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FILE NO. 130421 | RESOLUTION NO.

[Accept and Expend Grént - Highway BridgeProgran;l - $3,415,487]

Resolution_authorizing the Department of Public Works to retroactively accept and

- expend a Federal grant in the amount of $3,415,487 from the Federal Highway

Administration for the Islais’Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project for the period of May 1,
2013, through March 31, 2015.

WHEREAS, The Highway Bridge vProg.ram is funded by the Federal Highway
Administration Authorized by United States Code (USC) Title 23,.Section 144; and
.' WHEREAS, Caltrans Department of Local Assistance, which is responsible for
administering the HBRRP at the local level in the State of California, solicited HBP

. applications in August, 2012; and

WHEREAS Islais Creek Bridge has a sufficiency ratmg below 80 from Caltrans,
makmg it ellglble for HBRRP funding; and ‘ _

_ WHEREAS, On September 28, 2012, the San Francisco Depertment of Public Works
(DPV\-I)‘su.bmitte‘d_ an application to Caltrans for $21,121,487 in HBP funds for the Islais Creek

Bridge Rehabilitation Project, of which $3,415,487 is for the Preliminary Engineerihg Phase;

and _
WHEREAS, HBP requiree at least an 11.47% local match; and
WHEREAS, The 2011 General Obligation Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond,

included $8,100,000' for inspection and repair of San Francisco street structures, including

- bridges; and

WHEREAS, $442 513 in 2011 General Obligation Road Repaving and Street Safety
Bond fundlng will be used as the requnred local match for this grant; and

WHEREAS, The DPW is a sponsor of transportation projects eligible for HBP funds;

and

Supervisor Cohen -

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS , ‘ . Page 1
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WHEREAS, The grant does not require an ASO amendment; and
WHEREAS, The grant budget does include $330,493 in indirect costs; now, therefore,
be it

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervnsors authorizes the Director of

, Publlc Works or his/her desngnee to accept and expend a $3, 415,487 federal grant from

Caltrans for the Islais Creek Bridge Rehablhtatlon Project; and, be it
F URTHER RESOLVED That Director of Public Works or hls/her desngnee is

authorized to execute all documents pertaining to the project with Caltrans.

' ' Approved:' /

. ' Mayor
\/\ o
/{T Mq{ha;;med E‘%\ Approve@f 422

Controller

\

Department of Public Works .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS " Page 2
' : 4/3/2013
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City and County of San Francisco ' San Fra. _sco Department of Public Works
: ' {ffice of the Director
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348 -
. ...San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6920 ® www.sfdpw.0

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

" Mohammed Nuru, Director : ‘ ' ' \
- ~ @

TO: Angela Cﬁlvillo, Clerk of the Beard_of Sup

FROM: '_ JMohammed Nuru, Director of Public Wb

pate: U aprit1, 2013

SUBJECT: Accept and Expend Resolution for Islais Cree Bridge Rehabilitation
Project ' '

GRANT TITLE: Highway Bridge Program

Attached please find the original and 4 copies of each of the following:
_X_ Proposed gfant resolutioﬁ; original signed byf@é’;\\’}prtmemg Mayor, Controller
*X__ Grant information form, including disability checklist
~ X __ Grant budget |

- X Grant application |
X Grant award letter from funding agency
___ Other (Egplain): |
Special Timeline Requirements: None
Departmental representative to receive a copy of the adopted resolution:
Name: Anandg Hiréch - . Phone: 415.558.4034
Interoffice Mail Address: DPW, IDC 30 Van Ness Ave, 5th Floor

Certified cbpy required CYes - M No

San Francisco Department of Public Works :
Making San Francisco a beautifu],ﬁé:ﬂale, vibrant, and sustainable city. .




Accept and Expend Grant — Highway Bridge Program
Page 2 . '

Highway Bridge Program

The Federal Highway Bridge Progran} (HBP), authorized under “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21
Century Act” (MAP-21), made funding available to local agencies for local public highway bridges in need
* of replacement, rehabilitation, or preventative maintenance. To be eligible for funds, local bridges
needed to have a Sufficiency Rating (the Federal Highway Administration’s measurement of bridge
condition) of less than 80. Thanks to work completed by DPW under the Federally-funded Bridge
Preventative Maintenance Program, most vehiculér bridges in San Francisco have a Sufficiency Rating
above 80. Islais Creek Bridge was identified as a local public highway bridge maintained by the City and
County of San Francisco’s Department of Public Works that was eligible to request funding under the
HBP. The bridge needs substantial rehabilitation and currently requires significant maintenance '
investment on the part of the city. A rehabilitation project will reduce ongoing maintenance costs. The
Department of Public Works has used prior HBP f'unding for rehabilitation of the 3™ and 4™ Street
Bridges. ’

San Francisco Depfaggﬁgt of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, fivable, vibrant, and sustainable city.




File Number:
(Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervrsors)

Grant Resolution Information Form
(Effective July 2011)

Purpose: Accompanies proposed Board of Supervisors resolutions authonzmg a Depariment to accept and
expend grant funds.

The following describes the grant referred to in the accompanying resolution:

—

Grant Title: Islais Creek Bridge' Rehabilitation Project

LW

2. Department: Public Works
Contact P‘er’son: Ananda Hirsch | | Telephone: 415.558.4034
4. Grant Apbroval Status (check one):
[X] Approved by fundlng agency [1 Not yet approved
5. Amount of Grant Funding Approved or Applied for: $3 415, 487

Grant Code: PWHBA2 139900

6a. Matching Funds Required: $442,513
" b. Source(s) of matching funds (if applicable): 2011 Road Repavmg and Street Safety Bond

-7a. Grant Source Agency: Federal Highway Administration
b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable): Caltrans

‘8. Proposed Grant Project Summary Perform structural mechanlcal and electrical rehabilitation of Islais
Creek Bridge.

9. Grant Project Scﬁedqle, as allowed in approval docUmerrts, or as proposed:
Start-Date:May, 2013 End-Date: Marcﬁ 2015
10a. Amount budg-eted for contractual services: There will be $2,120,000 in consultant services
'b. Will contractual services be put out to bid? We will use a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) process.

¢. If so, will contract services help to further the goals of the Department’s Local Busmess Enterprise (LBE)
requirements? No, because of restrictions on use of these Federal funds.

d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request for contracting out? One-time
11a. Does the budget include indirect costs? | [X]Yes : [INo

b1. If yes, how much? $330,493

52. How was the arnOLint calculated? DPW'’s Indirect Cost Plan.

c1. If no, why are indirect costs not included? -
[ 1 Not allowed by granting agency [ ] To maximize use of grant funds on direct services

1542 L 1



[ ] Other (please explain):
c2. If no indirect costs are included, what would have been the indirect costs?

12. Any other significant grant requirements or comments:

**Disability Access Checklist***(Department must forward a copy of all completed Grant Information
Forms to the Mayor’s Office of Disability) '

© 13. This Grant is intended for activities at (check all that apply):

[X ] Existing Site(s) [X ] Existing Structure(s) [ 1 Existing Program(s) or Service(s)
[ 1 Rehabilitated Site(s) -[ 1 Rehabilitated Structure(s) [ ] New Program(s) or Service(s)
[ 1 New Site(s) [ I New Structure(s) '

14. The Departmental ADA Coordinator or the Mayor’s Office on Disability have reviewed the proposal and
concluded that the project as proposed will be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all
other Federal, State and local disability rights laws and regulations and will allow the fuil inclu3|on of persons
with disabilities. These requirements include, but are not limited to:

1. Having staff trained in how to provide reasonable modifications in policies, practices and procedures;
2. Having auxiliary aids and services available in a timely manner in order to ensure communication access;

3. Ensuring that any service areas and related facilities open to the public are architecturally accessibie and
have been inspected and approved by the DPW Access Compliance Officer or the Mayor’s Office on
Disability Compliance Officers.

‘ 'tif such access would be technically infeasible, this is described in the comments section below:

Comments:

Depértmental_ ADA Coordinator or Mayor's Office of Disability Reviewer:

Kevin Jensen

(Name).
. Disability Access Coordinator
(Titie)
Date Reviewed: X740 ,47 70 l% #‘* M . _,Zév@?—z—-

(Si/nature Requlired)

Department Head or Designeé Approval of Grant Information Form:

Mohammed Nuru

(Nam%bu
~ _Pirector, San Francnsco Department of Public Works

‘lg::e) Reiliewed 4 /L\ /\.?7 | ( D%/‘UIN/\J

(SignatureR uired) )

/

1543 ' 2



6G 9. .

Hg X1Ws 14 21ed

. .l ‘'ZLoz/ee/0L

‘80UR)S]SSY (2207 JO UOISIAIC,

2ed

100166HVA QI dIL Ul pawwesBoid ale spunj z-L | 0ZAd PUE *LL-0L0ZAd 1ESA s0ld 210N

000'000'02 000°000°0Z [EIET
_ OV |eo0]
puog dySS
000'v62'C 000'¥62'C yolep [eao
000°90.'LL 000'902'LL ¢ pad
(B0l puofag 9L/5L Slivy yliey ezl L Liiol Jold :fewwng NOD
000'868'¢ 000'858'¢ 2oL
_ OV 2007
puog duss1
£152hr €16’y uole(N 1e207 o
18¥'GL¥'E ; 187'GLY'e gpod -
IB0L puofeg 84/G1 “SLplL riEL eliek il LLOL Jold :lewunsg 3d T
000'868'€C 000'000'02 000'868°¢ [eoL
OV feso]
. puod dySS
£16'9£2'2 000'¥62'2 £LG'zry ‘yore| jeoo
18¥'121'12 000'90.' L1 18Y'SLY'E ¢ pag
1oL puofeq aL/sL Siivl _pLEL eLrzy 2Ll LLo) Joud :Arewiwing @01nog puny
000'858'c2 000'000'02 000'858'€ (e30L
00000002, 000'000'02 NOD
MWy
000°858'S _ 000'858'E ad
‘# 109lold lejoL puokeg 9L/SL GUvl vLIg) AN THLL LU0k Joud :Arewiwng aseyd
iMBN ‘yoedeo suej pappe oN "eBpuq sjellliqeysy ' AYM ODYYO O/N LSNP 'YMATFHO SIVISI YIAO L3THLS AHIHL ‘¥Z000¥E ‘ON'IOAIME  ¥00Y 0dsjoueld Ueg
uonduoseq welold al-dgH Aouaby sjgisuodsey
09siduUklq Ueg :AlUnon $0  PUISIq .

weiboid abpug AemybiH 91/5102-11/0102

. "diLd auy uj pawwelford .
sjunowe wins dwinj oy} Hoddns o} uolewioju josfoid drioeq euy sepiAcd BURSI) SIL L “SIUBLIWWIOD BUIPUNY JUBLIND 10} d1LSH/d| L4 eyeudaidde su) a5




8l :pisION

Wiy diLSd daH/66Mqu/swelboldiesoT/by/aob eojop mmmy;:dpy

:sBupsl] welboid
di1S4/dild vmmoaoa [eloyy0 ou} 1o} 8)Is gam n_mI sy} #ag n_:.mn_\n__._.n_ ay) mc_ao_m>mv uf asn LQ mc:w__ psaoidde ue | ON si Siyl AN

N

"diLY ey} Bujwiwelboud 1oy Buysy siy) ash jou 1snW s YdLH/SOdIN (L :ssjoN
Nd ¢ECl _mSN\NN\_‘

*SjUBIIILIOD mc_vce Ua1ng 10§ d11LS4/dlLd Em_aoamm m£ 298

Esmen_ abpuLg AemyBiH 91/5102-11/10102

1545



¢ obed XLiws 14 gaurloidieq | INd Z€:2) ‘eL02/eelL : 90UE]SISSY |BD07 JO UOISIANIQ ‘suene)

0
<
; NT>)
—
- '£102/22/) J0 se paeblqo § ped
18¥'1z112 000'90Z'L} : - . |l8P'SIp'E . :paueIBold § pe-
1goL puokeg ol/gL SLivl yLigL BV 4} TN L1108 - doud .
. 'NOD NO GTOH '3d NO G10H
syjuow g ujy}IMm pe o) Apeas JoN
. : 1>uey
*Ayoedeo suel pappe oN “ebplig sjejiqeyey AYM ODHYD O/N LSO 'MIATHD SIVISI HIAC LITHLS AHIHL '$Z000%E "ON 39qlxg NO ooslouel] ueg
#108fold  sAg ply ped Josuodg

"AINO €1/2) A4 woly pejedijqo eq Aew spund [jiAluo Uonewsopu Joj st styl jiidiLd IHL LON SISIHL oosfouel] ueg :funon
weliboud abpug AemybiH 91/5L0Z-11/0102 -

#0 oMsId



¢ obed . W1Iws ¥4 zaurloidieq : N ZeZl 'el0z/eeL aoUE)sISSY 2007 JO UOISIAIQ ‘SUBL}[BD

uswaoe|dal/uoneyiigeya. abpuq |eijauss) ‘asijaApe 0) Apeal JoN

‘sjosfold alwsies Alejun|oA pue ;BmE dlLS ‘osinanpe o} Apeas JoN

‘'sabpliq |eoilo 1hoos

Jo EmEmom_o_m._BmcmL_ 10 sjosfold ainseswsjUNOd INo2s Jo sjoafosd papuny oiwsias g| n_oi ‘asljenpe 0} Apeal JoN
"s@ousloyap |eimonls Jofew aaey sebpllg "asiluaApe o) Apeal JON

‘s108foud Jo sasse|o Jay)o ||y ‘asieApe 0} Apeal Aueau sjosfold

"sabpliq [eON)LIO IN0DS JO Jussoe|dal/qeysl-

10 Bom_oa aInseallIajunod 1noos Jo syosloid papuny olwsias gl doid "asiaApe o} Apeas Aeau sjosfold
"saloualolap |einjonlls Jolew aney sabpug -asilenpe o0} Apeal Alieau syosfoid

‘dlld 8yl jo EmEm_m Jeak { 8y} Ul papun} UoIONIISUOD YjIM diL4 8y1 ul sposloid paysi| Ajjenpiapul

sue|d @oueUS}UIB|\ dAlJUBABId abplg

‘asieApe 0} Apeal sposfoid Jayio |y

(resieApe 0} Apeal ale [|y) "sebpliq [eonuo INoos Jo Juswisoe|dai/geyal

Jo sjoefoid Qsmmmctmuc:oo Jnoos Jo sjoafoud papuny ojwsies g| dold ale pue asijaApe 0} Apeal sjoslold
(‘esnuanpe o} Apeal aq Jou Aew 1o Aew syosfoid) 'uoisiaAuod DY Yim syaloid pabeuew yseo 3500 ybiH
‘'S8louUBlolap |BINJONIIS ofew aaey pue asiUaApe o) Apeal s)ooelold

‘JuawdolaAsp uonoe jo ueld nogds pue welboid uonoadsul abplIq pajepuell Ajjelapal au) Jo poddns |essusb ayy 4o -
‘diLd 8y} jo Juawala Jeak + oy} Jo no paysnd aq jouued sjosfoid asay | payebiiqo uononysuon)

L quey
-93juey

G Yuey
P juey

0€ uey

-g¢ quey
Vg Juey
-gde uey
Ve quey
31 juey

adl uey
=0l Muey
gl uey
V1 quey

1

0 v_CmN_d.

15

:suonduosag yuey/Auiolld 3o9foid

© 1£102/2Z/1 J0 se pejebido § ped

000'858'cZ 000'000'02 _ . 000'858'€ - : .| seseud (e Jo} [ejo |
. OV [e007]
: . ‘| puog dHSST
£LG'08L'Z "loco'vez'z _ £LG'ZhY yoley [eso
l8¥'121'12 000'90/'2} L8Y'SLY'E $ ped
eyl puokeg 91/G1 L) vigL gLzl zuLL L1/0L Joud

1 :sjo8foid jo JequinN

[ejo poday

#i0efold  shg piv pad
"ATNO €1/21 A4 wody pajebijqo ag Aewl spun4 - [jiAjuo uopewiou] 104 st siyl jjidlL4 IHL LON SI SIHL oosoueld ueg :AunoH 0

- - weiBoud abpug AemnbiH 91/51.02-11/010Z

Josuodg

“ousid



1548



Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP)

Application for HBRRP funds to
Rehabilitate Islais Creek Bridge
| In San Francisco

Prepared for:
California Department of Transportation
District 04 Local Assistance

Submitted by:

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Works
Infrastructure Design and Construction Division

- 30 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102

Contact: Raymond Lui, S.E.
Local Agency Project Manager
Telephone: (415) 558-4585 / Fax: (415) 558- 4093
E-mail: Raymond.Lui@sfdpw.org

Septémbef 28-, 2012

1549



City and County of San Francisce S San Francrsco Department of Pulilic Warks

: Deputy Director for Design & Construction

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348
San Francisco, CA 94102

{415) 554-6240 = www.sfdpw.org

Edwin M, Lee, Mayor
Mahammed Nuru, Direcicy

Fuad SweiSst Deputy Di:ector and Ciy E}lgineer

* September 28, 2012

Sylvia Fung

District Local Assistance Engineer
Caltrans, Office of Local Assistance
P.O. Box 23660 :
Oakland, CA 94623 -0660

Re: Application for nghway Bridge Replacement and Rehabﬂltatxon Program
Islais Creek Bridge (34C0024) Rehabilitation Project

Dear Ms. Fung,

- With submission of this funding application for the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation
Program (HBRRP) funds, the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works (CCSF-
DPW) respectfuily requests the Islais Creek Rehabilitation Project be programmed in the HBRRP Plan.
The proposed project will rehabilitate the deficient Iocally owned movable bridge, which is an eligible

candidate of the HBRRP.

The Islais Creek Bridge is located on Third Street crossing over Islais Creek Channel that has been
identified as an important gateway to Bayview Hunters Point in San Francisco, a low-income residential
neighborhood. The bridge carried only vehicle traffic until the San Francisco Municipal Railway light rail
line was added in 2006. Railroad track now runs down the center of the bridge. The Islais Creek Bridgeis
desigpated as a major corridor through the neighborhood and provides a vital connection from Third

Street to low-income and minority populations and to future housing and commercial development at the
former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard and the India Basin Shoreline. a

The Islais Creek Bridge is fonctionally obsolete and réquires a significant amount of repair and upgrade to
bring it into compliance with current codes (NEC, AASHT, etc). Enhancing the reliability of the bridge
and linkage to transit will address basic access and safety issues, while helpmg oonnect communities.

The City will have adequate resources to begm the Preliminary Engineering phase upon your completion
of programming and your authorization fo proceed. The City will make every effort to accelerate the

- project with repair and upgrade works estimated to commence in 2015, assuming Caltrans Local
Assistance authorizes the PE Phase in 201 3. We understand that reimbursable work shall not commerce

until an authorization to proceed has been issued by Caltrans.

San Francisco Departrrent of Public Works
Makmg San Francisco a beautiful, {B"@? vibrant, and_sustainable city.




We thank you for the opportunity to submit this HBRRP funding application and look forward to your
- timely review and approval of HBRRP funds. If you have any questions or require additional information,
* please feel free o contact the Project Manager, Ray Lui, at (415)-558-4585 or by email at

Raymond.Lui@sfdpw.org.

- Sinderely, ) ' y,

Fuad SWeiss

Deputy Director and City Enginéer

8San Francisco Department of Public Works ‘
Making San Francisco a beautifull g\gaklale, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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Local Assistance Program Guidelines : _ EXHIBIT 6-A -
) HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form

EXHIBIT 6-A HBRRP APPLICATION/SCOPE DEFINITION FORM
See Section 6.6, Chapter 6 of the LAPG for information about this form.

Th1s form shall replace Exhibit 7-D, “Major Structure Data,” from Chapter 7, “Field
Review,” of the LAPM. Wherever the LAPM requires Exhibit 7-D for other programs, Exhibit
6-A may be substituted. Bridge projects funded entirely through other programs should contmue to
use Exhibit 7-D.

(One brldge per application, separate applications are required for multiple bridges at same
location. Multiple bridges may be combined into one federal aid project later.)

State Bridge No. 34C0024 Local Bridge No. CCSF 125
~ Project Number TBD (Caltrans to provide project number for new prOJects)
Responsible Agency City and County of San Francisco, Department of Public Works
Caltrans District 04
‘ County San Francisco
" - Project Manager Raymond Lui
Title Project Manager -
Phone 415-558-4585 Fax (415) 558-4093
E Mail Raymond.Lui@sfdpw.org , _
Project Location Islais Creek Bridge on Third Street over Islais Creek Channel
Project Limits Islais Creek Bridge on Third Street crossing over Islais Creek Channel in
between Cargo Way and Marin Street in San Francisco, California.
Type of Work Rehabilitation _ :
Work Description Rehabilitation work includes bridge machine equipments and systems repairs
and upgrades, steel bridge deck replacement, and other damage and
COITTOSION repairs. :

HBRRP Category:
Rehabilitation [] Scour Countermeasure )
[ ] Replacement [] Replacement Due to Flood Control Project
[ | Painting ‘[] New Bridge to Replace Ferry Service
[] Bridge/Railing/Approach Barrier Replacement [] Historic Bridge
[ ] Low Water Crossing Replacement ] High Cost Bridge

[] Minimal Application: Only questions 1,2,3, 4, cost data and signoff will be completed. Other
information will be submitted at a later time after PE has been federally authorized to scope the
project. See Section 6.6.2 “Minimum Application Requirements” for additional information.

. Page 6-43
LPP 61-12 1553 December 20, 2001



EXHIBIT 6-A - - _ Local Assistance Program Guidelines
HBRRP Apphcatlon/Scope Definition Form '

The field review process enables the proper scoping of projects. Some field reviews are mandatory,
most are optional. Field reviews are critically important to identify difficult environmental, Right
of Way, and bridge type selection issues early in the project development phase. Please see
Chapter 7 of the LAPM for further discussion.

1. Do you request that Caltrans initiate a field review? Yes [ ] No
2. Do you need help with consultant selection/oversight? ] Yes No
3. Do you need help with the federal process? Yes [ ] No

4. Caltrans engineers are available to provide an optional cursory review of the PS&E. The
review looks at constructability, standard details and specifications, foundation/hydraulic
design, and HBRRP funding eligibility. Do you request Caltrans perform a cursory PS&E
review for this project? (If yes, please also request a field review.) [ ] Yes No

Federal Congressional District(s) 8
State Senate District(s) 3
State Assembly District(s) 13
Preliminary Engineering by: X Local Agency Staff [.] Consultant [ ] Other...

Design by: Local Agency Staff Consultant [ | Other...

Foundation Investigation by: [ ] Local Agency Staff [ ] Consultant [ ] Other...

Hydrology Study by: [ ] Local Agency Staff [ ] Consultant |:| Other...

Detour, stage construction, or close road?
. Length of detour: _
Resident Engineer for Bridge Work: [X] Local Agency Staff [ _] Consultant [ ] Other...

Page 6-44
December 20, 2001 : LPP 01-12
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EXHIBIT 6-A.

- Local Assistance Program Guidelines :
) HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form

For painting & scour scopes of work, skip this page.

NBI data is from the Bridge Inspections Report (SI&A sheet)
Contact the DLAE/SLA for assistance, if needed

Date Constructed (NBI Item 27): 1945 Historical Bridge Category (NBI Item 37) 5

Minimum
AASHTO
‘Structure Data - o Existing Proposed Standards

' T I I a it
Structure type Movable steel No changes stetalapiele it il
' . bridee roposed S attatate et et tatels
£ PP ool irisieinioieioinlels
*’*?‘,é‘,"*f*fbfi?""*,‘.’ H
Structure length (specify units) | 36.6 m (210feet) No changes - ilelelelilelelelalolelatel
: ‘ : : .' proposed KtaeataSearedaibdbendidt
. ettt e,
P o
Spans (No. and length) l@32m No changes. et ta ettt tati it nyd,
: (1@105fest) q shaleiallebtatalalatelsl,
eet proposed LA
"Curb to Curb width : 1 20.8 m (68 feet) No changes
o : proposed
(See NBI Item 51 definition) :
Number of lanes |4 No changes
proposed
Lane widths 3.5m (11.5 feet) No changes
proposed
Shoulder widths It _~ Rt Lt Rt
Bike lanes _
(identify only if not included in Lt Rt Lt Rt
the shoulder dimensions) :
Sidewalks/separated bikeways 3.0m (9.8ft)I t _ Lt Rt
3.0 m (9.8fH)Rt
Approach roadway width 23.2 m (76 feet) No changes
(traveled way + paved shoulders, | | proposed
“tapered approaches should be
measured at the touchdown
points not the abutments)
Approach road length ' _
(from each abutment) abtl abt2 abtl abt2

. Page 6-45
LPP 01-12 ) 1555 December 20, 2001



EXHIBIT 6-A- : .

co E Local Assistance Progi‘am Guidelines -
HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form
Total bridge deck width 30.5 m (100ft) No changes
: : proposed
Page 6-46 , .
December 20, 2001 C : LPP 01-12
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Local Assistance Program Guidelines

EXHIBIT 6-A

HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form

Summary of Major Deficiencies of Existing Bridge (See Section 6.12 for mformatlon)

(Contact the DLAE/SLA for assistance, if needed)

Data is from SI&A Sheet (Last page of Bridge Inspection Report)

Sufficiency Rating (SR)=64.8

SD = Structurally Deficient
FO = Functionally Obsolete

Statud [ ] SD [X]FO [ ]Blank NG

Blank =Not SD or FO

= Not Good (Deficiency)

Déscription of ' _
Data Item NBIDataltem  Deficient Criteria ~ Results ~ What are the Deficiencies?
_ j See separate pages attached to
Deck ltem 58 =5 i isle % I(\)Ilé-SD end of this form for information
S proviem | regarding the deficiencies in
, bridge deck. .
Superstructure Tt eml59 =5 <4 X 0K See separate pages attached to
TR - is‘ r?)ble'm' [ING-SD end of this form for information - -
P regarding the deficiencies in
superstructure. .
Substructures Item 60.=7 <4 X ok S;g 2?1 E:tt?oﬁgramﬁ?g};;igon
' is problem [ING-SD

regarding the deficiencies in

| substructures.

[Item 62 applies only if the last digits of Item 43 are coded 19.]

Culvert and Item 62=N <4 [[Jok
Retaining Walls is problem [ING-sSD
Structural Item 67 =5 <3 X ok Se;: S?fp iratg p ag;s attz;ched o
i . - this form for information
Condition is problem LING enco

regarding the deficiencies in
structural condition.

. [Item 71 apphes only if the last dlglt of Item 43 iscoded 0, 5,6, 7, 8, or

9.]

Waterway Item 71 =8 <3 X oK
Adequacy is problem CING
Deck Jtem 68 =9 <3 X oKk
Geometry is problem [ ING-FO
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-Local Assistance Program Guidelines

HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form

Description of
Data Item

NBIDataTtem  Deficient Criteria Results ~ What are the Deficiencies?

[Ttem 69 applies only if the last digit of Item 42 is coded 0, 1, 2, 4, 6, 7 or 8.]

Under- Item 69 =N <3 [Jok
clearances : is problem []NG-FO
L1 - See separate pages attached to
IA{E I; zzél:h ltem72 =3 o rsoli,lem % glé-FO end of this form for information
Al nfner};t P regarding the deficiencies in
& ' approach roadway alignment.
. Scour Item 113 =T <3 . []JOK
Criticality is problem [ ING
Bridge VRailing‘ Ttem 36A = 0. —0 [JOK Concrete railing is damaged and
Review NG significant cracks observed.
Guardrail Item 36B = 0 =0 [ ]OK
Transition, : Review [ING
Approaches, Item 36C=0
Guardrail Ends
Item 36D =0

Other deficiencies
not identified in
Bridge Inspection

‘Discuss in detail, attach additional pages and photographs as needed to justify
HBRRP funds to correct problem:

See separate pages attached to the end of this form for information regarding the

Report
following:
e Structural System;
e Electrical System;
e Mechanical System; and
e Seismic Upgrade
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Local Assistance Prograrh Guidelines ' . EXHIBIT 6-A
. HBRRP Appllcatlon/Scope Definition Form

5. If this application is for rehabilitation or replacemént scope, will all deficiencies be resolved by
the project? If no, please discuss below or attach discussion on separate pages to application.

5 Yes [] No [ Not Applicable

6. Discuss any special condition or proposed design exceptions:

The proposed rehiabilitation work is significant. Because the bridge forms a part of the Third Street,
a major transportation corridor in San Francisco, repairs must be scheduled to 11m1t interruption to
daily commute traffic.

7. Ident1fy and justify “betterments” that are HBRRP participating but are not related to the major
deficiencies. Attach additional pages as needed.

8. Refer to Exhibit 6-B. Identify and justify spec1ﬁc items requiring Caltrans funding approval
Attach additional pages as needed.
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9. Other comments: (identify non-HBRRP participating work)

Estimated Construction Costs:
Exclude Contingencies, Supplementary Work, and Construction Engineering

: ' NOT-
HBRRP Participating HBRRP Participating®

Construct Bridge | $12,500,000

Bridge Removal

Slope Protection

Channel Work
Detour — 'Stage Construction - $2.15 0,0-00
Approach Roadway -
Utility Relocation
Mobilization $1,350,000

Total $16,000,000

Total Cost $16.000,000

+ Ttems that are not HBRRP participating could be participating through other federal programs.
See the LAPG for other.eligibility requirements of other programs. Local agencies that are
unsure which project costs are HBRRP part101pat1ng should contact the DLAE/SLA for

resolution.

Note that the total of the HBRRP participating costs should carry over into the construction line
(direct costs) on the next page. "
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Summary of HBRRP Participating Costs

Please indicate the HBRRP total participating (eligible for reimbursement) costs for this project.
Based on the amounts below and the federal reimbursement rate, Caltrans will program (reserve)
the HBRRP funds needed for this project. Other federal funds (RSTP, TEA, etc.) needed for this
project should be shown in the Field Review form Exhibit 7-B from Chapter 7 of the LAPM. -

Target dates represent a commitment by the local agency when the project will need HBRRP
funding. Failure to meet target dates may cause funds to be reprogrammed to other projects by
other local agencies. The reprogramming of HBRRP funds is at the discretion of Caltrans.

PE = Preliminary Engineering (Total not to exceed the greater of $75 K or 25% of CON and '
i} consultant contract management and quahty assurance not to exceed 15% of consultant costs).
R/W = Right of Way ‘
CE = Construction Engineering (Not to exceed 15% of CON).
CON = Construction
Cont = Contingency (including supplement work) not to exceed 25% (prehmmary estlmate) nor 10%
‘of CON for final design $5 K min."’

Enter CE Rate: | |
Enter Contingency Rate:
, HBRRP .
Direct Costs - Indirect Costs* Participating $** Target Dates
PE | $2,500,000 + $l,358,000 = | $3,858,000 March 2613
R/W : - - n/a | n/a
" CON | $16,000,000 |
CE | $1,555,070 $844,930 |
Cont | $1,600,000
. Subtotal | $19,155,070 | + | $844,930 = $20,000,000 January 2014

Total Participating Cost | $23,858,000

Enter Fed. Match Rate: | 88.53% 'HBRRP Requested $21,121 ,487

*  See Chapter 5, “Accoﬁnting/InVoices,” of the LAPM for approval of indirect costs.

*oE Partieipating costs exclude ineligible work items. Please review the HBRR Program Guidelines
for reimbursable scopes of work and program cost limits. Other federal funds will be shown in
the Field Review form, Exhibit 7-B, Chapter 7, “Field Review,” of the LAPM. :
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Caltrans, please notify this agency to confirm this project has been programmed in the HBRRP
Multi-Year Plan. I understand that reimubursable work shall not commence until a request for
authorization (E76) has been processed by Caltrans and a notice to proceed has been received by
this agency. -

I certlfy that this project is in comphance with Chapter 6 (HBRRP) of the Local Assistance
Program Guidelines. 1 understand that changes to the project scope/cost/schedule impacting the
information in Exhibit 6-A and Exhibit 6-B require the processing of Exhibit 6-D (HBRRP
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change Request).

Two (2) copies plus one original of this application (with attachments) will be included in the
transmittal package to the DLAE. :

Raymond Lui . 09/28/2012
Local Agency Project Manager Date
Attachments:

1) Exhibit 6-B, LAPG, HBRRP Special Cost Approval Checklist

2) Bridge Inspection Report with SI&A Sheet

3) Sketch of General Plan or marked up as-built

4) Sketch of typical section

5) Photographs: 4 corners looking at the bridge & 2 elevation views, & views of each approach, .
for a total of 8 photographs (minimum). : :

6) Exhibit 7-B, Field Review Form, Chapter 7, LAPM

7) Exhibit 7-C, Roadway Data Sheet, Chapter 7, LAPM

8) [] Exhibit 6-C, PIN for Barrier Rail Replacement Projects (include only if applying for Br1dge
Railing Replacement funds.)

9) [] Other:

10)Request for Authorization is mcluded in thls apphcatlon package for expedlted processmg‘7

[] Yes X No

Thank you for assembling the application package. Please send this package to your District
Local Assistance Engineer to start the programming process. Please e-mail your suggestions to
improve this form to eric.bost@dot.ca.gov or shannon.mlcoch@dot.ca.gov.

For Caltrans use only:

I have reviewed this appllcatxon for completeness and have forwarded copies to the Ofﬁce of
Program Management and SLA.

[] Irecommend approval. (Attach comments as needed.)

{1 Ido not recommend approval for the following reasons: -See attached memo/e-mail to
the Office of Program Management.

[] Irequest SLA review of this application for the following reasons: (Attach
memo/e-mail justifying increased Caltrans oversight).

DLAE or authorized staff . Date
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Local Assistance Program Guidelines 1 C EXHIBIT 6-A
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SEPARATE PAGES FOR LAPG EXHIBIT 6-A

Summary of Major Deficiencies of Existing Bridge (Latest Caltrans’s Bridge Inspection
Reports on Routme Inspection 03/22/2010; Fracture Critical Inspectlon 03/22/2011; and .
Other Inspection 12/28/2005) -

Deck: '

The open grid steel deck exh1b1ts broken welds and loose sections in the grid. Repairs to the open
grid deck have been done by the local agency but there are still several areas that need to be
repaired. Particular concern is the damage imparted by the construction equipment going to an
adjacent concrete plant and increased traffic loading from the installation of a light-rail transit line.
If left unchecked, cracks in the welds could propagate further causing additional sections of the
open steel grid deck to come loose. '

- The steel mesh sidewalk along the west side of the bridge is covered in freckled rust and the panels
appear to have a lightly deflected or bowed shape to them.

Superstructure

There are eight missing I‘lVCtS ‘from the built up girder section in this area due to the distortion of the
member. There may also be more rivets in the general area that are damaged and nonfunctional.
Further, there are sections of up to 3/8” (10mm) pack rust between the built-up top plate and edge
plates of the box girders. The pack rust is found in every leaf of each of the three box girders. There
are also many cracked tack welds at the same locations and minor rust scaling on the top plates.

Substructures: '
The main eastern steel built up box girder has been damaged from a high-load hit by a boat
traveling under the structure. The girder bottom box flange is slightly damaged.

The navigational protection (dolphin and fender) system is in poor cond1t1on and should be repaired
and or replaced.

Structural Condition: 7

This bridge has seen a large increase in live loading with the addition of two light rail tracks and a
tremendous increase in both double load gravel trucks and concrete trucks from an adjacent batch
plant. This increase in live loading may add fatigue issues to the fatigue-prone portions.

The interior of the structure has a leak in the Northeastern corner of the abutment. This leak is
causing some significant corrosion and loss of section of some of the structural steel elements. -
Inspections also found several nonstructural areas of deterioration evident from the leak.

Approach Roadway Alignment:

The center locks do not operate reliably under automatic control. The bridge operators manually
extend the enter locks in each girder after a bridge operation to verify that the locks have fully
extended and locked. The locks require additional alignment work and fine tuning to allow for
reliable operation. Further, the center lock machinery are not effec’uvely transferring load between
bascule Jeaves.

Page 6-53

LPP 01-12 ' December 20, 2001
: 1563



EXHIBIT 6-A - . ' " Local Assistance Program Guidelines
HBRRP Apphcatlon/Scope Definition Form

Other deficiencies not identified in Caltrans’s Bridge Inspection Reports:

The Islais Creek Bridge is a double-leaf trunnion bascule bridge and was built in 1945. The bridge
1is 83 feet wide between the centerline of the side girders, and carries six lanes of traffic. Two seven-
foot wide pedestrian sidewalks extend out on each side of the side girders. Islais Creek Bridge is-a
Coast Guard regulated navigable waterway that has limited marine traffic. The bridge carried only
_vehicle traffic until the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI) light rail line was added in 2006.
Live loads now include MUNI light rail cars and frequent heavy truck traffic from local concrete

batch plants.

Creegan+D’ Angelo Engineers was retained by the City and County of San Francisco Department of
Public Works to perform a Condition and Seismic Performance Assessments for the Islais Creek’
Bridget between January 21, 2008 and April 25, 2008. Based on their assessments, the bridge in
general appears to be in fair condition with the need-for some repairs and upgrades. Repair is
required to extend the useful life of the bridge and improve its reliability. The suggested work
includes bridge machine equipment and electrical systems repairs and upgrades, steel bridge deck
replacement, and damage repair that is typical for bridges of this type and age. The work
recommended is classified as structure repair, electrical repair, mechanical repair, and selsmlc
retrofit. : :

Structural Deficiency Findings:

North Machine Pit — There is a significant water leak on the northeast corner. Moreover, water is
leaking through four conduits on the northeast corner. Two columns (located on side opposite of
main columns) have significant rust at the base and steel wide flange struts attaching to those
columns are significantly corroded. Water entermg through the girder housings appears to be the
source of water penetration.
South Machine Pit — There isa s1gn1ﬁcant amount of spalling with exposed rebars in a localized
area on the southwest corner of the vault. Similar to the north pit, there is spalling and rusting of the
columns and other steel components. '
Steel Bridge Superstructure including pedestrian approach — Frammg components and g1rders
housings show heavy rusting. Concrete barrier at the approach is damaged due to possible '
movement and water penetration. Significant cracks were observed. At the end of the pedestrian
approach, it appears that the bridge catches the concrete when lifting and damages the approach.
Fending System — Most piles are severely damaged and decayed through. The fender system is
unsafe and should be repaired or replaced.
Bridge Deck — SFDPW has had to install numerous repairs of the open steel road deck grating. The
grating connections are failure due to heavy, repeated truck traffic loadings.

Deficiency of Electrical Systems:

Grounding — The original electric system was built to 1950 codes that allowed the conduit to be
used as a grounding system. This is no longer a standard method of grounding an electrical system
since conduits can vibrate loose and isolate equipment from a ground path. Correcting this issue
requires. rehabilitation work.

Power Distribution — The majority of the power distribution equipment is generally antiquated and
has reached the end of its service life. The motor control center has insufficient clear working space
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to meet the National Electric Code (NEC) requirements. AASHTO Section 1.4.3 recommends that
electric power bridges be equipped with an auxiliary power source. No auxiliary power is available
for this bridge.
Conduit System and Wire — The conduit and w1r1ng in the machinery pit area should be .
rehabilitated. As part of a complete rehabilitation the conduit and wiring will need to be replaced fo
properly power and control the new equipment.
Control Equipment — AASHTO section 8.4.2.2 recommends heavy duty industrial relays, multiple
newer portions of the br1dge control system have been replaced with lighter duty ice-cube style
relays. The control system is either antiquated or distributed making maintenance and failures
difficult to trace and correct.
Control Desk — The control desk does not provide all the 1nd1cat1on that AASHTO requires for a
movable bridge control desk. The ASSHTO deficiencies noted on the control desk:

o AASHTO Section 8.4.2.5 recommends an emergency stop pushbutton be prominent on the

control desk and this is not provided on the control desk.

3 AASHTO Section 8.4.2.6 recommends a normal stop pushbutton be prov1ded on the control
desk and this is not present.

e AASHTO Section 8.4.6.2 recommends brake hand released indication be provided on the

~ control desk. : .

e AASHTO Section 8.4.6.2 tfecommends a lamp test function be provided on the control desk,
either individual push to test lamps or a control switch, that causes all lights to illuminate. -
This allows the operator to verify that all lights are functional prior'to starting a bridge
operation.

e AASHTO Section 8. 4 6.2 recommends that red 1nd1cat1ng lights only be used to indicate an
unsafe condition, and this is not a correct operation condition. This is not followed on the
control desk. |

The control desk does not provide the operator the information to safely operate the bridge in
accordance with AASHTO recommendations. The control desk should be replaced as part of
rehabilitation.
Bridge Operation —The study found that the brldge operated well but each operation had problems
~ that had to be resolved prior to completing the operation. After each operation the maintenance = -
teams have to go to each center lock and manual tighten the locks. The automatic control system is
not capable of completing the operation safely. The majority of the equipment is old and has
reached the end of its service life.
Bascule Span Drive Motors, Controllers, and Brakes —The span drive motors and shaft brakes
are drawing significant current-beyond their nameplate rating and the shaft brakel has had an
insulation resistance failure. The shaft brake 1 requires replacement and since both shaft brakes are
the same age it would be prudent to replace both shaft brakes.

Center Locks —Tthe center locks do not operate reliably under automatic control. The bridge
operators manually extend the enter locks in each girder after a bridge operation to verify that the
locks have fully extended and locked. The locks require additional alignment work and fine tuning
to allow for reliable operation. This work should be performed immediately.

Limit Switches and Rotary Cam Limit Switches — AASHTO 8.4.4.4 recommends that plunger
type limit switches not be used on operations that are not subject to overtravel. As plunger limit
switches age the springs used to extend the plunger when the plunger is not depressed can fail.

o : : ‘ - Page 6-55
LPP01-12 1565 : December 20, 2001



EXHIBIT 6-A - , o o - Loecal'Assistance Program Guidelifies
HBRRP Application/Scope Definition Form ’

Traffic Control Devices — AASHTO Section 1.4.4.4 recommends that traffic warning gates extend
across the entire roadway. It also recommended that the warning signs extend across the sidewalk or
separate pedestrian gates be provided. It is also recommended that gate be provided a manual '
operator in the event of an electrical failure. These features are not provided with the current gates
-and gate locations.

Closed Circuit Television — There are- multlple locations on the sidewalk that have obstructed
views from the control tower due to the large rack shrouds. A pedestrian or cyclist in the location
could be endangered by a bridge operation and the operator would be unaware of their presence.
Providing CCTV cameras along with pedestrian gates would increase public safety.

PA system — There is no communication system between the control tower and the roadway
Providing a one way PA system would allow the bridge to provide commands to pedestrians or cars.

Deficiency of Mechanical Systems:

Span Drive Machinery — The span drive machinery main opinion and racks have little to no
backlash. AGMA recommends gears of this size to be operating with backlash of 0.08” to 0.110”.
~ Given the current alignment of the rack and main pinion at the Islais Creek Bridge, any movement .

" of the span causes rotation of the open gear machinery, resulting in loading of gears and bearings.
All span drive brakes except the southwest machinery brake are out of alignment per their listed
nameplate data. The north motor/cross shaft plate is completely out of service and requires
immediate servicing.

Machinery Supports — Trunnjon support castings were found to be in poor condition with exterior
surfaces covered in corrosion and many support anchor bolts severely corroded as a result of
moisture and debris collecting around the bolts.

Center Lock Machinery — The center lock machinery are not effectlvely transferring load between
bascule leaves. Finger shims used between contact plates and jaws are not recorimended in an
assembly such as this and should be replaced immediately. Poor contact between contact plates and
diaphragms can be corrected with the use of tapered shims between contact plates and jaws.
Centering Devices — Corrosion on all surfaces of the rub plates, structural supports and fasteners.
Live Load Bearings — Require adjustment to more effectively transfer load in the span closed
position. Live load bearings also require removal of surface corrosion and painting to protect

exposed surfaces.
Buffers — The south span buffers are in poor condition and likely not performing is desired.

Seismic Retrofit:

To mitigate the structural deficiencies under seismic loads, retrofit has been developed for the issue
regarding the load transfer from the trunnion to the machine pit wall. This retrofit strategy will
prevent collapse and allow the bridge to operate within a quick tumaround following a Max1mum

Credible Earthquake
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EXI—IIBIT 6-B HBRRP SPECIAL Cost APPROVAL CHECKLIST

The purpose of this form is to help local agencies identify project costs that require Caltrans funding
approval. Local agencies are responsible for contacting the DLAE to resolve any items requiring
Caltrans review. This form is not a substitute for reading Chapter 6 of the LAPG or the LAPM.
Local agencies are still financially accountable for meetmg all the requirements of the LAPG and
the LAPM.

Project Number - TBD

State Bridge No. 34C0024  (one bridge per application) ~ Local Bridge No. CCSF 125

Project Location Islais Creek Bridge on 3™ Street over Islais Creek Channel in San Franciscol

Chapter 6

LAPG :
Section #’s Topic ' Status :
6.2.1 —Rehab Adding Additional Lanes [| Requires Caltrans/MPO Approval
6.2.2 - Replace | (including turn lanes) [] Caltrans has Approved Costs

[ ] MPO has Approved Scope in FTSIP
X] Not Applicable

6.2.1 —Rehab Scope is Bridge Replacement, but SR>50 Requires Caltrans Approval

| Caltrans has Approved Costs

L]
[]
X] Not Applicable
L]
[]
X

6.2.4 —Rail No bridge railing work to be done, but Requires Caltrans Approval
' other safety work related to bridge is Caltrans has Approved Costs
needed. ' | Not Applicable '

6.2.4 —Rail New sidewalks to be installed where none | [ | Requires Caltrans Approval
(applies to all existed before. Please identify as .| ] Caltrans has Approved Costs -
scopes of work) ‘| “betterment” in Exhibit 6-A.- X] Not Applicable
6.2.1 — Rehab Rehabilitation/Replacement will not | [_] Requires Caltrans Approval
6.2.2 —Replace | address all major bridge deficiencies [] Caltrans has Appraved Costs
6.2.10 — Historic _ X] Not Applicable ’
6.3 — Standards '
6.5.11 —Replace | “Replaced” bridges to remain in place. [ ] Requires Caltrans Approval

o ' Applies to work beyond specified examples| [ ] Caltrans has Approved Costs

in Section 6.5.12 . X] Not Applicable
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HBRRP Spec1al Cost Approval Checklist

Local Assistance Program Guidelines

Chapter 6
LAPG

Section #’_s

Topic

Status

642

Appljoach roadwork exceeding guidelines

[l Requires Caltrans Approval
[ ] Caltrans has Approved Costs
X} Not Applicable

6.4.3

PE costs exceeding guidelines

[_] Requires Caltrans Approval
[ ] Caltrans has Approved Costs
Xl Not Applicable

6.4.4

Contingency exceeding guidelines

[ ] Requires Caltrans Approval
[] Caltrans has Approved Costs
X] Not Applicable -

6.4.5

CE costs exceeding guidelines

[ ] Requires Caltrans Approval

| ] Caltrans has Approved Costs

X1 Not Applicable .

6.5.3

10 Year Rule —

Major (Re)Construction

] Requires Caltrans Approval
[] Caltrans has Approved Costs -
X] Not Applicable

654

10 Year Rule — PE Authorization

[_] Requires Caltrans Approval
[] Caltrans has Approved Costs
Not Applicable

6.5.7

Unusual Architectural Treatments

[ | Requires Caltrans Approval
[ ] Caltrans has Approved Costs
‘Not Applicable

6.7.1
6.7.4

Scope/Cost/Schedule Changes

[_] Requires Caltrans Approval

Caltrans has Approved Costs

6.7.5

“Construction Change Orders (CCOs) that

Exceed Continigency

[]

X] Not Applicable

| Requires Caltrans Approval
[} Caltrans has Approved Costs
DX Not Applicable

I certify that I have reviewed this project against the requlrements of Chapter 6 of the LAPG and
have filled out this checklist accordingly.

_09/28/2012
"~ Date

_Raymond Lui
Local Agency Project Manager
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EXHIBIT 7-B FIELD REVIEW FORM

Local Agency  City and County of San Francisco, Field Review Date TBD

. - Department of Public Works ' _ : '

Project Number TBD Locator - 04-SF-0-CR
‘ (Dst/Co/Rte/PM/Agncy)

Project Name Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Bridge No.(s) 34C0024

1. PROJECT LIMITS (see attached list for various locations) The Islais Creek Bridge is on Third Street
crossing over Islais Creek Channel in between Cargo Way and Marin Stireet in San Francisco, California.
: Net Length 0.023 (mile)

2. WORK DESCRIPTION: Rehablhtatlon work includes bridge machine equipments and systems repairs and .

upgrades. steel bridge deck replacement, and other damage and corrosion repairs.

ITS projector ITS element: Yes _~ No X_ ,
If yes,.choose: High-Risk (formerly “Major”) ITS . =, Low-Risk (formerly “Minor”) ITS __, Exempt ITS
3. PROGRAMMING DATA  FTIP (MPO/RTPA) . FY 12/13. Page
. Amendment No. ' - FTIP PPNO : FHWA/FTA Approval Date '
Federal Funds $ Phases PE X R/IW Const _X_
© Air Basin: (CMAQ only) o
4. FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION:
URBAN X _ _ RURAL
Principal Arterial: : ' Principal Arterial:
Minor Arterial: Minor Arterial: -
Collector: : Major Collector:
Local: X : Minor Collector: '
Rural Local:
5. STEWARDSHIP CATEGORY :
High Profile (Stewardship): Yes  No X
Delegated (Stewardship): Yes X No (a) DLAE oversight: Yes X No
‘ ' , (b) District Construction Yes = No X_
ITS High-Risk project or element requiring FHWA oversight per stewardship: Yes _ 'No X_
. CALTRANS ENCROACHMENT PERMIT Is it required?  Yes No X '
7. COST ESTIMATE BREAKDOWN - $1,000s . - Fed. Participation
(Including Structures) - e ‘
PE Environmental Process $676,000 Yes X No _
Design $3.182,000 ~ Yes ' X. No .
ITS System Manager or Integrator ~ Yes __ No
CONST Const. Contract $16.000.000 — Yes X No _
: Const. Engineering $2.400,000 Yes X No -
Contingency : $1.600.000 Yes X No o
R/W  Preliminary R/W Work Yes = No -
~ Acquisition: , 7 Yes ____ No .
(No. of Parcels ) ‘ Yes = No
- (Easements ) Yes ____ No _
(Right of Entry ) Yes __ No .
RAP (No. Families ) , ) Yes " No
RAP (No. Bus. ) _ Yes __ Neo .
Utilities (Exclude if included in
Page 7-14a
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contract items) ' . Yes | No
TOTAL COST $ 23.858.000
7a. Valae Engineering Analysis Required?  Yes No X

(Yes, if total project costs are
$25M or more on the Federal-
aid System, or . = .

$20M or more for bridges)

8. PROPOSED FUNDING Total Cost Cost Share
Grand Total $ 23.858.000 :
Federal Program #1 HBRRP $ 23.858.000 Fed. $21.121.487 Reimb. Ratio _88.53%
(Name/App. Code)  #2 $ Fed. $_ Reimb. Ratio
Matching Funds Breakdown Local: ‘ $2,735,513 . 1147 _ %
State: _ . $ %
, Other: $ %
State Highway Funds? Yes Source No X
State CMAQ/RSTP Match Eligible - Yes No X .  Partial
Is the Project Underfunded? (Fed $ < Allowed Reimb.) L Yes No X
9. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION ' - E

. ‘ Agency Consultant State

PE Environ Process CCSF ' X :
Design CCSFE X
System Man./Integ. ' '

R/W All Work _
CONST ENGR Contract CCSF _
CONSTRUCTION  Contract CCSF _
MAINTENANCE o ' CCSF _
Will Caltrans be requested to review PS&E? Yes No _ X

. 10. SCHEDULES: PROPOSED ADVERTISEMENT DATE _2015
Other critical dates:

11. PROJECT M_ANAGER’S CONCURRENCE

Local Entity - :
I Representative: City and County of San Francisco ) Date: Sep 28. 2012
Signature & Title: Local Agency Project Manager . Phone No. 415-558-4585
Is field review required? Yes X No

‘Caltrans (District)
Representative: ‘ ' Date:

(if attended Field Review)

Signature & Title:

FHWA Representative: Date:
(if attended Field Review) '

Signature & Title:
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12. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS (Include all appropriate attachments if field review is required. See the “[ 1”
notation for minimum required attachments for non-NHS projects)

X Field Review Attendance Roster or Contacts Roster
X Vicinity Map (Required for Construction Type Projects)
IF APPLICABLE ( Complete as required depending on type of work involved)
- X Roadway Data Sheets [Req’d for Roadway projects]-
X Typical Roadway Geometric Section(s) [Req’d for Roadway projects]
Major Structure Data Sheet [Req’d for HBP] ; Signal Warrants |
Railroad Grade Crossing Data Sheet’ ’ Collision Diagram .
. Sketch of Each Proposed Alternate Improvement CMAQ/RSTP State STIP Match- .
TE Application Document Systems Engineering Review Form (SERF)
. Existing federal, state, and local ADA deficiencies Req’d for High-Risk (formerly “Major”) and - *
not included on other Attachments , Low-Risk (formerly “Minor”) ITS projects :

13. DLAE FIELD REVIEW NOTES:

A. MINUTES OF FIELD REVIEWS

B‘. ISSUES OR UNUSUAL ASPECTS OF PROJECT ¢

. (Attachment to Field Review Form)
Distribution: Original with attachments — Local Agency
Copy with attachments (2 copies if HBP) - DLAE
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_Local Assistance Procedures Manual - - . _ - B ‘EXHIBIT 7-C

Roadway Data
ROADWAY DATA:
1. TRAFFIC DATA
Current ADT 25000 Year 2007 Future ADT Year 2007 DHV 1700  Trucks 20%
Terrain (Check-One) X _Flat Rolling Mountainous
Design Speed 30mph :
Proposed Speed Zone Yes mph X No .
2. GEOMETRIC INFORMATION
ROADWAY SECTION
Thru Traffic Lanes . Shoulders
: Min.
' . Year Curve -[-" No.of [ Total - { Each Width _ | Median Width
- Facility | Constr. Radius Lanes Width Type Lt/Rt Type
Exist. 1945 NA 4 - 14m Bridge 3m/3m Sidewalk 9m (rail line)
Prop. No changes proposed to existing roadway and shoulder alignment
Min. Stds. selected:
AASHTO
3R
Local
N/E Contig. Sect. . . [ 2 7m Bridge . O0m/3m - | Sidewalk 4.5m(rail line)
S/W Contig Sect. 2 7m Bridge 0m/3m Sidewalk 4.5m(rail line) |
‘Remarks (If design standard exception is being sought, cite standard and explain fully how it varies):
DEFICIENCIES OF EXISTING FACILITY (Mark appropriate one(s))
Pavement Surface Drainage
X_ Alignment * X__ Bridge
Crossfall Safety (Attach collision diagram or other documentation)

Pavement Structure Federal Americans w/ Disabilities Act (ADA) State or Local
“accessibility requirements,

- Other (describe below) .

Remarks Deficiency includes bridge _ elements_deterioration (open grid steel deck. structural members

corrosion, concrete spall, etc) and bridge machine equipments and electrical systems declination (trunnion

assemblies, span drive machinery, center lock alignment, load bearings. shaft brakes. conduit systems, etc).

I \

TRAFFIC X__Yes _  New (attach warrants) __ Modified No
SIGNALS .
5. MAIJOR STRUCTURES Structure No.(s) _ (attach structure data sheet)

6. OTHER TRANSPORTATION F AC[LIT]ES (Name)

None
X Railroad SF Municipal Railway light rail line (T line) w/ 600V (attach railroad data sheet)
: DC Overhead Lines
Airports ' ' (attach airport data sheet)
Transit -
X Bicycle  SF Bicvcle Route #7 (signed route only) .
' Page 7-15
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EXHIBIT 7-C * 0 0 s o R - Local Assistance Procedurés Manual
. Roadway Data . .

7. AGENCIES AFFECTED

_ Utilities [mark appropriate one(s)] __Telephone Electrical Gas
' Water »_ Irrigation
Other Sanitary

Major Utility
Adjustment:

High Risk Facilities:

Other:

- Remarks:

Page 7-16 .
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Site Location Map

. Application for HBRRP Funds
Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project
September 2012 San Francisco, California

FIGURE 1
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Islais Creek

Bridge

Site Vicinity Map

Application for HBRRP Funds
Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project
September 2012 San Francisco, California

FIGURE 2
(EEE) :
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Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project
Highway Bridge Program Grant Preliminary Enginnering
Budget Summary '

Sources Amount
Highway Bridge Program S 3,010,020
2011 Street Safety and Road Bond S 389,980
TOTAL COST o , "~ $ 3,400,000
_ ‘Uses Amount
Planning and Engineering ' : $ 3,400,000

TOTAL COST ‘ ' $ 3,400,000
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