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XPI Proposal, Testing and Report , Exhibit s 5.2 & 5.3* 

An Extended Phase I (XPI) identifies  archaeological resources through sub -surface testing.  This may 
be required to confirm the presence or absence of a  site(s), to define site boundaries or in areas 
of high sensitivity for buried archaeological deposits.  A p roposal (Exhibit 5.2) explaining and 
describing the  field methods to be used needs to be a pproved by Caltrans PQS prior to any testing. 
A report  (Exhibit 5.3)  on the results will  then  be prepared and submitted for Caltrans PQS review.   

Archaeological Evaluation  Report  (AER), Exhibit s 5.4 & 5.5* 

The Archaeological Evaluation Report , also known as Phase II,  provides the basis for determining 
whether an archaeological site is eligible for inclusion in the  National  Register. A proposal (Exhibit 
5.4) describing the methods of evaluation needs to be approved by Caltrans PQS.  The report 
(Exhibit 5.5) will the n present the results of the excavation and provide recommendations on the 
eligibility of the site.     

Data Recovery, Exhibits 5.6, 5.7, & 5.8* 

Data Recovery is warranted as a mitigation measure when the project is assumed to or will have 
an adverse effect to an archaeological s ite. A Data Recovery Plan (DRP)  (Exhibit 5.6)  is a technical 
appendix to a FAE and/or a MOA. The purpose of a Data Recovery Plan is to demonstrate that 
�&�D�O�W�U�D�Q�V�·�� �O�H�Y�H�O�� �R�I�� �H�I�I�R�U�W�� �D�S�S�H�D�U�V�� �M�X�V�W�L�I�L�H�G���� �D�Q�G�� �W�K�H�� �H�[�S�H�F�W�H�G�� �F�R�V�W�V�� �D�U�H�� �Q�R�W�� �X�Q�U�H�D�V�R�Q�D�E�O�H���� �7�K�H��
Archaeolog ical Data Recovery Proposal  (Exhibit 5.7) , also referred to as a Phase III Proposal, is 
different from the DRP in that it builds on the DRP research design and provides a work plan with 
more detailed information concerning project schedule, personnel, and cost.  An Archaeological 
Data Recovery Report (Exhibit 5.8), also referred to as a Phase III Report, serves to communicate 
data recovery findings.  

Post-Review Discovery Plan, Exhibits 5.11 & 5.12* 

A Discovery Plan (Exhibit 5.11) is appropriate if the potential for discovery of cu ltural resources 
during construction is likely and outlines the process that Caltrans and the Local Agency will 
implement to address potential adverse effect in the event that such resources are encountered. 
It is also possible to conduct a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties during 
the planning phase of a project and still encounter previously unrecorded archeological resources 
�G�X�U�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�� �S�U�R�M�H�F�W�·�V�� �L�P�S�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�W�L�R�Q�� In these instances, a  Post-Review Discovery �² Without Plan 
(Exhibit 5.12) will be followed.  

Finding of Effect  (FOE) 

When Caltrans PQS has determined that a No Historic Properties Affected Finding is not 
appropriate , then the effects of the project on historic properties must be assessed. T here are two 
effect findings - No Adverse Effect and Adverse Effect .  A Finding of No Adverse Effect can be  with 
or without standard conditions  (SOIS or ESA). Please consult with Caltrans PQS to determine the 
appropriate finding : 

a) Finding of No Adverse Effect - Secretary of Interior Standards  (SOIS) (Exhibit 2.12*). This 
plan  uses �W�K�H�� �6�H�F�U�H�W�D�U�\�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �,�Q�W�H�U�L�R�U�·�V�� �6�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G�V�� �I�R�U�� �W�K�H�� �7�U�H�D�W�P�H�Q�W�� �R�I�� �+�L�V�W�R�U�L�F�� �3�U�R�S�H�U�W�L�H�V. It is 
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typically  used to protect and preserve eligible built environment properties.  Following District 
review, this requires a 15 -day review at Caltrans HQ , Sacramento (CSO).  

b) Finding of No Adverse Effect - Environmentally Sensitive Area  (ESA) (Exhibit 2.11*). This 
plan protects  archaeological sites or historic properties that need some measure of active 
protection during the implementation of a project.  Following District review, this requires a 15 -day 
review at CSO.  

c) Finding of No Adverse Effect (Ex hibit  2.8*). �7�K�L�V���L�V���X�V�H�G���Z�K�H�Q���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�·�V���H�I�I�H�F�W�V��are not 
adverse but  the  standard condition s (SOIS or ESA) cannot be used or are preferred not to be used.  
Following District review, this requires a 15 -day review at CSO, follow ed by a 30 -day review at SHPO.  

d) Finding of Adverse Effect (Exhibit  2.9*). This document is completed when the project will 
have an adverse effect to a  historic property. Following District review, this requires a 15 -day review 
at CSO, followed by a 30 -day review at SHPO . 

 
Memorandum of Agreement  (MOA)  and Agreement Documents  (Exhibit 2.10*) 

When an Adverse Effect to Historic Properties can �·t be avoided, CSO and SHPO enter into a  
Me morandum of Agreement (MOA)  to resolve the adverse effects . A MOA is a legally binding 
document that is  also signed by secondary stakeholders including  Caltrans District 5 and the Local 
Agency. There is no standard review time for the SHPO to sign a MOA.  
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Caltrans D 5 Local Assistance Environmental  
Section 106 Compliance  for Native American Consultation  

 
This document outlines procedures and protocol for conducting Native American consultation as 
part of Section 106 compliance for Caltrans District 5 Office of Local Assistance  (OLA) . The goal is to 
ensure meaningful consultation with Native American Tribes,  including both Federally and non -
Federally recognized Tribes  consistent with legal and regulatory requirements, and respectful of tribal 
sovereignty and cultural heritage  through good faith consultation efforts . 
 
Native American Tribes hold a special consultative role in the context of federal and state historic 
preservation compliance due to their unique relationship to archaeological sites, sacred/ceremonial 
areas, and traditional cultural properties and landscap es. 
 
Roles and Responsibilities  
Caltrans Local Assistance  Archaeologist  
The Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  is responsible for overseeing and conducting all aspects 
of Section 106 consultation with Native American Tribes. This includes preparing and sending 
consultation letters, coordinating and participating in consultation activities, and ensuring 
compliance with Caltrans protocols throughout the process. The Caltrans Local Assistance 
Archaeologist  manages the entire consultation process, maintaining consistency and ensuring that 
tribal concerns are adequately captured a nd addressed.   
 
Caltrans Environmental Generalist  
The Generalist remains the main point of contact for communication for Local Agencies and their 
Consultants. The Generalist will coordinate the scheduling of consultation meetings.  The Local 
Assistance Generalists have been trained in and abide by confidentiality practices surrounding 
cultural resources and tribal knowledge.  
 
Local Agencies  
Local Agencies are responsible for collaborating with Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  and 
the Tribes during the consultation process. They must provide project information, participate in 
meetings, and assist with the coordination of any necessary site visits. Local Agencies are 
encouraged to establish strong working relationships with tribal governments,  in cooperation with 
Caltrans, to promote effective cross -jurisdictional planning and collaboration among all parties and 
stakeholders.  
 
Cultural Consultants  
Cultural consultants engaged by the Local Agency are responsible for providing expertise on 
archaeological and cultural resource management and issues . They will present cultural resource 
findings, cultural sensitivity analyses, and recommendations during the consultation process.  
 
Consultation Process  
Step 1: Preparation for Consultation  
Before  Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  can initia te  consultation, the following preparatory 
steps must be completed:  
- Area of Potential Effects (APE) Approval: The APE must be approved by Caltrans D 5 Local 
Assistance Archaeologist and D5  OLA. 
- Sacred Lands File Search: Caltrans will perform a  Sacred Lands File search through the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC ).  
- NWIC Record Search: The Local Agency or their consultants are responsible for obtaining the 
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Northwest Information Center (NWIC) record search  results. The results must be transmitted to 
Caltrans . 
  
Step 2: Sending Consultation Letters  
Once the above preparatory steps are complete, the Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  will 
prepare and  transmit  consultation letters to the Tribes  identified by the NAHC . These letters will 
provide a general project description, any resources that have been previously identified, Sacred 
Lands File search results, mapping,  and invite the Tribes to participate in the consultation process  
under Section 106 . After 14 days, Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  will follow -up  with  tribes 
who did not respo nd to the original letter.  
 
Consultation logs will be prepared and maintained by the Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist . 
The consultation log and associated documents will be transmitted to the Local Agency after follow -
up communications  are conducted . During preparation of Section 106 documents that include 
Native American consultation sections, please request updated consultation logs for inclusion in the 
document. As consultation is ongoing, these sections may need updating . 
 
Step 3: Responding to Tribal Requests for Consultation  
If a Tribe requests consultation or information about the project, a virtual meeting  will be scheduled  
with the participation of the Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist , the Local Agency , the Cultural 
Consultants , and the Tribe.  The meeting will have four  parts:  
1. Discussion of Project Elements: During the meeting, the Local Agency will present the project 
elements through visuals and answer any questions from the Tribe.  
2. Archaeological and Cultural Resource Discussion: Cultural consultants will present any 
archaeological findings, site sensitivity analyses, or other relevant information.  APE maps or other 
visuals should be utilized.  
3. Section 106 Compliance Planning: The meeting will conclude with a discussion of the Section 106 
compliance plan, including the proposed finding for the project or plans for further technical studies.  
The Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  will generally present on this topic.  
4. Questions, comments, or concerns can be addressed in an open discussion at the end of the 
meeting.  
 
Step 4: Site Visits 
If warranted, a site visit may be arranged following the virtual meeting. The site visit will include 
representatives from the Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist , the Local Agency, their 
consultants, and the Tribe. The purpose of the visit is to allow for an on -the -ground evaluation of the 
project area and to facilitate further discussion of cultural resources.  
 
Step 5: Ongoing Consultation   
Consultation with Native American Tribes should be an ongoing process throughout the life of the 
project. Early and frequent consultation is required , especially if there are changes to the project 
description or scope. The Caltrans Local Assistance Archaeologist  will determine when updated 
consultation is necessary and will coordinate as needed.  
 
Tribal members may participate in identification, evaluation, mitigation, and minimization efforts , 
through  survey and sub -surface  identification , data recovery,  monitoring, and document review. If 
Tribes request to participate in document review, it does not run concurrently with Caltrans review , 
and will occur after Caltrans has ensured the document meets Section 106 standards.  Local 
agencies may need to contract directly with Tribes for their services.  
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Compliance with NEPA and Section 106 Responsibilities  
In California, the FHWA has assigned, and Caltrans has assumed, all the U.S. Department of 
�7�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q�·�V���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�L�E�L�O�L�W�L�H�V���X�Q�G�H�U���W�K�H��National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and serves as 
both the Lead Federal Agency and Federal Agency Official for federal -aid highway projects. This 
arrangement is codified in both the NEPA Assignment Memoranda of Understanding (NEPA MOU) 
and the Section  106 Programmatic Agreement (106 PA). Under these agreements, Caltrans assumes 
the lead on project -level consultations with Native American Tribes.  
 
In carrying out both its NEPA and Section 106 responsibilities, Caltrans is responsible and accountable 
for conducting consultation with Native American Tribes in a manner that recognizes the federal 
government -to -government relationship and is respectful �R�I���W�U�L�E�D�O���V�R�Y�H�U�H�L�J�Q�W�\�����&�D�O�W�U�D�Q�V�·���I�H�G�H�U�D�O�O�\��
assigned responsibilities also apply to all locally sponsored transportation projects that receive federal 
aid highway funds (the Local Assistance Program). Caltrans oversees all Local Assistance projects to 
ensure compliance with federal standards under both NEPA and Section 106, including tribal 
engagement and consultation.  
 
If requested by the Tribe, consultation can also occur directly from the Tribe with FHWA through 
government -to -government consultation.  
 
Conclusion  
The Section 106 consultation process with Native American Tribes is a critical component of Section 
106 compliance. All consultation activities must be conducted with the involvement of the Caltrans 
Local Assistance Archaeologist  and in accordance with Caltrans protocols. By engaging Tribes early 
and often, Caltrans and Local Agencies can ensure that tribal concerns are adequately addressed, 
and that projects are developed in a manner that respects and protects cultural resources  whenever 
possible and takes  into account tribal perspectives . 



Caltrans District 5 NMFS PBA 
Project Checklist / Notification 

Instructions:  Edit Title for whichever is relevant (Checklist or Notification). Do not delete components of this 
template because this is part of the PBO. Delete Instructions when complete. 

D5 NMFS PBO Checklist XXX Project Page 1 

Checklist or Notification (check appropriate) & Date Submitted: 
 Checklist Date:  Notification Date: 

 
Project Name:   
Hwy/PM:   EA:   County:   
Federal Nexus:   Biologist:   
Watershed(s)1:  
Affected Waterbody(ies):  

 
Covered Species ESU-DPS/Resource/Habitat (check all applicable): 

 CCC Coho  CCC Coho CH  Migratory Habitat 

 CCC Steelhead   CCC Steelhead CH  Rearing Habitat 

 SCCC Steelhead   SCCC Steelhead CH  Spawning Habitat 

 SC Steelhead   SC Steelhead CH  Riparian Habitat 

 Pacific Coast Salmon EFH  Pacific Coast Groundfish EFH  Coastal Pelagic Species EFH 

 
Programmatic Category (relative to pre-construction coordination/approval from NMFS): 

 1  (pre-coordination not required)   2 (pre-coordination and approval required) 

 
Project Activities Potentially Affecting Covered Species  (check all applicable): 

 Geotechnical Drilling  Road Widening & New Lanes 

 Building Staging Areas & Access Roads  Repairing & Rehabilitating Culverts & Bridges 

 Constructing Temporary Stream Crossings  Replacing Culverts 

 Dewatering & Diverting Water Around Work Areas  Replacing & Installing Bridges 

 Removing & Relocating Species  Pile Driving 

 Clearing Sediment & Debris   Installing Fish Passage Improvements 

 Bank Stabilization, Scour & Erosion Control  Installing Aquatic Habitat Features 

 Vegetation Management  Revegetation 

 
Anticipated Key Project Milestone Dates (relevant to PBO): 
Category 1 Documentation Complete:   
Category 2 Early Coordination with NMFS (start date):   
Category 2 Project Notification Report Target Submittal:  
Category 2 NMFS Approval Target Due:  
Construction Period (Start [Award] – Close [Acceptance]):  

 
Project Description and justification for category assignment (added pages as needed): 
 

 
1 SF Coastal South, Monterey Bay, Pajaro, Salinas-Estrella, Central Coastal, Santa Maria-Cuyama, San Antonio, Santa Ynez, 
Santa Barbara Coastal 



Caltrans District 5 NMFS PBA 
Project Notification 

Instructions:  Add Checklist as a "Cover Page". Do not delete components of this template because this is part of the PBO. 
Copy/add info if project will impact more than one ESU-DPS-Resource/Watershed/Waterbody/Habitat Type. Add pages for 
relevant attachments, including title pages for the attachment. Insert all pages into one combined document for submitting to 
NMFS. Delete instructions when complete. 

D5 NMFS PBO Notification XXX Project Page 1 
 

ESU-DPS-Resource/Watershed/Waterbody/Habitat Type1: 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Anticipated Category 2 Adverse Impacts2: 
Check 
Box 

Impact Type Linear (ft) Area (ac) Volume (CY) 

 Covered Species present during geotech drilling    

 Temporary staging/storage/access     

 Temporary stream crossing     

 Temporary dewatering/diversion     

 Temporary disturbance for habitat improvements    

 Total temporary aquatic impacts    

 Total temporary riparian impacts    

 Handling Covered Species    

 Net change in natural substrate    

 Net change in LWD    

 Perpetuate existing hard armoring    

 Net change in hard armoring    

 Net change in aquatic vegetation     

 Net change in riparian vegetation    

 Modify fish passage or improve existing barrier    

 Aquatic habitat improvement    

 Pile driving when Covered Species present    

 Other:     

 
Description of Anticipated Adverse Impacts: 
 

 

Site-Specific Avoidance/Minimization Measures (other than Program-Wide and Activity-Specific BMPs from PBO): 
 

 

 

Description of Improvements, Beneficial Effects and Mitigation Measures (if relevant): 
 

 

 
1 See Checklist or Notification Page 1. 
2 Per Species ESU-DPS/Protected Habitat/Watershed/Waterbody/Habitat Type; impacts to relevant Protected Resources. 



Caltrans District 5 NMFS PBA 
Project Notification 

Instructions:  Add Checklist as a "Cover Page". Do not delete components of this template because this is part of the PBO. 
Copy/add info if project will impact more than one ESU-DPS-Resource/Watershed/Waterbody/Habitat Type. Add pages for 
relevant attachments, including title pages for the attachment. Insert all pages into one combined document for submitting to 
NMFS. Delete instructions when complete. 

D5 NMFS PBO Notification XXX Project Page 2 
 

Relevant Attachments: 
 Impact Map  Concept Mitigation Plan 

 Project Plans  Hydroacoustic Analysis 

 Hydraulic Study   Fish Passage Plan  

  Contractor's Dewatering/Diversion Plan  Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

  Fish Handling & Relocation Plan  Other: 
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https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-2-xpi-proposal-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-3-xpi-report-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-4-aerproposal-formatcontent-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-5-aer-report-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-6-drp-data-recovery-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-7-phiii-proposal-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-8-phiii-rpt-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-11-post-review-plan-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-5-12-post-review-noplan-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-2-12-sois-plan-a11y.pdf
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https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-2-11-esa-plan-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-2-8-fnae-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-2-9-fae-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/ser/ex-2-10-agreedoc-a11y.pdf
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 Routine-Roadway View (06/16/2020)  Routine-Elevation View (06/16/2020)

 Routine-Underside View (06/16/2020)  Routine-Map View (09/13/2022)

PHOTOGRAPH IDENTIFICATION

0.5 MI S CARMEL VALLEY RDLOCATION  

TEAM LEADER Lkhagvasuren Batbaatar

FACILITY CARRIED     BORONDA RD

No.

REPORT AUTHOR Lkhagvasuren Batbaatar

FEATURE INTERSECTED  CARMEL RIVER

BRIDGE LOCATION INFORMATION

 36°29'23.15"LATITUDE     

Lkhagvasuren Batbaatar (Registered Civil Engineer)

INSPECTED BY L.Batbaatar/EM.Castro

N N/A (NBI)CULVERT        

(5 FAIR)DECK          

(7 GOOD)SUBSTRUCTURE   

6 SATISFACTORYSUPERSTRUCTURE

 193

PAINT CONDITION   77

STRUCTURAL HEALTH CONDITION SUMMARY INFORMATION

5 ABOVE MIN TOLERABLESTRUCTURE EVALUATION

121°44'56.27"LONGITUDE 

U UNKNOWN FOUNDATIONSCOUR

INVENTORY RTE(ON/UNDER) 140000000ON

POSTMILE    0

ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM             NOT ON NHS

(9) 

(11) 

(16) 

(17) 

(7) 

(6) 

(5) 

(104) 

(58) 

(59) 

(60) 

(62) 

(67) 

(113) 

NSTM Inspection
BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT

Lkhagvasuren 
Batbaatar

12/31/2026
CIVIL

96917

7/1/2025
Date

Exp.

BRIDGE NO.:
44C0099

STRUCTURE NAME:
CARMEL RIVER April 16, 2025

INSPECTION DATE:

DECK AREA (M)      2

269

http://smi-prod.dot.ca.gov/biris/photos/CTARALA/2020_06_16_09-48-44_P6160108_RESIZE.JPG
http://smi-prod.dot.ca.gov/biris/photos/CTARALA/2020_06_16_09-32-41_P6160104_RESIZE.JPG
http://smi-prod.dot.ca.gov/biris/photos/CTARALA/2022_09_13_10-40-26_44C0099.1.JPG
http://smi-prod.dot.ca.gov/biris/photos/CTARALA/2020_06_16_09-40-29_P6160105_RESIZE.JPG
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Four span continuous rolled steel girders (2) with an open steel grate deck on rolled steel floor beams (108) supported by RC seat 
abutments as well as piers consisting of a steel cap on 2-foot-high steel columns (3, two rolled angles welded together) on RC pier 
walls. The foundation type is unknown. Non-monolithic wingwalls at the abutments constructed of pierced steel planking (Marston mat).

1 @ 33.0 ft, 1 @ 46.0 ft, 1 @ 45.0 ft, 1 @ 35.0 ft

STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION

SPAN CONFIGURATION

(44)MONTEREY

05

(00000) _____

BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER

BORDER BRIDGE STATE CODE

COUNTY CODE 

HIGHWAY DISTRICT

STATE NAME             

PLACE CODE    

% SHARE

AGENCY INFORMATION

CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

N/A

YEAR BUILT          

YEAR MODIFIED 

LENGTH  (M)        

JOINTS 

1946

SKEW                     

NO. OF HINGES 

49.4

5

00

MAIN SPANS 

APPR SPANS 0

4

MAX SPAN (M) 14

STR FLARE 0-NO

NBIS BR LENGTH Y

STRUCTURE TYPE MAIN 4: STEEL CONT

DESIGN TYPE MAIN 03: GIRDER & FLOORBEAM S

STRUCTURE TYPE APPR 0: OTHER/ NOT APPLICABLE

DESIGN TYPE APPR 00: OTHER/NOT APPLICABLE

INSPECTION INFORMATION

CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION (93)     CFI DATE

24 MO 04/25A)Y-YESNSTM INSP

MON-NOOTHER SPECIAL INSP C)

MON-NOUNDERWATER INSP B)

INSPECTION DATE (91) FREQUENCY MO06/24  24

MAINTAIN      02 COUNTY HWY AGENCY

OWNER              02 COUNTY HWY AGENCY

CALIFORNIA   069

N/AN/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(21) 

(22) 

(98) 

(99) 

(90) 

(92) 

A) 

B) 

C) 

(27) 

(106) 

(34) 

(49) 

(112) 

(45) 

(46) 

(48) 

(35) 

(43a)

(43b)

(44a)

(44b)

 STRUCTURE OVERVIEW

CHANNEL CONDITION RATING 7 Good

T - Temporary

6 Satisfactory

N Not Applicable

U Unknown Foundation

B) Restricted routine permits

E/E' details are present

(B.C.09) 

CHANNEL PROTECTION RATING(B.C.10) 

SCOUR CONDITION RATING(B.C.11) 

NSTM CONDITION RATING(B.C.14) 

UW CONDITION RATING(B.C.15) 

SCOUR VULNERABILITY RATING(B.AP.03)

ROUTINE PERMIT LOADS(B.LR.08)

FATIGUE DETAILS(B.IR.02) 

SNBI ITEMS USED TO CHECK INSPECTION FREQUENCY 

270
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LOAD CAPACITY

DESIGN LOAD 

INVENTORY RATING 

OPERATING RATING 

CALC METHOD 

CALC METHOD 

0 UNKNOWN

RF=0.65 =>21.1 metric tons

RF=1.08 =>35.0 metric tons

1 LF  LOAD FACTOR

1 LF  LOAD FACTOR

PERMIT RATING 

POSTING LOADS

Legal

Type 3

Type 3S2

Type 3-3

Legal
Legal

OXXXX

99.99 MUnimpaired

MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE

BRIDGE POSTING 

STRUCTURE STATUS 

0.0 M(56) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR LT

0.0 M(55) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR RT REF(53) MIN VERT CLEAR OVER BRIDGE RDWY

0.00 M(54) MIN VERT UNDERCLEAR REF

5 AT/ABOVE LEGAL LOADS

A-OPEN, NO RESTRICTION

N-NOT H/RR

N-NOT H/RR

Safe
Loads

 
 
 

Existing
Ordinance/Order

 
 

Posting
Signs

U.S. Tons

U.S. Tons

U.S. Tons

25Speed   MPH

ONE LANE BRIDGE

 
Additional Ordinance/Order Requirements

Additional Signs

Load Rating Summary Date 
Load Rating Type

04/08/09
Posting Order  Date

(31) 

(66) 

(64) 

(41) 

(65) 

(63) 

(70) 

OPERATIONAL INFORMATION

OVERLAY THICKNESS 0 inches

Load Rating Tool - Date VIRTIS - 03/16/09
Calculated

 

NONE
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UNDERWATER INVESTIGATION DETAILS - NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS BRIDGE.

STEEL INVESTIGATION DETAILS
This structure qualifies for an in-depth Steel investigation because it possesses the following non-redundant steel tension members 
(NSTM) or fatigue prone details :

NSTMI Required NSTMI Freq. Next NSTM InspectionYes 24 04/16/2027

Beam(Rolled): NSTM with Category D Welds, Category E Welds

SCOPE AND ACCESS

A non-redundant steel tension member (NSTM) inspection was performed on 04/16/2025 by Lkhagvasuren Batbaatar from the Office of 
Specialty Investigations.

The structure was accessed with the UBIT operated by Eric Castro. Lane closures and traffic control were provided by the Monterey 
County maintenance crew.

The investigation was conducted in accordance with the Fracture Critical Member Inspection Plan, dated 04/20/2011.

NON-REDUNDANT STEEL TENSION MEMBER INSPECTION

A hands-on visual inspection was performed on the steel girders in Spans 1 to 4. No fractures or cracks were found.

Minor pack rust was noted at the end of the Girder 1 and 2 cover plates in Span 2. This defect will continue to be monitored during future 
inspections. 

INSPECTION COMMENTARY

TYPE OF MEMBRANE 

TYPE OF DECK PROTECTION

DECK STRUCTURE TYPE

TYPE OF WEARING SURFACE

WEARING SURFACE / PROTECTIVE SYSTEM

1100AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

2017  YEAR OF ADT

199 KMBYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH

5 %(109)  TRUCK ADT %

2661FUTURE ADT

2046 YEAR OF FUTURE ADT

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE 5: NOT ELIGIBLE FOR NRHP

0-NONE

0-NONE

0-NONE

3-OPEN GRATING
DECK STRUCTURE INFORMATION

3.9 M

2.9 M

DECK AND ROADWAY 

LANES 1

25

0-NOT ON NHS

PARALLEL STRUCTURE 

TEMPORARY STRUCTURE

DEFENSE HIGHWAY 

FUNCTIONAL CLASS 

SPEED 

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

TOLL 

DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 

DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK 

TYPE OF SERVICE 

FEDERAL LANDS HWY 

8 EQUAL DESIRABLE CRITAPPR ROADWAY ALIGN 

2 INTOLERABLE - REPLACEDECK GEOMETRY

7.3 MAPPROACH RDWY WIDTH 

BRIDGE MEDIAN 

LEFT 0.4 M   RIGHT 0.4 MCURB OR SIDEWALK 

TOTAL WIDTH 

NET WIDTH 

2.9 MINVENTORY ROUTE TOTAL HORIZ CLEAR 

99.99 MINVENTORY ROUTE MIN VERT CLEAR

3-ON FREE ROAD

09-LOCAL RURAL

0-NOT STRAHNET

N-NONE EXISTS

3-1 LANE, 2 WAY

0-NOT APPLICABLE

0-NOT ON NET

0 NO MEDIAN

1-HIGHWAY

DECK ROADWAY/OPERATIONAL INFORMATIONDECK GEOMETRY

0.25 ft br, 1.46 ft cu, 9.5 ft, 1.46 ft cu, 0.25 ft br

DECK CROSS SECTION

LRS INVENTORY RTE & SUBRTE 

BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK 0-NOT ON NET

Last NSTMI 04/16/2025 months

0 inchesOVERLAY THICKNESS (inches)

N/A

(51)

(52)

(50)

(32)

(33)

(107)

(108)

A)

B)

C)

(29)

(30)

(19)

(114)

(115)

(37)

(42a) 

(12) 

(13) 

(104) 

(26) 

(100) 

(101) 

(102) 

(10) 

(47) 

(68) 

(72) 

(105) 

(110) 

(20) 

(28a) 

(103) 

CONDITION INFORMATION

49.4 MLENGTH (49)

SPECIAL INSPECTION INFORMATION
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107 Girder/Beam-Steel

Corrosion

Steel Coating-Paint

Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

2

2

2

2

99

99

189

189

m

each

sq.m

each

 0

 0

 147

 147

 97

 97

 0

 0

 2

 2

 0

 0

 0

 0

 42

 42

SUPERSTRUCTURE ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

1000

515

3450

SUPERSTRUCTURE 
SUPERSTRUCTURE RATING =(59) 6

(107) Girder/Beam-Steel

(107-1000) Corrosion

(107-515-3450) Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

Routine Inspection Element Notes:

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition State

28 Steel Deck-Open Grid

Corrosion

2

2

193

143

sq.m

each

 50

 0

 143

 143

 0

 0

 0

 0

DECK ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

Defect/
Prot

1000

Defect

(28-1000) Corrosion

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition StateDefect/
Prot Defect

The paint is no longer effective with light surface rust throughout the steel open grid decking. For examples, refer to Photo 2 dated 
6/14/2016 as well as Photos 3 and 4 dated 6/20/2022.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel deck is still valid.
 

The top flange of both girders is located at the deck level adjacent to the curbs and is visible for inspection. The top flange has 
surface rust throughout the length of the bridge. Refer to  Photos 5 and 6 dated 6/20/2022. In addition, the girders have rust along the
edges of both the top and bottom flanges. For examples, refer to Photos 1 and 2 dated 4/29/2013 and Photo 1 dated 5/9/2019.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel superstructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid. 

The top flange of both girders is located at the deck level adjacent to the curbs and is visible for inspection. Any paint that was 
present on these portions of the girders is no longer present. Refer to Photos 5 and 6 dated 6/20/2022. The paint throughout the 
remainder of the girders is dirty, chalky and faded. In addition, the paint is no longer effective where rust has formed on the edges of 
the top and bottom flanges, which is present on approximately 10% of the surface area. For examples, refer to Photos 1 and 2 dated 
4/29/2013 and Photo 1 dated 5/9/2019.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel superstructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid.

Non-Routine Inspection Element Notes:

Non-Routine Inspection Element Notes:

NSTMI (04/16/2025): See the report narrative for the list of members that were inspected.

NSTMI (04/16/2025): See the report narrative for description of the defects (1.2 m in CS3).

(58) (5)DECK RATING =

(36a) Rail Code 000 0

330 Railing-Metal 2 99 m  99  0  0  0

JOINT/APPROACH/RAIL ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

RAIL INFORMATION
(36b) Transition (36c) Appr Guardrail (36d) Appr Guardrail End 25Roadway Speed MPH

JOINT - APPROACH - RAIL 

(330) Railing-Metal

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition StateDefect/
Prot Defect

There were no significant defects noted.
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152 Floor Beam-Steel

Corrosion

Steel Coating-Paint

Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

2

2

2

2

296

296

188

188

m

each

sq.m

each

 0

 0

 141

 141

 296

 296

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 47

 47

SUPERSTRUCTURE ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

1000

515

3450

SUPERSTRUCTURE 
SUPERSTRUCTURE RATING =(59) 6

(152-1000) Corrosion

(152-515-3450) Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition StateDefect/
Prot Defect

The floor beams have surface rust on the edges of the top and bottom flanges. For examples, refer to Photo 2 dated 6/14/2016 and 
Photo 4 dated 6/20/2022. In addition, surface rust is also present throughout the top surface of the top flange of each floor beam, 
which are visible through the open grid deck.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel superstructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid. 

The paint throughout the floor beams is dirty, chalky and faded. The paint is no longer effective where rust has formed on the top 
surface of the top flanges. In addition, the paint has failed on the edges of the top and bottom flanges. For examples, refer to Photo 2
dated 6/14/2016 and Photo 4 dated 6/20/2022.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel superstructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid.
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DESCRIPTION UNDER STRUCTURE

CHANNEL DESCRIPTION
Cobbles, sand and gravel. Moderate vegetation. There is RSP along the channel embankments at Abutment 1 and around Pier 2 
consisting of 1 to 5 foot diameter rocks.

Photo 1
Side view

Photo 2
Underside view

Photo 3
Typical pack rust at the end of cover plate

   SUPERSTRUCTURE PHOTOGRAPHS

TYPE OF SERVICE UNDER 

N NOT APPLICABLE (NBI)UNDERCLEARANCES V - H 

6 EQUAL MINIMUMWATER ADEQUACY 

 MVERT-LIFT BRIDGE NAV MIN VERTICAL CLEAR 

NAVIGATION CONTROL

0.0 MNAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE

0.0 MNAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE

PIER PROTECTION 

0: NO CONTROL5-WATERWAY

U UNKNOWN FOUNDATIONSCOUR 

03/05/2010SCOUR POA DATE 

CHANNEL PROTECTION 7 MINOR DAMAGE

N/A

(42b) 

(69) 

(71) 

(61) 

(113) 

(38) 

(111) 

(39) 

(116) 

(40) 

202 Column-Steel

Steel Coating-Paint

Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

2

2

2

9

7

7

each

sq.m

each

 9

 7

 7

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

SUBSTRUCTURE ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

 0

 0

 0

515

3450

SUPERSTRUCTURE 

SUBSTRUCTURE 

SUBSTRUCTURE RATING =(60) (7)

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition StateDefect/
Prot Defect
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OTHER WORK RECOMMENDATIONS

JOINT/APPR/RAIL WORK RECOMMENDATIONS - NONE

SUPERSTRUCTURE WORK RECOMMENDATIONS - NONE

SUBSTRUCTURE WORK RECOMMENDATIONS - NONE

Work By 

Work By 

Action 

Action 

Est Cost 

Est Cost 

Rec Date

Rec Date

LOCAL AGENCY

LOCAL AGENCY

Paint Bridge Substru

Paint Bridge Superst

07/01/2008

07/01/2008

Str Target 

Str Target 

ROUTINE

ROUTINE

Clean and repaint the steel substructure elements throughout the structure.

Clean and repaint the steel superstructure elements throughout the structure.

Dist Target

Dist Target

EA 

EA 

Status 

Status 

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

DECK WORK RECOMMENDATIONS
Work By 
Action

Est Cost Rec Date LOCAL AGENCY
Deck-Misc

07/01/2008
Str Target ROUTINE

Clean and repaint the steel deck throughout the structure.

Dist Target 
EA Status  PROPOSED

215

231

256

Abutment-RC

Pier Cap-Steel

Steel Coating-Paint

Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

Slope Protection

2

2

2

2

2

8

12

15

15

2

m

m

sq.m

each

ea.

 8

 12

 15

 15

 2

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

SUBSTRUCTURE ELEMENT INSPECTION RATINGS AND NOTES

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

515

3450

SUBSTRUCTURE 
SUBSTRUCTURE RATING =(60) (7)

WORK RECOMMENDATIONS 

(202) Column-Steel

(202-515-3450) Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

(215) Abutment-RC

(231) Pier Cap-Steel

(231-515-3450) Paint Sys Breakdown (Steel PC)

(256) Slope Protection

Element DescriptionElem 
No.

Env Total
Qty

Units
CS 1 CS 2 CS 3 CS 4

Qty in each Condition StateDefect/
Prot Defect

There were no significant defects noted.

The paint system is dirty and chalky.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel substructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid.

There were no significant defects noted.

There were no significant defects noted.

The paint system is dirty and chalky.

The 2008 outstanding work recommendation to clean and repaint the steel substructure elements throughout the structure is still 
valid.

There were no significant defects noted.
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110 - Super-Misc

Apr 16, 2025 [AAAX]

Side view
Photo #1
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110 - Super-Misc

Apr 16, 2025 [AAAX]

Underside view
Photo #2
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44C0099
110 - Super-Misc

Apr 16, 2025 [AAAX]

Typical pack rust at the end of cover plate
Photo #3
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RFP #10964 1 Addendum No. 2 
Bridge Design Services 
 

County of Monterey 
PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES AND PARKS 
Randell Ishii, MS, PE, TE, PTOE, Director 

1441 Schilling Place, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

O: 831 755 4800 
 F: 831 755 4958 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
January 15, 2026 
 
 

 
ADDENDUM NO. 2 

 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL #10964 

TO PROVIDE BRIDGE DESIGN SERVICES 
FOR 

BORONDA ROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
County Project No. 1181 

Federal Aid Project No: BRLO-5944(150) 
 

Proposals Are Due: January 29, 2026 at 4:00 pm (PST) 
 

 
 
The purpose of the Addendum is to provide answers to questions received to date, post project documents as 
reference to this RFP and extend the proposal due date. 

 
A signed copy of Addendum #2 must be submitted along with your original bid proposal package. If this 
acknowledgement signature page is not submitted with your proposal package, your entire proposal package 
may be deemed non-responsive. It is the CONTRACTORS responsibility to ensure all items in the Addendum 
are included in the original bid proposal package. 
 

 
 
Receipt of Addendum #2 for RFP 10964 has been received and all requested information included in the 
original proposal package. 
 
 
                                                                                         _______________________________                              
_______________________________ 
Authorized Company Signature                                                   Printed Name 
 
 
 
 
________________________________                            ________________________________ 
Company Name                                                                                Date 
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Bridge Design Services 
 

 
 
The questions received to date are the following, along with their respective responses: 

 
1. Question: The RFP references that a Fee Schedule (Attachment J) be submitted in a separate sealed 

envelope apart from the proposer’s technical proposal. However, there is no Attachment J included with the 
RFP or as a separate attachment on the County’s solicitation website. Can the County please provide 
proposers with Attachment J?? 
Answer: Attachment J - Fee Schedule is a construct of the proposer. The proposer may make use of the Sample 
Cost Proposal in Appendix IV. 

2. Question: Regarding Attachments A-I, are those actual attachments proposers need to fill out or are 
they  just what the County wants proposers to label sections in their proposals as (for example, section 1 is 
Attachment A, section 2 is Attachment B, and so on and so forth)? If they are actual attachments proposers 
need to fill out, can the County please provide proposers with Attachments A-I, since they are not included 
with the RFP or on the County's solicitation site? 
Answer: Content and sub-content identified in the RFP shall be labeled with the corresponding attachment. 

3. Question: Can the County please provide proposers with a copy of the MND the County did in 1999? 
Answer: Yes, a copy of the document will be posted with this addendum. 

4. Question: Will the traffic technical memorandum identified in the PES be part of the scope of services or 
will the County address it? 
Answer: The technical memorandum will be part of the scope of services. 

5. Question: Will the information attached as an appendix be subject to grading if it is a continuation of 
another section being graded. 
Answer: Content listed in the appendix will not be graded. However, it may help support content that will be 
graded. 

6. Question: Has the bridge ever been evaluated under National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) criteria? 
If yes, can this documentation be made available? 
Answer: Yes, a copy of the document will be posted with this addendum. 

7. Question: Can the County confirm with Caltrans that a Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) is 
not required? 
Answer: A HRER is not required. 

8. Question: Can the County provide a copy of the existing EIR that is mentioned in the background section of 
the RFP? 
Answer: Yes, a copy of the document will be posted with this addendum 

9. Question: To what extent is it expected that the project would rely on the existing EIR? 
Answer: None. A new separate and independent CEQA/NEPA document is required. 

10. Question: “Wetland Delineation and Assessment” is not changed as a required technical study in the PES, 
however the email from Kelso Vidal and the “Attachment A: Notes to Support the Conclusions of the PES 
Form” in Appendix VII seem to indicate that a delineation/assessment would be necessary. Is preparation 
of a wetland delineation requested as part of the scope? 
Answer: Yes, preparation of a wetland delineation study is requested as part of the scope. 

11. Question: Is regulatory permit acquisition being requested as part of this scope? If so, for all relevant 
agencies, or some subset (e.g., just NOAA & USFWS)? 
Answer: Permit acquisition is requested as part of this scope of work. All relevant agencies will be required. 

12. Question: Will all right-of-way appraisal and acquisition work be done by the County or a separate 
consulting firm such that it is excluded from the scope of work for this RFP 
Answer: Right-of-way acquisition and appraisal services will be through another RFP. 
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13. Question: Section 7.1 requires "one (1) original hard copy, two (2) hard copies, and one (1) CD or Thumb 
Drive." Should the CD/Thumb Drive contain all attachments A through K, including the sealed fee 
proposal (Attachment J)? Or should the fee proposal only be submitted in the separate sealed envelope and 
not included on the electronic media? 
Answer: The fee proposal should only be submitted in the separate sealed envelope and not included on the 
electronic media. 

14. Question: Section 8.9 (Conflict of Interest Statement) is listed as Pass/Fail but is not listed as a required in 
Section 6.0. Should proposers include a "Conflict of Interest Statement" as part of the cover letter? 
Answer: Conflict of Interest Statements shall be included in the proposals and attached after attachment K. 

15. Question: Due to the request for proposal attachments and supplemental environmental information that 
was identified in the RFP but not provided, can the County please provide a two-week extension and all of 
the County attachments and environmental information in order for proposers to adequately implement the 
necessary requirements and scope elements into their proposals? 
Answer: See revisions to the RFP below. Proposal Package Submittal Deadline has been delayed one week. 

16. Question: In reference to Addendum 1, Question 2, the project understanding and project scope should be 
written under section 8.6.1. This section of the proposal appears to be the evaluation criteria. Is there an 
appropriate place in Section 6 for the project understanding to be written to ensure all bullets within section 
8.6 can be addressed/ scored? 
Answer: Project understanding and project scope should be described under section 6.5.1. 

17. Question: Preparation of a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) is not checked in the Preliminary 
Environmental Study (PES) - can the County confirm that preparation of this document is not required? 
Answer: See answer to question #7. 

 
Revisions to the Request For Proposals (RFP) #10964 
 

1. On the Cover Page Replace “Thursday, January 22, 2026” with “Thursday, January 29, 2026” 
2. On Page 2 under Section 3.0 CALENDAR OF EVENTS Revise Proposal Package Submittal Deadline to 

January 29, 2026. 
3. On Page 58 under Section Proposals are due in the Office of Public Works, Facilities and Parks By: Replace 

“Thursday, January 22, 2026” with “Thursday, January 29, 2026” 

Documents posted to the County Website: 
 

1. BOS Negative Decl Mitigations 11-04-1999 
2. Supplemental Historical Evaluation Report 
3. NOP Boronda EIR 11-02-2000 
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