can the bioswale be designed as a conveyance system under any expected
flows > the WQF event, as per HDM Chapter 8007 * (e.g. freeboard, minimum

slope, efc.)

Can the bioswale be designed as a water quality treatment device under the

WQF while meeting the requ:red HRT, depth, and velocity criteria? (Reference-

Appendix B, Section B.2.3. 1)

Is the maximum length of a biostrip < 300 ft? *

Mas the minimum width (in the direction of flow) of the invert of the bloswale
received the concurrence of Maintenance? *

Can bioswales be located in natural or low cut sections to reduce mainterlance
problems caused by animals burrowing through the berm of the swale? *

. Isthe biostrip sized as long as possible in the direction of ﬂow? **

Have Biofiltration Systems been considered for Iocat:ons upstream of other
Treatment BMPs, as part of a treatment train? *

[COves

CJves

JYes

[Yes

[Yes.

Clyes

[ves

[INo

[INo

[INo

)

[CiNo

[INo

[No
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Checklist T-1, Part 3

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 3
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 . District-Co-Route:  05-MON-688
PM(KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Dry Weather Flow Diversion (NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS PROJECT)

Feasibility
1. Is dry-weather flow diversion acceptable to a Publicly Owned Treatment Works '
2. Would a connection require ordinary (i.e., not extraordinary) plumbing, features
or construction methods to implement? [Ives [INo

If No to either question above, Dry Weather Flow Diversion is not feasible.

3. Does adequate area exist within the nght-of—way to place Dry Weather Flow
Diversion devices? Clves [[INo
If Yes, continue to Design Elements-sections. If No, continue to Question 4.

4. [f adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired to site Dry Weather Flow Diversion devices and how much
right-of way wouid be needed? {acres)
If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. [Ives [INo

If No, continue to Question 5.

5. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that

the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment [Complete
BMP into the project.

Design Elements

* Required Design Element ~ A "Yes” response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to descrlbe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

** Recommended Design Element — A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not required
- for incorporation into a project design. :

1. Does the existing sanitary sewer pipeline have adequate capacity to accept
project dry weather flows, or can an upgrade be implemented to handle the [Ives [No
anticipated dry weather flows within the project’s budget and objectives? * -

2. Can the connection be designed to allow for Maintenance vehicle access? * Clives [[INo

3. Can gate, weir, or vaive be designed to stop diversion during storm events? *  [_JYes [_INo

4. Canthe mlet be de3|gned to reduce chances of clogging the dlversmn pipe or ]____IYes [INo
channel‘?

5. Can aback flow preventlon device be designed to prevent sanitary sewage from" '
“entering storm drain? * _ I:lYes [ INo
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- Checklist T-1, Part 4

Treatment BMPs

Checklist T-1, Part 4
Prepared by: BN Date:  05-02-08° District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68
PM (KP): B6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Infiltration Devices (WILL LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Feasibility

1. Does local Basin Plan or other local ordinance provide infiuent limits on quality of
water that can be infiltrated, and would infiltration pose a threat to groundwater [ Jyes [ No
qua_lity as determined by the District/Regional NPDES Sto_rm Water Go.ordinator_?. .

2. Does infitration at the site compromise the integrity of any slopes in the area? [Iyes [INo
3. Persurvey data or U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Quad Map, are existing slopes

at the proposed device site >15%? [IYes [ INo
4. Atthe invert, does the soil type classify as NRCS Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG)

D, or does the soil have an infiliration rate < 0.5 inches/hr? [lves [INo
5. Is site located over a previously identified contaminated groundwater plume? [ves [INo

If Yes to any question ahove, Infiltration Devices are not feasible; stop here and
consider other approved Treatment BMPs.

6. (a) Does site have groundwater within 10 ft of basin invert? [IYes [INo

(b) Does site investigation indicate that the infiltration rate is significantly greater [Jves [[INo
than 2.5 inches/hr?

If Yes to either part of Question 6, the RWQCB must be consulted, and the
RWQCB must conclude that the groundwater quality will not be compromised, [dYes [INo
before approving the site for infiltration. '

7. Does adequate area exist within the right~of4\n}ay fo place Infiltration Device(s)? o N
If Yes, continue to Design Elements sections. If No, continue to Question 8. Yes 0

8. If adequate_ area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right¥
of-way be-acquired to site Infiltration Devices and how much right-of way would-
be needed to treat WQV? .
eat WQ acres | [Jves ]:lNo
If Yes, continue to Design Elements section.

If No, qontinue to Question 9.

9. I adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment [ IComplete
BMP into the project. . ' '
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Checklist T-1, Part 4

Design Elements — Infiltration Basin

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the consideration
of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR to describe why
thIS Treatment BMP cannot be inciuded into the project design.

* Recommended Design Element — A "Yes" response is preferred for these questlons but not reqmred
for incorporation into a project design. . .

1. Has a detailed investigation been conducted, including subsurface soil
investigation, in-hole conductivity testing and groundwater elevation _ [Ives [ INo
determination? (This report must be completed for PS&E level design.) *

2. Has an overflow spillway with scour protection been provided? * B [lyes I___INo

3. s the Infiliration Basin si'ze sufficient to capture the WQV while maintaining a 40- Iy [N
" 48 hour drawdown time? (Note: the WQV must be = 4,356 ft° [0.1 acre-feet]) * ©s °

4. Can access be placed to the invert of the Infiltration Basin? * [ves [[No
5. Can the Infiltration Basin accommodate the Water Quality freeboard above the My [No
WQV elevation (reference Appendix B.1.3.1)? * _. o
- 8. Can the Infiltration Basin be designed with interior side s_lbpes no steeper than Oy [N
1:4(V:H) (may be 1:3 [V:H] with approval by District Maintenance)? * es ©
7. Can vegetation be established in the Infiltration Basin? ** [Ives [ No
8. Can diversion be designed, constructed, and maintained to bypass flows
exceeding the WQV? = [Ives [No
9. Can a gravity-fed Maintenance/Emergency Drain be placed? ** [Jves [INo

Design Elements — Infiltration Trench

Reqmred Design Element — (see definition above) .
* Recommended Design Element — (see definition above)

1. Has a detailed investigation been conducted, including subsurface soil
investigation, in-hole conductivity testing and groundwster elevation [ves [INo
determination? (This report must be completed for PS&E level design.) *

2. Is-the surrounding soil within Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSG) Types A or B? ¥ Cyes [[No

3. Is the volume of the Infiltration Trench equat to at least the 2.85x the WQV, while
maintaining a drawdown time of < 72 hours? (Note: the WQV must be = 4,356 ft* [Jyes [No
[0.1 acre-feet]; unless the DlstrlctheglonaI NPDES Coordmator will allow a
volume between 2,830 ft° and 4,356 t” to be considered.) *

4. Is the depth of the Infiltration Trench < 13 ft, and is the depth < the width? * CJyes [No
5. Can an observation well be placed in the trench? * [Jyes [No
8. Can access be provided to the Infiltration Trench? * [TYes [No
7. Can pretreatment be provided to capture sediment in the runoff (such as usmg

Biofiltration)? * | [lves [INo
8. Can flow diversion be designed, constructed and maintained to bypass flows [JYes -:3-|:IN0

exceedmg the Water Quality Event? *
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Checklist T-1, Part 4

9. Can a perimeter curb or similar device be
trench)? **

provi_ded (to limit wheel loads upon the [Jyes [INo
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Checklist T-1, Part 5

Treatment BMPs

Checklist T-1, Part 5
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: 05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Detention Devices (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Feasibility

1. s there sufficient head to prevent objectionable backwater condltlons in the
upstream drainage systems? [dyes [INo

2. 2a)ls the volume of the Detentlon Device equal to at least the WQV‘? (Note the
WQV must be = 4,356 f° [0.1 acre-feet]) | [lves [INe

Only answer (b) if the Detention Device is bemg used alsc to capture traction
sand.

2b) 1s the total volume of the Detention Device at least equal o the WQV and the 'DYES [[INo
anticipated volume of traction sand, while masntammg a minimum 12 mch
freeboard (1 f1)?

3. Is basin invert z 10 ft above seasonally high grcundwater or can it be designed
with an impermeable liner? (Note: If an impermeable liner is used, the seasonally [Tyes [MNo
high groundwater elevation must not encroach within 12 inches of the invert.)

If No fo any question above, then Detention Devices are not feasible.

4. Does adequate area ex|st within the right- f-way to place Detention Dewce(s)‘?

Clves R [ INo

If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 5.

5. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired to site Detention Device(s) and how much right-of way would

be needed to treat WQV? acres [1Yes [INo
If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. - If No, continue to Question 6.

6. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that o
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment P
BMP into the project. I:]_C.omplete
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Checklist T-1, Part 5.

Design Elements

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

* Recommended Design Element — A "Yes" response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for mcorporatlon info a project design.

1. Has the geotechnical integrity of the site been evaluated to determine potential
impacts to surrounding slopes due to incidental infiltration? If incidental
infiltration through the invert of an unlined detention device is a concem, [lves [INo
consider using an impermeable finer. * ‘

2. Hasthe Iocatlon of the Detention Devace been evaluated for any effects to the

."adjacent roadway and subgrade? * . [Iyes [ INo
3. Cana mirlimum freeboard of 12 inches bé provided above the WQV? * [Ives [No
4. Is an overflow outlet providéd? * | | Cyes [CNo

| 5. ' Is the drawdown time of the Detention Device within 24 to 72 hours? * [IYes [INo

8. Is the Detention Device outlet desugned to minimize clogging {minimum outlet
orifice diameter of 0.5 inches)? [yes = [No

7. Arethe inlet and outlet structures designed to prevent scour and re-suspension
of settled materials, and to enhance quiescent conditions? * [IYes [No

8. Can vegetation be established in an earthen basin at the invert and on the side
slopes for erosion control and to minimize re-suspension? Note: Detention

Basins may be lined, in which case no vegetation would be required for lined [Ives [INo
areas.
9. Has sufficient access for Maintenance been provided? * Cyes [No

10. Is the side slope 1:4 (V:H) or flatter for interior slopes? **
(Note: Side slopes up to 1:3 (V:H) allowed with approval by District [Jyes [No
Maintenance.)

11. If significant sediment is expecté_d from nearby slopes, can the Detention Device
be designed with additional volume equal to the expected annual loading? #  [ves [ INo

12. Is flow path as long as p055|ble (= 2:1 length to width ratio at WQYV elevation is '
recommended)? L - Oyes [No
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Checklist T-1, Part 6

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 6
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68
PM (KP):  6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Gross Solids Removal Devices (GSRDs) (NOT APPLICABLE FOR THE PROJECT)

Feasibility

1. s the receiving water body downstream of the tributary area to the proposed [¥es [No
GSRD on a 303(d) fist or has a TMDL for litter been established?

2. Are the devices sized for flows generated by the peak dramage facmty design : :
event or can peak flow be diverted? --DYGS : [INo

3. Are the devices sized fo contain gross solids (litter and vegetation) for a period'o'f [I¥es [INo
one year?

4. s there sufficient access for maintenance and large equipment (vacuum truck)? Cdyes [[No

If No to any question above, then Gross Sclids Removal Devices are not
feasible. Note that Biofiltration Systems, Infiltration Devices, Detention Devices,
Dry Weather Flow Diversion, MCTT, Media Filters, and Wet Basins may be
considered for litter capture, but consult with District/Regional NPDES if
proposed to meet a TMDL for litter.

5. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place Gross Solids Removal

Devices?
If Yes, continue to Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 6. [¥es DNO

- 6. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired to site Gross Solids Removal Devices and how much right-of

way would be needed? _acres Yes [ INo
If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 7.

7. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment [ 1Complete
BMP into the project.
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Checklist T-1, Part 6

Design Elements — Linear Radial Device

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

* Recommended Desigh Element ~ A “Yes" response is preferred for these questions, but not reqwred
for incorporation into a project design.

1. Does sufficient hydraulic head exist to place the Linear Radial GSRD? * [lves [INo

2. Was the litter accumulation rate of 10 ftalaclyr (or a different rate recommended
by Maintenance) used to size the device? * [I¥es [INo

3. Were the standard detail sheets used for the layout of the devices? ** .
If No, consult with Headquarters Office of Storm Water Management and [Oyes [No
District/Regional NPDES. . L

4. s the maximum depth of the storage within 10 ft of the ‘ground surface, or
another depth as required by District Malntenance‘? [lves [INo

Design Elements — Inclined Screen

* Required Design Element — A “Yes" response {o these questions is required to
further the consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No”
response in Section 5 of the SWDR to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be
included into the project design,

** Recommended Design Element ~ A “Yes” response is preferred for these
questions, but not required for incorporation into a project design.

1. Does sufficient hydraulic head exist to place the Incfined Screen GSRD? *  [Jyes [No
2. Was the litter accumulation rate of 10 ft*/ac/yr (or a different rate

recommended by Maintenance) used to size the device? * [dves [INo
3. Were the standard details sheets used for the fayout of the devices? **

If No, consult with Headquariers Office of Storm Water Management and [yes [JNo

District NFDES. - . -
4, Is the maximum depth of the storage within 10 ft of the ground surface, or

another depth as required by District Maintenance? * Llves [INo
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Checklist T-1, Part 7 -

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 7
Prepared by: BN Pate: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68
PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L.4.3) : EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

~“Traction Sand Traps (NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS PROJECT)

Feasibility

1. Can a Detention Device be sized to capture the estimated traction sand and the
WQV from the tributary area?
If Yes, then a separate Traction Sand Trap may not be necessary. Coordinate [Jves [JNo
with the District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator and also complete Checklist
T-1, Part 5,

2. Isthe Traction Sand Trap proposed for a site where sand or other traction
enhancing substances are applied to the roadway at least twice per year? Llyes [INo

3. Is adequate space provided for Maintenance staff and equipment access for :
annual cleanout? [lyes [INo

4. Has the local RWQCB agreed that the proposed Traction Sand Trap would not
be classified as a regulated underground injection well? [lves [INo

5. Ifthe answer to any one of Questions 2, 3 or 4 is No, then a Traction Sand Trap
is not feasible.

6. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place Traction Sand Traps? [JYes [ INo
If Yes, continue to Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 8, - -

AT adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired to site Traction Sand Traps and how much right-of way would
be needed? acres [lves [No

If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 7. -

8. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treaiment

BMP into the project. . - [Complete
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Checllist T-1, Part 7

Design Elements

'Requlred Design Element — A “Yes" response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document & "No” response in Section 5 of the’ SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

* Recommended Design Element — A “Yes" response is preferred for these questions, but not reqmred
for incorporation into a project design.

1. Was the local Calirans Maintenance Station contracted to provide the amount of
traction sand used annually at the location? * (Detentlon Device or CMP type)  [Jves [No
List application rate reported. yd

2. Does the Traction Sand Trap have enough volume fo store settled sand over the
winter using the formula presented in Appendlx B, Section B.57 * (Detention [Ives [ No -
Device or CMP type) .

3. lIsthe invert of the Traction Sand Trap a minimum of 3 ft above seasonally high
groundwater? * (CMP type) [ Ives [INo

4. Is the maximum depth of the storage within 10 ft of the ground surface, or
another depth as required by District Maintenance? * (CMP type) [lves [INo

5. Has the District/Regional NPDES Storm Water Coordinator been contacted to :
ensure that the traction sand trap is not classified as a regulated underground [Ives [INo
injection well? * (CMP type)

6. Can peak flow be diverted around the device? ** (CMP type) [JYes [ INo

7. Within the tributary area, have the unstabilized areas (that would contribute
sediment in addition to traction sand) been minimized as much as [Jyes [INo
possible?**(Detention Device or CMP type)

8. Is6inches separation provided between the top of the captured traction sand
and the outlet from the device, in order to minimize re-suspension of the sohds'? [yes [INo
o (CIVIP type)
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Checklist T-1, Part 8

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 8
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: - 4_48000_
RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST - '

Media Filters (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Caltrans has approved two types of Media Filter: Austin Sanid Filters and Delaware Filters. Austin Sand
filters are typically designed for larger drainage areas, while Delaware Filters are typicaily designed for

smaller drainage areas. The Austin Sand Filter is constructed with an open top and may have a concrete - -

- or earthen invert, while the Delaware is always constructed as a vault. See Appendix B, Medaa Filters, for
a further description of Media Filters.

Feasibility — Austin Sand Filter

1. Is the volume of the Austin Sand Filter equal to at least the WQV usinga 40 to
48 hour drawdown? (Note: the WQV must be 2 4 356 ft* [0.1 acre-fest]) [dves [No

2. Is there sufficient hydraulic head tobperate the device (minimum 3 ft between :
the inflow and outflow chambers)? Yes DNO '

3. Ifinitial chamber has an earthen bottom, is initial chamber invert = 3 ft above
seasonally high groundwater? [dyes  [ONo

4. If avauli is used for either chamber, is the level of the concrete base of the vault
above seasonally high groundwater or is a special design provided? [(Jyes [[INo

If No to any question above, then an Austin Sand Filter is not feasible.

5. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place an Austin Sand

Filter(s)? C OYes [MNo
If Yes, continue to Design Elements sections. If No, continue to Question 6.

6. If adequate area doas not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired fo site the device and how much right-of way would be
needed to treat WQV? acres [Jves [INo
If Yes, continue to the Design Elements section.

If No, continue to Question 7.

7. If adequéte area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment [] Complete
BMP into the project. .

If an Austin Sand Filter meets these feasibility requirements, contlnue to the
Design Elements — Austin Sand Filter below. :
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Checklist T-1, Part 8

Feasibility- Delaware Filter

1. Is the volume of the Delaware Filter equal to at Ieast the WQV using a 40 to 48
hour drawdown? (Note: the WQV must be = 4,356 ft° [0.1 acre-feet], consultwith [ |Yes [_INo
District/Regional NPDES if a lesser volume is under consideration.)

2. Is there sufficient hyd_raUlic head to operate the device (minimum 3 ft between
the inflow and outflow chambers)? [Ives [INo

3. Would a permanent pool of water be allowed by the local vector control agency? [ JYes [INo
If No to any question, then a Delaware Filter is not feasible

4, Does'adéquate area exist within the right-of-way to place a Delaware Filter (s)? [Tves [INo
If Yes, continue to Design Elements sections. If No, continue to Question 5.

5. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
- of-way be acquired to site the device and how much right-of way would be
needed to treat WQV? acres [lves [INo
if Yes, continue to the Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 6.

- B. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment [ | Complete
BMP into the project. :

If a Delaware Filter is stilf under consideration, continue to the Design Elements
— Delaware Filter section.

.- Desion Elements — Austin Sand Filter

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

_Recommended Design Element - A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for incorporation into a project design.

1. Is the drawdown time of the 2™ chamber 24 hours? * [yes - [INo
2. Is access for Maintenance vehicles provided to the Austin Sand Filter? * [I¥es - [No.
3. Is a bypass/overflow provided for storms > WQV? * [lYes [INo

4, |s the flow path length to width ratio for the sedimentation chamber of the “full” -
Austin Sand Filter > 2:1? ** Clves  [INo

5. Can pretreatment be provided to capture sediment and litter in the runoff (such : .
as using biofiltration)? ** : _ Clves [[No

6. Can the Austin Sand Filter be placed using an earthen configuration? **
if No, go to Question 9. ClYes [LNo
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Checklist T-1, Part 8

7. lIsthe Austin Sand Filter invert separated from the seasonally high groundwater
table by = 10 ft? * [Yes [INo
If No, design with an impermeable liner. o

8. Are side slopes of the earthen chamber 1:3 (V:H) or flatter? * - [Cyves [No
9. s maximum depth < 13 ft below ground surface? * [lves [LINo
- 10. Can the Austin Sand Filter be placed in an offline configuration? ** [yes [[INo

Deéign Elements — Delaware Filter

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the

consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

** Recommended Design Element — A “Yes’ response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for incorporation into a project design.

1. : .Can the first chamber be sized for the WQV? * [Jves [No
2. s the drawdown time of the 2™ chamber between 40 and 48 hours? * [Jyes [[INo
3. Is access for Maintenance vehicles provided to the Delaware Filter? * Oyes [[INo
4. ls a bypassfoverflow provided for storms > WQV? ** dves [[No B

5. Can pretreatment be provided to capture sediment and litter in the runoff (such
as using biofiltration)? ** Lives [No

8. Can the Delaware Filter be placed in an offline configuration? ** Clves [ INo

7. Is maximum depth < 13 ft below ground surface? *
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Checklist T-1, Part 9

Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 9
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route;  05-MON-68
PM (KP): _6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000
RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

MCTT (Multi-chambered Treatment Train) (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)
Feasibility :

1. -Is the proposed location for the MCTT located to serve a “critical source area” Ty N
(i.e. vehicle service facility, parking area, paved storage area, or fueling station)? s 0

Is the WQV = 4,356 fi* (0.1 acre-foot)? Llyes [INo

Is there sufficient hydraulic head (typically = 6 feet) to operate the device? [IYes [No
4. Would a permanent pool of water be allowed by the local vector control agency? DY N

If No to any question above, then an MCTT is not feasible. - s °
5. Does adequaté area exist within the right-cf-way to place an MCTT(s)? [res [INo

if Yes, continue to Design Elements sections. If No, continue to Question 6.

6. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitabie, additional right-of-
way be acquired to site the device and how much right-of way would be needed to
treat WQV? . acres DYes [INo

If Yes, continue to Design Elements section. If No, continue to Question 7.

7. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that the
inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment BMP DCompletc
into the project.

Design Elements

* Required Design Element — A “Yes" response to these questions is required to further the consideration
of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR to describe why
this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.

** Recommended Design Element — A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for incorporation into a project design. -

1. l:s'fhe maximum depth of the 3rd chamber < 13 ft below ground surface and has  [TJyes DNO
- Maintenance accepted this depth? *

2 Is the drawdown time in the 3rd chamber befween 24 and 48 hours? * Llves [INo
_3_. Is access for Maintenance vehicles provided to all chambers of the MCTT? * [dves [INo
-4, Is there sufficient hydraulic head to operate the device? * [yes [ No
5. Has a bypass/overflow been provided for storms > WQv? * Clves [INo

6. Can pretreatment be provided to capture sediment and litter in the runoff (such as
‘using biofiltration)? ** Llyes [ INo
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Checklist T-1, Part 10

Treatment BMPs

Checklist T-1, Part 10
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 44800

RV\{QCB: REGIONAL 3 CENTRAL COAST

Wet Basin (NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS PROJECT)

Feasibility

1. Is the volume of the Wet Basin above the permanent pool equal to at least the
WQV using a 24 to 72 hour drawdown (40 to 48 hour drawdown preferred)? [JYes
(Note: the WQV must be = 4,356 ft° [0.1 acre-feet] and the permanent pool must
be at least 3x the WQV.)

2. lé_a permanent source of water available in sufficient quantities to maintain the [Myes
permanent pool for the Wet Basin?

3. Is proposed site in a location where naturally occurring wetlands do not exist? [ves
Answer either question 4 or question 5:

4. For Wet Basins with a proposed invert above the seasonally high groundwater,
are NRCS Hydrologic Soil Groups [HSG] C and D at the proposed invert
elevation, or can an impermeable liner be used? (Note: If an impermesble lineris []Yes
used, the seasonally high groundwater elevation must not encroach within 12
inches of the invert.)

5. For Wet Basins with a proposed invert below the groundwater table: Can written

approval from the local Regional Water Quality Control Board be obtained to [Ives
place the Wet Basin in direct hydraulic connectivity to the groundwater?
6. Is Water Quality freeboard provided 2 1 foot? C [IYes
7. Is the maximum impoundment volume < 14.75 acre-feet? [IYes
8. Would a permanent pool of water be allowed by the local vector control agency? [ves
if No to any question above, then a Wet Basin is not feasible.
9. Is the maximum basin width < 49 ft as suggested in Section B.10.2? [Tes
If No, consult with the local vector control agency and District Maintenance.
10. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place a Wet Basin?
If Yes, continue to Design Elements sections. [Yes

If No, continue to"Quest:ion 10.

[ INo

[ No
[(No

[No

[ INo

[No
DNO
[INo

[No

[No

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbocks
Project Planning and Design Guide
May 2007 '




Checklist T-1, Part 10

11. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional right-
of-way be acquired to site the device and how much right-of way would be
needed to treat WQV? acres

[ Ives [INo

12. If Yes, continue to Design Elements section.
. [f No, continue to Question 8.

13 If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
. the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of this Treatment L] Compiete
BMP into the project. :

Design Elements

* Required Design Element — A “Yes” response o these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design. .

** Recommended Design Element — A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not reguired
for incorporation into a project design.

1. Can a controlled outlet and an overflow structure be designed for storm events Yes No
' larger than the Water Quality event? * [ve n

2. Is access for Maintenance vehicles provided? * [lyes [INo
3. Is the drawdown time for the WQV between 24 and 72 hours? * [Iyes [INo
4. Has appropriate vegetation been selected for each hydrologic zone? * Clyes [No
5. Can all design elements required by the local vector control agency be [Jyes [INo

incorporated? *
8. Has a minimum flow path length-to-width ration of at least 2:1 been provided? ** [JYes [INo
7. Has an upstream bypass been provided for storms > WQV? *# [lves [Ne

8. Can pretreatment be provided to capture sedlment and litter in the runoff (such [Ives [No
as using biofiltration, or a forebay)? **

9. Can public access be restricted using a fence if proposed at locations accessible Y No
on foot by the public? ** Cves [

10. Is the maximum depth < 10 ft? * Tyes [INo
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Checklist CS-1, Part 1

Construction Site BMPs

Checklist CS-1, Part 1
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) . EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Soil Stabilization (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

General Parameters

1. How many rainy seasons are anticipated between beginning and end of
construction?

2. What is the total disturbed soil area for the project? (ac)

(a) How much of the project DSA consists of slopes 1V:4H or flatter? (ac) -

(b} How much of the project DSA consists of 1V:4H < slopes < 1V:2H? (ac)

(c) How much of the project DSA consists of slopes 1V:2H and steeper? (ac)

(d) How much of the project DSA consists of slopes with siope lengths longer then
20 1t? (ac)

3. What rainfall area does the project lie within? (Refer to Table 2-1 of the
Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual )

4. Review the required combination of temporary soil stabilization and temporary
sediment controls and barriers for area, slope inclinations, rainy and non-rainy
season, and active and non-active disturbed soil areas. (Referto Tables 2-2, and [ | Complete
2-3 of the Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual for Rainfall Area
requirements.)

Scheduling (85-1

5. Does the project have a duration of more then one rainy season and have disturbed [Ives [No - -

soil area in excess of 25 acres?

{a) Include multiple mobilizations (Move-infMove-out) as a separate contract bid
line item to implement permanent erosion conirol or revegetation work on .
slopes that are substantially complete. (Estimate at least 8 mobilizations for [] Complete
each additional rainy season. Designated Construction Representative may
suggest an alternate number of mobilizations.)

(b) Edit Order of Work specifications for permanent erosion control or revegetation [:] Complete
work to be implemented on slopes that are substantially complete.

(c) Edit permanent erosion control or revegetation specifications fo require seeding [T] Complete
and plantmg work to.be performed when optimal.
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Checklist CS-1, Part 1

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (SS-2)
8. Do Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) exist within or adjacent to the project [Iyes [INo

limits? (Verify the completion of DPP-1, Part 5)

(a) Verify the protection of ESAs through delineation on all project plahs. ] Complete

(b) Protect from clearing and grubbing and other construction disturbance by [1 Complete
enclosing the ESA perimeter with high visibility plastic fence or other BMP.

Are there areas of existing vegetation (mature trees, native vegetation, landscape

planting, etc.) that need not be disturbed by project construction? Will areas

designated for proposed treatment BMPs need protection (infiltration characteristics, [Jyes [INo
vegetative cover, efc.)? (Coordinate with District Environmental and Construction to

determine limits of work necessary to preserve existing vegetation to the maximum

extent praciicable.)

(a) 'D'esignate as outside of limits of work (or designate as ESAs) and showon all  [] Complete -
project plans.

(b) Protect with high visibility plastic fence or other BMP. [ Complete

If yes for 8, 7, or both, then designate ESA fencing as a separate contract bid line [ | Complete
item, if not already incorporated as part of design pollution prevention work (See
DPP-1, Part 5). o

Slope Protection

9.

Provide a soit stabilization BMP(s) appropriate for the DSA, slope steepness, slope
fength, and soil erodibility. (Consult with District/Regional L.andscape Architect.)

(@) Select SS-3 (Hydraulic Mulch), $S-4 (Hydroseeding), SS-5 (Soil Binders), S5-6
(Straw Mulch), S8-7 (Geotextiles, RECPs, Etc.), $S-8 (Wood Mulching), other - [] Complete
BMPs or a combination {o cover the DSA throughout the project’s rainy season.

{b) Increase the guantities by 25% for each additional rainy season. (Designated [ Complete
Construction Representative may suggest an alternate increase.) :

{c) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. S ] Complete

Slope Inferrupter Devices

10. Provide slope interrupter devices for all slopes with slope lengths equal to or greater

than of 20 ft in length. (Consult with District/Regional Landscape Architect and
Designated Construction Representative.)
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Checklist CS-1, Part 1

(a) Select SC-5 (Fiber Rolls) or other BMPs to protect slopes throughout the H Completé
project’s rainy season. - —

(b) For slope inclination of 1V:4H and flatter, SC-5 (Fiber Rolis) or other BMPs shall [ Complete
be placed along the contour and spaced 20 ft on center.

{c) For si'ope inclination between 1V:4H and 1V:2H, SC-5 (Fiber Rolls) or other O] Complete
BMPs shall be placed along the contour and spaced 15 ft oh center.

(d) For slope inclination of 1V:2H and greater, SC-5 (Fiber Rolls) or other BMPs [ Complete
shall be placed along the contour and spaced 10 ft on center.

{e) Increase the quantitiés by 25% for each additional rainy season. (Designated D Complete
Construction Representative may suggest alternate increase.)

(f) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. ' [} Complete

Channelized Flow

11. Identify locations within the project site where concentrated flow from stormwater
runoff can erode areas of soil disturbance. Identify locations of concentrated flow ] Complete
that enters the site from outside of the right-of-way (off-site run-on). .'

(a) Utilize SS-7 (Geotextiles, RECPs, etc.), SS-9 (Earth Dikes/Swales, Ditches),

88-10 (Outlet Protection/Velocity Dissipation), $5-11 (Slope Drains), SC-4 ] Complete
(Check Dams), or other BMPs to convey concentrated flows in a non-erosive
mannefr.

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. _ [] Complete - '
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Checklist CS-1, Part 2

Construction Site BMPs

Checklist CS-1, Part 2
Prepared by: BN Date;: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L8.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Sediment Control (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Perimeter Controls - Run-off Control

1. s there a potential for sediment laden sheet and concentrated flows to discharge [ lYes [_[No
offsite from runoff cleared and grubbed areas, below cut slopes, embankment
slopes, eic.?

(a) Select linear sediment barrier such as SC-1 (Silt Fence), SC-5 (Fiber Rolls),
SC-6 (Gravel Bag Berm), SC-8 (Sand Bag Barrier), SC-9 (Straw Bale Barrier),
or a combination to protect wetlands, water courses, roads (paved and
unpaved), construction activities, and adjacent properties. (Coordinate with
District Construction for selection and preference of linear sediment barrier
BMPs.)

[] Complete

(b) Increase the quantities by 25% for each additional rainy season. (Designated

Construction Representative may suggest an alternate increase.) [ Cqmplete

(c) Designate as a separate contract bid hne item. ] Complete

Perimeter Controls - Run-on Control

2 Do locations exist where sheet flow upslope of the project site and where

concentrated flow upstream of the project snte may contact DSA and constructlon
activities? - _ COyes [No

(a) Utilize iinear sediment barriers such as $S-9 (Earth Dike/Drainage Swales and
~ Lined Ditches), SC-5 (Fiber Rolls), SC-6 (Gravel Bag Berm), SC-8 (Sand Bag
" Barrier), SC-9 (Straw Bale Barrier), or other BMPs to convey flows through ["] Complete
and/or around the project site. (Coordinate with District Construction for '
selection and preference of perimeter control BMPs.)

(b) Dgglgn'ate as a separate contract bid line |tem. B n Complets
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Checklist CS-1, Part 2

Storm Drain Inlets

3. Do existing or proposed drainage inlets exist within the project limits?

{a) Select SC-10 (Storm Drain Inlet Protection) to protect municipal storm drain
systems or receiving waters wetlands af each drainage inlet. (Coordinate with
District Construction for selection and preference of inlet protection BMPs.)

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item.

4. Can existing or proposed drainage inlets utilize an excavated sediment trap as
' described in SC-10 (Storm Drain Inlet Protection- Type 2)?

(@) Include with other types of SC-10 {Storm Drain Inlet Protection).

Sed:menVDesﬂtmg Basin (SC-2)

5. Does the project lie within a Rainfall Area where the reqmred combination of
" temporary soil stabilization and sediment control BMPs includes desilting basins?
(Refer to Tables 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3 of the Construction Site Best Management
Practices Manual for Rainfall Area requirements.) '

{(a) Consider feasibility for desilting basin allowing for available right-of-way within

DYes [ INo

[] Complete

] Complete
[yes [No

[ Complete

[ves [INo

the project limits, topography, soil type, disturbed soil area within the watershed, [7] Complete

and climate conditions. Document if the inclusion of sediment/desilting basins
is infeasible.

' (b) If feasible, design desilting basin(s) per the guidance in SC-2 Sediment/
Desilting Basins of the Construction Site BMP Manual to maX|m|ze capture of
sediment-laden runoff. .

Designate as a separate contract bid item.

6. Will the project benefit from the early implementation of proposed permanent
Treatment BMPs? (Coordinate with District Construction.)

(a) Edit Order of Work specifications for permanent treatment BMP work to be
implemented in a manner that will allow its use as a construction site BMP.

Sediment Trap (SC-3)

7. Can sediment traps be located to collect channellzed runoff from disturbed soil
areas prior to discharge?

(a) Design s_édiment traps in accordance with the Construction Site BMP Manual.

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item.

] Complete

] Complete

CiYes [INo -

" [ Complete

Cles [ONo

] Complete

{1 Complete
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Checklist CS-1, Part 3

Construction Site BMPs

Checklist CS-1, Part 3
Prepared by: _BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: _05-MON-68

PM (KP): _B.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Tracking Controls (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exif (TC-1) -

1. Are there points of entrance and exit from the project site to paved roads where
mud and dirt could be tfransported offsite by construction equipment? (Coordinate yes [INo
with District Construction for selection and preference of tracking control BMPs.)

(a) Identify and designate these entrance/exit points as stabilized construction [ Complete
entrances (TC-1). . P

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item, [ Complete

Tire/M/heel Wash (TC-3

2. Are site conditions anticipated that would require additional or modified tracking
controls such as entrance/outlet tire wash? (Coordinate with District Construction.) [Jves [No

Designate as a separate confract bid line ifem. [] Complete

Stabilized Construction Roadway (TC-2

3. Are temporary access roads necessary to access remote construction activity
locations or to transport materials and equipment? (In addition to controliing dust
and sediment tracking, access roads limit impact to sensitive areas by limiting
ingress, and provide enhanced bearing capacity.) (Coordinate with District Cyes [CNo
Construction.)

(a) Designate these temporary access roads as stabilized construction roadways ] Complete
(TC-2). L

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. [] Complete

Street Sweeping and Vacuuming (SC-7)

9. Is there a potential for tracked sediment or construction related residues to be
transported offsite ahid deposited on public or private roads? (Coordinate with
District Construction for preference of mcludmg street sweepmg and vacuuming
with trackmg control BMPs.) _ [Ives [ INo

"DeSIQnate as a separate contract bid line item. ¢ omplete
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Checklist CS-1, Part 4

Construction Site BMPs

: Checklist CS-1, Part 4
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route:  05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: _REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Wind Erosion Controls (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Wind Erosion Controf (WE-1)

1. ls the project located in an area where standard dust contro! practices in
accordance with Standard Specifications, Section 10: Dust Control, are anticipated
to be inadequate during construction to prevent the transpoert of dust coffsite by wind?
(Note: Dust control by water fruck application is paid for through the various items of [Iyes [INo
. work. Dust palliative, if it is included, is paid for as a separate item.)

(a) Select $5-3 (Hydraulic Mulch), SS-4 (Hydroseeding), $5-5 {Soil Binders), S8-7
(Geotextiles, Plastic Covers, & Erosion Control Blankets/Mats), $5-8 (Wood
Muiching) or a combination to cover the DSA subject to wind erosicn yeat-
round, especially when significant wind and dry conditions are anticipated 1 Complete
during project construction. (Coordinate with District Construction for selection
and preference of wind erosion control BMPs.)

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. [ Complete
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Checklist CS-1, Part 5

Construction Site BMPs

Checklist CS-1, Part 5 B
Prepared by: BN Date: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: 05-MON-68

PM (KP): 6.1/16.9(3.8/L4.3) EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

" Non-Storm Water Management (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Temporary Stream Crossing (NS-4) & Clear Water Diversion (NS-5)

1. Wil construction activities occur within a waterbody or watercourse such as a lake, :
wetland, or stream? (Coordinate with District Construction for selection and [Jyes [No
preference for stream crossing and clear water diversion BMPs.)

(a) Select from types offered in NS4 (Temporary Stream Crossing) to provide

access through watercourses consistent with permits and agreements.1 [ Complete
(b) Selegt f_rom-t_ypes offgred in NS-5 (Clear 1Water Diversion) to divert watercourse [T Complete
congistént with permits and agreements.
(c} Designate as a separate contract bid line item(s). [ Complete
Other Non-Storm Water Management BMPs
2. Are construction activities anticipated that will generate wastes ar residues with the
potential to discharge pollutants? [yes [INo

(a) Identify potential pollutants associated with the anticipated construction activity
and select the corresponding BMP such as NS-1 (Water Conservation
Practices), NS-2 (Dewatering Operations), NS-3 (Paving and Grinding
Operations), NS-7 (Potable Water/Irrigation}, NS-8 (Vehicle and Equipment [1 Complete
Cleaning), NS-9 (Vehicle and Equipment Fueling), NS-10 (Vehicle and
Equipment Maintenance), NS-11 (Pile Driving Operations), N§-12 (Concrete
Curing), NS-13 (Material and Equipment Use Over Water), NS-14 (Concrete
Finishin1g), and NS-15 (Structure Demolition/Removal Over or Adjacent to
Water).

(b) Verify that costs for non-storm water management BMPs are identified in the
contract documents. Designate BMP as a separate contract bid line item if the
requirements in Construction Site Management (SSP 07-346) are anticipated to L] Complete
be inadequate or if requested by Construction.

1. Coordinate with District Environmiental for consistency with US Army Corps of Engineers 404

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




Checklist CS-1, Part 6

Construction Site BMPs

Checklist CS-1, Part 6
Prepared by: BN Pate: 05-02-08 District-Co-Route: 05-MON-68

PM (KP). _6.1/L6.9(3.8/L4.3) E EA: 448000

RWQCB: REGION 3 CENTRAL COAST

Waste Management & Materials Pollution Control (WILL BE LOOKED AT PS&E PHASE)

Concrate Waste Management (WM-81

1. Does the project include concrete pours or mortar mixing? Clves [No

(a) Select from types offered in WM-8 (Concrete Waste Management) fo provide
concrete washout facilities. In addition, consider portable concrete washouts
and vendor supplied concrete waste management services. (Coordinate with
District Construction for selection and preference of waste management and
materials poflution control BMPs.)

(] Complete

(b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item if the quantity of concrete waste [ Complete
and washout are anticipated to exceed 5.2 yd® or if requested by Construction.

Other Wasfe Management and Materials Pollution Controls

2. Are construction activities anticipated that will generate wastes or residues with the [yes [[INo
potential to discharge pollutants?

(a) Identify potential pollutants associated with the anticipated construction activity
and select the corresponding BMP such as WM-1 (Material Delivery and
Storage), WM-2 (Material Use), WM-4 (Spill Prevention and Control), WM-5
(Solid Waste Management), WM-6 (Hazardous Waste Management), WM-7 ] Complete
(Contaminated Soil Management), WM-@ (Sanitary/Septic Waste Management)
and WM-10 (Liquid Waste Management)

(b) Verify that costs for waste management and materials pollution control BMPs
are identified in the contract documents. Designate BMP as a separate contract
bid line item if the requirements in Construction Site Management (SSP 07-346) [ Complete
are anticipated to be inadequate or if requested by Construction.

Temporary Stockpiles (Soil,:Materials, and Wastes)

3. Are stockpiles of soil, etc. anticipated during construction? Clyes [INo

(2) Select WM-3 (Stockpile Management), SS-3 (Hydraulic Mulch), SS-4
(Hydroseeding), SS-5 (Soil Binders), $5-7 (Geotextiles, RECPs etc.), or a

combination as appropriate to cover temporary stockpiles of soil, etc. o Complete

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Pianning and Desigh Guide
May 2007




. Checklist CS-1, Part 6

{b) Select linear sediment barrier such as SC-1 (Silt Fence), SC-5 (Fiber Rolls),
SC-6 (Gravel Bag Berm), SC-8 (Sand Bag Barrier), SC-9 (Straw Bale Barrier), [ ] Complete
or a combination to encircle temporary stockpiles of soil, etc. {Coordinate with i
District Construction for selection and preference of BMPs related to stockpiles.)

{c) Designate as a separate contract bid line item if the requirements in
Construction Site management (SSP 07-346) are anticipated to be inadequate ] Complete
or if requested by Construction. -

Is there a potential for dust and debris from construction material (fili material, etc.)
and waste (concrete, contaminated soil, etc.) stockpiles to be transported offsite by [JYes [No
wind? '

(&) Select SS-7, temporary cover, plastic sheeting or other BMP to cover stockpiles

subject to wind erosion year-round, especially when significant wind and dry

conditions are anticipated during project construction. (Coordinate with District [ ] Complete
Construction for selection and preference of wind erosion control BMPs,)

{b) Designate as a separate contract bid line item. , | [ 1 Complete

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
May 2007
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION
MANAGEMENT
PLAN

State Route 68
Holman Highway (SR 68) Widening and Upgrade
In Monterey County

From CHOMP Entrance to SR 1/68 Separation
EA No. 448000

MARK THOMAS & CO., INC.
| 1960 ZANKER ROAD
SAN JOSE, CA 95112

- MARCH 3, 2006




1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Monterey proposes to widen and upgrade Route 68 (Holman Highway) from two
lanes to four lanes in Monterey County from approximately 0.2 kilometers (0.1 miles west of the
Community Hospital of Monterey Peninsula (CHOMP) entrance to the State Route (SR) 1 and
Route 68 junction. Improvement to SR 1 southbound off-ramp and on-ramp are also included in
the project. If implemented, the project would relieve existing and future traffic congestion,
improve traffic safety, improve traffic operations, minimize delay of emergency vehicle access to
the hospital, and reduce the incentive for bypass traffic through the Skyline Forest neighborhood.
It would also result in improved access to the Pebble Beach entrance, the CHOMP and Beverly
Manor Complex. Four alternatives were considered ranging from no-build to an ultimate four-
lane widening, with total project cost ranging from zero to $18,539,000. Out of the four
alternatives considered, the PDT preferred alternative is the Alternative 3 (full four lane facility)
with a Ramp Variation A (five legged intersection at the SR.68/SR 1 ramp termini) with a total
cost of $18,459,000 (construction cost of $14,337,000, rights of way cost of $227,000 and
engineering support cost of $3,975,000). Other alternatives were considered, but deleted from
further consideration.

The project is proposed to be funded primarily by private development sources (Pebble Beach

- Company and CHOMP) and the City of Monterey as the lead agency (City and TAMC RIP

Funds). The City of Monterey and the County of Monterey have $1,400,000 in TAMC RIP and
City traffic Impact funds towards PA/ED and portion of final PS&E phase of this project. In
addition, the City of Monterey has submitted funding requests from TAMC RIP Funds and other
federal/state sources for construction. This project has been assigned the Project Development
Processing Category 4B because it does not require substantial new right of way and does not
substantially increase traffic capacity.

Improvements to this portion of SR 68 are constrained by the existing facilities adjacent to the
highway. These facilities include the entrance to Pebble Beach 17-Mile Toll Gate, Beverly
Manor Development and CHOMP Entrance as well as the existing SR 68/SR 1 Separation
Structure. ‘

Proposed Engincering Features

The PDT preferred alternative is the Alternative 3 (full four lane facility) with a Ramp Variation
A (five legged intersection at the SR 68/SR 1 ramp termini) with a design speed for SR 68 at 60
kph. This project would widen SR 68 from two lanes to four lanes and is characterized by the
addition of one additional lane in each direction. In the westbound direction, two lanes would be
carried past the CHOMP Entrance and then merge into and meet . the existing one-lane
approximately 183 m (600 feet) west of the CHOMP Entrance. In the eastbound direction, the
right lane would terminate as a mandatory right turn lane to the Pebble Beach Entrance and the
southbound onramp. '

The work under this contract more specifically includes:

v Traffic signal at the intersection of SR 68 and the SR 1 off and on ramps would be
modified. This ramp is characterized as a five-legged intersection that would result in
all traffic movements to be brought together at the SR 68/SR 1 southbound ramp
intersection, except southbound onto SR 1 from Pebble Beach entrance;

v Traffic signal at the SR 68/CHOMP Entrance would be modified;

v' The Scenic Drive overcrossing would be replaced with a new bridge;
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v" The Beverly Manor Development Entrance would be redesigned to prohibit left turns .
out of the entrance to eastbound SR 68. Eastbound left turns from SR 68 to the
Beverly Manor Development Entrance and right turns in and right furns out of the
entrance will be allowed;

v SR 1 southbound off- and onramps would require widening and installation of
retaining walls;

v The Pebble Beach Entrance would be modified; and

v The proposed retaining walls (in 5 different areas) would be constructed at the edge
of right-of-way,

The City of Monterey, in cooperation with Caltrans, will complete the environmental clearance
for this project. The Department of Transportation will be the lead agency for CEQA. The
DEIR/EA (draft envirommental impact report/environmental assessiment) has been prepared in
accordance with Caltrans’ environmental procedures, as well as State and federal environmental
regulations.

The benefits of the project are to facilitate relieve existing and future traffic congestion, improve
traffic safety and traffic operations, minimize delay of emergency vehicle access to CHOMP and
reduce the incentive for bypass traffic through the Skyline Forest neighborhood.

2.0 TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN SUMMARY

During the construction of the widening of lanes and other features, lane and ramp closures will
be performed in accordance with lane / ramp closure recommendations of the District Highway
‘Operation Branch. No freeway closures are required for the work under this contract.

The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) is a specialized program tailored to prevent and
mitigate the impacts of a construction project by applying a variety of techniques including
Motorist Information, Incident Management, Construction Strategies, and Public Information
Strategies. The major objectives of the TMP are to maintain efficient and safe movement of
vehicles through the construction zone; and to provide intensive public awareness of potential
impacts of widening Route 68 and access disruption to Pebble Beach Development.

The TMP proposes a program of public information, motorist information, and an incident
detection and response. The public information program will consist of media notification,
telephone hotline, press release, and traveler information system (Internet). The motorist
information program will notify drivers of lane / ramp closures and detours using changeable
message signs. : ' o c




TABLE 1

Roles and Responsibilities / Cost Estimate

Transportation

Responsible

Management Measure Agency Action Required Cost Comments
COZEEP CHP City Increase CHP presence during $25K
construction
Ground Mounted Signs |City of Monterey Provide waming .mformatlon to $25 K | Will include in PS&E
motorists.
Install portable CMSs announcing
Changeal:?le Message Contracior delays, .detours, and upcoming $50 K | Will include in PS&E
Signs . construction. Message content and _
deployment supervised by RE.
Staging & Detours Contractor Establish detour routes, signing. | $15 K | Will include in PS&E
N Provide project and construction "
Press releases Clty Qf Monterey information through media, - No additional cost
No additional cost if
. . e . included under
L . - | Provide construction information to L
Telephone Hothpe City/Caltrans public by TRAVINFO. - communication
. strategy for
Rte 68 improvement
No addl. cost if
Traveler Information Citv/Caltrans Provide real time traffic information . included under comm.
System (optional) ty on Caltrans’ website. strategy for
. Rte 68 improvement
SSP12-220 Damages Contract Contractor pays for damages for late| I Included in SSP. No
Clause Provision lane closure pick up. ' addl. cost to City
Total 5115 K

3.1 Motorist Information

-3.1.1 Changeable Message Signs (CMS)

4

3.0 TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN STRATEGIES

The motorist information system provides advance notice regarding potential delays and/or
available - detours during construction throughout the project. The strategies include two
measures: Changeable Message Signs (CMS), and Ground Mounted Signs.

The function of Changeable Message Signs (CMS) is to alert drivers to changing travel
conditions in the construction zone such as congestion and detours and improve their opportunity
to change routes or adjust travel plans. CMS’s can also be used to announce upcoming lane or
ramp closures. Messages should conform to Caltrans guidelines. For example, CMS use should’
be limited to real-time conditions such as an ongoing lane closures. For advance notice of ramp
closures and other events, it is recommended that a standard sign package be used. The Project




Construction Manager (CM) is responsible for monitoring message content and CMS
deployment. At least one portable CMS should be utilized for every lane closure or ramp closure.
When traffic is detoured, additional CMS’s shall be provided.

3.1.2 Ground Mounted Signs

Ground Mounted construction and warning signs provide information about immediate road
hazards to motorists. Construction may provide input regarding numbers of signs needed.

3.2 Incident Management

The incident detection and response system is provided by the Construction Zone Enhanced
Enforcement Program (COZEEP) -

3.2.1 Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program (COZEEP)

The program involves continuous presence of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) in the
construction zone, provides enforcement of speed restriction, and faster incident response.

It is recommended that 2 COZEEP program be established for the entire construction period.
During freeway lane closures, CHP officers should be stationed at the beginning of the lane
closure. Enhanced enforcement would most likely be used during lane closures but could be
invoked at other times at the discretion of the CM. The CM would prepare a contract change
order for each event requiring COZEEP. The total COZEEP cost, for each of the lane closures, is
$1000/day/unit. The total COZEEP cost, including all laneframp closures, will be
approximately $30k.

3.3 Construction Strategies

Construction strategies are implemented for projects regardless whether a TMP is prepared. One

of the primary considerations in planning and staging construction projects is to minimize the -

impact of the construction activity on traffic circulation. The manner in which construction is
staged is the first strategy employed to minimize disruption to traffic through the construction
zone and of adjacent neighborhoods. One key feature of stage construction is scheduling work to
minimize impacts to traffic, and another is the provision of alternate routes. These are
accomplished by scheduling all work requiring lane closures to off-peak times, typically in the
late night and early morning hours and by providing clearly marked detours whenever the Route
68, local streets or ramps are closed. In addition, the construction contracts would prohibit any
closures atid construction activity durlng heavy travel periods. '

The strategies proposed as part of the TMP supplement measures routinely adhered to during
construction. Described here are descriptions of two other construction strategies implemented as
part of the TMP that could supplement the project. The measures include a system of controls on
contractor operations and efforts to block views of construction activity from passing motorists.

In addition, the project contract general conditions and agreement sections include liquidated

-~ damages from contractors if schedule slippage occurs. If project work extends beyond the hours
. specified in the approved Lane Closure Charts, the general traffic delay caused by the late closure
- would be extended as would the cost of extending the implementation period of TMP measures.




Ttis planned that lane or ramp closures will be prohibited during special events at Pebble Beach,
such as AT&T Pro-Am event. City will work closely with Pebble Beach Company to minimize
disruption.

Other controls on contractor operations to reduce construction-related congestion, like detour
management, are written into construction contracts.

3.4 Public Information
3.4.1 Telephone Hotlines

At a minimum, both hot line recordings should include a br_ie_f description of on going or
imminent construction activity hours of impact and detours.

Telephone information hotline messages should be prepared announcing the following events:
- Start of construction
o Ramp or lane closures
- CHOMP and Pebble Beach Entrance closures
. Major shift in traffic pattern

3.4.2 Traveler Information System (Internet)

The message provided thorough telephone hotlines should be posted on the Caltrans web site, in
addition to real time traffic information.

3.4.3 Press Release

Project and construction information will be released to the press through Caltrans Public
Information Office.

3.5 Contingency Plan

The contractor will be required to submit a traffic control plan at least a week prior to any
lane/ramp closure. The fraffic control plan shall contain a detailed contingency plan to ensure
opening of the lanes by the designated time. During construction activities requiring lane
closures, the contractor shall provide appropriate personnel to monitor activities and make
decisions regarding activation of contingency plans. As soon as it becomes evident during any
construction activity that it will not be possible to complete that activity and remove the closure
at the designated time, that activity shall be halted and postponed until a later date. o

The contingency plan shall identify key operational decision points with a timeline listing the -
~expected completion time of each critical path activity.  Clearly defined trigger points shall be
identified with each critical path activity to establish when the contingency plan will be activated.
The plan will list and describe any and all standby equipment and secondary material suppliers, to
.be available to complete the operations in the event of equipment failure, unexpected loss of
- material, or unexpected uselessness of material.

- A decision tree with clearly defined lines of communication and authority shall be provided in the

-contingency plan. The names, telephone numbers and pager numbers of the Contractot’s Project
Manager, City’s Resident Engineer, Caltrans Permit and/or Construction Inspector, CHP Area
Commander, and other applicable personnel shall be provided.




Conclusion

The City of Monterey will produce and disseminate press releases and other documents necessary
to adequately inform the public concerning the project and its associated traffic impacts. This
responsibility includes advance notification to local newspapers, television and radio stations, and
emergency response providers. City of Monterey will also submit to Caltrans District 5 Public
Information Office, weekly information regarding the daily traffic impacts to State facilities.
This information will be included in the Caltrans Weekly Traffic Updates, which is dispersed to
all news media outlets and other interested agencies.
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l INTRODUCTION

Study Purpose

This report presents the existing and future fravel conditions associated with Holman Highway (Route
68} in Montergy, California.

Study Area

The project context area is shown on Figure 14, which details the major area roadways and
surrounding municipalities and communities.

Hoiman Highway (Route 68) is located on the Monterey Peninsula in Monterey, California. The
municipalities in the area, City of Monterey and City of Pacific Grove, access Route 68. The Del
Monte Forgst also accesses the highway via gated access roads such as 17 Mie Drive. Land uses
accessing Route 88 inciude commercial and residential in Pacifi;: Grove, residential uses via Skyline
Forest Drive and Aguajito Road, commercial uses via the Beverly Manor Development {also known
as the Cammel Hill Professional Center or CHPC), and the Communily Hospital of the Monterey
Peninsula (CHOMP). The major roadways In the study area inchide Route 68, Route 1, and 17 Mile
Drive.

Route 68 (Hoiman Highway) is a two-lane highway with a posted speed limit of 55 kilometers per
hour (kph) or 35 miles per hour {mph). This roadway extends through Pacific Grove and connects to
Route 1 with 2 full-access inferchange. Infersections within this study area Include the CHOMP and
CHPC driveways.

Route 1 is a four-lane conventional highway in Moenterey County with a posted speed limit of 90 kph
(55 mph). In the study area, grade-separated access is provided via interchanges at Munras Avenue
and Route 88. South of the Route 68 interchange, the highway becomes access-controlled with the
first signalized intersection at Carpenter Street.

17 Mile Drive is a two-lane collector roadway that provides access tc Pebbie Beach through a gated
access. The posted speed limit for this roadway is 40 kph {25 mph).

This study analyzed four existing intersectlons. These intersections include:

1. Route 68 / Community Hospital Driveway

2. Route 88 / Carmel Hili Professional Center

3. Route 63/ Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp

4. Route 1 Southbound On-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive

The existing lane configuration at each intersection is shown on Figure 2.
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Analysis Methodology

Given the complex nature of the roadway system in the study area, including signalized intersections,
unsignalized intersections, freeway ramp junctions, ahd weave sections, a variety of methodologies
are employed in the analysis. A majority of the analysis was conducted using methedologies
provided by the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. However, the weaving analysis was prepared using
the Leisch method, as provided for in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (5™ Edition), Intersection
OCperations Methodology.

Level of Service Criteria

Transportation engineers and planners commonly use a grading system called level of service (LOS)
" to measure and describe the operational status of a local roadway network. LOS is & description of
an intersection’s operation, ranging from LOS A (indicafing free-flow fraffic eonditions with little or no
delay) to LOS F {representing over-saturated condifions where traffic flows exceed design capacity,
resuliing in' long queues and delays).

Signalized Intersections

At signalized intersections, traffic conditions were evaluated using the Transportation Research
Board's 2000 Highway Capacily Manual methodology. This operation analysis uses varius
intersection characteristics (i.e., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing) to estimate the
average control delay experienced by motorists fraveling through an intersection. Table 1
summarizes the relationship between delay and LOS for signalized Intersections.

TABLE 1
Signalized Intersection Level of Service Criteria

e

" Average Controf Delay
Lgvel of Service 7 Description (Seconds)
A Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable < 40.0
pregression and/or short cycle length. -
B Operations with jow delay occurring with good > 10.0t0 20.0

progression andfor short cycle lengths.
Operations with average delays resulting from fair
Cc progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle > 20.0t0 35.0
failures begin to appear.

Operations with fonger delays due to a2 combination of
D unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high VIC

ratios, Many vehicies stop and individual cycle failures >35060550
are noticeabls.
Cperations with high delay values indicating poor

E progression, long cycle lengths, and high VVC ratios, > 56.0 to 80.0

Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. This
is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.
Operafion with delays unacceptable to most drivers

F oceurring due to over safuration, poor progression, or > 80.0
very long cycle iengths.

Source; Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000,
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Unsignalized Intersections

For unsignalized (all-way stop-controlled, side-street stop-controlled, and roundabouts) intersections,
the 2000 Highway Capaciy Manual methodology for unsignalized intersections was utilized. With
this methodology, operations are defined by the average control delay per vehicle (measured in
seconds) for each stop-controlled movement. This incorporates delay associated with deceleration,
acceleration, sfopping, and moving up in the queue. For side-street stop-confrolied intersections, the
delay is typically represented for each movement from the minor approaches only. The calculated
delay for roundabouts includes ail of the vehicles entering and exiting the roundabout. Table 2
summarizes the relationship between delay and LOS for unsignalized intersecfions.

' TABLE 2
Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Criteria
Level of Service Bescription """e’a?s‘*eg::;'s")' Delay
A Little of no delays =£10.0
B Sheort traffic delays > 10.0 10 15.0
c Average iraffic delays > 15,010 25.0
D Long traffic delays > 25010 35.0
E Very long traffic delays > 350 %0 50.0
F Extreme iraffic delays with intersection capacity exceeded > 50.0

Source: Fighway Capaclty Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000,

Ramp Junction Operations Methodology

The ramp opetafion analysis was conducted using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology
for ramp junctions, This methodology calculates the density of vehicles on the ramp and compares
that density against defined standards. Factors that influence the density of vehicles on a ramp
include number of Janes on a ramp, number of freeway lanes, ramp speed, number of lanes on the
freeway, and the presence or absence of adjacent ramps. The LOS thresholds employed by this
method are listed in Table 3. .

TABLE 3
Level of Service Criteria for Ramp/Freeway Junction Areas
Levet of Maximum Density
Service {Passenger Cars/Mile/tane)
A 10
B 20
C 28
D 35
E >35
F Demand Exceeds Flow Limits
Source: Highway Capacily Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000,
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Weave Section Operations Methodology

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (5™ Edition) defines a weaving segment as:

A weaving seclion is a length of one-way roadway where vehicles are crossing
paths, changing lanes, or merging with through traffic as they enter or exit a freeway
or a collector distributor road. (Section 504.7)

Route 1 southbound between Munras Avenue and Route 68 has an auxiliary iane that begins at
Munras Avenue and ends at Route 88. This section, by definition, is considered a weave area and
must be analyzed as a weave section using the methodologies specified in the Highway Design
Manual.

The Highway Design Manual requires weave sections fo be analyzed using either the Leisch Method
or the Level of Service Method based on the 2000 Highway Capacily Manual. The Lelsch Method
employs a series of nomographs based on calculations developed by Jack Leisch and Associates.
The Level of Service D Method estimates a volume-to-capacity ratio for the weave section based on
the iength of the segment, the conflicting volumes, number of lanes, and the percentage of trucks.
According to the Highway Design Manual, the Lelsch Method is the primary process of analysis and
should be emploved in all cases, except where weaving volumes exceed 2,500 vehicles per hour.
Since weaving volumes measured in the field are less than this threshold, the Leisch Method was
employed.

-FP 6
Femn & PEERS '

1EARIFERIATION CORSULTARIS




Final Report
Traffic Gporations Analysis — Route 68 {Holman Highway)
February 2006

li. EXISTING TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

This chapter addresses the existing roadway system and operating condifions in the study area. This
chapter also presents the review of the accident data. '

Data Collection

Fehr & Peers collecied a variety of traffic data for this analysis including peak hour counts for
intersection tuming movements, freeway ramps, roadway segments, and truck classifications.

Turning Movement Counts

Tumning movement counts were collected at the four intersections for the morning (7:00 to 9:00 AM)
and evening (3:00 to 6:30 PM) peak periods. These intersections include:

Route 68 / Community Hospital Dilveway
Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center
Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp
Route 1 Southbound On-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive

Calh S A

The calculated peak hour intersection turning movemerit volumes are shown an Figure 3. Detailed
traffic count sheets are provided in Appendix A.

A review of the traffic count data indicated that the AM peak hour occurred between 8:00 and 9:00
AM with a slight variation at ons interseciion (i.e., the Route 68/CHOMP driveway peak hour was 7:45
to 8:45 AM), Since the 8:00 to 9:00 AM hour is predominant, this hour was selected as the AM peak
hour for all intersections.

The PM period was not as uniform. Traffic to and from 17 Mile Drive has & peak hour from 330t
4:30 PM. Traffic at the Route 68 intersections with CHOMP and CHPC has a peak hour from 5:00 to
8:00 PM. The Route 68/Route 1 southbound off-ramp intersection has a peak hour beginning at
3:30 PM; the secondary peak hour begins at 5:00 PM and traffic levels are 1 percent less than the
primary peak hour. Since the improvement focuses on Route 68, and traffic peaking characteristics
for Route 68 occurred at 5:00 PM, the PM peak hour for analysis used was 5:00 o 6:00 PM.

Freeway Ramp Counts

Fehr & Peers collected traffic counts for the Route 1 southbound on-ramp at Munras Avenue. The
Route 4 southbound off-ramp and on-ramp to Route 68 were derived from the intersection turning
movement counts. These ramp counts are included in Appendix B.

Roadway Segment Counis

Roadway segment counts were taken on both Roufe 68 and Route 1. The roadway segment counts
for Route 68 were conducted in July 2003; 24-hour counts were taken for a 7-day period to the west
of Skyline Drive. This location was chosen to obtain unconstrained traffic flow (i.e., unimpeded by
traffic congestion from the signalized intersection operations). The daily volumes on Route 68 varied
from 22,500 on a Sunday o 28,500 on a Friday. The counts for Route 1 were peak period counts that
were obtained south of the Route 68 interchange. The roadways segment count data for Route 68
are provided in Appendix C.
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Truck Classification Counts

Fehr & Peers conducted truck classification counts o determine the percentage of trucks on Route 68
in the study area. These classification counts were taken concurrently with the 7-day, 24-hour
counts. The data was summarized for the AM peak pericd (7:00 fo 9:00 AM) and the PM peak period
(3:00 to 6:30 PM). Table 4 presents the results of these summaries and indicates that during the AM
period, truck traffic represented about 2 percent of fotal traffic. Trucks represented less than 1 percent
of the PM peak period traffic. The classification count data is included in Appendix D.

TABLE 4
Peak Hour Percent Trucks » Route 63
Day / Time Period Total Trucks {Total Vehicles| Percent Trucks
Monday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 52 2921 1.78%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 45 8,034 0.72%
Tuesday 7:00 to 5:.00 AM 84 2,959 2.84%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 42 6,094 0.69%
Wednesday  7:00 to 2:00 AM 70 2,992 2.34%
3:00 to 6:00 PM 55 6,223 0.88%
Thursday 7:00 fo 8:00 AM 58 2,823 2.05%
3:00 1o 6:00 PM 35 6,126 057%
Friday 7:00 to 9:00 AM 74 2,823 2.57%
3:00 fo 6:00 PM 27 6,316 0.43%
AM Peak Period Totals 338 14,518 2.3%
P Peak Period Totals 204 30,793 0.5%
Source: Fehr & Peers, April 2005

Operational Analysis

This analysis addressed operations of the intersections, ramp junctions, and weaaving sections.
Appendix E contains the analysis worksheets.

Intersection Operation

Tahie 5 lists the delay (in seconds) and LOS for each of the four study area intersections. The
CHOMP infersection is shown to operate at acceptable levels during both the AM and PM peak
hours. Traffic turning left out of the Carme! Hill Professional Center experiences LOS F conditions.
Traffic tuming left out of 17 Mile Drive experiences LOS E conditions in the PM peak hour and LOS B
conditions during the AM peak hour. The Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp intersection is
shown to operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours.

Queuing was also ohserved within the Del Monte Forest on 17 Mile Drive. Al times, the vehicle queue
within the Forest extended back about 150 meters (500 feet). The extent of this vehicle queue was
dependent on two factors including the green time effectiveness at the Route 88/Route 1 southbound

off-ramp intersection and the aggressiveness of drivers making the left-turn movement from 17 Mile
Drive.
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Vehicle queuss at the Route 1 southbound off-ramp approaching Route 68 were typically about 10
vehicles, except for a short period of time at around 5:30 PM when the right-turning vehicle queue

extended back approximately 25 vehiclss. This congestion occurred for about 20 minutes before
dissipating.

The vehicle queue on westhound Route 68 approaching the CHOMP intersection was generally '
manageable and extended back at fimes to the Scenic Drive over-crossing. Similar to the Route 1
southbound off-ramp, vehicle queue congestion increased on westbound Route 68 around 5:30 PM
and the resulting vehicle queue extended back beyond the Beverly Manor Development driveway.
This condition occurred for about 20 minutes hefore dissipating.

TABLE 5

Existing {2003) Intersection Delay and Level of Service — AM and PM Peak Hours
Location ‘ Control Peak Hour Dela 108
Route 68 / Community Hospital Driveway Signal ‘;m &s:::;:{:s g
Route 68 / Carmel Hilt Professional Center 888 ‘;m :gg z::gzgz 1;
Route 88 / Route 1 SB Off-Ramp signal AM | >B0seconds |
Route 1 SB On-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive sss o~ 20 seconds ¢
Notes:

1. Signal = Signalized intersection
358 = Slde-street stop-confrolied intarsection

2. For signalized intersections, delay is average contral delay for all vehicles based on criteria in the 2000 Higtway
Capactly Manua). For side-street stop-controlied intersections, delay for worst movement calculated using the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual methodology.

Source: Fehr & Peers, April 2005

Ramp Junction Operations

The Route 1 southbound on-ramp from Route 68 was determined to have a density of 21-passenger
cars/per mile/per lane for both the AM and PM peak hours. This represents a LOS C condition.

Weaving Section

The application of the Leisch Method indicated that the weaving section of Route 1 from Munras
Avenue to Route 68 operates at LOS C during both the AM (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and PM (3:00 to 6:30
PM) peak periods.

Accident History

Accident history for Route 68 and Route 1 for the past 36 months for a period between October 1,
2001 and September 30, 2004, was provided by Caltrans from thelr Traffic Accident Survelllance and
Analysis System (TASAS) and is shown in Table 6. The TASAS information includes the reported
number of accidents in the study area and the number of fatalities and injuries. Caltrans also
provided the rate of accidents, injuries, and fatalities for comparable facilities throughout the state. As
shown in Table 8, there were 2 fatalities along Roufe 68 within the past 3 years in the study area. 1t
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should also be noted that the rate of actual accidents was slightly higher than the stalewide accidents
for both Route 68 and Roufe 1. Based on our review of conditions In the corridor, the most fikely
explanation for the higher than average accident rates is the existing queuing and congestion within

. the corridor. This queuing and congestion increases driver frusiration and impatience, which can lead
to unsafe vehicle operations. For example, drivers may follow more closely, which can lead to
additional rear end accidents. Other drivers, especially those turning from the unsignalized driveway
for the Beverly Manor Development, may cause accidents by attempting to turn when insufficient
gaps are present.

TABLE 8
. Accident History for Route 68 and Route 1 _
m
Total Fataj + | Actual Accident Rate Average Accident Rate

FachHity Accidents Fatal Injury | Total | Fatality E&:ﬁa:;- Total | Fatality ;?:a:;
Route 68 134 2 43 246 | 0.04 079 | 155 0.03 0.57
Route 1 168 s 57 183 | 0.00 o6z | 116 0.04 0.45
Notes: '

1. Accident rates presented as accidents per miltion vehicle miles

Source: Calirans District 5 TASAS Data
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lil. TRAFFIC FORECASTS

FORECAST METHODOLOGY

Prior to preparing the travel forecasts, Fehr & Peers idenfified potential sources for traffic forecasts.
This research indicated that a regional travel mode!, developed by the Association of Monterey Bay
Area Governments (AMBAG), was available for use in this sfudy. AMBAG representatives provided
the model to Fehr & Peers in May 2003. The AMBAG model has versions for 2000, 2010, 2020, and
2025.

This research also identified two traffic studies for development proposals with direct access fo Route
68;

*  Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula Master Plan (2007)
s Transportation Analysis for the Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan (2002)

Fehr & Peers also determined there would be no additional development at the Carmel Hill
Professional Center, which is located in the project study area.

Regional travel demand medels (such as the AMBAG model) are often employed fo develop future
forecasts for roadway improvement projects. Regional models are best employed to predict volumes
on major roadways including arierials, expressways, and freeways. However, regional madels often
lack the specificity to accurately predict individual intersection turning movements or fraffic volumes
on minor roadways inciuding driveways and theighborhood roadways,

Fehr & Peers employed the AMBAG moadel to develop traffic forecasts for State Route 1 (Route 1)
and Routs 68 within the study area. These two facilities provide regional access io the study area.
The study area also includes 17 Mile Drive {(a local roadway), and two driveways (one to the
. Community Hospital and one to the Carmel Hill Professional Center). Development-specific traffic
studies were employed to develop forecasts foffrom these secondary facilities. Table 7 indicates the
source for developing the traffic forecasts.

TABLE 7
Traffic Forecasting Sources

Roadway Source of Future Traffic Volumes
Route 1 AMBAG Traffic Model Growth Rates {2000-2025)
Route 63 AMBAG Traffic Mode! Growth Rates {2000-2025)

. . . Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula Master
Community Hospital Driveway Plan (2001)
Carmel Hill Professional Center Driveway No growth anticipated, existing volumes maintained
17 Mile Drive Transporiation Analysis for the Del Monte Forest

Preservation and Development Plan (December 2002}

Bource: Fehr & Peers, Aprit 2005
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AMBAG Model Land Use Data Update

Prior to employing the AMBAG model, Fehr & Peers reviewed the land use data contained in the
model. As part of the review process, Fehr & Peers coordinated the land use review with AMBAG
: representatives. Land uses in several traffic analysis zones in Pacific Grove, Monterey, and Pebble
Reach were inconsistent from one forecast year o the next. Additionally, the land uses indicated an
apparent population and employment reduction of about 10 percent between 2000 and 2025 in the
City of Pacific Grove.

Fehr & Peers coordinated with AMBAG representatives on August 7, 2003 to adjust the land use
characteristics to belter reflect growth In the vicinity of the roadway improvement project. Changes
made o the AMBAG model were provided by AMBAG. Adjustments within Pebble Beach were also
made to be consistent with the Transportation Analysis for the Del Monte Forest Preservation and
Development Plan (2002), which reflects huild-out development in the Del Monte Forest. Table 8
presents the general land use characteristics for the four communities (Monterey, Pacific Grove,
Carmel and Pebble Beach) immediately adjacent to the study area.

TABLE B
AMBAG Land Use Totals
Community Poputation Employment
2000 2025 2000 _ 2025
Carmel 10,938 11,662 8,468 7,695
Pebble Beach 7,811 8 670 4,526 4,821
Pacific Grove 17,510 18,084 8,566 9,280
) Monterey 20,644 22,965 22,682 28,767
Total 56,903 61,351 42,442 50,573
Sourcs; AMBAG Model, Fahr & Peers, April 2006

As indicated In Table 8, land uses in the study area reflect gradual growth in population and
employment. Table 9 lllustrates the cumulative growth in population and employment for each
community. The annualized growth rate calculated from the cumulative growth Is also provided.
Between 2000 and 2025, the employment growth is expected to be about 0.7 percent per year with
the greatest growth occurring in Monterey. Population growth is expected fo oceur at 0.3 percent per
year with Monterey experiencing the majority of the growth. Appendix F provides a zone-by-zone
breakdown of the anficipated growth In the immediate vicinity of the study area.
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TABLE ¢
Cumulative Population and Employment Growth
Community Population Growth Employment Growth
2000 t0 2025 | Yearly Rate 2000 to 2025 Yearly Rate
Carme! 6.62% 0.26% 18.97% 0.70%
Pebble Beach 11.00% 042% 6.52% 0.25%
Pacific Grove 3.28% 0.13% 8.45% 0.33%
Monterey 11.24% 0.43% 25.72% 0.92%
Total 7.87% 0.30% 19.16% 0.70%
Source: AMBAG Model, Fehr & Peers, April 2005

Roadway Network Update

Fallowing the land use update, Fehr & Peers reviewed the roadway networks in the existing and
future year AMBAG models. This review indicated that the roadway network was generally accurate
with the exception of the roadway system through the Presidio of Monterey. Within the last 1 fo 2
years, roads fraversing the Presidio have been closed to general traffic. The AMBAG model roadway
network did not include this information. Fehr & Peers determined that generat traffic flow should be
prohibited from two roadways (Rifle Range Road and Stillwell Road) that traverse the Presidio. The
AMBAG model road network was updated to reflect this existing condition.

Traffic Forecasting Procedures

After updating the land use and roadway networks for the existing and future AMBAG models, Fehr &
Peers determined the daily growth rate along Route 1 and Route 68 by comparing the 2000 and 2025
traffic volumes. Appendix G provides the mode! plots used as the basis for determining regional
traffic growth within the study area, Comparing the forecasts indicated that growth through the Route
1 and Route 68 corridors was minimal with growth rates generally at about 0.5 percent per year for
Raute 68 and 1 percent per year for Route 1. Total growth through the corridors from 2003 to 2010
was about 3.5 percent on Route 68 and approximately 7 percent on Route 1. Growth rates from 2003
{02030 were about 14 percent on Route 68 and 31 percent on Route 1. The resuliing fraffic growth
through the Route 68 and Route 1 corridors was batanced at the ramp Junctions to reflect existing
traffic distribution characteristics and the growth rate differences between Route 68 and Route 1.

Additional traffic was manually added to the traffic forecasts to reflect two specific development
projects expected fo be constructed and have direct access to the study corridor. As previously
discussed, the model is not intended to determine traffic forecasts for minor road faclities and
driveways. Thus, to accurately account for the Community Hospital and Del Monte Forest Master
Plans, specific turning movement data associated with these fwo projects was obtained from the
Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula Master Plan (2001) and the Transportation Analysis
for the Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan (2002), The traffic assignments
associated with these two projects was summed with the traffic forecasts associated with the through
traffic growth within the study area.
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The traffic volumes resulting from this forecasting procedure are shown on Figures 4A-4C and
Eigures 5A-5C. These figures differ based on their treatment of access restrictions at the Carmel
Hill Professional Center. Figures 4A and 5A assume that there are no access resfrictions at the
CHPC driveway. Figures 4B, 4C, 5B, and 5C, assume that there will be access restrictions at the
CHPC driveway with fraffic diverted to the CHOMP intersection. These figures assume that traffic
from the CHPC driveway make a u-turn at the CHOMP intersection or turn right into CHOMP and
then turn left back out onto Route 88.

f—'i, 15

Ferir & PEERS

TRANSFORTAFION CORSULTANTY




Community
= Hospital

gy geili

N
Not to Scale

Carmel Hil
Professional

W®_ 534 {399)
- 503 (451)

269 {458y
55 {94y,

LLEGEND:
XX (YY)} =AM (PM) Peak Hour

ﬁ Holman Highway

FrnR & P 2010 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TEHR X aaERS NO ACCESS RESTRICTION
Jenuary 2006

1975-2A . FIGURE 4A




o
5 .
‘ Community

o Hospital

N
Naot to Scale

Carmel Hill
Professional

W 534 (389)

e 503 (451)

LLEGEND:;
XX{YY) =AM (PM) Peak Hour
ﬁ _ Holman Highway
2040 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES ACCESS RESTRICTION -
FEHR & PEERS | RIGHT TURN IN, LEFT TURN OUT AT CHOMP

TRARSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

T 2008 FIGURE 4B

197648




N
Not to Scale

Carmel Hill
Professional

®..534 {399} \
e 503 {451}

269 {4684
55 (94}

LEGEND:
XX (YY) =AM (PM) Peak Hour
.ﬁ, _ Holman Highway
Frip & P 2010 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PEIIR X aaERS A ACCESS RESTRICTION - U-TURN AT CHOMP"

:3:;15::%2006 . FIGURE 4C




N
Not to Scale

Carmel Hill
Professional

/ Center

l:: 534 (389)
547 {492)

269 (468) 7|
F5{845™

LEGENL:
XX (YY) =AM (PM) Peak Hour

ﬁ ' Holman Highway

; S Prgs. 2030 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PEHR & SEERS NO AGCESS RESTRICTION

Jarasary 2006

1575-5A FIGURE 5A




N
Neot to Scale

Community

Hospital

~piy SBIMNA

Carmel Hili
Professional

269 {468).¥

55 (0d) =

i LEGEND:

XXA{YY) =AM [PM) Peak Hour

| fp

:EEHR & PEERS

RANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

Holman Bighway

2030 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES ACCESS RESTRICTION -
RIGHT TURN IN, LEFT TURN OUT AT CHOMP

January 2006
1975-58

FIGURE 5B




L6
»'q"[

5 Community

Hospital

N
Not fo Scale

Carmel Hill
Professional

260 (408) N
55 {94)™%,

LEGEND:
XK{YY} =AM (PM) Peak Hour

ﬁ Holman Highway

- 2030 FORECAST TRAFFIC VOLUMES
FEHR & PEERS

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS ACCESS RESTRICTION - U-TURN AT CHOMP

January 2006

107550 FIGURE 5C




Final Report
Traffic Operafions Analysis — Route 68 (Holman Highway)
February 2006

V. YEAR 2010 AND 2030 NO BUILD TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

This chapter presents the results of the operations analysis under the No Build Condition. Calculation
worksheets are provided in Appendix H.

Intersection Operations

The signalized intersections in the project study area were analyzed using the same methodologies
as employed in analysis of the existing conditions. These methodologies are provided in the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual and address both signalized and unsignalized intersections. Unsignalized
intersections include stop-sign contralled locations.

Table 10 lists the delay (in seconds) and LOS for each of the four study area intersections in Year
2010. Conditions are expected fo operate similar to existing traffic conditions The CHOMP
intersaction is shown to operate at acceptable levels during both the AM and PM peak hours, Traffic
turning left out of the Carmel Hili Professional Center will experience LOS F conditions. Traffic tuming
left out of 17 Mile Drive experiences LOS E conditions in the PM peak hour and LOS C conditions
during the AM peak hour. The Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp Intersection is shown to
operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours.

TABLE 10
Year 2010 Intersection Delay and Level of Service — AM and PM Peak Hours

Location ) Controt Peak Hour Dla
Rohte 68/Co rﬁmunity Hospital Driveway Signai Q:: 1?-?586 ::; : ds :a ’;:
Route 58 / Carmet Hill Professional Center s88 M| 20seconds | T
Route 68 / Route 1 B Off-Ramp Signal AME| S0seconds 1 R
Route 1 SB On-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive ss8 ﬁm ;g :g‘:cz:gz g
Notes:

1. Signal = Signalized intersection, 888 = Side-street stop-controlled intersection

2. For signalized intersscllons, delay is average contro! delay for all vehicles based on criteria In the 2000 Highway
Capacily Manual. For side-strest stop-controlied intersections, delay for worst movement calcuteted using the 2000
tiighway Capacily Manual methodalogy.

3. inlerseciion would be impacted by the eastbound queue at the Route 68/ Roule 1 S8 Off-Ramp

Source: Fehr & Peers, April 2005

Queuing was calculated in Year 2010. On 17 Mile Drive the vehicle queue within the Forest extends
back about 180 meters (600 feet). Vehicle queuss at the Route 1 southbound off-ramp approaching
Route 68 are expected to extend back about 180 meters (600 feet) during the AM peak hour and 240
meters (800 feet) during the PM peak hour. The Route 1 southbound off-ramp is about 400 meters
{1,300 feet) long consisting of 160 meters (530 feet} for deceleration (at 100 kph or 60 mph design
speed) and 240 meters (770 feet) for vehicle queue. The 240 meter {80C foof) PM peak hour vehicle
queue begins to extend into the deceleration area for fraffic exiting Route 1. This condition occurs

because of the high volume of fraffic furning right from the southbound off-ramp o go west toward
Pacific Grove.
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Queuing on Route 68 (eastbound) is expected to extend from the Route 1 intersection back through
the CHOMP signaiized intersection, thereby adversely impacting intersection operations at CHOMP,
This condition is expected to occur during both the AM and PM peak hours. Vehicle gueues on Raute
68 (westbound) are manageable at the Route 1 intersection; however, PM peak hour gueues at the
CHOMP intersection are expected to exiend back to the Route 1 intersection.

Table 11 lists delay (in seconds) and LOS for each study area intersection in Year 2030. Interseciion
service levels are expected io be similar to Year 2010. Vehicle queues are expected to increase,
further impacting traffic flow on Route 68 and onfo Route 1. The most significant difference. between
Year 2010 and 2030 is the vehicle queue on the Route 1 southbound off-ramp approaching Route 68.
The PM peak hour queue is expected to increase from about 240 meters (800 feet) in Year 2010 fo
about 370 meters (1,200 feef) in Year 2030, The Route 1 southbound off-ramp Is 400 meters (1,300
feet) Indicating that the expected queue will extend through much of the off-ramp deceleration area
adversely impacting Route 1 {southbound) traffic flow. This wersening condition {from 2010 to Z030)

is associated with expected traffic growth in Pacific Grove and othetr areas served by Route 68 west
of the study area.

TABLE 1%
Year 2030 Intersestion Delay and Level of Service — AM and PM Peak Hours
Location Control Peak Hour Dela: LOS
Route 68 / Community Hospital Driveway signal vy 2 2::2:32: E:_
Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center - $S8 ?;g :gg i:ggﬁg: E
Route 68 / Route 1 SB Of-Ramp Signal gm :gg ::zgggz ‘;
Route 1 S8 On-Ramp / 17 Mie Drive ss$ | Beconds | €

Notes:

1. Signal = Signalized intersection, 888 = Side-strest stop-controfled intersection

2. For signalized intersections, delay is average control delay for all vehicles based on criteria in the 2000 Highway
Capacity Mariual, For side-street stop-controlled intersectlons, delay for worst movement caloulated using the 2000
Highway Capacily Manual methodology.

3. Intersection would be impacted by the eastbound queue at the Route 68 / Route 1 S8 Off-Ramp

Source: Fehr & Peers, April 2006

Ramp Operations

The Route 1 southbound on-ramp from Route 68 was determined fo have a density of 23-passenger
carsfper mile/per lane for both the AM and PM peak hours in Year 2010. In Year 2030 traffic
conditions during the AM peak hour would remain at LOS C but the densify wouid increase to 27
while the PM peak hour density would increase to 28, resulting in an LOS D condition.

ﬁ) 23

Frar & PEERS

TEARSPGRIATION CRUSULTANEE




Final Report

Fraffic Operations Analysis — Route 68 (Holman Highway)
February 2006

Weave Operations

The application of the Leisch Method indicated that the weaving section of Route 1 from Munras
Avenue to Route 68 operates at LOS C during the AM peak hour in 2010 and LOS D in Year 2030
PM peak hour operations would be 1.0S D in Year 2010 and LOS E in Year 2030.
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V. BUILD ALTERNATIVES

Given the constraints in the study area, which include limited right-of-way, existing travel pattems,
and the need to maintain access to Route 1, there are z limited number of aliernative improvements
that can be made to Route 68 between Route 1 and CHOMP. The improvement opfions include:

Widening Route 68 westbound

Widening Route 68 sastbound

Widehing Route 68 westbound & eastbound

Reconfiguring existing intersections

Converting an existing signalized intersection into a roundabout

Restricting access at ihe Beverly Manor Development

Constructing a direct connector from Route 1 Southbound to Pebble Beach at 17 Mile Drive

% & o & ¥ @

The aliemative improvements for Route 68 between Route 1 and CHOMP Include various
combinations of these options. There are three general build alternatives and each includes several
sub-alternatives. In general, all three build alternatives include 1) widening the Route 1 southbound
off-ramp at Route 68 to provide separate right, through, and left wm fanes; 2) reconstructing the
Scenic Drive overcrossing; 3) eliminating the stop-controlied intersection of 17 Mile Drive at the Route
1 southbound on-ramp; 4) constructing a 17 Mile Drive merge to the Route 1 southbound on-ramp;

and 5) reconstructing the Route 1 southbound onramp merge. The three primary build alternatives
include:

s Alternative 1- Adding an eastbound lane on Route 68
» Alternative 2- Adding a westbound lane on Route 68
s Alternative 3- Adding both an eastbound and a westbound lane on Route 68

The sub-alternatives include:

+ Alternative A - Reconfigure the Route 1/ Route 68 / 17 Mile Drive intersections into a single
signalized intersection

s Alternative B - Reconfigure the Route 1 / Route 68 / 17 Mile Drive intersections info a single
lane roundabout infersection

e Ajternative C — Construct a direct connector between Route 1 southbound and 17 Mile Drive

Figures 6 through 19 iilustrate the alternatives studied. Table 12 summarizes the variations between
each alternative.

FP 25

FErR & PEERS

TEANSPONTAI LK CONSULEALTS




5461

8 N .o
¥ SALTNYALTY @ing ’ m__,m..m._mz_nmu ﬁ:ﬁom.wﬁm”
Kemyb| uRiicH &.
08,4 HTYIS
R S—

HOVEE T1E2S ONILXIONINZINT
O14:RMUL WOM:S AWVENO SRIZIILAT
iVl ZIVOTHOES OL dWVENG

1 2LNOY LHNCAHLAOS TNSSNCIAR

(73 ) S8[HOkd HBLNZD
YNOISSAI0H
TIH TEAREYS
20100 NENLLEN

divE-d20 § BANCH KL
NOHOFSUILNI QRZIWNDIS
THL OL WALSOH ALINNANGD
D 1S3 ROYd BNVE
CNNOGLSYR ONGOSS 0OV

TNV LUNTOVO ook T e
DL INISSOHOHAAD 9 Uliltﬁuuﬂlﬂlall“l S
TAWA DINIOS LONUBLSHOOR | !‘l\\%

SNOILONLSTE $S300V
20 NOLEYANTNI T

BILSY HONYI 383G

FONS GILMAND STIAHIA

NI BHN1ALAST 3OINOH G ONY
HOWHOLS TTHIA DHOW
HOH dWviE430 N3TIM




1 3uR9id

L5L8E
SH0T euer
SIHVAIASKAZ BOILVLEDISRYNY
DV} SALLYNYILY aUng AT W WHIL
RemyBIi QewoH &.
HOW3@ TTE83s DNLXONRIALND
Hl3dvy L WO SHYENG SNIZVILLN
Diddvy L BIVHTUSSS Ol WO

L 1N INROEHLNDS TUNOLINCIZY

AARGYOY YOEIEANNCD 20
NOILONHLSHOD MOTTY
L IDQMA LONALSNDD3

Hovag Tisasd 01 88300V
1034 B2 Avamdvon
HOLOANNGD LANHLSNOD

S e

AUAMGHOH HOLOINNOD
IUIMIOWOIDY OF
STV AHLNG SHNMN0OR

Q2USIHOY HALNED
THHQISSII0N
TIH P

68 3100 NO SANVT
TYNDLLIGUY BEYEON0IOY
Q) ONISSOUIHING
DAING DINSES LHILSHORY

QYT NEOLLSTT BOIAOEG OGNV

TOVHOLS FIHIA BHON
HOd A0 NSATM

SHOLOMISHY SFF00V
S0 NOLVLNBWHTHI
B3IV BONWIY S82A38

WOBA QI LEING SEDHHIA

Y-S0 L SAN0H HlM
NOLLIHSHBLN QIZTTVNSIS
SHILGLIYUESOH ALINMARCD
40 LEFM HOB SNV

AHNGELSYE ANDJSS adY

D=t TWOS
—zne— N




$aLal

g THNOkd nss_e..._a_.
al FALYNEILTY aUnNg Mﬁmmmu .ﬁp‘ﬂﬂmmm
Aeryf) RO nr_
D=l ANOS
NP

1 3LG0Y GHRCEHLNOS O
BSIIIY AIVEVEDS NIVARWAL

LAOEVORIION M A TONIS

FLELM TYHENS QLdSV)
SNILENGE 30V

HOYSE 518834 DNIERAIONINDEN
SRSV WO JWVREEND SNIZIEER
Si4VEL 2IVERNOES OL dWEND

¥ B1NOY ONMNOEHLAOS SHNDEANCDTY

AVRBANNA HRLNSD
TUNOISSE20HS TIH TBWuvD
HILAY LS1HOHS
SN HIIEM 69 SLNOM NO
2NV ANAGELEIM ANOTIZS

¥ S SNIFEINGD ANV
NEN1mIMON 3Ttk ¥ ACIAOHG

TDVHOLS FIVHIA THON
MO dvivei=50 NIamM

63 BATOY NO BNV
TYNOIMGOY 3LrJON0OTY
OL INSSCUIEIND
HARIQ DINADS OIHISNOIRY

aSLEHOY HILNAD
TWRQISSS30ud
TR IBAEND
40 100 NS0 L L3ST

S

AS-AH0 | BIA0KH
2% LNOFTONNCH
OLVHISOR ALNNINKOO
A0 LSEM HOHS A
QNNOELSYS ONODES 0V

=

T e

SNOLLDIMLERY SSZO0Y
0 NOLLNANE 1L

HELAY HONVYA NTH2AID

ROYs OREIEAI0 $3IHIA




$-5281

[ EE P,
SANVIIBSHEY KGIAHAEAISHYSL
ogl SALYNYSLTY aTng 9T g R dHIY
Koy usiyay nr
gl IS
T

1 DAGOE ONNOARLROS OL
SSATOY ILVHVIES NIVANVIA

INOBVANTOY BNYI-I IS
HLEA TYNSIS Dldlviil
DNLLSIGD R0V e

“FIHENEYD
=20 1N0 NENL 1431

SYSI0 | ENoH
4 Y LNOAVONNoYN
SHL O TvLIdSOH ALINIINKRCD
40 1STM NORd SN
- ANNOELEYD NOO3S aay

AYMBAING BZENID

HOvEg JEd R WHYD
SN TNALNE DidavaL O
HWOUL SNVH-NO ONIZITLN S0N3 HOM 29 BAA0U NO
w.rmm%wmww%ow InvEaRoBLSAM aNooas [F
ANAOTHINGS SENDINOOBY ¥ Sy SNRRLLNGD St
NUNLHON 33V SUACHd
£3 ILMCU ND SNV o]
WNOILIGTY 2HaCHODOY T i e
O OMGSONORIAC e
TARI DINOS LOMRILSNOTRY Tme——— S
Havae T1gaad OL SSERIV
1D3HIG HOd AVMOYOY
HOLDIINNGD 10MBLSR0D .
BOVHOLS VDA JHOW 1LOI1STH SSIO0Y
{ 200 vir 220 N2t mum ROUVLNZNG T
PRV UONYI KISIATD

WO gBEAN0 STTOMHTA




BiGI8E
gobi Alenuss

01 2¥NDIA
vz GALLVNEILTY OUnE m.m_mwmu ﬁ:ﬂﬂmm
Reany By uedil&H ' &
0G=,4 BTWIS
1
HOYE0 FEEES ONLLIXVONRELNG
OldVEL OB dVENG ONZIHLD

Qv BIVOIHOIS OL INVHRD
| F1NOY ANAOTHANDS FHNSHNCISY

AILSHON HRINTD
WHOISSEI0Hd
THH TNV
30 LN0 NNl 1430

| e
=

=
ol =
|

WSSOH ALINNNNOD
15V 53 TLNOME NG ANV
% QNNOELSZM ANODRS ¥ Y 3N
HE0E-LHO AR Y 2QIA0Ud

88 ZLAOH NO 83NV
TYHOLLIGOY S FTON0O0Y
OL SNISEONNEIAG
FATE0 DINTOS LONYISNOITE

O S0 NEAIN

) SNOILOELETY SS300Y
S04 Ny NUn-1330 A0IAD G aNY S0 HOLWANTINE TN g
HOLS T B LT HONYA ATHE/ES
A e — WA OFLIENG STIOHEA BNVIIDHANACHATNT 5
) 29 2LNOY NI




b SHADd

118161
5002 Memer

DYz INLLYNNILIY OTing

Kemyfjl vetmop

SIHY4INERDS EOTIVARDIINYYL

§9I3g 1§ AHIJ

4

HOwEa FiEdad DNNGIBNELLNG
P2 WO JWVH-ND DNIZTILLD
AtAIvi BLTDSUOES OL AWYHND

1 ALAGY QNNOSHANDS FUNDIHNCIRE

ORFIFHONS WRENED

NOILANHISNOD MOTTY
0L IDHINE LINBLSHOITY

HORRE F18HE OL 58300
SOTUIE BOS AAOVOR
HOLOBNNOD LIHLSNOT

e

TYNCISSEIOYd
AVAMAGYOHY HOLITRNCD THHTAWNEYD
SIYQOWODIV OL 20 LN NEML LITFT
SHIVD AYINS BENSIIHOIEY T

" ]
e T ]

TUSSOH AUNRNOD LoV

59 3LNEY NO SNV GNNOBESTM

ONODLSY S¥ ONINNELNCD 2NV
Hang-LHOR 33NV 301G

by MMTLIRT SAIACKE ONY
HOVEOLS TNHIATHON
RO WYe-d40 1F0IM

89 TLAOHE NO S3NYT
ToNGILIOY BLYOORODIY

0L ONIBSOBTVING
A DINE0S LOTMLENCDIY

SHOLONI)S2 SSJ00V
40 NOLNMLNINETIdNE
UL HONYIN AT3ASE

WO tEiEIAQ STIHIA

P

Ay BTUBNSORE AT m
aNaALE oL
$0 ALNOY NI

Ofm.l 105
gl B




Z1-gLet

<L mw_—..wmn_ £00Z Aot
SINVRINSHED ROTAVIROASHYEL
gz IALLYNNILIOY ding I B qHIJ
AemyBiH sewioy &_
0Ge) A0S
—pim—— 1
4 BAGOH GNIGHRLNOS OF,
SEID0Y ALHVISS NIVIRIVA .
) QEDAIHOM N2 HED
1noayoRnod NZ(H&MM.U._W__W .ﬂ.ﬂ%ﬁ“ﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂ“&
HLIA WRSIS OF,
DS SOV IS 40 N0 MNL ST

Hov3E 21885 DNLLCHONMHIND
1AL WO JIAENG SNIZIILD
Qv RLYHIHOFS OL AWWRNG

| BLA0Y CNADEHLINS FENOENIIN

m ANYTANNOSLSEIM THODIS

“THUESOH ALNMIRWOD
15vd 29 3LN0H NO

W SV SNINNLLNOD SNV
NANA-AHDI 324V SHAOHS

99 ALAOY NO SNV
THOILGOY ILYOONOSIY
01 SNISSOHIEAD

BAN JINZOS LANKESKODTY

3 SOVH0LS J10EEA BHOR
HOH dWTE-d=0 NITIM SNOILOMESSH SSI0TY
20 NOWYLNINT DL
1Y HONYN ATHIASE TN FDHTRA0UN INYL
WO gaLEEnta SST0HEA QHEIE 0L
b 9 DLN0OY NIAIM




€1 3UNDiS

Sl-gz6L
oo Aeauer

O8Z AALLYNRZIY

AemqBi ohuioH

SIEYLINEHOD ROJIVANOISHYEL

UITJ W WHIJ

4

<A L 3170HONAOGHANOS OL »ﬁ«mw&%uﬁwuﬂs
£6300v 3LvivdES NVLNCVE Y

Q3LSHON HILNID
TYNOKS2H0Y
TIHI2WEYD

LOCEYONROY SNy HERANIS
HEIM TVHSIS D43
ONILBIXE 0V TaSH

“TYHABOH ALINIRAOD

Hovag 318833
ONILXH/OMYILNG DIFSVHL 18V 99 ZENCH HO
INORS dYvE-NG SNIZEIL IW ONNORISTIN GNOOSS
I4YHL BYOIROTS ] vy ONINNILNOD InvY
OL SWYUNO | FN0H NEMNLLHORE 334d ¥ QNG
ONNCERLAOS RNDENCIZY
89 ILNOK NO $3NT
WHCHLAGV JLVQOROIDY
CL SNISSOHORING %
| nAwa 2NE0S LIMYLSNOOEY
HOVSa 2188Rd (L S50V
L23UIE HOd AVMAYOH
HOLOIMNCD JDNEISHOD wﬁwﬁmnﬁmbwwﬂi SMOLEORILSTM SBIIIY
40 NOLMENINTAI
UILSY HONYIN ATHRAZH
WOYS G31YRN0 STOIHAA

ANV RQYEW/S0HE T
ON3EXS OL
89 ALNOH NAGIA

£5=1 B0
—fp—— N




$LIGL6)
4007 Lenier

p) Hunokd
V§ SALLYNNILV AN na mh.ﬂm_m.mu ﬁ:..me._..m_m‘m
AeaybiH uewoR &

Ag=1 FWIS

Hayaa HEgad ONLLEIONIHILNT
D14l L MO SWvH-NOC DNIZIIER
DL BIVDSHOTS QL dAVEHO
1 2L00Y ANAOIHLAQS SRNSIINOOT
Q3IRIHOY HBINZD
WHOIBEILOUS
“MHH SR

S0 HNE NENL 1530

TUEIISOH AUNDWROD

15vd 86 2LN0Y NO 3N

{] aNNOBLSIM ONODES W SV ENY]
RNL-LHOR B34 v 3GIAOH

El nuy, OL WUICSOH ALRDBNCD

VR0 § 21N0H HLM
NOLLDSSHAIN OIZMYREIS

40 LSRM NCUH S8
ONOALSYS TNODSS A0Y

St e
) o

$83LN0Y NO SNV
WHCILIGHTY BLVAOHOIDY
L SINISSOHIHIAD
SARIO QINIDS LOMASROTIRY
= w.zQ._.v__&%.mmm ST
o
3 LHEA Su
04 Y240 NI 1o Gana S0

...... i P AL TR

el

SNV BOUINILSOHT 3
GHEXT 0L
€8 3LN0Y NACIM




bl
00T Lenuer

g1 JUNOIH
YEIRSHOY HOLIVINCISHYRL
ove IALYNEILTY GHRE THER ] N WHI]
. Azmufiiy weWiox &
0821 TTVOS
——f— N
:umu.mm Fgazd eq«.:m_xmw%ﬁ% i
SEEIVHL OS] NVH-HO DHIZIELN
QELSIHOYA HALNID
Divel], ILVEIUOAS O VN0
$ FLNOH ORNOSHENGS SWMDLENOOTY Eammumw_n%wvumwﬂoo Jﬁ__mn.m_ww‘%mm
SALYO KM N3 FNDINOT 40 L0 NN Lzt
4
JI440 + BLNOY LN
NOHASSURLNI QEEINOIS
3 15 OL TYLIISOH ALINDWNOD
| 40 LSTA ROHS ST
ANMGALSYS ONODES 00Y
TUASSOH AUNFAMOD
of Soaa oo LT
NHRELHOR B Y SACHE
80 RLEOH NG SANYT =
“YNGILINY BIVAONOIOV 3 & |||\||.\.\\\\I\\l
O ONISSOHOBING . ———
& DARIG OIS LONHLSNOO3N i “Hu.ht\\\\\.\\\\\\
HOVEE 21963 0L $S300V y
1020 WO AVMOYCY
HOLIENNOD LOMRUSHOD
SNOILIMLSTY SERI0Y
mzm._ ummwmwmm._ _mnsgm Ny mmwhﬂmﬁ%ﬁ.mﬁm
4 39 VIIHEA SHON
HO3 20 NIGIM { veoud a3 STISIHIA EL] uw_ﬂwu.mwm...n ;W
89 DUNCH NITIM




8l FUNDI4
€8 SALLYNYILVY aTing

91568
00z Arenuep

fesyiy uewiol

SENVIIRENYGS NOLIVAROASHYRE

SECER R ER

4

§ H1N0Y ANNOCEHINOS OL nmﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂwwwumo
R SS300Y DIV NIV “FUHIINEYD
40 LMD NEfL 193

1ROFYAINNOY SN FII9NIS
< HLIM TVNDIS il
iy . ONILSIXE DOV dEY

T L N
- . —y p— —
= e I ]
=5 S
-
i
W 3l
HOVEH 318634 SNMILMONRILND .m.%ﬂwocﬂ %@Eﬂ%ﬁ
OidSvEL RO SWVE-ND ONIZIILLN NN ONNOGLSTM aNODEE o
D L TIVOTIDAS OL VNG o SV EMONLLNOD SNV
| A ONOOIHINOS RUNDLNGITY ReAL-1H90n) 3334 Y B0IACH
§0 L0 NO 53NV
TYNOLLIGOY SIVIORCIDY
OLONISSOBINIA0
FABO DINBOS LONYLENOTZ

FOVHOLS TTOIH3A IEON
HOd G230 NIOIA SNOLLOIKESTR SS300Y
=0 MO LNAWT 1IN
WAL BOMYIN ATHIATD
WOMS OZLUSAT STIDIHIA

Srar240 + 310
L LACEVONNOY
It O TVLRISOH AEINNRNOD
A0 ES3M WOEL SN
ANNOELSYS ANODTS (i

iyl IOHTFGOHA mgr«w
anaLa QL
86 BLAOY NSO

<, 08wl TWOE
—o M




L5281
Bo0T Ment

Ll 3unsid
NEC IALLYNYTY TUNS mu.ﬁ_m._mm“mu ...um:ﬂomm_m_w
Anmyfing uduyag] &.
5= BTWOE
=l N

HOvEE 3718Td
SNUDGUDNINEANS Dd4Wit
WOUS dv-NG ONIZIILR
D134V INDFISES
0L diFeli-NO + 31n0H
ANNGEHLNOS FENDWNOSEIH

HOV3E 31983d OL S§300Y
EBTHIA WO AVMAVOR
UOLIFNNCD LINBEISNOD

LOGBYONNGH INTISTINIS
HLIATYNDIS DiSdvE
BMILSIXGD HoY43N

KPAGYONR HOLOANNGD
§ 2LA0N GNACHHLROS OL IIFOOWO2OV Ok
SETOON ILUVADS NIVANIW § SRS AU ENT FNLNCOTY
AZLEHOEd HALNED
TYNOISSEAON
TUH ANV

SV 9 3MN0Y NO

TLIGSOH ALNANNOD

ST ANNOSLEAM ANOO3S
¥ SYONINNLINGD ANV
NUNLLHORE 3304V 2CIAAHD

L 20 10O ML L3

S0 L ALN0Y
d IV LAGEVONAOH
4] aHL 0L TVLLSOH AUNARROD
40 193M OB INYVE
@NNCELSYS ANOA3S 0oV

09 2N NG EINVT
TYROLLAGY AINGCWROD0Y
QL ONISSOUINIAD
TG JINFIS LONELSNOIRI

e

ST ke TR T e

IOVHCLS TIOHIA FH0ON
HO# AV E30 NAAIM

]
:
il
i
i

SNOILORLETY 85300V
40 KOLYINGWI TV

HILSY HONVIN XTH3ASS
WOHS GRIM3AIA SINOHZA VT RORFWL0HG SNV 17
ONFIX3 0L
|9 ALNOW N2




Final Report
Traffic Operations Analysis — Route 68 (Holman Highway)
February 2006

TABLE 12
Summary of Route 68 Build Altematives
M
Alternatives

Improvement Opftion 1A | 1AC ] 1B {1BC| 2A |2AC | 2B 12BC | 3A |3AC | 3B |3BC
Add one lane EB on Route 68 '
hetween the Rouke 1 and v v v v v v v v
CHOMP intersections
Add one lane WB on Route 68
between the Route T and v v v v v vl v ¥
CHOMP intersections
econfigure Route 68 / Roule
1 / 17 Mile Drive intersections
into & single signalized
ntersection
Eﬂiminate the 17 Mile Drive

top-controlled intersection v
ith the Route 1 sputhbound
on-ramp
Reconfigure Route 68 / Route
1/ 17 Mile Drive intersections
into a single lane roundabout
intersection
Resirict Access at Beverly
Manor Development Priveway | v v v v v v v v ¥ v 4 v
ith Route 68
Construct a direct connecior
hetween Route 1 southbound v v v v v v
and 17 Mile Drive

Source: Fehr & Pears, April 2005
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: Final Report
Traffic Operations Analysis - Route 6§ (Holman Highway)
February 2006

VL. 2010 AND 2030 BUILD ALTERNATIVES
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

This chapter discusses the fraffic operations analysis for Years 2010 and 2030 under the Alternatives
1A, 1AC, 1B, and 1BC, Alternatives 2A, 2AC, 2B, and 2BC, and Allernatives 3A, 3AC, 3B, and 3BC
scenarios.  This chapter reporis the intersection operations, weave operations, ramp merge
operations and gueue charactetistics for the AM and PM peak hours. Appendix 1 contains the
analysis worksheets for the 2010 and 2030 build altemafives. Appendix J contains the guesue
analysis worksheets. '

_ intersection Operations

The signalized intersections in the project study area were analyzed using the same methodologies
employed in analysis of the existing conditions. These methodologies are provided in the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual and address both signalized and unsignalized intersections. Unsignalized
intersections include both stop-sign controlled locations and roundabouts. The following tables
summarize the intersection and guetie characteristics for the no build and build alternatives.

Table 13 ~ Year 2010 Intersection Delay and Level of Service — AM Peak Hour
Table 14 - Year 2010 Intersection Delay and Level of Service — PM Peak Hour
Table 15 - Year 2030 Intersection Delay and Leve! of Service — AM Peak Hour
Table 16 — Year 2030 Intersection Delay and Level of Service — PM Peak Hour
Table 17 ~ Year 2010 95% Quetie Characterisfics — AM Peak Hour
Table 18 — Year 2010 95% Queue Characteristics — PM Paak Hour
Table 19 — Year 2030 95% Queue Characteristics — AM Peak Hour
Table 20 ~ Year 2030 95% Queue Characteristics -- PM Peak Hour

The Route 1 Southbound On-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive intersection is eliminated with each build
alternative as 17 Mile Drive is separated from the Route 1 southbound on-ramp.

2010 Intersection Operations

As Tables 13 {2010 AM) and 14 (2010 PM) indicate, several of the aiternatives improve operations at
the study intersections as compared to the No Project condition in 2010, The Route 1 southbound
on-ramp intersection with 17 Mile Drive is eliminated under all build altematives by separating the 17
Mile Drive and Route 1 southbound on-ramp traffic. Table 17 and Table 18 indicate vehicle queues
for the year 2010 AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

The Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center will benefit from implementing access restrictions
as proposed by the City of Monterey. These access restrictions would limit vehicles fumning left from
the Beverly Manor Development onfo Route 68, traveling towards Route 1. If these access

restrictions are not implemented, the intersection would likely operate at LOS ¥. The role of these

access restrictions is discussed further in subsequent sections of the report.

The Route 68 / Community Hospital intersection is expected to operate at acceptabie levels under
all study scenarlos if evaluated in isolation from the adjacent intersections on Route 68. Congestion
on Route 68 at the Community Hospital Intersection is caused by insufficient intersection capacity at
the Route 1 southbound ramp intersection with Route 68. :
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Firal Report
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AM and PM peak hour queuing on Route 88 (eastbound) is expected to extend from the Route 1
intersection back through the Community Hospita! signalized intersection with ali build alternatives
that incorporate a roundabout at the Route 68 / Route 1 southbound off-ramp intersection {1B, 2B,
3B). The congestion and resulting queuing occurs because of the roundabout capacity breakdown for
Route 68 {eastbound) traffic conflicting both with traffic exiting Route 1 southbound and proceeding
toward 17 Mile Drive and with traffic exiting from 17 Mile Drive and confinuing east to Reute 1
{northbound). The combined volumes of these three movements exceed design capacity for the
roundabout. The roundabout aiternatives (1BC, 2BC, 3BC) that incorporate a direct connector from
Route 1 southbound to 17 Mile drive, bypassing the roundabout, would resolve AM and PM peak
hour queus congestion for Route 68 (eastbound) traffic at the Community Hospital intersection.

The Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive intersection is expecied to improve
for all build afternatives during the AM peak hour with the excepfion of the roundabout alternatives
(1B, 2B, 3B). These alternatives, like the no project alternative, would result in unacceptable LOS F
delays for the AM peak hour. Queue congestion for Route 68 (eastbound} would extend back through
the Community Hospital intersection with the roundabout alternafives (1B, 2B, 3B). AM peak hour
LOS for the remaining alternatives (1A, 1AC, 1BC, 2A, 2AC, 2BC, 3A, 3AC, 3BC) would be at
acceptable levels and gueue congestion would not adversely impact adjacent intersections or ramps.

PM peak hour intersection operations would be LOS F for the no build alternative and the three
roundabout aiternatives (1B, 28, 3B). Queuing for Route 68 (eastbound) would extend back through
Community Hospita! with each of the identified alternatives. Acceptable LOS D operations and
queuing would occur with the roundabout alternatives (1BC, 2BC, 38C), which inciude the collactor
road between Route 1 (southbound) and 17 Mile Drive, bypassing the roundabout.

PM peal¢ hour intersection operations would also be LOS F for build altematives (1A, 1AC), which
incorporates a second eastbound lane on Route 63. The poor intersection operations occur because
of inadequate vehicle capacity for the Route 1 southbound off-ramp at Route 68. Queuing at the off-
ramp is expected to extend back to within 20 meters (70 feef) of the off-ramp deceleration area. As
with the no build alternative, this condition occurs because of the high traffic volumes turning right
from the southbound off-ramp to go west toward Pacific Grove.

The remaining alternatives (2A, 2AC, 3A, 3AC) are expected to operate ai acceptable levels and
intersection queues are not expected fo have adverse impacts on adjacent intersections or ramps.

2030 Intersection Operations

As Tables 15 (2030 AM) and 16 (2030 PM) indicate, several of the alternalives improve operations at
the study intersections as compared fo the No Project condition in 2030. The Route 1 southbound
on-ramp intersection with 17 Mile Drive Is efiminated under all build alternatives by separating the 17
Mile Ditive and Route 1 southbound on-ramp {raffic. Table 19 and Table 20 indicate vehicls queues
for the year 2030 AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

The Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center will benefit from implementing access restrictions
as proposed by the City of Monterey. These access restrictions would iimit vehicles furning left from
the Beverly Manor Development onte Route 68, traveling toward Route 1. if these access restrictions
are not implemented, the intersection would likely operate at LOS F. The role of these access
resfrictions is discussed further in subsequent sections of the report.
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The Route 68 / Community Hospital intersection is expected to operate at acceptable levels under
all study scenarios if evaluated in isclation from the adjacent intersections on Route 68, Congestion
on Route 68 at the Community Hospital intersection is caused by insufficient intersection capacity at
the Route 1 southbound ramp intersection with Route 68.

AM and PM peak hour queuing on Route 68 (eastbound) is expected to extend from the Route 1
intersection back through the Community Hospital signalized intersection with all build alternatives
that Incorporate a roundabout at the Route 68 / Route 1 southbound off-ramp intersection (1B, 2B,
38). The congestion and resulting queuing occurs because of the roundabout capacity breakdown for
Route 68 (easthound) traffic conflicting both with traffic exiting Route 1 southbound and proceeding

7 toward 17 Mile Drive and with traffic exiting from 17 Mile Drive and continuing east fo Route 1

{northbound). The combined volumes of these three movements exceed design capacity for the
roundabout. The roundabout altematives (1BC, 2BC, 3BC) that incorporate a direct connector from
Route 1 southbound to 17 Mile drive, bypassing the roundabout, would also result in unacceptable
traffic congestion and vehicle queues. Route 68 (eastbound) vehicle queues would extend back
through the Community Hospital infersection duting both the AM and PM peak hours,

The Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive AM and PM peak hour intersection
operations would be LOS F for the no build alternative, the three roundabout alternatives (1B, 2B,
3B), and the three roundabout alternatives {1B8C, 2BC, 3BC) that include the collector road between
Route 1 (southbound) and 17 Mile Drive, bypassing the roundabout. Queuing for Route 68
{eastbound} would extend back through Community Hospital with each of the identified alternatives.

PM peak hour intersection operations would also be LOS F for build alteratives (1A, 1AC), which
incorporates a second eastbound fane on Route 88, The poor Infersection operations ocour because
of inadequate vehicle capacity for the Route 1 southbound off-ramp at Route 68. Queuing at the off-
ramp is expecled to exceed the available vehicle storage and extend into the off-ramp deceleration
area, As with the no bulld alternative, this condition occurs because of the high traffic volumes tuming
right from the southbound off-ramp to go west toward Pacific Grove.

The remalning altemnatives (2A, 2AC, 3A, 3AC) are expected to operate at acceptable levels and
intersection queues are not expected to have adverse impacts on adjacent interseclions or ramps.

Suppilemental Dual-Lane Roundabout Analysis

After concluding that the implementation of a single-lane roundabout would result in significant delay
and queuing on Route 68, a supplemental operational analysis of a dual-lane roundabout was
conducted. This operational analysis from the FHWA roundabout manual enfitled Roundabouts: An
Informational Guide (2000) calculates LOS and queuing by considering traffic volumes and
capacities. The analysis concluded that a dual-lane roundabout, characterized by two circulating
lanes with two eastbound entering lanes, would operate at an acceptable level with all build
alternatives in 2010 and 2030.

The Route 68/ Route 1 Southbound OF-Ramp would operate at LOS B during both the AM and PM
peak hours in Year 2030. Queua congestion would be limited to about 45 meters (150 feet) for each
approach to the roundabout. The analysis does not address design considerafions affecting the use
of the roundsbout. Design considerations such as entry; circulatory and exit speed; directional
signage; vehicle path characteristics; vehicle path overap consideration; large vehicle
accommodation; sight distance; and accommodations for alternate iransportation modes (transit,

f‘? | '- Z

Ferpr & Peens

TRAMSFORTATELN LONAULIANTS



Finat Report
Traific Operations Analysis — Route 68 {Holman Highway)
February 2006

bicycles, and pedestrians} are addressed in geometric assessment reporfs to be independently
prepared.

Beverly Manor Development (Carmel Hill Professional Center) Access Considerations

Per Rich Deal at the City of Monterey, left-turn resfrictions at the Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professionat
Center intersection will be implemented in the future (e-mall from Richard Tanaka at Mark Thomas &
Company dated 1/16/2006). This intersection currently operates as a side-street stop with access
provided by all turn movements. With the existing traffic levels and queue congestion on Route 68,
vehicies exifing the Carmel Hill Professional Center experience substantial defay. The City of
Monterey has proposed restricting access to eliminate the left turn movement out of the Carmel Hill
Profasslonal Center. The remaining movements would be allowed under this proposal.

The restricted left tum traffic would be required to make a right tum onfo Route 68 (westbound),
proceed to the Community Hospital signalized intersection and either make a u-turn on Route 68 or
turnaround within the Community Hospital and re-enter Route 68 via the Community Hospital
signalized intersection. Currently there is insufficient area for a vehicle fo make a u-turn on Route 68
{westbound). The y-tum mansuver would require installation of a left-tumn pocket on Route 68
{westbound) at the Community Hospital intersection. In addition, two eastbound ianes would be
required along with sufficient shoulder to accommodate the u-turn maneuver.

Traffic operations at the Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center intersection would improve to
LOS B and LOS C if the left tum exiting the professional center is prohibited. The diverted left tum
traffic would have a marginal negative impact on signal operations at the Route 68 / Community
Hospital intersection, The traffic analysis results reflect the restriction of this movement, as
represented in Tables 43-16. The LOS at the Route 68 / Community Hospital intersection would
generally be LOS A (u-tum movement) fo LOS B (vehicles enter driveway and then exit).

Ramp Operations

The Route 1 southbound or-ramp from Route 68 was determined to have a density of 23-passenger
cars/per mile/per lane for both the AM and PM peak hours in Year 2010. In Year 2030 traffic
conditions during the AM peak hour would remain at LOS C but the density would increase to 27
while the PM peak hour density would increase to 28, resulfing in an LOS D condition. These service
ievels remain the same whether or not the build alternatives are constructed.

Weave Operations

The application of the Leisch Method indicated that the weaving secfion of Route 1 from Munras
Avenue to Route 68 operates at LOS C during the AM peak hour in 2010-and LOS D in Year 2030.
PM peak hour operations would be LOS D in Year 2010 and LOS E in Year 2030. These service
levels remain the same whether or not the build alternatives are constructed.

Free Right Movement from Route 1 to Route 68

A number of the alternatives propose a free right connector which would provide access to Route 68
for southbound traffic on Route 1. According to Caltrans, such a connector was removed. Based on
anecdotal evidencs, this connector opetated at a high design speed due to a large radius (45 meters
or 150 feet} and was deemed “unsafe.” The new connector is designed much differently, with a low
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speed design and a limiied tum radius. The connector is proposed to have a 15 meler (45 feet)
radius, which would lmit speeds. We anficipate that this reduced radius, as compared to the
previous free right connector, will lead fo improved operations over the previous facility.
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Final Report
Traffic Cperations Analysis — Routfe 68 {Holman Highway}
February 2006

VIl. CONCLUSIONS

All build alternatives with the roundabout are expecied to fzil at the Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound
Off-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive intersection by Year 2030 whether or not the direct connector between
Route 1 {soulhbound) and 17 Mie Drive bypassing the roundabout is provided. The roundabout
capacity breakdown occurs because of the combination of Route 68 (eastbound) traffic and the trafiic
exifing 17 Mile Drive toward Route 1 (northbound). The resulting queue congestion at the roundabout
intersection would extend back beyond the Route 88 / Community Hospiial intersection resulting in
unacceptable operations. Fehr & Peers also performed a supplemental roundabout analysis to
determine if & duallane roundabout would operate at an acceptable level. This supplemental
operafional analysis, based on a volume-to-capacity ratio methodology provided by FHWA, indicates
that a dual-lane roundabout would operate at an acceptable LOS with minimal queuing.

Traffic operations at the Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professienat Center would be LOS F because of
the lack of a traffic signal at this intersection. If the access restrictions proposed by the City of
Monterey are impiemented at this intersection, the LOS will be C or better since left turns out of this
driveway would be prohibited,

Intersection operations in Year 2030 with Alternative 1A and 1AC, incorporating a second eastbound
{ane on Route 68, fail with LOS E or F af the Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Off-Ramp / 17 Mile
Drive. Queue congestion in Year 2030 with these alternatives is manageable during the AM peak
hour. Expected PM peak hour queties would extend down the Route 1 southbound off-ramp and into
the deceleration area for traffic exiting Route 1 (southbound) to the Route 1 southbound off-ramp. As
with the no build alternative, this condition occurs because of the high traffic volumes turning right
from the southbound off-ramp o go west toward Pacific Grove. Traffic operations at the Route 68 /
Carmel Hill Professional Center would be LOS F because of the lack of a traffic signal at this
intersection. i the access restrictions proposed by the City of Monterey are implemented at this
intersection, the LOS will be C or better since left turns out of this driveway wouid be prohibited.

Alternative 2A and 2AC incorporate a second westbound lane on Route 68. The ZAC alternative aiso
incorporates the direct connector between Route 1 (southbound) and 17 Mile Drive bypassing Route
68 intersections. The Route 68 / Route 1 Southbound Dff-Ramp / 17 Mile Drive intersection would
operate at accepiable levels (LOS C or D} in Year 2030 during both the AM and PM peak hours.
Queue congestion in Year 2030 would be manageable by not exiending back through the Community
Hospital intersection. Nor would the queue on the Route 1 southbound off-ramp extend into the
deceleration area. Traffic operations at the Route 68 / Carmel Hill Professional Center would be
1.08 F because of the lack of a fraffic signal at this intersection. If the access restrictions proposed
by the City of Monferey are implemented at this intersection, the LOS will be C or better since left
turns out of this driveway would be prohibited.

LOS and queuing analysis indicates that build Alternative 3A and 3AC provide the greatest benefit to
traffic operations. All intersections are expected to operate at accepiable levels and queue cangestion
is manageable for both aliernatives. Aitemative 3A would result in LOS C during the AM peak hour
and LOS D during the PM peak hour. AM and PM pezk hour operations with 3AC would be LOSC.
the access restrictions proposed by the City of Monterey are implemented at this intersection, the
LOS will be C or betfer since left turns out of this driveway would be prohibited.
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Final Report
Traffic Operafions Analysis - Route 68 (Hofman Highway)
. February 2008

The Route 1 Southbound On-Ramp merge from Route 68 was determined to operate at LOS C
dusing the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour. The service levels remain the same in
Year 2030 whether or not the build alternatives are constructed.

The application of the Leisch Method indicated that the weaving section of Route 1 from Munras
Avenue to Route 68 operates at LOS D in Year 2030 for the AM peak hour. PM peak hour
opetations would be LOS E in Year 2030 for the no-build and bulld alternatives. The LOS E PM peak
hour weave condition occurs because of the high traffic volumes exiting Route 1 (southbound) and
proceading to Pacific Grove via Route 68 {(westbound).
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