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PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT

1. Project Information 

District
4

County
Alameda 

U.S. 
80

PM
6.5/6.7

EA
04-OA770K

Project Title: 
Interstate 80/Gilman Street Interchange Improvement Project 
Project Manager 
Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc./ Brady Nadell, P.E. 

Phone # 
415-243-4680

Project Engineer Phone # 

Environmental Office Chief/Manager Phone # 

PEAR Preparer 
Shanna Guiler and Laura Lafler (LSA Associates, Inc.) 

Phone # 
510-236-6810 

2. Project Description 

Purpose and Need 
The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) and the City of Berkeley 
(City), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), propose to 
improve traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle operations at the Interstate 80 (I-80) /Gilman Street 
interchange in the City of Berkeley, Alameda County.  The existing intersection controls, 
roadway geometry, and the high volumes of local and regional traffic on Gilman Street result in 
poor traffic operation at and near the interchange. Proposed project components include 
reconfiguration of I-80 ramps and ramp intersections, and reconstruction of Gilman Street from 
north of West Frontage Road to south of 2nd Street. No freeway mainline improvements are 
identified for the project.   

The purpose of the project is to: 

Simplify and improve navigation and traffic operations on Gilman Street between the West 
Frontage Road and 2nd Street through the I-80 interchange so that congestion is reduced, 
queues are shortened, and merging and turn conflicts are minimized; 

Improve mobility in the Gilman Street corridor; 

Improve safety at Gilman Street intersections;  

Improve the local and regional bicycle and pedestrian facilities  through the I-80/Gilman 
Street interchange for bicycles/pedestrians traveling between the Bay Trail and Northern 
Berkeley;  



EA 04-OA770K  July 10, 2014 

2

Create a gateway into North Berkeley. 

The need for the proposed project is based on: 

Nonstandard spacing between I-80 ramp intersections and frontage roads combined with free-
flow traffic on Gilman Street without turn channelization creates poor intersection operations 
due to short weaving lengths, left turn storage in through lanes, and complex vehicle 
navigation through multiple points of conflict; 

Existing and future poor level of service (LOS) at the I-80 ramp intersections and Eastshore 
Highway intersections with Gilman Street during weekday and weekend peak hours due to 
stop-controlled intersections;  

Existing vehicle queue spillback from the I-80/Gilman Street ramp intersections onto the 
freeway off-ramps, especially in the westbound I-80 direction;  

Gap in the local and regional bikeway system exists on Gilman Street between the Class II 
facility east of 2nd Street and the Class I Bay Trail facility.    

Description of Work 
Within the project study area, Gilman Street consists of an arterial roadway with four lanes, 
including two lanes in each direction. Four I-80 ramps, an existing frontage road, and the 
Eastshore Highway intersect with Gilman Street within the project study area. The existing I-80 
overcrossing has concrete columns that restrict Gilman Street to five lanes (assuming a minimum 
lane width of no less than 10 feet). Right of way (ROW) limits and parking requirements along 
the associated frontage roads further restrict roadway widening.  

Currently, a full-diamond interchange provides access to on and off-ramps for both the eastbound 
and westbound directions, with stop control for the off-ramps. A two-way frontage road exists on 
each side of the freeway within close proximity to the ramps. As with the off-ramps, the three 
frontage road approaches currently are controlled with stop signs. The existing five-legged and 
six-legged stop-controlled intersections at the interchange cannot efficiently clear the traffic 
movements resulting in substantial delay in the project area. All study area intersections currently 
operate at a reduced LOS. West of the interchange on Gilman Street, two driveways serve Golden 
Gate Fields’ racetrack and stables. The Gilman Street Interchange, besides serving a large number 
of vehicle movements, plays an important multi-modal role for Berkeley and adjacent 
communities, including a connection to the San Francisco Bay Trail from the Berkeley area.  

The Alameda CTC and the City propose to improve the operation of Gilman Street and the I-80 
ramp terminals within the project study area by installing intersection improvements on the east 
and west sides of I-80. Under the roundabout alternatives, the frontage road on the west side of I-
80 and the Eastshore Highway on the east side of I-80 would be integrated with the respective 
ramp terminals to achieve non-conflicting movements. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities are proposed to provide a needed connection between the existing Class II bikeway on 
Gilman Street (east of 2nd Street) and the San Francisco Bay Trail.  

The project study area is bounded by a mix of industrial, commercial and recreational 
development. The existing off-ramps and on-ramps and their intersections are located within 
Caltrans’ ROW. The segments of Gilman Street north and south of the ramp intersections fall 
within the City of Berkeley’s limits.   
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Alternatives 
Currently, four (4) project alternatives are being studied, as described below.  The “No Build” 
Alternative defines the condition if no improvement is made to this facility. Build Alternative 1 
proposes to install signal improvements at study area intersections. Build Alternatives 2 and 3 
propose to install roundabouts at the intersections. In addition to the proposed roadway 
improvements, each build alternative would provide at-grade pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements to enhance pedestrian connections and regional bicycle network continuity. No 
other feasible alternatives were identified for further study.  

“No Build” Alternative. The No Build Alternative consists of the existing I-80/Gilman 
interchange with the improvements proposed by the I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) 
project. The ICM project proposes to convert one of the two existing mixed lanes on westbound 
Gilman Street on-ramp into an HOV lane.  As described above, if the project is not built, the 
interchange and local street intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS with 
large delays by the year 2040. Under the No Build Alternative, bicyclist/pedestrian safety would 
not be improved, and would remain unsafe, as sidewalks and bike lanes would not be provided.  

Build Alternative 1: Signalized Intersections. Build Alternative 1 proposes to convert the 
existing stop control intersections into signalized intersections at the existing ramp terminals and 
the adjacent frontage roads. The movements would be split phased to accommodate all 
movements and allow for safe operation of turning movements. The portion of Gilman Street 
undercrossing below the I-80 structure would be restriped to allow additional left turn storage 
lanes. The existing pedestrian and bicycle paths would remain in-place. 

Build Alternative 2: Roundabout Intersection. Build Alternative 2 requires the installation of 
two multi-lane roundabouts on Gilman Street at the I-80 ramp terminals.  Each roundabout would 
combine the ramp intersections with frontage road intersections to form one single roundabout 
intersection. All existing connections from minor streets would be maintained under this 
alternative. The westbound roundabout intersection consists of four approaching legs: northbound 
and southbound Gilman Street, West Frontage Road and I-80 westbound off-ramp.  The 
eastbound roundabout intersection would include a total of five approaching legs from I-80 
eastbound off-ramp, eastbound and westbound Eastshore Highway, and northbound and 
southbound Gilman Street. 

A pedestrian and bicyclist shared-use path would be constructed on the west side of the Gilman 
Street undercrossing. The shared-use path would terminate at the north and south limits of the 
project and adjoin the existing on-street bike lanes and sidewalk near the project’s limits.  Due to 
its inadequate roadway capacity to accommodate the year 2040 traffic, Build Alternative 2 is 
considered an interim design to address the year 2030 traffic needs.  

Option 2A
The existing driveway entrance to the Golden Gate Fields (GGF) is located immediately adjacent 
to the westbound I-80 off-ramp at the end of the curb return. There is a minimum separation 
between the driveway entrance and the westbound ramp intersection.  The construction of the 
roundabout would expand the ramp intersection to the north and further reduce this separation. 
With the proposed right-of-way to be established at the roundabout entrance and exit, the existing 
GGF driveway would likely encroach into the future Caltrans’ right-of-way. To establish the 
access control at the ramp intersection, Option 2A was developed to eliminate or relocate the 
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existing driveway outside of the proposed Caltrans right-of-way limit. Roadway geometries for 
Option 2A are identical to Build Alternative 2 with the exception that the GGF driveway 
connection to Gilman Street is removed or relocated. The proposal will be further evaluated with 
input from property owner and project stakeholders in the PA/ED phase and a more refined 
geometric layout will be developed.    

Build Alternative 3: Roundabout Intersection with Bypass Ramps. Build Alternative 3 is 
similar to Alternative 2 with the addition of two bypass ramps.  Alternative 3 proposes to 
construct two multi-lane roundabouts on Gilman Street at the I-80 ramp terminals.  Each 
roundabout would combine the ramp intersection with frontage road intersections to form one 
single roundabout intersection. The two bypass ramps would be constructed underneath the I-80 
freeway structure between the abutment walls and columns to provide direct connection between 
the roundabouts and the I-80 eastbound and westbound on-ramps. A total of four approaching 
legs and five departure legs would be accounted for in each roundabout. 

As compared to the other two Build Alternatives, the access from the east leg of Eastshore 
Highway to Gilman Street would be permanently closed to make room for the bypass ramp in this 
alternative. This segment of Eastshore Highway would become a cul-de-sac.  Traffic is expected 
to use parallel roadways (such as 2nd Street) to bypass the cul-de-sac and to continue on Eastshore 
Highway from the east to west side of Gilman Street, or vice versa. To accommodate the bypass 
traffic, a segment of 2nd Street between Gilman Street and Harrison Street would need to be 
converted from existing eastbound one-way traffic to two-way traffic.  

A pedestrian and bicyclist shared-use path would be constructed on the west side of the roadway 
between the Gilman Street undercrossing and bypass ramp. The shared use path would terminate 
at the north and south limits of the project and adjoin the existing on-street bike lanes and 
sidewalk near the project limits.  Build Alternative 3 would have adequate roadway capacity to 
handle the ultimate design year traffic (2040).   

Option 3A 
The existing driveway entrance to the Golden Gate Fields (GGF) is located immediately adjacent 
to the westbound I-80 off-ramp at the end of the off-ramp curb return. There is a minimum 
separation between the driveway entrance and the westbound ramp intersection.  The construction 
of the roundabout would expand the ramp intersection to the north and further reduce the 
separation. With the proposed right-of-way to be established at the roundabout entrance and exit, 
the existing GGF driveway would likely encroach into the future Caltrans’ right-of-way. To 
establish access control at the ramp intersection, Option 3A was developed to eliminate or 
relocate the existing driveway to outside of the proposed Caltrans right-of-way limit. Roadway 
geometries for Option 3A are identical to Alternative 3 with the exception that the GGF driveway 
connection to Gilman Street is removed or relocated. This proposal will be further evaluated with 
input from the property owner and project stakeholders at the PA/ED phase and a more refined 
geometric layout will be developed.      

Other Study/Rejected Alternatives 
Additional alternatives have been studied and reviewed by project stakeholders during the project 
alternative development, including the installation of pedestrian and bicycle shared-use paths on 
both sides of the Gilman Street undercrossing and construction of a pedestrian and bicyclist 
underpass and overpass. 
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Concepts developed during the early project development phase called for pedestrian and bicycle 
shared-use paths on the east and west side of the Gilman Street undercrossing. Currently, there is 
a significant volume of right-turn traffic entering the I-80 eastbound on-ramp from northbound 
Gilman Street at relatively high speed. It is difficult and unsafe for pedestrians and bicyclists to 
cross the ramp, especially during peak hours. Review of future conditions revealed that the 
conflict between non-motorists and motorists would be severe at the eastbound on-ramp given the 
high volume of ramp traffic and the need for a two-lane crossing. Because few pedestrians and 
bicyclists currently use the east path to access the northeast side of the interchange where Golden 
Gate Fields is located, the east shared-use path was removed from the design with project 
stakeholders and bicycle groups’ input. However, planning for redevelopment of Golden Gate 
Fields racetrack site is underway. The proposed alternative design includes additional right-of-
way to accommodate future pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the east side of the Gilman Street 
undercrossing.   

In addition to the at-grade crossings, the City of Berkeley is evaluating other options to address 
the non-motorist needs, including the construction of a pedestrian and bicyclist underpass and 
overpass. The Berkeley Transportation Commission reviewed the underpass design and expressed 
concerns about the safety and comfort of the below grade concepts. Due to extensive 
underground utility conflicts and the required depth of underpass structures, the pedestrian and 
bicyclist underpass alternative was determined to be infeasible and was precluded from further 
study.  

The option for a pedestrian and bicyclists overpass is currently under evaluation by the City of 
Berkeley as a separate project.   

Funding 
The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) and the City of Berkeley have 
outlined $1.06 million of funding for this project, including $0.83 million in federal earmarks, 
through the PA/ED phase. Capital funding of the project has not been established to date, but is 
proposed in the future 2014 Alameda CTC Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP). 

Right-of-Way
There is no right-of-way need anticipated for Build Alternative 1. Built Alternatives 2 and 3 will 
require right-of-way acquisition from both private and public properties at the following 
locations:

The proposed improvements for Build Alternatives 2 and 3 will require reconstruction of 
the entrance/exit to Golden Gate Fields located on Gilman Street north of the West 
Frontage Road. Reconstruction will require acquisition of a small area of private right-of- 
way and a temporary construction easement (TCE).  

Build Alternatives 2 and 3 propose to combine the frontage road intersections (currently 
owned by the City of Berkeley) and Caltrans’ ramp intersections into two roundabout 
intersections. It is anticipated that Caltrans will maintain control over the roundabout 
intersections. Therefore, additional public right-of-way will be required from the City of 
Berkeley. It is assumed that public land transfer from the City to Caltrans will be at no 
cost. The subject transfer will be in compliance with Section 83 of the Streets and 
Highways Code. After completion of the project (and the public land transfer), the 
roundabout intersections will lie entirely within Caltrans right-of-way. 
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The inclusion of roundabouts in Caltrans’ right-of-way would establish future control over the 
point of entrance and exit to ensure safe and efficient roadway operation. The latest Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual Index 405.10 (14) and 504.8 provides guidelines on the limits of access 
control over roundabout intersections. For new construction, access control of 100 feet beyond 
inscribed circle diameter is recommended. At a minimum, access control shall extend at least 50 
feet beyond the inscribed circle diameter.  Preliminary right-of-way assessment for the two 
roundabout alternatives was completed and included in Attachment G of the PSR/PDS.  The table 
below summarizes the anticipated right-of-way needs for Build Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Westbound Intersection 

(Square Foot) 

Eastbound Intersection 

(Square Foot) 

Build Alternative 2 32,000 32,400 

Build Alternative 3 33,000 29,200 

Right-of-way costs associated with the proposed acquisition based on the current design is 
included in the cost estimates in Attachment D. As details are developed, other partial right-of-
way acquisition and TCE may become necessary for the project. Costs for TCE and additional 
right-of-way acquisition, if any, will be determined in the PA/ED phase of the project. 

Utilities
In review of available as-built plans provided by various utility owners, an inventory of existing 
utilities located within the vicinity of the project is shown below.  

Description Utility Owner Size Location 

Overhead Power Lines PG&E 12 KV West Frontage 
Road, Gilman 
Street and 
Eastshore Highway

Gas Pipe PG&E 3-inch Plastic Gilman Street and 
2nd Street

Water  East Bay Municipal 
Utility District

8-inch, 12-inch Gilman Street

Water  East Bay Municipal 
Utility District

10-inch 2nd Street

Sanitary Sewer EBMUD 12-inch Gilman Street

Telecommunication AT&T (To be confirmed) Gilman Street 

Petroleum Kinder Morgan 8-inch and 12-inch 
Welded Steel Pipes

3rd Street parallel to 
the UPPR tracks

Build Alternative 1 – Utility Conflict  
No utility conflicts are anticipated for Build Alternative 1.  
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Build Alternative 2 and 3 – Utility Conflict 
The existing overhead power lines will be in conflict with the proposed roundabout construction 
under Build Alternatives 2 and 3. Permanent relocation of the PG&E overhead lines outside of 
the limits of the proposed roundabouts is anticipated for these two alternatives.

It is expected that the proposed finished grades of the roundabout intersections would be similar 
to the existing intersection grading. Permanent relocation of underground utilities is not 
anticipated. However, a 3-foot to 4-foot depth of roadway excavation is required for the removal 
of existing pavement and construction of new pavement sections in which permanent utility 
casing or shoring may be needed. Utility surveys will be conducted to identify the depth and 
exact locations of existing utilities.   
    
A field utility review was conducted to verify the existing utility locations. Exhibits shown in 
Attachment K of the PSR-PDS present the location of existing utilities based on the available 
information and potential relocation of the PG&E overhead system.   

In addition, two existing Kinder Morgan petroleum pipelines (8” and 12” welded steel pipes) run 
adjacent and parallel to the railroad tracks on 3rd Street. These pipelines are located outside of the 
project limits and will not be in conflict with construction.    
    
A sufficient right-of-way footprint will be included in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) to be 
established during the PA/ED phase to accommodate utility relocations necessitated by the 
project.

Railroad
Amtrak and Union Pacific Railroad serve freight and passenger trains along the Capitol Corridor 
that runs across Gilman Street at the 3rd Street intersection. The existing railroad tracks are 
located approximately 320 feet from the project site. The existing tracks are currently operated 
and maintained by the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CJPA) formed by six local transit 
agencies. 

Construction work will be performed more than 100 feet away from the railway. The existing 
railroad operating facility will not be affected by the project, in which case a railroad clearance 
letter may not be required.  Any traffic handling or detours beyond the proposed limits of 
construction should not impair the operation of the railroad facility. 

3. Anticipated Environmental Approval 

CEQA NEPA 
Environmental Determination 
Statutory Exemption    
Categorical Exemption  Categorical Exclusion 
Environmental Document 
Initial Study or Focused Initial Study 
with proposed Negative Declaration 
(ND) or Mitigated ND 

Routine Environmental Assessment 
with proposed Finding of No 
Significant Impact 
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Complex Environmental Assessment 
with proposed Finding of No 
Significant Impact 

Environmental Impact Report  Environmental Impact Statement 
CEQA Lead Agency (if determined): California Department of Transportation 

Estimated length of time (months) to obtain 
environmental approval: 

Approximately 24 months 

Estimated person hours to complete identified 
tasks: 

A total of approximately 1,278 person hours 
have been estimated to complete the identified 
tasks. (see Attachment B) 

4. Special Environmental Considerations 

The proposed project is located in a highly urbanized area and is not expected to require unusual, 
exceptional or extended environmental processes. Vegetation in the project area is limited to 
ornamental plantings and/or ruderal vegetation. No special status species are expected to occur 
and no wetland, drainage, or other features potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
or Regional Water Quality Control Board jurisdiction would be affected under the Build 
Alternatives. Therefore, complex processes such as certification under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA), and consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act would not be 
required.  The project would be located approximately 100-300 feet from the shoreline of San 
Francisco Bay and would not require changes to the shoreline or associated plant and animal 
communities. 

The Build Alternatives have the potential to impact historic resources located adjacent to the 
project site. In addition, if the project excavates deeper than existing fill, buried archaeological 
cultural resources could be encountered and an Extended Phase I presence/absence study may be 
required.  

5. Anticipated Environmental Commitments 

The appropriate level of environmental documentation to be prepared during the Project Approval 
and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase of project development would be an Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) leading to a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND)/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) to comply with both the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requirements. The IS/EA would follow guidelines, tools, and templates, provided in the Caltrans 
Standard Environmental Reference, which have been developed in accordance with NEPA 
responsibility assigned through Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). 
Preparation of the IS/EA, including technical studies, is anticipated to take 24 months, after 
receiving information necessary to begin the environmental analysis. This timeline includes time 
for substantive review by the environmental division staff within Caltrans. 

The anticipated environmental commitments for each resource area are described below: 



EA 04-OA770K  July 10, 2014 

9

Land Use: The proposed project is not anticipated to result in land use impacts. The Build 
Alternatives would not displace any existing land uses and would not require a General Plan 
Amendment and would be consistent with existing and future land uses in the project area. 
Furthermore, by improving multi-modal transportation in the area, the Build Alternatives would 
promote community integrity and increase access between Berkeley neighborhoods. Following 
construction of the two roundabout alternatives (Build Alternatives 2 and 3), City ROW would be 
transferred to Caltrans. Acquisition of ROW from adjacent private parcels is not anticipated. No 
additional studies will be required. 

Growth: The proposed project is not anticipated to be growth inducing. Capacity enhancing 
improvements are needed to resolve operational deficiencies through design year 2040. No 
additional studies will be required. 

Farmlands/Timberlands: No farmlands or timberlands are located in the project area. No 
additional studies will be required. 

Community Impacts: Currently, the frontage road intersections are located within the City 
limits, outside of Caltrans’ ROW. To establish access control over the roundabout intersections, 
Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would require additional land transfer from the City of Berkeley to 
Caltrans. No building or residential displacement are anticipated due to the proposed project. 
However, a number of homeless reside on the abutment slopes under the bridge. Build 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would modify these slopes and could affect the homeless. The project area is 
located in a racially and economically diverse area and proposed interchange improvements may 
impact the local community because of disruption during construction, including alternative 
routing and other changes in circulation. A Community Impact Assessment should be prepared. 
However, in the long term, as noted above, the Build Alternatives would promote community 
integrity and increase access between Berkeley neighborhoods. 
Estimated time to complete: 2 months 
Estimated Cost: $7,500 

Visual and Aesthetics: Although the proposed project would be built within the existing 
interchange area, Built Alternatives 2 and 3 would introduce modified terminus for on- and off-
ramps and other features (e.g., roundabouts) into the current viewshed. Construction activities 
would also result in temporary visual effects within the project study area. A Visual Impact 
Assessment will be completed for the project. 
Estimated time to complete: 4 months 
Estimated Cost: $16,000 

Cultural Resources: Preparation of an Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) and a Historic 
Property Survey Report (HPSR) will be required.  
Estimated time to complete: 4 months 
Estimated Cost: $17,000  

Hydrology and Floodplain: A Location Hydraulic Study, Summary of Floodplain 
Encroachment Report, and/or a Floodplain Evaluation Report will be required as the project will 
encroach into the floodplain. For projects adjacent to the coastline with design life of 20 years or 
more, a Sea Level Rise (SLR) analysis is required to address the likelihood of being impacted by 
SLR.
Estimated time to complete: 6 months 
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Estimated Cost: $25,000 - $40,000 

Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff:  This project would comply with the Caltrans 
Statewide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit (NPDES No. CAS000003) 
and the Construction General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002).  Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) would be incorporated into this project to reduce the discharge of pollutants during and 
after construction.  Storm water generated from the site would be drained to the City’s storm 
sewer system which discharges directly to the Bay.  A Water Quality Assessment Report will be 
prepared to characterize the project’s contribution to water quality concerns.  
Estimated time to complete:  3 months 
Estimated Cost: $5,000 

Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography: A Preliminary Geotechnical Study will be prepared 
to determine the soil characteristics of the project site and to establish the design criteria for cut 
and fill slopes. A geotechnical investigation would also be conducted. 
Estimated time to complete: 9 months   
Estimated Cost: $100,000 - $120,000 

Paleontology: If the project proposes to excavate in undisturbed soil, a Paleontological 
Identification Report (PIR) shall be prepared. 
Estimated time to complete: 3 months (assumes no Paleontological Evaluation Report [PER]) 
Estimated Cost: $3,000 (assumes no PER) 

Hazardous Waste/Materials: An Initial Site Assessment has been prepared for the proposed 
project. The ISA identified past soil contamination adjacent to the construction area. Furthermore, 
the pavement markings consist of yellow paint and possible thermoplastic stripes that contain 
lead.  The construction contractor should be prepared for the possibility of encountering affected 
soils and be prepared to detect, excavate, document, and dispose of impacted materials in 
compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations. Removal of yellow 
thermoplastic and yellow paint during construction should comply with Caltrans Section 14-11.07 
(Remove Yellow Traffic Stripe and Pavement Marking with Hazardous Waste Residue). No other 
study will be required.  

Air Quality: An air quality analysis will be prepared to determine the project’s compliance with 
the Regional Transportation Plan and to address ozone, CO, PM10 and PM2.5, and construction 
impacts. As part of the conformity process, the air quality analysis will demonstrate that the 
project would not cause or contribute to any new localized CO or PM10 violations or increase the 
frequency or severity of any existing CO or PM10 violations.  
Estimated time to complete: 3 months 
Estimated Cost: $ 12,000 

Noise and Vibration: 
A technical noise memorandum will be required.
Estimated time to complete: 1 month 
Estimated Cost: $ 3,000 
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Energy and Climate Change: Greenhouse gas emissions will be analyzed in the Air Quality 
Analysis. Due to its proximity to the Bay, the project area is vulnerable to sea level rise.1
Therefore, an analysis of sea level rise and adaptation is warranted and will be prepared for the 
project (see Section 8.14 below).  
Estimated time to complete: 3 months  
Estimated Cost: $5,000 

Biological Environment: A Natural Environmental Study - MI will be required to document 
minimal project effects on biological resources. No additional permits or agency coordination are 
required.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months  
Estimated Cost: $7,000 

Cumulative Impacts: Any project related cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed 
project, combined with other projects in the vicinity, will be evaluated in the IS/EA. No 
additional permits or agency coordination are required.

Context Sensitive Solutions: Development of context sensitive solutions will be undertaken in 
conjunction with the PA&ED process. No additional permits or agency coordination are required. 

Section 4(f): Although public lands are located in the vicinity of the project site, no “use” of such 
resources is anticipated (see Section 8.18). The evaluation of the proposed project effects to parks 
and recreation during construction and operation would be covered in the environmental 
document. An appendix to the environmental document would describe resources evaluated 
relative to the requirements of Section 4(f).  

6. Permits and Approvals 

The project will utilize the Caltrans’ NPDES permit during construction. The NPDES permit 
includes measures that would be implemented by the project to reduce or avoid runoff that would 
affect local storm water quality. Additionally, the project would be required to file a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) to be covered under the State NPDES Construction General Permit for discharges of 
stormwater associated with construction activity, which would require preparation and adoption 
of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP).  

The project would not result in a discharge of fill into waters of the United States or the State 
since no such waters are located within or adjacent to the project area. The project area is located 
approximately 100-300 feet east of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. The entire study area is 
developed and graded and drains to underground municipal stormwater drainage piping. No other 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) are required for this project.  

1San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. Shoreline Areas Potentially Exposed to 
Sea Level Rise: Central Bay. Available at: 
http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/planning/climate_change/maps/16/cbay.pdf Accessed on November 12, 2013. 
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7. Level of Effort: Risks and Assumptions 

Risk management is the systematic process of identifying and planning for issues that, were they 
to occur, could have a positive or negative effect on the project objectives, including the timeline 
and/or budget for project implementation. Initial phases of project development include 
developing and regularly reviewing a risk management matrix prepared for the project. This 
PEAR is designed to provide an evaluation of the level of technical study and environmental 
documentation that would be required for the project. 

The discussion of PEAR Technical Summaries below is based on windshield surveys of the 
project area, existing public data, and technical reports that were prepared to evaluate the 
potential environmental risks associated with the Build Alternatives. Based on this information, 
the process of attaining full project approval would take approximately 24 months to complete.  

Assumptions:

Scope as defined in current build alternatives. 

The community would be generally supportive of the need for the project, but would like to 
be actively involved in the environmental/planning process. 

No federally listed species or jurisdictional wetlands are expected to be present. No 
compensatory mitigation for biological resources would be required. 

An ASR would be completed. If excavation extends below fill, an Extended Phase I (XPI) 
presence/absence study may be required to identify buried archaeological resources. If no 
cultural resources are identified as part of the XPI evaluation, the Section 106 process would 
require approximately 6 months to complete. 

Phase II cultural resources evaluation testing would not be required. 

Hazardous waste impacts can be mitigated through compliance with local, State, and federal 
regulations. No other hazardous waste issues will be identified. 

A Visual Impact Assessment would be prepared to evaluate potential impacts to sensitive 
viewers within the project viewshed. 

No permanent air quality impacts would occur. 

No noise abatement would be required. 

The project would result in no significant and unavoidable environmental effects under 
CEQA and NEPA. Therefore, the level of environmental review would be, at most, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact supported by an Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment (and no Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement would be required).  

Risks: 
A risk is an uncertain event or condition that, if it occurs, has a positive or negative impact on at 
least one project objective: scope, cost or schedule. The following table defines the potential 
impact of a risk on the project objectives. 
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Evaluation of the Impact of a Risk on Project Objectives 
 Low Moderate High 
Time Delay < 3 months Delay of 3 months Delay greater than 3 months  
Cost < 5% Cost Increase 5-10% Cost Increase > 20% Cost Increase 
Scope Changes in project limits or 

features with <5% cost 
increase 

Changes in project limits or 
features with 5-10% cost 
increase 

Sponsor does not agree that 
scope meets the purpose and 
need

Based on the project’s assumptions, the following risks were identified: 

Moderate Probability/Moderate Impact: Due to public interest in the project, additional time 
for public involvement and outreach may be needed, which would delay the project schedule 
(up to 3 months). This risk could be mitigated by conducting early and continuous outreach 
with potentially affected community members and stakeholders.  

Moderate Probability/High Impact: Design plans change to include activities not currently 
identified would increase project costs and schedule delay for cultural resources, traffic, air 
quality, etc.  Low Probability/High Impact: If resources are identified as a result of XPI 
testing, Phase II evaluation will be required, resulting in increased project costs and 
additional schedule delay (up to 4 months).  

Low Probability/High Impact: If cultural resources are determined eligible, a Finding of 
Effect (FOE) will be required. If impacts are adverse a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
and Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) would address mitigation requirements. As a 
result of multi-agency participation, this portion of the process can take an additional 6 
months or longer. If the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) disagrees with cultural 
resources effects findings and requires extended MOA consultation, then increased project 
costs and additional schedule delay (at least 6 months) would occur. 

Low Probability/High Impact: Significant Native American controversy would increase costs 
and delay schedule 6 months or longer. 

Low Probability/High Impact: If unforeseen issues of hazardous waste, air quality, noise or 
traffic impacts are encountered, then increased project costs, schedule delay (6 months or 
longer) would occur. 

Low Probability/Low Impact: Potential cumulative impacts from multiple projects increase 
the significance of environmental impacts. 

It is not known at this time if all potential impacts, particularly impacts to the human 
environment, could be mitigated to a less than significant level. If impacts are determined to be 
significant even after application of mitigation, the level of environmental documentation may 
need to be evaluated. This determination should be made during the PA&ED phase once 
technical studies have been completed. 
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8.  PEAR Technical Summaries 

8.1 Land Use:

Existing and Future Land Uses. Land uses in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project are 
highly urbanized. The land uses along Gilman Street are primarily manufacturing and industrial. 
The West Berkeley Plan (1993) designates land uses along Gilman Street immediately to the east 
of I-80 as manufacturing, with land uses to the west of I-80 designated as open space and 
waterfront/marina (e.g., Eastshore State Park, Golden Gate Fields). Although the area in the 
immediate vicinity of the project area consists of primarily manufacturing and open space uses, 
there are extensive commercial and residential land uses to the east.

The local land use within the existing interchange is dedicated freeway. Manufacturing and 
industrial uses are located north and south of Gilman Street and east of 2nd Street. These uses 
include a rental car agency (Budget/Avis), Pacific Steel Casting Co, Berkeley Forge, Red-D-Arc 
Welderentals (welder rental company), Airgas (gas, welding, and safety supply), and Hawkins 
Traffic Safety Supply. East of 2nd Street and north of Gilman Street is the City of Berkeley’s 
Solid Waste Transfer Station and Recycling Center. Northwest of the I-80/Gilman Street 
interchange is Golden Gate Fields (a racetrack) and southwest of the interchange is the Tom 
Bates Regional Sports Complex, composed of two sports fields, funded and planned by the cities 
of Berkeley, Richmond, El Cerrito, Albany, and Emeryville. 

The Build Alternatives would modify the existing interchange that is surrounded by existing 
manufacturing, industrial and open space uses. The Build Alternatives would not displace any 
existing development and would not require a General Plan Amendment (GPA), and would thus 
be consistent with the existing and future land uses in the project area. The evaluation of land use 
compatibility would be covered in the environmental document and no separate technical report 
would be required. 

Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans. Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would implement 
project 21144 - Reconstruct I-80/Gilman Avenue interchange into a roundabout, as listed in the
Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area dated April 2009 prepared by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Improvement of the existing interchange is also 
identified in the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s 2009 Congestion 
Management Program.  

The project study area is located in the West Berkeley Area of the City of Berkeley, Alameda 
County, California. The properties immediately east of I-80 at Gilman Street are within a 
“manufacturing” zone that includes Pacific Steel Castings, Flint Ink and Berkeley Force and 
Tool. The Transportation Element of the West Berkeley Plan seeks to improve circulation and 
reduce traffic congestion on West Berkeley arterials, while improving mobility for pedestrians 
and bicyclists, including improved sidewalks and bikeways such as the bicycle/pedestrian bridge 
over Interstate 80/580 and overall improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian networks. 

The West Berkeley Project (2010) amends the zoning requirements that apply to manufacturing 
districts in the West Berkeley Area to encourage the development of under-utilized properties in 
the affected zoning districts and to protect industrially-zoned neighborhoods. The West Berkeley 
Project EIR concludes that the additional trips that would be generated by development would 
continue to impact the westbound Gilman Street off-ramp and add to unacceptable delays at the I-
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80/Gilman Street interchange and associated local roadway intersections. Build Alternatives 2 
and 3 would implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 identified in the West Berkeley Project 
EIR, which states:  

Mitigation TRANS-2: Gilman Street/I-80 Roundabout. The City should continue to 
work with Caltrans to develop the proposed dual roundabout project at the Gilman 
Street/I-80 Interchange. This project would reduce queue lengths well below the 
available storage and mitigate the impact to a less than significant level.  

The Gilman Street Interchange Improvement Study (2005) prepared for the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency identifies the dual roundabout design with a connecting 
segment as the preferred alternative and the only alternative that, overall, meets the objectives for 
the project. 

All of the Build Alternatives would provide bicycle and pedestrian improvements consistent with 
the Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan (2007), the Berkeley Bicycle Master Plan (1997) and Master 
Plan Update (2005). The Berkeley Bikeway Network includes a proposed bicycle and pedestrian 
path west of I-80 and north of Gilman Street, and an existing bicycle and pedestrian path west of 
I-80 south of Gilman Street along West Frontage (the San Francisco Bay Trail) through Eastshore 
State Park. Gilman Street east of I-80 is shown as an existing bike route with proposed bike lanes. 

All of the Build Alternatives are consistent with the stated objectives of local jurisdictions, 
including the City of Berkeley and Alameda County, which promote multi-modal transportation 
and access in order to reduce reliance on motor vehicles. No avoidance, minimization, or 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Parks and Recreation. The proposed project is located within the City of Berkeley. Eastshore 
State Park is located west of I-80, south of Gilman Street. The Tom Bates Regional Sports 
Complex is located within the State Park immediately south of Gilman Street. West of I-80 the 
San Francisco Bay Trail runs along the eastern edge of the State Park along the West Frontage 
Road.  Eastshore State Park and the San Francisco Bay Trail are located adjacent to the project 
area. The proposed project would be constructed predominantly within existing City and Caltrans 
ROW and would not physically impact the existing park or the trail within the project vicinity. 
The project would improve access between residential neighborhoods in the City of Berkeley, and 
the park and trail. No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures would be required. 

8.2 Growth:  

This project is not anticipated to encourage unplanned growth. The purpose of the project is to 
relieve traffic congestion by improving traffic operations and enhancing bicycle/pedestrian safety. 
The project would have little influence on growth because future growth in the region is highly 
constrained and the project would not add a substantial amount of vehicle capacity that would 
indirectly spur employment or residential growth in the area. The project would not result in the 
conversion of adjacent land uses or provide access to areas previously inaccessible or improve 
access in ways that would foster local development beyond that which is already planned.
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8.3 Farmlands/Timberlands:  

No farmlands/timberlands are located adjacent to I- 80 within the project vicinity, thus no 
farmland/timberland would be converted with project implementation. The majority of land to be 
used is located within Caltrans and City of Berkeley ROW, and no land within the ROW is used 
as farmland or timberland. 

8.4 Community Impacts:

Two of the Build Alternatives (Build Alternatives 2 and 3) propose to combine the existing 
frontage road intersections with ramp intersections to form two roundabout intersections.  
Currently, the frontage road intersections are located within the City limits, outside of the 
Caltrans’ ROW. To establish access control over the roundabout intersections, additional land 
transfer from the City to Caltrans is anticipated. For Build Alternative 2, approximately 21,300 
square feet would be needed at the westbound intersection and 29,800 square feet would be 
needed at the eastbound intersection. For Build Alternative 3, approximately 22,200 square feet 
would be needed at the westbound intersection and 33,600 square feet would be needed at the 
eastbound intersection. No building or residential displacements are anticipated to result from the 
proposed project. However, construction of Build Alternatives 2 and 3 may result in permanent 
loss of on-street parking spaces and could affect access to Golden Gate Fields located adjacent to 
the project site. In addition, a number of homeless reside on the abutment slopes under the bridge. 
Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would modify these slopes and could affect the homeless. 

According to the U.S. Census, the project study area is located in Alameda County Census Tract 
4220. In this tract, 52 percent of the population consists of minority individuals. Additionally, 19 
percent of individuals in the City of Berkeley live in poverty.  Although project construction 
would be temporary, it would take place over a period of months and could be disruptive to the 
local area. Lane closures, detours, and other construction over extended periods could impact 
local residents and businesses and result in negative economic impacts as a result of lost business 
and/or increased commute times. However, in the long term, the Build Alternatives would 
promote community integrity and increase access between Berkeley neighborhoods, including 
walking and biking. 

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) should be prepared to confirm that permanent project 
impacts would not result in displacement of any businesses and/or residents and to determine the 
temporary construction-period impacts on the local community. The CIA should also include 
information based on the most recent Census data available at that time to document the 
socioeconomic characteristics of the project area and surroundings and to determine if 
environmental justice communities would be affected by the project. The findings of the CIA will 
be incorporated into the environmental document. 

Existing utilities owned by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), City of Berkeley and 
East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) are located within the vicinity of the project. These 
utilities may need to be relocated or may be impacted due to construction of proposed interchange 
improvements. Discharge from the project would enter the City’s storm drain system, thus 
requiring applicable discharge permits and coordination. 
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8.5 Visual/Aesthetics:  

The project study area consists of urban development features, such as industrial and commercial 
buildings, and existing transportation visual elements, such as roadways, an interchange, and an 
overcrossing of I-80. I-80 within the project study area is not a designated scenic highway.2
Vegetation in the project area is ruderal, consisting of weedy, introduced species and ornamental 
trees. No scenic resources (ancestral or heritage trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings) 
would be affected by the proposed project. Although the proposed project would be built within 
the existing interchange area, Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would introduce new ramps and other 
features (e.g., roundabouts) into the current viewshed. Planting and aesthetic treatment will be 
implemented for both of these build alternatives. Construction activities would also result in 
temporary visual effects (e.g., construction equipment, signage, dust, etc.) within the project 
study area. However, these would be temporary and generally short in duration. A Visual Impact 
Assessment (VIA) will be prepared to document the assessment of visual impacts resulting from 
the proposed project.

8.6 Cultural Resources:

An initial review indicates that the following buildings or structures 45 years or older are within 
the study area: Golden Gate Fields (1100 Eastshore Highway), Berkeley Forge and Tool (1330 
2nd Street), and Red-D-Arc Welderentals (635 Gilman Street). If the project requires land from 
private parcels or if there is potential for direct or indirect effects to parcels within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE), and the parcels do not meet the criteria for Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement Attachment 4 (Properties Exempt from Evaluation), a Historic Resource Evaluation 
Report (HRER) will be prepared to evaluate the eligibility of any historic resources in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). If the HRER identifies properties that are eligible 
for the NRHP, a Finding of Effect (FOE) document will be prepared to determine potential 
effects to eligible properties. 

An initial archaeological screening for the study area determined that there are no recorded 
prehistoric or historic archeological sites in the study area. The study area is situated on imported 
fill. If the project is constructed entirely within fill, it will not affect any intact archaeological 
cultural resources. If the project is constructed in undisturbed sediments beneath the fill, it may 
affect archaeological cultural resources that are associated with the former San Francisco Bay 
shoreline. A previous study for the I-80 corridor conducted multiple geotechnical borings within 
Caltrans ROW and identified 8 feet of imported fill beneath the interchange’s southbound on-
ramp. Several previously conducted studies indicate that the sediments within the project area are 
archaeologically sensitive. An Archeological Survey Report (ASR) should be prepared for the 
project. If the project requires excavation deeper than fill, Caltrans may require an Extended 
Phase I presence/absence study to identify buried archaeological cultural resources. 

A Historic Properties Survey Report (HPSR) will be required regardless of whether other cultural 
technical documents are required, as the HPSR will combine information for both built resources 
and archaeology identification and evaluation efforts. Concurrence may be required on the 
cultural technical reports from the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

2 California Department of Transportation, 2012. California Scenic Highway Program. Available online at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/schwy.htm (Accessed 28 October 2013). 
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8.7 Hydrology and Floodplain:

The northern portion of the project site is located in “Zone X” 3, an area with a 1 percent annual 
chance of flooding. In addition, a small portion of the project area along Gilman Street, south of 
I-80 is located in “Zone VE”, a coastal flood zone with potential wave action. The Build 
Alternatives would include construction activities within and immediately adjacent to “Zone X” 
and “Zone VE.”

On November 14, 2008, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) 
S-13-08, which directed a number of State agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea 
level rise caused by climate change. In response to this EO, Caltrans developed the Guidance on 
Incorporating Sea-Level Rise (May 2011) to address sea level rise impacts on existing 
infrastructure and future projects. The Guidance, and EO S- 13-08, provides screening criteria for 
construction projects within vulnerable areas to determine whether a range of sea level rise 
scenarios need to be considered. If sea level rise analysis is warranted, scenarios should be 
considered for the years 2050 and 2100 in order to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent 
feasible, reduce expected risks and increase resiliency to sea level rise. Due to its proximity to the 
Bay, the project area is vulnerable to sea level rise.4 For projects located adjacent to the California 
coast line with a design life of 20 years or more, a Sea Level Rise (SLR) analysis is required to 
address the high likelihood of being impacted by SLR. The project has a design life of 30 years. 
Therefore, an analysis of sea level rise and adaptation is warranted. An analysis of potential 
effects to the proposed project from sea level rise will be included in the Location Hydraulic 
Study. 

A Location Hydraulic Study (LHS) should be prepared for the project. A LHS is a preliminary 
study of base floodplain encroachments and must be performed by a registered engineer with 
hydraulic expertise. Based on the findings of the LHS, the environmental document will 
incorporate appropriate mitigation measures related to construction in and near the floodplain. If 
the proposed project would result in significant encroachment into the floodplain, a Floodplain 
Evaluation Report is required. If no encroachment or effects to the floodplain will occur, then a 
Summary Floodplain Encroachment Report will be prepared. 

8.8 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff: 

Based on the Storm Water Data Report (SWDR) for this project, the total disturbed soil areas 
(DSAs) for the project are estimated at 5.3 to 7.3 acres with 3.3 to 4.8 acres within Caltrans ROW 
and 2.3 to 2.5 acres within City ROW. Approximately 70 percent of the DSAs are reworked 
areas, which consist of existing roadway, sidewalk and shoulder with a top layer of impervious 
asphalt concrete or Portland cement. Build Alternative 3 is anticipated to add 0.3 acre of 
impervious surface under the existing I-80 overcrossing. However, the roundabout alternatives 
propose to convert the existing impervious areas to pervious areas within the central islands. This 
may result in no net increase of overall impervious surface. No increase in impervious surfaces is 
anticipated with the other Build Alternatives (1 and 2).  The City of Berkeley is currently a 

3 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Alameda County, California 
and Incorporated Areas. Map Number 06001C0018G. 3 August. 
4San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. Shoreline Areas Potentially Exposed to 
Sea Level Rise: Central Bay. Available at: 
http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/planning/climate_change/maps/16/cbay.pdf Accessed on November 12, 2013. 
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member agency of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) that is permitted 
under the San Francisco Bay Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP). The project is 
located within the ACCWP Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit areas. The 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (State Region 2) has jurisdiction over 
the project limits. The project is located within Caltrans Bay Bridge Hydrologic Unit and 
Hydrologic Sub-area 203.3. No known local drinking water reservoirs or recharge facilities are 
located within the project limits.  

The project is located adjacent to the San Francisco Bay near the Berkeley Marina. The San 
Francisco Bay (Central) is the closest water body, approximately 120 feet5 from the project site. 
The stormwater runoff generated from the existing I-80/Gilman Street interchange is collected in 
the City’s storm drain system. Two existing outfall structures are located on the west terminal of 
Gilman Street near its junction with the Buchanan Street Extension. The existing 60-inch storm 
drain pipe on Gilman Street connects to one of the outfalls before it discharges runoff directly to 
the Bay. The Tom Bates Regional Sports Complex uses the other outfall to discharge runoff to 
the Bay.  

Codornices Creek, which flows from the Berkeley Hills to San Francisco Bay (Central), is located 
between the Cities of Albany and Berkeley. The lower reach of Codornices Creek flows under I-
80 via a storm drain culvert, just east of the Gilman Street interchange and from there discharges 
into the marsh area in the San Francisco Bay, east of Golden Gate Fields and Buchanan Street 
Extension. As-built plans provided by the City do not indicate any storm drain connection from 
the project site to the Creek. It is anticipated that the proposed improvements will be limited to 
the area west of the Creek and will not discharge surface runoff into the Creek.

The Central San Francisco Bay is listed on the 2010 Clean Water Act 303(d) List of Water 
Quality Limited Segments Requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs6). The list identifies 
Central San Francisco Bay as being impaired for the following pollutants: Chlordane, DDT, 
Dieldrin, Dioxin Compounds, Invasive Species, Furan Compounds, Mercury, PCBs, Selenium, 
and trash. The project area falls in the Erosivity Index Zone 24 with topography effect (LS factor) 
of 0.5 and an estimated annual erosivity value (R factor) of 40.   

The proposed project would result in a minimal increase in the amount of impervious surfaces 
that would generate additional storm water runoff. The realignment of roadways and freeway 
ramps will slightly alter the roadway finished grades. However, the overall flow pattern is 
expected to remain the same. Post construction flow velocities and the potential sediment loads 
caused by erosion are expected to remain similar to existing conditions. Storm water generated 
from the site would drain to the City’s storm sewer system. The anticipated downstream effects 
would be minimal.  

Within the project limits, areas along the freeway between retaining walls and ramps are currently 
planted with landscaped strips. Implementation of Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would modify the 
existing ramps and associated embankment slopes. The goal of the project is to minimize the 

5 The north limit of the project extends to the end of Gilman Street beyond West Frontage Road, to the 
junction of the Buchanan Street Extension. Based on the most recent topographic survey, the north limit is 
measured 120-feet to the nearest water body.  
6 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a 
waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.  
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steepness of the slopes to allow re-vegetation and to restore the sloped landscaped areas to the 
maximum extent possible. Other landscaped areas within the project area would include: the 
landscaped medians between the frontage roads and the I-80 ramps; and the landscaped strip 
adjacent to the sidewalks underneath the I-80 overcrossing. For Build Alternatives 2 and 3, open 
areas within the central islands may provide opportunities for additional landscaping. If needed, 
implementation of the appropriate slope protection treatment and erosion control measures 
including the use of hard surfacing would be considered in later phases of the project. At a 
minimum, all exposed grading areas would be seeded or stabilized with erosion control measures. 
Erosion control plans would be developed to detail the slope and surface protection systems to be 
implemented as part of the project. 

The existing project site is drained through a combination of inlets and an underground drainage 
system. Asphalt concrete dikes placed at the base of fill slopes intercept runoff from paved 
surfaces and convey flow. At locations where concrete curbs are installed, a gutter is used as the 
conveyance system to collect flow. Due to the realignment of roadways and ramps, the existing 
conveyance systems including concrete curbs with gutters, asphalt concrete dikes and storm drain 
inlets would be removed and reconstructed to align with the new edge of roadway and shoulders. 
New inlets would be installed at the roundabouts to divert surface flows to the existing 
underground drainage system. 

This project shall comply with the Statewide Construction General Permit issued by the State 
Water Resources Control Board for preparation and adoption of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Additionally, the Build Alternatives would require the filing of a 
Notice of Intent (NOI) to be covered under the NPDES Construction General Permit for 
discharges of storm water associated with construction activity. Implementation of the Build 
Alternatives would require the incorporation of design Best Management Practices (BMPs), as 
well as temporary BMPs to prevent adverse effects to water quality during construction (such as 
excessive erosion or sedimentation). Per Caltrans Statewide NPDES General Permit (Order No. 
2012-0011-DWQ, effective July 1st, 2013), permanent stormwater treatments BMPs shall be 
implemented for projects that create 5,000 square feet of new impervious surface for a non-
highway facility. In addition, a SWPPP is required for any project that has an overall DSA 
exceeding 1 acre. A total of 5.6 to 7.3 acres of soil will be disturbed as a result of the project. 
Therefore, Contractor shall submit a SWPPP that outlines the proposed site pollution monitoring 
program for approval prior to the beginning of construction. Incorporation of the measures 
outlined in the SWPPP would ensure that the Build Alternatives would not adversely affect water 
quality in local waterways or groundwater quality. 

Refer to Section 8.15, Biological Resources, for a discussion of potential effects to wetlands or 
waters of the U.S. If wetlands or waters of the U.S. are identified in the project study area, Clean 
Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permits and Section 401 Certification would be required. A Water 
Quality Assessment Report will be prepared to characterize the project’s contribution to water 
quality concerns.  

8.9 Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography:  

A review of the log of test borings indicates that the top 10 feet of surface soil consists of very 
loose, fine to medium sand and very soft or silty clay. Approximately 5 to 7 feet of surface soil 
consists of fill materials. Groundwater is encountered at elevations 3.8 feet to 5.1 feet above mean 
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sea level. Groundwater is estimated to be located at approximately 7 to 8 feet below the ground 
surface. 

The site is situated in relatively flat terrain. A topographic survey indicates that Gilman 
Street slopes down slightly from east to west. Elevations (NAVD 1988) on Gilman Street range 
from the low point of 11.7 feet west of W. Frontage Road to the high point of 13.8 feet at the I-80 
eastbound ramp intersection. The I-80 on- and off-ramps are located on fill slopes and are 
generally 1 to 2 feet higher than the parallel frontage roads. The vertical clearance for the 1-80 
overhead structure above Gilman Street is signed for 15 feet 2 inches.  

A Preliminary Geotechnical Study will be prepared to determine the detailed soil characteristics 
of the project site and to establish the design criteria for cut and fill slopes.  

8.10 Paleontology:  

The study area is situated in an area mapped as sediments of Holocene age (11,500 before present 
[B.P.] to present). These sediments are likely to be underlain by older sediments of Pleistocene 
age (1.6 million years ago [M.Y.A.] to 11,500 B.P.). Pleistocene fossil localities have been 
identified in these older sediments along the San Francisco Bay shoreline in Berkeley. Sediments 
within the study area may also contain fossil resources. However, no paleontological resources 
were identified within the study area. If the project is constructed entirely within the fill that 
underlies Interstate 80, it will have no effect on paleontological resources. If the project is 
constructed in undisturbed soil or sediment beneath the fill, it may affect paleontological 
resources. If the project does excavate deeper than fill, Caltrans may require preparation of a 
Paleontological Identification Report. 

8.11 Hazardous Waste/Materials:  

A Phase I Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted to assess the potential presence of 
contaminated soils and/or groundwater in the project study area.7 According to the ISA, the 
Budget Rent-A-Car site, located at 600 Gilman Street, is listed as active on the CA LUST,8 FID 
UST,9 and SWEEPS UST databases.10 The CA LUST database indicates remediation activities 
were concluded after inspection of destruction of the wells.11 As of May 9, 2004, the cleanup 
status was “open-site assessment” though no additional remediation or monitoring has been noted 
since 1999. 

Given past soil contamination associated with the Budget Rent-A-Car site, the Alameda CTC and 
the City (in cooperation with Caltrans) should notify the selected construction contractor that 
subsurface impacts may be present within the construction zone in the vicinity of the Budget 
Rent-A-Car site (600 Gilman Street) and the former Chevron site (1285 Eastshore Highway). The 
construction contractor should be prepared for the possibility of encountering contaminated soils 
and be prepared to detect, excavate, document, and dispose of impacted materials in compliance 
with applicable environmental laws and regulations. 

7 Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2013. Initial Site Assessment I-80 Gilman Interchange Project. November 6, 2013. 
8 CA LUST: Leaking Underground Storage Tank
9 CA FID UST: The Facility Inventory Database of active and inactive Underground Storage Tank
10CA SWEEPS UST: Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System. 
11 Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2013. Initial Site Assessment I-80 Gilman Interchange Improvement Project. 6 November.
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Additionally, the pavement markings consist of yellow paint and possibly thermoplastic stripes 
that contain lead. Removal of yellow thermoplastic and yellow paint during construction should 
comply with Caltrans Section 14-11.07 (Remove Yellow Traffic Stripe and Pavement Marking 
with Hazardous Waste Residue). 

8.12 Air Quality: 

The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin), under the jurisdiction 
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The Basin is currently in non-
attainment for federal ozone and particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5) and non-
attainment for State ozone, PM10 and PM2.5 standards. As the region is in nonattainment for 
PM2.5, a project-level conformity analysis will be required. In addition, potential air quality issues 
are expected from the proposed construction activities. Therefore, an Air Quality Analysis and an 
Air Quality Conformity Analysis will be required. Preparation of the Air Quality Analysis and 
Air Quality Conformity Analysis would take approximately 3 months to complete. Standard dust 
control measures and compliance with BAAQMD rules and regulations will be required during 
construction. No additional permits are required. 

8.13 Noise and Vibration:

23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 provides procedures for preparing operational and 
construction noise studies and evaluating noise abatement considered for federal and federal-aid 
highway projects. Under 23 CFR 772.7, projects are categorized as Type I, Type II, or Type III 
projects. The FHWA defines a Type I project as a proposed federal or federal-aid highway project 
for the construction of a highway on a new location, or the physical alteration of an existing 
highway that substantially changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the 
number of through-traffic lanes. A Type II project is a noise barrier retrofit project that involves 
no changes to highway capacity or alignment. A Type III project does not meet the classifications 
of a Type I or Type II project. Type III projects do not require a noise analysis.  

Based on the current project information, the project would meet the criteria for a Type III project 
established in 23 CFR 772 (i.e., would not involve added capacity, construction of new through 
lanes or auxiliary lanes, changes in the horizontal or vertical alignment of the roadway or 
exposure of noise sensitive land uses to a new or existing highway noise source). Therefore, the 
noise analysis requirements will include the preparation of a memorandum outlining the 
exemption of the project from a detailed highway traffic noise impact analysis. This 
memorandum will also provide a detailed analysis of the potential construction noise impacts and 
recommend abatement measures, as needed. Analysis requirements will be based on the 
sensitivity of the area, follow Caltrans guidelines and must consider the Noise Ordinance 
specifications of the City of Berkeley. The Alameda CTC, the City of Berkeley and Caltrans 
acknowledge that a detailed technical noise analysis is required if changes to the proposed project 
would result in reclassification to a Type I project. 

8.14 Energy and Climate Change: 

Greenhouse gas emissions will be analyzed in the Air Quality Analysis. A brief analysis of the 
emissions will be provided following Caltrans guidelines. A technical energy report will not be 
required.  
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8.15 Biological Environment 

A Draft Natural Environmental Study-Minimal Impacts (NES-MI) will be prepared to assess the 
potential biological resource impacts associated with the proposed project. Preliminary 
investigations included a review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 12  for 
special-status plant and animal occurrences within 5 miles of the project area and a 
reconnaissance-level biological survey on February 13, 2013. The CNDDB and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS)13 identify 20 federally and/or State-listed species in the project 
vicinity (i.e., Richmond and Oakland West U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 7.5-minute 
quadrangles) (Table A). None of these or other special-status species were observed during the 
survey and none are expected to occur due to the lack of habitat. 

The proposed project is located in a heavily urbanized area where vegetation is limited to 
ornamental plantings or ruderal vegetation. Most of the adjacent lands are also developed, 
including the Tom Bates Regional Sports Complex and Golden Gate Fields to the west. No 
natural plant communities are present in the project area. 

No wetlands, drainages, or other features potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act or Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) jurisdiction under the Porter-Cologne Regional Water Quality Control Act were 
observed during the biological reconnaissance survey. The entire study area is developed and 
graded. As described in Section 8.8, stormwater runoff generated from the existing I-80/Gilman 
Street interchange is collected in the City’s storm drain system. Two existing outfall structures 
are located on the west terminal of Gilman Street near its junction with the Buchanan Street 
Extension. Because project construction activities would be confined to the project area, which is 
located approximately 120 feet from the San Francisco Bay shoreline, the project would not 
affect sensitive plant and animal communities associated with the shoreline. Nevertheless, future 
unforeseen changes in the project description may require staging or other activities within 100 
feet of the shoreline. Such activities would require approval from the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) in the form of an Administrative or Major 
Permit. An Administrative Permit can be issued for minor repair or improvements and do not 
require a public hearing; a Major Permit is issued for work that is more extensive than a minor 
repair or improvement, and a public hearing is held on the application. Time frames for obtaining 
BCDC approval could range from approximately 12 weeks from application submittal for an 
Administrative Permit (30 days to determine if application is complete, maximum 56 days for 
processing) to approximately four months for a Major Permit (30 days to determine if application 
is complete, 90 days to act on application after filing). 

12 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2014. California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB), Commercial Version dated February 1, 2013. Biogeographic Data Branch, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Sacramento. 
13 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2011. Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur 
in or May be Affected by Projects in the Richmond and Oakland West USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles. 
Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office, Sacramento, CA. 
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists-form.cfm 
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Table A. Federally and/or State-listed Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring in 
the Vicinity of the I-80 Gilman Interchange, Berkeley, Alameda County

Common Name Scientific Name Status* Habitat 
Pallid manzanita Arctostaphylos pallida FT, SE Chaparral 
Santa Cruz tarplant Holocarpha macradenia FT, SE, CH Grassland 
Beach layia Layia carnosa FE Sand dunes 
California seablite Suaeda californica FE Marsh, grassland, vernal pools 
Callippe silverspot 
butterfly 

Speyeria callippe 
callippe 

FE Grassland 

Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris FT Oceanic and estuarine waters 
Tidewater goby Eucyclogobius newberryi FE Tidal sloughs 
Delta smelt Hypomesus 

transpacificus 
FT Estuarine waters 

Coho salmon (Central 
California Coast) 

Oncorhynchus kisutch FE Oceanic and estuarine waters 
(spawn in freshwater streams) 

Steelhead (Central 
California Coast) 

Oncorhynchus mykiss FT, CH Oceanic and estuarine waters 
(spawn in freshwater streams) 

Steelhead (Central 
Valley)

FT Oceanic and estuarine waters 
(spawn in freshwater streams) 

Chinook salmon (Central 
Valley spring-run) 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

FT Oceanic and estuarine waters 
(spawn in freshwater streams) 

Chinook salmon 
(Sacramento River 
winter-run) 

FE, CH Oceanic and estuarine waters 
(spawn in freshwater streams) 

California red-legged 
frog 

Rana draytonii FT, CH Ponds and streams 

Alameda whipsnake Masticophis lateralis 
euryxanthus 

FT, ST, CH Chaparral 

California black rail Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus 

ST Tidal marsh 

California clapper rail Rallus longirostris 
obsoletus 

FE, SE Tidal marsh 

Western snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus 

FT,  Beaches and salt pond levees 

California least tern Sternula antillarum 
browni 

FE, SE Beaches and salt pond levees 

Salt marsh harvest mouse Reithrodontomys 
raviventris 

FE, SE Tidal marsh 

*Status:  
FE = federally endangered 
FT = federally threatened  
SE = State endangered 
ST = State threatened,  
CH = critical habitat designated 
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The proposed project could affect native birds potentially nesting in ornamental vegetation and 
under the existing I-80 overcrossing. Avoidance measures will include removing vegetation 
during the non-nesting season (August 31 to February 15) or conducting pre-construction surveys 
for nesting birds during the nesting season. If the survey indicates the presence of nesting birds, 
an appropriately sized buffer will be placed around the nest in which no work would be allowed 
until the young have successfully fledged. The size of the nest buffer will be determined by a 
biologist based on the nesting species and its sensitivity to disturbance. The project will not affect 
any special-status plant or animal species. The NES-MI will take approximately 3 months to 
complete. 

8.16 Cumulative Impacts:  

Cumulative impacts occur as a result of the combined action of multiple projects. Even when an 
individual project does not have significant impacts, in combination with other related projects, 
these cumulative effects may be considerable. The cumulative study area is largely built-out or 
planned for future development projects. The environmental document will include a list of 
potential and approved projects that will be considered in the cumulative analysis. As such, the 
environmental document will list potentially approved future projects in the vicinity of the project 
study area that could cumulatively impact environmental resources.  

The proposed project would improve an existing interchange and associated frontage street 
intersections to improve traffic operations through design year 2040. As a result, the long-term 
project improvements are not expected to make a significant contribution to cumulative effects. 
The project would not generate new traffic and would improve travel operations. Overall, long-
term cumulative effects are expected to be positive as an improvement in vehicular operations 
should have a commensurate improvement to local air quality conditions. Other potential 
cumulative impacts are anticipated in the short-term in conjunction with other concurrent 
roadway, public works and land development projects occurring simultaneously in the region. 
Any project-related cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed project, combined with other 
projects in the vicinity, will be evaluated in the environmental document. 

8.17 Context Sensitive Solutions:

Caltrans uses Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) as the approach to plan, design, construct, 
maintain, and operate its transportation system. CSS uses innovative and inclusive approaches 
that integrate and balance community, aesthetic, historic, and environmental values with 
transportation safety, maintenance, and performance goals and is reached through a collaborative, 
interdisciplinary approach involving all stakeholders. In order to ensure that CSS is fully 
integrated into the project development process, careful, imaginative, and early planning is 
required along with continuous community involvement.  

During the subsequent environmental phases of the project, appropriate opportunities for public 
involvement will be provided including public review of the draft environmental document and 
opportunity for a public meeting. The City of Berkeley may provide additional opportunities for 
public involvement during the environmental review process. 
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8.18 Section 4(f) Impacts:  

The proposed project could affect public lands covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Act. Section 4(f) specifies that publicly owned land from public parks, 
recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges and historic sites of national, state, or local 
significance may be used for federally funded projects only if: 

There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land; and 

Such highway program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 4(f) 
lands resulting from such use. 

Section 4(f) "use" is defined and addressed in the Federal Highway Administration/Federal 
Transit Administration (FHWA/FTA) Regulations at 23 C.F.R. 771.135(p). A "use" occurs when: 

1. Land from a 4(f) site is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility, 

2.  There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) statute's 
preservationist purposes (23 C.F.R. 771.135(p)(7)), or 

3.  When there is a constructive use of land (23 C.F.R. 771.135(p)(2)). 

As described in Section 8.6, three architectural resources have been identified in the project area. 
Architectural resources on or eligible for the NRHP and which warrant preservation in place, as 
determined by the Department and the official(s) with jurisdiction, could qualify as Section 4(f) 
resources. Potential impacts of the Build Alternatives to these eligible historic properties, if 
identified in the HPSR and HRER, could therefore, trigger a Section 4(f) Evaluation.  

In addition, several recreation resources are located in close proximity to the project site 
including Eastshore State Park, the Tom Bates Regional Sports Complex, and the San Francisco 
Bay Trail. As described in Section 8.1, the Build Alternatives would be constructed 
predominantly within existing City and Caltrans ROW and would not physically impact the 
existing park or the trail within the project vicinity. The evaluation of the proposed project effects 
to parks and recreation during construction and operation would be covered in the environmental 
document. An appendix to the environmental document would describe resources evaluated 
relative to the requirements of Section 4(f). 

9. Summary Statement for PSR or PSR-PDS 

Based on past experience with similar actions and information provided by reviewers to date, the 
Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) anticipates the environmental document 
needed for this project would be an IS/EA leading to an MND/FONSI. This document level has 
been selected based on the minimal environmental constraints present in the project study area 
and the low potential for the project (including all the alternatives) to cause significant 
environmental impacts. Caltrans would serve as the NEPA lead agency under its assumption of 
responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. Caltrans would also serve as the lead agency under 
CEQA. The environmental technical reports and MND/FONSI would take approximately 24 
months to prepare and process for final certification/approval, including time for substantive 







FIGURE 1I-80 Gilman Interchange Project Project Location Map
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Attachment A: PEAR Environmental Studies Checklist 
Rev. 11/08 

Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
Not

anticipated 
Memo
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Land Use  L
Growth  L
Farmlands/Timberlands  L
Community Impacts   L Prepare CIA
Community Character and Cohesion  L Part of CIA
Relocations  L Part of CIA
Environmental Justice  L Part of CIA
Utilities/Emergency Services  L Part of CIA
Visual/Aesthetics   L
Cultural Resources:  L

Archaeological Survey Report  L Prepare ASR
Historic Resources Evaluation Report  L Prepare HRER
Historic Property Survey Report  L
Historic Resource Compliance Report  L
Section 106 / PRC 5024 & 5024.5  L
Native American Coordination  L Part of ASR
Finding of Effect  L
Data Recovery Plan  L
Memorandum of Agreement  L
Other:         L

Hydrology and Floodplain   L Prepare LHS
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff  L Prepare Water Quality 

Report
Geology, Soils, Seismic and 
Topography

 L Prepare Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report

Paleontology  L Prepare PIR
PER  L
PMP  L

Hazardous Waste/Materials:  L
ISA (Additional)  L ISA completed for 

PEAR
PSI  L
Other:  L

Air Quality  L Prepare AQS
Noise and Vibration  L
Energy and Climate Change  L Part of AQS
Biological Environment   L

Natural Environment Study  L Prepare NES-MI
Section 7:    L
  Formal  L
  Informal  L
  No effect  L
Section 10  L

    USFWS Consultation  L
    NMFS Consultation  L



Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist 
Not

anticipated 
Memo
to file 

Report 
required 

Risk* 
L  M  H 

Comments 

Species of Concern (CNPS, USFS, 
BLM, S, F) 

 L Part of NES-MI

Wetlands & Other Waters/Delineation  L Part of NES-MI
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis  L
Invasive Species  L Part of NES-MI
Wild & Scenic River Consistency  L
Coastal Management Plan  L
HMMP  L
DFG Consistency Determination  L
2081  L
Other:         L

Cumulative Impacts  L
Context Sensitive Solutions  L
Section 4(f) Evaluation  L
Permits:    
401 Certification Coordination  L
404 Permit Coordination, IP, NWP, or 
LOP

 L

1602 Agreement Coordination  L
Local Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination

 L

State Coastal Development Permit 
Coordination

 L

NPDES Coordination  L
US Coast Guard (Section 10)  L
TRPA  L
BCDC  L Part of NES-MI



EA: NOTE: This WBS resource estimating tool is for Generalist use ONLY when a district-specific WBS estimating 
Description: tool is not available. Check with your supervisor before using this form. WBS current 11/2008

Senior Coord Biology Cultural Haz 
Waste

Socio- 
Economic

Storm 
Water Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total Begin 

Date End Date Duration 
(days)

Project Management
100.05.05 – Project Init. & Plng. 8 8 0
100.05.10 – PID Cmpnt Exec. &  Ctrl. 4 4 0
100.05.15 – PID Cmpnt Closeout 4 4 0
100.10.05 – PA&ED Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 4 4 0
100.10.10 – PA&ED Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 4 4 0
100.10.15 – PA&ED Cmpnt Closeout 4 4 0
100.10.20 – Project Shelving (PA&ED) 4 4 0
100.10.25 – Project Unshelving (PA&ED) 4 4 0
100.10.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during PA&ED 0 0
100.10.35 – Execd Coop Agre for PA&ED Process 0 0
100.15.05 – PS&E Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 8 8 0
100.15.10 – PS&E Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 0 0
100.15.15 – PS&E Cmpnt Closeout 0 0
100.15.20 – Project Shelving (PS&E) 4 4 0
100.15.25 – Project Unshelving (PS&E) 4 4 0
100.15.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during PS&E 0 0
100.15.35 – Execd Coop Agre for PS&E Process 4 4 0
100.20.05 – Const. Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 8 8 0
100.20.10 – Const. Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 8 8 0
100.20.15 – Const. Cmpnt Closeout 8 8 0
100.20.20 – Project Shelving (Construction) 0 0
100.20.25 – Project Unshelving (Construction) 0 0
100.20.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during Const 4 4 0
100.20.35 – Execd Coop Agre for Const Process 4 4 0
100.25.05 – R/W Cmpnt Init. & Plng. 8 8 0
100.25.10 – R/W Cmpnt Exec. & Ctrl. 8 8 0
100.25.15 – R/W Cmpnt Closeout 8 8 0
100.25.20 – Project Shelving (Right of Way) 0 0
100.25.25 – Project Unshelving (Right of Way) 0 0
100.25.30 – Updd Admtv Rec during R/W 4 4 0
100.25.35 – Execd Coop Agre for R/W Process 4 4 0
100.25.50 – Execd Coop Agre for R/W Rlnmnt 4 4 0
Total Project Management 52 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 124

Perform Preliminary Engineering Studies and Prepare Draft Project Report
160.05.05 – Approvd PID Review 4 4 0
160.05.10 – Geotechnical Information Review 4 4 0
160.05.20 – Traffic Data & Forecasts Review 4 4 0
160.05.30 – Project Scope Review 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 20 0
160.10.20 – Value Analysis 0 0
160.10.25 – Hydraulics/Hydro Study 2 2 0
160.10.30 – Hwy Planting Des Concepts 4 4 0
160.15.20 – Draft Project Report 8 8 0
160.15.25 – Draft PR Circ, Rev & App 8 8 0
160.30.05 – Maps for ESR 4 4 0
160.30.10 – Surveys/Maps for Env Studies 4 4 0
160.30.15 – Prop Access Rights for Env/Eng Studies 4 4 0
160.40 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total  Prelim Eng Studies 40 4 4 2 2 2 4 6 2 0 66

ATTACHMENT B - Resources by WBS Code

Assigned Unit

Page 50



Senior Coord Biology Cultural Haz 
Waste

Socio- 
Economic

Storm 
Water Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total Begin 

Date End Date Duration 
(days)

Perform Environmental Studies and Prepare Draft Environmental Document
165.05.05 – Project Information Review 8 8 0
165.05.10 – Pub & Agency Scoping 8 8 0
165.05.15 – Alts for Further Study 8 8 0
165.10.15 – CIA, Land Use & Growth 0 0
165.10.25 – Noise Study 16 24 40 0
165.10.30 – Air Quality Study 4 40 44 0
165.10.35 – Water Quality Studies 8 8 16 0
165.10.40 – Energy/Climate Change Studies 4 4 0
165.10.45 – Sum Geotech Report 16 16 0
165.10.50 – Preliminary Site Investigation HW 32 32 0
165.10.55 – Draft R/W Relocation Impact Eval 8 8 0
165.10.65 – Paleontology Study 8 24 32 0
165.10.70 – Wild & Scenic River Coordination 0 0
165.10.75 – Envir Commitments Record 24 24 0
165.10.99 - Other Env Studies 8 8 0
165.15.05 – Biological Assessment 24 24 0
165.15.10 – Wetlands Study 8 16 24 0
165.15.15 – Resource Agency Coord 8 16 24 0
165.15.20 – NES Report 8 64 72 0
165.15.99 – Other Biological Studies 8 24 32 0
165.20.05 – Archaeology Survey 24 24 0
165.20.05.05 – APE Map 8 8 0
165.20.05.10 – NA Consultation 8 8 0
165.20.05.15 – Records & Literature Search 8 8 0
165.20.05.20 – Field Survey 8 8 0
165.20.05.25 – ASR 8 24 32 0
165.20.05.99 – Other  Archy Survey Products 0 0
165.20.10 – Extended Phase I Archy Studies 0 0
165.20.10.05 – Native American  Consultation 0 0
165.20.10.10 – Extended Phase I Proposal 0 0
165.20.10.15 – XP1 Field Investigation 0 0
165.20.10.20 – XP1 Materials Analysis 0 0
165.20.10.25 – Extended Phase I Report 0 0
165.20.10.99 – Other Phase I Archy  Products 0 0
165.20.15 – Phase II Archy Studies 0 0
165.20.15.05 – NA Consultation 8 8 0
165.20.15.10 – Phase II Proposal 0 0
165.20.15.15 – Field Investigation 0 0
165.20.15.20 – Materials Analysis 0 0
165.20.15.25 – Phase II Report 0 0
165.20.15.99 – Other Phase II Archy Products 0 0
165.20.20 – Hist & Architectural Studies 0 0
165.20.20.05 – Prelim APE/Study Area Maps - Archl 24 24 0
165.20.20.10 – Hist Res Eval Rpt - Archy 16 16 0
165.20.20.15 – Hist Res Eval Rpt - Archl 8 16 24 0
165.20.20.20 – Bridge Evaluation 0 0
165.20.20.99 – Other H & A Study Products 0 0
165.20.25 – Cultural Res Comp Docs 80 80 0
165.20.25.05 – Final APE Maps 8 8 0
165.20.25.10 – PRC 5024.5 Consult 0 0
165.20.25.15 – HPSR/HRCR 32 32 0
165.20.25.20 – Finding of Effect 0 0
165.20.25.25 – Archy Data Recovery Pln 0 0
165.20.25.30 – MOA 0 0
165.20.25.99 – Other Cult Res Comp Products 0 0
165.25.05 – Draft ED Analysis 24 24 48 0
165.25.10 – 4(f) Evaluation 0 0
165.25.15 – CE/CE Determination 0 0
165.25.20 – Env Quality Control & Other Reviews 16 20 36 0
165.25.25 – Approval to Circ Resolution 16 16 0

Assigned Unit
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Senior Coord Biology Cultural Haz 
Waste

Socio- 
Economic

Storm 
Water Noise/Air Paleo Sup Svcs Total Begin 

Date End Date Duration 
(days)

165.25.30 – Env Coordination 16 16 0
165.25.99 – Other DED Products 4 4 0
165.30 – NEPA Delegation 16 16 0
Total Env Studies & Prep DED 248 32 144 284 32 0 8 68 24 0 840

Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions during PA&ED  Cmpnt
170.05 - Required Permits (list) 0 0
170.10.05 - US Army Corps 404 Permit 0 0
170.10.10 - US Forest Service Permit(s) 0 0
170.10.15 - US Coast Guard Permit 0 0
170.10.20 - DFG 1600 Agreement(s) 0 0
170.10.25 - Coastal Zone Development Permit 0 0
170.10.30 - Local Agency Concurrence/Permit 0 0
170.10.40 - Waste Discharge (NPDES) Permit(s) 0 0
170.10.45 - US Fish & Wildlife Service Approval 0 0
170.10.50 - RWQCB 401 Permit 8 8 0
170.10.60 - Updated ECR 0 0
170.10.95 -  Other Permits 0 0
170.45 - MOU from TERO Office 0 0
170.55 - NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Permits, Agreements & Route Adoptions 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Circulate Draft Environmental Document and Select Preferred Project Alternative
175.05.05 – Master Dist & Invitation Lists 8 8 0
175.05.10 – Notices Pub Hear & DED Avail 8 8 0
175.05.15 – DED Pub & Circulation 16 16 0
175.05.20 – Fed Consistency Det (Coastal) 0 0
175.05.99 – Other DED Circulation Products 16 16 0
175.10.05 – Need for Pub Hearing Determination 8 8 0
175.10.10 – Pub Hearing Logistics 8 8 0
175.10.15 – Displays for Pub Hearing 0 0
175.10.20 – 2nd Notice Pub Hear & Avail 8 8 0
175.10.25 – Map Display & Hearing Plan 0 0
175.10.30 – Display Pub Hear Maps 0 0
175.10.35 – Public Hearing 16 16 0
175.10.40 – Record of Public Hearing 0 0
175.10.99 – Other Pub Hearing Products 0 0
175.15 – Responses to Pub Hear Comments 32 32 0
175.20 – Project Preferred Alternative 0 0
175.25 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total DED & Preferred Alt 88 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120

Prepare and Approve Project Report and Final Environmental Document
180.05.10 – Approved Project Rep 8 8 0
180.05.15 – Updated Stormwater Data Report 8 8 0
180.10.05 – Approved FED 8 20 28 0
180.10.05.05 – Draft FED Review 8 8 0
180.10.05.10 – Revised Draft FED 16 16 0
180.10.05.15 – Section 4(f) Evaluation 0 0
180.10.05.20 – Findings Report 0 0
180.10.05.25 – Statement of Overriding Consid 0 0
180.10.05.30 – CEQA Certification 8 8 0
180.10.05.35 – FHWA and Approval 8 8 0
180.10.05.40 – Section 106 Cons & MOA 0 0
180.10.05.45 – Section 7 Consultation 0 0
180.10.05.50 – Final Section 4(f) Statement 0 0
180.10.05.55 – Floodplain Only PAF 0 0
180.10.05.60 –Wetlands Only PAF 0 0
180.10.05.65 – Sect 404 Permit Compliance 0 0
180.10.05.70 – Mitigation Measures 16 16 0
180.10.10 – Public Dist & Resp to Comments 16 16 0
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180.10.15 – Final R/W Relo Impact Document 8 16 24 0
180.10.99 – Other FED Products 0 0
180.15.05 – ROD (NEPA) 8 8 0
180.15.10 – NOD (CEQA) 8 8 0
180.15.20 – Env Commitments Record 16 16 0
180.15.99 – Other Complete ED Products 8 8 0
180.20 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total App PR & FED 128 32 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 180

Update Project Info for PS&E
185.05.05 – Project Concept Review for PS&E 0 0
185.05.10 – Updated Project Info for PS&E dev 0 0
Total Update for PS&E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ROW & Excess Land
195.40.25 – Property Maint & Rehab (non-rental) 0 0
195.40.35 – Transfer of Prop to Clear Status 0 0
195.45.05 – Excess Lands Inventory 0 0
195.45.20 – Prop Disp Units less than $15 K 0 0
195.45.25 – Prop Disp Units $15 K -$500 K 0 0
195.45.30 – Prop Disp Units over $500 K 0 0
Total ROW & Excess Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Utility Relocation
200.15 – Approved Utility Relocation Plan 8 8 0
200.20 – Utility Relocation Package 8 8 0
Total Coordinate Utilities 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16

Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions during PS&E Cmpnt
205.10.05 - US Army Corps 404 Permit 0 0
205.10.10 - US Forest Service Permit(s) 0 0
205.10.15 - US Coast Guard Permit 0 0
205.10.20 - DFG 1600 Agreement 0 0
205.10.25 - Coastal Development Permit 0 0
205.10.30 - Local Agency Concurrence/Permit 0 0
205.10.40 - Waste Discharge (NPDES) permit 0 0
205.10.45 - US Fish & Wildlife Service Approval 0 0
205.10.50 - RWQCB 401 Permit 0 0
205.10.60 - Updated ECR 0 0
205.10.95 - Other Permits 0 0
205.20.05 – Draft Fwy Agreement 0 0
205.20.10 – Draft Fwy Agree Review 0 0
205.20.15 – Final Fwy Agree 0 0
205.20.20 – Executed Fwy Agreement 0 0
205.40.10 - New Connections & Route Adopt Sbtl 0 0
205.55 - NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Right of Way Interests
225.55.20 – Right of Way Clearance 16 16 0
Total Right of Way Interests 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16

Prepare Draft PS&E
230.05.45 – Noise Barrier Plans 0 0
230.10.05 – Hwy Planting Plans 4 4 0
230.10.15 – Plant List 4 4 0
230.35.10 – Hwy Planting Specs 4 4 0
230.35.35 – Water Pollution Ctrl Specs 4 4 0
230.35.40 – Erosion Control Specs 8 8 0
230.60 – Updated Proj Info for PS&E Package 4 4 0
230.60.05 - Updated Storm Water Data Report 4 4 0
230.60.10 – Other Reviews/Updates Proj Info 0 0
230.90 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Prepare Draft PS&E 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32

Mitigate Environmental Impacts and Clean-up Hazardous Waste
235.05.05 – Hist Structures Mitig 0 0
235.05.10 – Archy & Cult Mitigation 8 8 0
235.05.15 – Biological Mitigation 8 8 0
235.05.20 – Env Mitigation R/W work 4 4 0
235.05.25 – Paleontology Mitigation 0 0
235.05.99 - Other Env Mitigation Products 0 0
235.10.10 – Haz Waste Sites Survey 8 8 0
235.10.15 – Detailed HW Sites Investigation 0 0
235.15 – HW Management Plan 0 0
235.20 – HW PS&E 0 0
235.25 – HW Clean-up 0 0
235.30 – Certification of Sufficiency (HW) 0 0
235.35 – Long Term Mitigation Monitoring 0 0
235.40 – Updated ECR 0 0
235.45 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total Mitigation & HW Clean-up 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28

Permits for Subsurface Geotechnical Exploration 
240.70 – Site Ready for Subsurface Exploration 8 8 0
Total Geotechnical Permit 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Circulate, Review and Prepare Final District PS&E Package
255.05 – Circ & Rev Draft Dist PS&E 0 0
255.10.25 - Updated Technical Reports 0 0
255.15 – Env Reevaluation 0 0
255.20.05 - Rev Plans for Stds Comp 0 0
255.40 - Res Engs Pending File 0 0
255.45 – NEPA Delegation 0 0
Total PS&E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Prepare Contract Documents
260.75 - Env Cert at RTL 0 0
Total Prepare Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Perform Construction Engineering and General Contract Administration
270.20.50 – Technical Support 36 36 0
270.55 – Final Inspect & Accept Rec 0 0
270.70 – Update ECR 0 0
270.75 – Permit Renewal & Extension 0 0
270.80 – Long-Term Mitigation Contract 0 0
Total Const Engineering 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36

Prepare and Administer Contract Change Orders
285.05.05 - Need for CCO Determination 0 0
285.10.15 – Other Func Support 0 0
Total CCOs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Resolve Contract Claims
290.35 – Provide Techinical Support 8 8 0
Total Contract Claims 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Accept Contract, Prepare Final Construction Estimate & Prepare Final Report
295.35 – Cert of Env Compliance 8 8 0
295.40 – Long-Term Mitigation Contract 0 0
Total Final Construction 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Total Project Hours 556 272 208 306 34 2 12 74 26 0 1490
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Attachment D: PEAR Environmental Commitments Cost 
Estimate

Standard PSR Only 
(Prepare a separate form for each viable alternative described in the Project Study Report) 

PART 1 PROJECT INFORMATION rev. 11/08

District-County-Route-Post Mile 
4-Alameda-80

EA:
04-OA770K 

Project Description: 
I-80/Gilman Street Interchange Improvement Project 
Form completed by (Name/District Office):   

Project Manager: Phone Number: 

Date:       

PART 2 PERMITS AND AGREEMENTS 
 Permits and Agreements 

($$)
 Fish and Game 1602 Agreement $0 
 Coastal Development Permit $0 
 State Lands Agreement $0 
 Section 401 Water Quality Certification $0 
 Section 404 Permit – Nationwide (U.S. Army 

Corps)
$0

 Section 404 Permit – Individual (U.S. Army 
Corps)

$0

 Section 10 Navigable Waters Permit (U.S. Army 
Corps)

$0

 Section 9 Permit (U.S. Coast Guard) $0 
 Other:  NPDES $1,200 

Total (enter zeros if no cost) $1,200 



PART 3. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS FOR PERMANENT IMPACTS 

To complete the following information: 
o Report costs in $1,000s. 
o Include all costs to complete the commitment:

 O.K. to break down by phase:  Design, ROW, Construction, and/or provide 
Sub-Total. 

 Capital outlay and staff support.  Refer to Estimated Resources by WBS 
Code.  For example, if you estimated 80 hours for biological monitoring 
(WBS 235.35 Long Term Mitigation Monitoring), convert those hours to a 
dollar amount for this entry.  For current conversion rates from PY to 
dollars, see the Project Manager. 

 Cost of right of way or easements.
 If compensatory mitigation is anticipated (for wetlands, for example), insert 

a range for purchasing credits in a mitigation bank.
 Long-term monitoring and reporting   
 Any follow-up maintenance 
 Use current costs; the Project Manager will add an appropriate escalation 

factor.
 This is an estimating tool, so a range is not only acceptable, but advisable. 

Environmental Commitments
All Build Alternatives 

 Estimated Cost in $1,000’s Notes 
 Phases 
 Design ROW Construction Sub-

Total
Noise abatement or 
mitigation

   $0
No noise impact anticipated. 

Special landscaping    $140-
$150

Landscaping and irrigation 
for proposed roundabout 
(Build Alternatives 2 and 3) 

Archaeological resources    $0 No impacts to archaeological 
resources anticipated. 

Biological resources    $0 No biological resources 
present. 

Historical resources    $0 No historical resources 
impacts anticipated. 

Scenic resources    $0 No scenic resources impacts 
anticipated. 

Wetland/riparian resources    $0 No wetlands present. 

Res./bus. relocations    $50 ROW transfer, certification, 
easements 

Other: Concrete Treatment $93 Concrete treatment for 
proposed roundabout (Build 
Alternatives 2 and 3) 

Total  (enter zeros if no 
cost)

$288-
$293

145-


