REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS
Civil Engineering Services
for
On-Call Consulting Services

and

REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL PROPOSALS
Preliminary Engineering; Environmental Analysis; Plans, Specifications, &
Estimates; Right of Way Activities; and Utility Relocation Services
for
St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at
Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road (CIP #14-604)

RESPONSES DUE: SEPTEMBER 12, 2016 at 3:00 p.m.
QUESTIONS DUE: AUGUST 22, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

Town of Moraga
Public Works Department/Engineering Division
329 Rheem Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Moraga, CA 94556
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1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

The Town of Moraga, Public Works Department/Engineering Division is seeking firms
with licensed professional civil engineers to provide on-call civil engineering services to
1) Design streets, storm drains, parks, streetlights, signals, bike and pedestrian
facilities, utility relocation/undergrounding, buildings, creeks and other improvements; 2)
Plan check improvement plans, final maps, and other related land development
documents; and 3) Stormwater Program and Flood Plain Management Support and
other desired services as listed in Section 2.3.

Additionally, the Town also requests technical proposals to provide preliminary
engineering; environmental analysis; plans, specifications, & estimates; right of way
activities; and utility relocation services for the St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at
Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road project (CIP #14-604).

The Town prides itself as an efficient Town service provider. Our mission is to operate
the Town by achieving maximum efficiency in its service delivery, utilizing a minimum
number of permanent service employees, and keeping capital expenditures and
operating costs to a minimum while responding to community needs and priorities. The
Town seeks improved methods of governmental administration that will be as cost-
effective as possible, and avoid the incremental growth of government service except
for urgent short-term situations.

Statements of Qualifications (SOQ) and Technical Proposals received by the due date
of September 12, 2016 at 3:00 p.m. will be ranked by a selection committee. Based
on the selection committee’s ranking, the Town of Moraga will negotiate a consultant
services agreement (CSA) with the top-ranked firms for the on-call list and for the St.
Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts project.

On-Call Civil Engineering Services

a) Purpose

The Town is seeking firms with similar philosophies to the Town’s mission and an
innovative approach to providing civil engineering services that are efficient and
cost-effective for our capital improvement projects, land development projects, and
stormwater program and flood plain management support and other desired
services as listed in Section 2.3. The Town intends on selecting a minimum of
three (3) civil engineering firms to execute an on-call consultant services
agreement with for a term of three (3) years; however, the exact number will be
determined depending on the quality, diversity, and responsiveness of the SOQs
received. The qualified firms shall provide consulting services on an “on-call” or
“as-needed” basis for projects to be determined during the term of each
agreement.

b) Types of Capital Improvement Projects
The following list demonstrates the types of projects that are anticipated to be in
the design phase during the 3 year term of the on-call agreement:
e St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger
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d)

Canyon Road

Laguna Creek Restoration and Flood Protection at Hacienda de las Flores
Annual Pavement Resurfacing, Replacement, and/or Surface Treatment
Moraga Way Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

Pedestrian ADA Improvements

Park and Town Facilities Parking Lot Overlay and Surface Treatment
Pavilion Exterior Staircase Replacement

Storm Drain Improvements

Types of Land Development Projects

The following list demonstrates the types of projects that are in various stages of
the planning process during the 3 year term of the on-call agreement:

e  Subdivision 8444 Los Encinos (plan check)

e  Subdivision 9051 Hetfield Estates (plan check, map check)

e  Subdivision 9381 Town Center Homes (plan check, map check)

o Minor Subdivision 601-16 (plan check, map check)

Types of Stormwater Program and Flood Plain Management Support

o Preparation of the Annual Report

e Alternate committee representative at the Contra Costa Clean Water Program

e  Consultation on and implementation of Municipal Regional Permit regulations

e  Stormwater Program inspections (post installation of C.3 facilities, visual trash
assessments, corporation yard inspections, etc.)

o Review submittals for compliance with Town’s Floodplain Management
Ordinance and FEMA NFIP regulations (i.e. work within regulatory floodway,
LOMA, LOMR, CLOMR, etc.)

1.2 St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road

a)

b)

Costs and Funding

Town Project No.: CIP 14-604

Federal Project No.: N/A, but federal funding anticipated
Estimated Construction Cost: $4,475,000

Design phase is funded by Measure J Major Street Fund. Construction phase is
not funded. The Town will continue to pursue grant funding for future phases of
the project and anticipates that federal funding may be the potential funding
source.

Purpose

The purpose of this project is to construct two roundabouts on St. Mary’s Road at
the Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road intersections, install green
infrastructure, and relocate trail to create safer pedestrian and bicycle crossing.

Project Description
A traffic study was conducted in 2008 that considered a number of potential
improvements to address the high number of accidents and concluded that a
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1.3

roundabout at Rheem Boulevard was the preferred option. Improvements at this
intersection are also necessary to accommodate projected growth of the Saint
Mary’s College campus, and to address safety issues at the intersection. In
FY14/15 the Town contracted with an engineering consultant to conduct a
Feasibility Analysis to identify fatal flaws, provide cost estimates, and conduct a
detailed survey of the project site. Because of the topography and short distance
between the Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road intersections, the
consultant suggested that a pair of roundabouts would most effectively address the
issues, and could be constructed to minimize encroachments into nearby creeks.
The Feasibility Analysis is provided with this RFP for your reference (see
Attachment A).

Federal Funding Requirements

The St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts project will be seeking federal funds for the
construction phase of the project from the U.S. Department of Transportation, so you
are required to comply with the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program in
accordance with Title 49, Part 26 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). You shall
take all necessary steps to ensure that DBEs have the opportunity to participate in the
contract.

To ensure there is equal opportunity, the Town has specified a project-specific goal of
15%. You must meet this DBE goal or document an adequate Good Faith Effort (GFE)
to meet the goal. DBEs must be certified at the technical proposal due date.

If a GFE is to be performed, it must be performed as part of your technical proposal
preparation; however, the GFE documentation should not be submitted with the
technical proposal. The Town may request the GFE documentation later in the process
from the top ranked firm.

Please provide Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) Exhibit 10-O1 “Consultant
Proposal DBE Commitment” with the technical proposal for each applicable project (see
Attachment B). Regardless of whether DBE participation is obtained, you must
complete and include this form in the technical proposal package by the due date.
Technical proposals without this form will be considered nonresponsive and rejected
without evaluation. This form will be counted as an appendix or attachment and not
toward the technical proposal page limit.

Even if your completed Exhibit 10-O1 forms indicate that the DBE goal will be met, you
may choose to perform and document your GFE to protect your eligibility for award.
You will not be able to prepare a GFE retroactively should your Exhibit 10-O1 forms
later be determined to be inaccurate for various reasons (i.e. a mathematical error or a
proposed subconsultant was not certified, etc.). Refer to Exhibit 15-H “DBE
Information-Good Faith Efforts” of the LAPM for information on documenting GFE.

LAPM Exhibit 10-1 “Notice to Proposers DBE Information” is also attached to this RFP
as Attachment C and provides further details on DBE Program compliance.
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2.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES

2.1 On-Call Civil Engineering Design Services Scope of Work
Provide on-call civil engineering design services on an as-needed basis per individual
Work Authorization, including but not limited to the following:

a) Preliminary Engineering

e Conduct Topographic and Utility Field Surveys, preliminary site evaluations and
investigations.

e Research as-built and record drawing information from utility companies and
other agencies.

e Prepare base maps, preliminary layouts, estimates of probable costs and
alternatives.

e Provide geotechnical services and survey services necessary for the required
scope of work.

e Prepare engineering details and calculations.

e Provide preliminary schedules to include all project phases including studies,
design, right-of-way acquisition, environmental, and construction.

e Present alternatives and provide recommendations and analyses of the
advantages and/or disadvantages of each.

b) Construction Documents

e Prepare engineering designs, calculations, plans, specifications, cost estimate
and contract bidding documents.

e Submit plans and construction documents at the preliminary engineering, 60%,
90%, and final stages for Town staff review. Submittal stages and content to
be determined per project.

e Provide to Town with final submittal, all project calculations, correspondence,
photos, electronic files, and supporting/reference information.

e Prepare all drawings in standard engineering scale using AutoCAD in specified
format/version.

e Wet sign and stamp final drawings on 24-inch by 36-inch bond and 4-mil mylar,
if requested by Town.

e Provide all project surveying and AutoCAD files (i.e. drawing, x-refs, blocks,
fonts, pen styles, etc.) on CD, DVD, or portable USB drive format.

c) Permits

e Obtain approvals from applicable agencies including Contra Costa County,
Caltrans, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, State Department of Fish & Wildlife,
U.S. Fish & Wildlife, State and Regional Water and Air Quality agencies/boards,
and other applicable environmental permits.

e Coordinate with Town of Moraga’s Planning, Maintenance, and Police
Departments and other agencies such as Central Contra Costa Sanitary District,
East Bay Municipal Utility District, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, AT&T,
Comcast, East Bay Regional Park District, Moraga-Orinda Fire District, Regional



Town of Moraga Request for Qualifications
Public Works Department/Engineering Page 6 of 15

2.2

Water Quality Control Board, and Contra Costa County Flood Control District, as
applicable.

d) Bidding Stage
e Assist the Town in answering bidder’s questions, issuing addendums, attend
pre-bid conferences, and job walks.
e Review and analyze bid openings for completeness and lowest responsible and
responsive bidder.
e Perform constructability/peer review of other plans and specification.

e) Construction Stage

e Attend pre-construction meetings and other meetings as required.

¢ Visit construction site as required for progress and quality of work evaluation.

e Assist the engineer, contractor, and construction manager/contract
administrator with interpretation of plans and specifications, analysis of
changed conditions, development of corrective action, review of shop drawings
and other submittals, and initiation, review and negotiation of contract change
orders.

¢ Upon completion of construction, the Consultant shall compile all construction
information and prepare “as-built” drawings to the satisfaction of the Town.

f)  Additional Project Services

e Attend community meetings to present Town projects and respond to
questions.

e Provide grant administration services including submitting, monitoring, and
reimbursing federal, state and local grants with experience in Caltrans Local
Assistance Procedures Manual.

e Other additional services that are unique to this project or will assist in the
project administration or coordination with the Town and the community.

On-Call Civil Engineering Plan Check Services Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of providing civil engineering plan check services of
various private and public development items, consisting of improvement plans
(including, but not limited to rough grading, street, storm drain, on-site grading, traffic
signal, street lighting, traffic striping/signage, stormwater treatment facilities,
landscaping, joint trench; subdivision maps (final tract maps and parcel maps); and
professional studies (including, but not limited to hydrology/hydraulic, traffic,
geotechnical, stormwater pollution prevention/NPDES, and storm water quality
management plans/storm water control plans). Services will also include review and
verification of Right-of-Way documents including, but not limited to legal descriptions
for easements, dedications, lot line adjustments and parcel mergers. Provide on-call
civil engineering plan check services on an as-needed basis per individual Work
Authorization, including but not limited to the following:

a) Improvement Plans
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e Examine plans, tour the site in the field and become familiar with general
concepts as proposed by the project applicant for access and drainage facilities.

e Determine if the plans are in conformance with applicable conditions of
approval and any approved tentative map or development plan.

e Check hydrology and hydraulic calculations, and the design of any storm drain
system.

e Review drainage report for analysis of drainage patterns (diversions,
concentrations, increased flow), potential for impact/damage to offsite property
and proposed mitigation measures.

e Determine if there are any encroachments on adjacent properties. Determine
requirements for any off-site easements and whether they have been obtained.

e Check stopping sight distance, horizontal radius and vertical curves on streets
as applicable.

e Determine that the plans as submitted are in conformance with Moraga
Municipal Code, Town Standard Plans, and other applicable standards used by
the Town.

e Determine that the improvement plans are in conformance with the approved
grading plan, development plan, and final/parcel map, if applicable to the
project.

e Determine that the plans comply with the Town's improvement plan checklist.

e Review the quantities and cost estimate for reasonableness to determine fees
and bond amounts.

e Provide the Town with a completed checklist and written certification that the
plans are complete and accurate, and are in conformance with applicable Town
Codes, Standards, and written policies, that they are consistent with any
grading plans, development plan, final/parcel map, and any other applicable
documents furnished by the Town.

b) Grading Plans

e Examine plans, become familiar with the general concept as proposed by the
project applicant. View the site if associated with an improvement plan
submittal, or if necessary for adequate review.

e Determine if the plans are in conformance with applicable conditions of
approval and any approved tentative map or development plan.

e Determine if the general format for the plan is in conformance with Town
requirements.

e Compare the grading plan with the recommendation in the soils report
provided and check that the specifications and details in the soils report are
included in the plans. If applicable, check with Town's Geotechnical Engineer
for comments on applicant’s soils report and check for compliance with
Geotechnical Engineer requirements.

e Compare the grading plan with the grading shown on any approved tentative
map/development plan or approved plot map.

e Compare the grading plan with the improvement plans for the project.

e Compare the grading plan with the approved environmental information.

e Determine that the plans comply with the Town's Grading Ordinance.
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e Check hydrology and hydraulic calculations, and the design of the drainage
system, including any subdrains.

e Review drainage report for analysis of drainage patterns (diversions,
concentrations, increased flow), potential for impact/damage to offsite property
and proposed mitigation measures.

e Check for non-erosive velocities at point of discharge or adequate energy
dissipation. Check sumps for overflow escape.

e Review erosion control measures and check for conformance with applicable
codes, the Town's Grading Ordinance, any industry standards for Erosion
Control and NPDES requirements.

e Provide the Town with a completed checklist and a written certification that the
plans are complete and technically correct, and are in conformance with
applicable Town Codes, Standards and written policies, that they are consistent
with any improvement plans, development plans, final/parcel map, and other
applicable documents furnished by the Town.

C) Final and Parcel Maps

e Determine that the map is in conformance with applicable conditions of
approval and the approved tentative map.

e Check that the format is in compliance with Town requirements.

e Check Title Report and Subdivision Guarantee, and verify that all easements
are noted on the map, the legal description conforms with the map, and all
parties required to sign the map have done so.

e Check all easements to which the lots are subject, including use and reference
if already of record.

e Check legal descriptions and plats for any off-site easements; check ownership
against title reports, and prepare deed or grant of easement in conformance
with Town format.

e Determine compliance with Town's final/parcel map checklist.

e Check traverse calculations for acceptable closure. (Traverse calculations shall
be the same precision as the description, i.e., "map check" format).

e Check for agreement between the description, plat and traverse calculations.

e Verify completeness of the plat, including that all courses, calls and references
in the text of the description are shown.

e Determine need for any other affidavits, certificates, acknowledgements,
endorsements, and notary seals as required in addition to those shown on the
checklist.

e Determine that map is in conformance with provisions of the Land Surveyor's
Act and the Subdivision Map Act.

e Provide the Town with a completed checklist and a written certification that the
map is complete and technically correct and is in conformance with applicable
Town Codes, Standards and written policies; that is consistent with any other
applicable documents furnished by the Town.

o Verify that all conditions for approval have been satisfied and that the map may
be transmitted by the Town Clerk to the County Recorder.
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d) Dedications, Easements, Vacations, Quitclaims, and Parcel Mergers

e Determine that the result of this action will be in conformance with applicable
standards, conditions of approval and approved tentative map, if any.

e Determine compliance with Town's Easement Dedication/Quitclaim/Vacation
Review Checklist.

e Check that the format is in compliance with Town requirement.

e Check for agreement with title report.

e Check traverse calculations for acceptable closure. (Traverse calculations shall
be the same precision as the description, i.e., "map check" format).

e Check for agreement between the description, plat and traverse calculations.

e Verify completeness of the plat, including that all courses, calls and references
in the text of the description are shown.

e For dedications, prepare subordination agreement when the title report
indicates any financial encumbrance on the property.

e Verify that all conditions for approval have been satisfied and documents may
be transmitted by the Town Clerk to the County Recorder.

e) Lot Line Adjustments

e Determine that the Lot Line Adjustment is in conformance with any applicable
underlying tentative map and conditions of approval.

e Check for agreement with title report.

e Check traverse calculations, if description is in metes and bounds format, for
acceptable closure. (Traverse calculations shall be the same precision as the
description, i.e., "map check" format).

e Check for agreement between the description, plat and, if applicable, traverse
calculations.

o Verify completeness of the plat, including that all courses, calls and references
in the text of the description are shown.

e Provide a confirmation that the plat map and legal description can be signed by
the Planning Director and Town Engineer.

2.3 Other Desired Services (Not Required)

a) On-Call Stormwater Program and Flood Plain Management Support

e Preparation of the Annual Report

¢ Alternate committee representative at the Contra Costa Clean Water Program

e Consultation on and implementation of Municipal Regional Permit regulations

e Stormwater Program inspections (post installation of C.3 facilities, visual trash
assessments, corporation yard inspections, etc.)

¢ Review submittals for compliance with Town’s Floodplain Management
Ordinance and FEMA NFIP regulations (i.e. work within regulatory floodway,
LOMA, LOMR, CLOMR, etc.)

b)  Other Desired Services (Not Required)
e Provide pavement and asset management, public financing, environmental,
and staff augmentation services
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2.4

2.5

3.0

3.1

e Provide surveying and right of way services

e Prepare topographic surveys, right of way determination and/or reduction

e Prepare plat maps and/or legal descriptions for easements, right of way
takes/vacations

e Prepare grant deeds, grant of easements, right of entry permits/agreements,
temporary construction easements, etc.

e Manage and coordinate with a real property agent to obtain preliminary title
reports, appraisals, negotiate with property owners, etc.

Compensation

a) On-call Work Authorizations
The Consultant shall advise the Town in writing of the scope of services to be
provided for each assignment/task and the cost of and estimated time to perform
these services. The Consultant shall not proceed to perform any such services
until the Town and Consultant have established a scope of work, cost proposal,
completion schedule/period for performance, and the Town has given its written
authorization to proceed.

The cost shall be formatted in a not to exceed at cost estimate (number of person
hours multiplied by the current billing rates of the Consultant) for each scope of work
item to be performed.

b) Technical Proposals
See Section 3.4 of this RFQ/RFP.

Ownership of Documents

Title to all final documents, including but not limited to drawings, specifications, data,
reports, summaries, correspondences, photographs, computer software (if purchased on
the Town’s behalf), video and audio recordings, software output, and any other materials
with respect to work performed shall be provided to Town upon completion of the work.
Any information obtained by the Consultant as a result of performing the services shall
become the property of the Town and shall not be released to others without prior
written consent from the Town.

PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

On-Call Civil Engineering Services

The SOQ submission may not exceed twenty (20) single-sided standard sized (872" x 117)
pages. Minimum font size of 12 required. The page limit does not apply to schedule of
rates, costs and fees (appendix), one-page table of contents, any folder or cover. Each
page must be numbered. Costs for preparing and submitting a response to this RFQ are
entirely the responsibility of the Consultant.

The Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) shall include the following:



Town of Moraga Request for Qualifications
Public Works Department/Engineering Page 11 of 15

a)

b)

d)

Cover letter

Summary — Provide a brief summary of the firm's SOQ contents, emphasizing
qualifications and capabilities of the Consultant and any subconsultants, if
appropriate. The summary should indicate an understanding of civil engineering
services required for performance, and your firm’s ability to conform to the Caltrans
Local Assistance Procedures Manual (Chapter 10), Section 10.3 “A&E Consultant
Audit and Review Process.”

Signature and Contact Information — The cover letter shall be signed by the
Consultant’s Project Manager and an official authorized to negotiate and contractually
bind the firm with the Town regarding the requested services. The Project Manager
shall be the main contact with the Town for technical and contractual issues, and shall
be responsible for the direction of day-to-day progress. Please provide the telephone
number, e-mail address, and office location of the Project Manager.

Conflict of Interest Disclosure

The Consultant shall disclose and list any financial, business, or other relationships
with the Town that may have an impact on the outcome of the project required for
performance. A potential conflict of interest includes, but is not limited to, work related
to contracts with other Town departments, other municipalities, local land developers,
current clients, and other parties who may have a financial interest in the outcome of
the project.

See the Conflict of Interest section on the attached sample agreement for more
information. At the Town'’s discretion, a potential conflict of interest may be waived or
factored into final award decisions and/or a modified scope of work.

Consultant Firm Qualifications and Experience
Provide an organizational chart of the firm. Identify and elaborate on which of the
services listed in Section 2.0 of this RFQ your firm is interested in providing, including
a list of public agencies and associated contact information. List subconsultants used
for services that your firm is unable to provide.

Civil Engineering Team Quialifications and Experience

Provide an organizational chart of the project management team, including
subconsultants. Include resumes of key personnel (including consultant project
manager) proposed for the contract. Note that key team members identified in the
original proposal/cost proposal shall not change in the executed contract. The
minimum requirements for a Project Manager are as follows:

Registered Civil Engineer in California in good standing;

Experience working on local agency projects based on Caltrans standards;
Ability to work and make appropriate decisions independently;

Ability to manage more than one project at a time;

Knowledge and experience with latest edition of the Caltrans Standard Plans,
Specifications and Special Provisions;
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3.2

o Experience documenting and managing projects using the Caltrans Local
Assistance Procedures Manual requirements; and
o Exceptional writing and communication skills.

Related Projects

Provide sample projects of different types that the proposed project/program
management team has worked on together. At a minimum, information should also
contain scope of work, completion date, costs, and agency contact information.
Projects that are similar to the types listed in Section 1.1b) preferred.

References

Provide three (3) references for on-call civil engineering services that the
project/program management team is/was assigned to. List assignments completed,
including scope of work, completion date, costs, and agency contact information.

Technical Proposals

Submit a separate technical proposal for the following project as described in Section 1.2
for the St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger
Canyon Road project.

The technical proposal may not exceed an additional ten (10) single-sided standard sized
(82" x 11”) pages beyond the SOQ submission. The completed LAPM Exhibit 10-O1 may
be submitted as an appendix or attachment, and will not count toward the total page count.
Each page must be numbered. Costs for preparing and submitting a response to this RFP
are entirely the responsibility of the Consultant.

In addition to information submitted with the SOQ, each proposal shall include the following:

N Y I B O

|

Work plan (specify what is to be covered);

Organizational chart;

Schedule and deadlines for the project;

Staffing plan;

Proposed team (prime consultant and all key subconsultants);

Consultant DBE Commitment document, see Exhibit 10-O1 “Consultant Proposal DBE
Commitment”;

References; and

Cost proposal (sealed).

Project Management Team Qualifications and Experience

Provide qualifications and relevant experience for the project management team
and any subconsultants specifically related to the project’'s scope of work. The
following items shall be included:

Summary — Provide a summary of the project management team’s recent and
related experience, and expertise. The proposed relationships among all key
personnel and support staff that are expected to provide civil engineering services
should be identified. Provide information on the team’s experience related to the
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4.0

4.1

contract’'s scope of work, team’s current work load, facilities, resources, and
experience that clearly demonstrate its ability to successfully be the team for the
projects. Indicate your understanding of the issues and challenges unique to the
projects and offer insight into how your team will meet these situations.

References — Provide three (3) references for project management services
preferably with agencies within Contra Costa County or Caltrans District 4. Provide
client name, contact person, current phone number and e-mail address. Should the
Town not reach a contact person with the contact information provided, then the
reference will not be considered in the proposal evaluation. Select one (1) of these
references to elaborate on the various assignments that were issued to your firm
and include 1) Assignment descriptions and locations, 2) Description of services
provided, 3) Budget and schedule performance, and 4) Key personnel assigned to
specific work tasks and subconsultants involved.

b) Schedule, Costs and Fees
The cost proposal shall be formatted similar to and shall be in accordance with
Exhibit 10-H “Sample Cost Proposal” of the LAPM, see Attachment D of this RFP.

Provide a schedule and cost proposal for this project. Propose a schedule with
time frames and tasks (Preliminary Engineering; Environmental Analysis; Plans,
Specifications, & Estimates; Right of Way Activities; and Utility Relocation Services)
as it fits your team’s proposal to provide civil engineering services for the project.

In accordance with Chapter 10 of the LAPM, cost proposals shall be submitted sealed
and will not be included as a criterion for rating consultants. After ranking, cost
negotiations may begin with the most qualified consultant and only their cost proposal
will be opened. Should negotiations fail or result in a price that the Town does not
consider fair and reasonable, negotiations must be formally terminated and the Town
must then undertake negotiations with the second most qualified consultant, and so
on, until the price is determined to be fair and reasonable by the Town.

Depending on the scope of services proposed, California State Prevailing Wages may
apply if the services to be performed involve land surveying (such as flag persons,
survey party chief, rodman or chainman), materials sampling and testing (such as
drilling rig operators, pile driving, crane operators), soils or foundation investigations,
environmental hazardous materials and so forth. California State Prevailing Wage
information is available through the California Department of Industrial Relations
website.

SELECTION PROCESS

SOQ and Proposal Evaluation

SOQs and Technical Proposals are to be reviewed by an evaluation committee using a
rating matrix to determine the ranking of proposals, in accordance with Exhibit 10-B of the
LAPM. Proposals will be rated on the basis of understanding of the work to be done,
experience with similar kinds of work, quality of staff for work to be done, capability of
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4.2

4.3

5.0

5.1

5.2

developing innovative or advanced techniques, familiarity with state and federal
procedures, financial responsibility, and demonstrated technical ability. The evaluation
committee will rank the firms and determine if interviews are necessary and/or recommend
which firm will be selected for civil engineering services for the project, and which firms will
be selected for on-call civil engineering services.

Consultant Selection

All firms are hereby notified that the selection of the Consultant for this contract and any
agreements for services resulting from the Request for Qualifications/Request for
Proposals is dependent on the approval by the Town Council.

Contracts shall not be awarded to a consultant without an adequate financial
management and accounting system as required by 48 CFR Part 16.301-3, 49 CFR Part
18, and 48 CFR Part 31. Consultants selected must have adequate financial
management systems as required by the applicable federal regulations.

Protest Procedures and Dispute Resolution
The protest procedures and dispute resolution process shall be conducted in accordance
with Town of Moraga policies and 49 CFR 18.36(b)(12).

SUBMITTAL OF SOQ AND TECHNICAL PROPOSALS

Submittal
Please submit one (1) original and three (3) copies of your SOQ and proposals no_later
than 3:00 p.m., Monday, September 12, 2016, to:

Edric Kwan, Public Works Director/Town Engineer
Town of Moraga
Public Works Department/Engineering Division
329 Rheem Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Moraga, CA 94556

SOQs/proposals received by the due date will be ranked by a selection committee. Late
submittals will not be accepted.

Consultants submitting both an SOQ and Technical Proposal will be allowed to
submit just one cover letter for both the SOQ and Technical Proposal.

Questions

Please submit any questions regarding this RFQ/RFP, insurance requirements, and
consultant services agreement in writing to publicworks@moraga.ca.us no later than
12:00 p.m., Monday, August 22, 2016. Answers to all questions will be posted on the
Town’s webpage, http://www.moraga.ca.us/dept/publicworks/about, by Thursday,
August 25, 2016. Please note that questions will only be accepted via e-mail and
responses will be compiled and posted on the Town’s webpage. It is the responsibility of
the consultant to obtain any Questions & Answers (Q&A) issued by the Town. The
Town is not responsible for any holder of the RFQ/RFP or consultant not obtaining a
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copy of Q&As issued by the Town.

Proposal Information

>
>
>

>

The Town reserves the right to reject any and all SOQs/proposals submitted.

All responses to the RFQ/RFP become the property of the Town.

The RFQ/RFP does not commit the Town to award a contract or to pay any cost
incurred in the preparation of the proposal.

The Town reserves the sole right to evaluate each SOQ/proposal and to accept or
reject any or all SOQs/proposals received as a result of the RFQ/RFP process.
The Town reserves the unqualified right to modify, suspend, or terminate at its sole
discretion any and all aspects of the RFQ/RFP and/or RFQ/RFP process, to obtain
further information from any and all consultant teams and to waive any defects as
to form or content of the RFQ/RFP or any responses by any consultant teams.
Once a final award is made, all RFQ/RFP responses, except financial and
proprietary information, become a matter of public record and shall be regarded by
the Town as public records. The Town shall not in any way be liable or responsible
for the disclosure of any such records or portions thereof if the disclosure is made
pursuant to a request under the Public Records Act.

Award of a contract does not guarantee that a Consultant or its subconsultants will
actually receive any work.

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

Event Date
» Request for Qualifications Released August 16, 2016
»  Written Questions Deadline August 22, 2016
»  Answers Posted on Town’s Webpage by August 25, 2016
»  Receipt of SOQ/Proposal Deadline September 12, 2016
> Interviews September 26, 2016
»  Consultant Selected, Begin Contract Negotiations September 30, 2016
»  Town Council to approve/award Contract October 26, 2016
»  Consultant Submits Signed Contract November 7, 2016
> Issue Notice to Proceed/Work Authorization November 14, 2016
ATTACHMENTS
»  Attachment A — St. Mary’s Road Double Roundabouts at Rheem Boulevard and
Bollinger Canyon Road Feasibility Study
>  Attachment B — LAPM Exhibit 10-O1
»  Attachment C — LAPM Exhibit 10-I
»  Attachment D — LAPM Exhibit 10-H Sample Cost Proposal
»  Attachment E — Sample Consultant Services Agreement
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Introduction

This report documents Omni-Means’ analysis of the design features and safety assessment of a
proposed single-lane roundabout corridor at the intersections of St. Mary’s Road / Rheem
Boulevard and St. Mary’s Road / Bollinger Canyon Road in the Town of Moraga. Omni-Means
was retained by the Town to prepare a feasibility study and determine if a roundabout
improvement can be constructed at a reasonable cost. The proposed roundabout operations
and safety performance were analyzed based on criteria and methodologies consistent with
Report 672 of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program and the 2014 Caltrans
Highway Design Manual. From the technical analysis presented in this report, Omni-Means
verifies that the proposed roundabout concept satisfies the established design criteria and
guidelines.

Project Background

The need and purpose for improvement of the St. Mary’s Road intersections was initiated by a
December 2008 Fehr & Peers report titled St. Mary’s Road Improvement Evaluation at Rheem
Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road. Fehr & Peers was tasked with evaluating physical and
operational characteristics of the St. Mary’s intersections at Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon
Road to recommend near-term and long-term improvements. In the 2008 report, Fehr & Peers
identified several safety and operational concerns along St. Mary’s Road which include:

¢ Insufficient stopping sight distance and visibility issues approaching the Rheem
Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road intersections

¢ Inadequate intersection level of service under cumulative build-out conditions with traffic
gueue lengths exceeding existing intersection geometry.

Several potential improvement options to mitigate the above deficiencies were investigated in
the 2008 study, with the ultimate recommendation being a roundabout at the St. Mary’s Road /
Rheem Boulevard intersection. For improvements to the St. Mary’s Road / Bollinger Canyon
Road intersection, the 2008 study recommended two preferred options. The first option involved
adding a southbound left turn pocket for traffic turning onto Bollinger Canyon Rd. In the near
term this intersection would remain uncontrolled, but as volumes increase over time

conversion of the Bollinger Canyon Road intersection to an all-way stop with advanced warning
signs to warn approaching drivers of vehicle queues would be required. The second option
involved realigning Bollinger Canyon Road to create a 4" leg at the St. Mary’s Rd/ Rheem Blvd
roundabout by crossing the Las Trampas Creek with a bridge structure. With this option, the St.
Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection would be eliminated.

In 2014, Omni-Means was retained by the Town of Moraga to prepare a roundabout feasibility
study initially at the intersection of St. Mary’s Road and Rheem Boulevard. A kick-off meeting
between Omni-Means and Town staff was conducted on May 15, 2014 to review the project’s
scope of work, budget, and schedule. During the meeting, a discussion of improving the
roadway alignment of St. Mary’s Road called into question the need of analyzing both the
Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Rd intersections as a corridor. Due to close intersection
spacing and existing topographic conditions, it was agreed that the project scope, budget, and
schedule would be expanded to include analysis of both the Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon
Rd intersections. Specifically, the need to expand the project and analyze both the Rheem Blvd
and Bollinger Canyon Road intersections as a roundabout corridor was necessary to completely
address the roadway deficiencies identified in the 2008 study. Although the recommendations in

St Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 1
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the 2008 study would improve future traffic operations along St. Mary’s Road, the potential
improvements identified in the report did not fully address the existing sight distance and
visibility issues approaching the Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Rd intersections as well as
the horizontal design speed of St. Mary’s Road in between the two intersections.

Per the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, the existing St. Mary’s Road profile does not provide
sufficient stopping sight distance for the vertical curves due to the observed 85™ percentile
vehicle speeds exceeding 35 mph. Additionally, the horizontal design speed of the curve in
between the two intersections is approximately 20 miles per hour and has a non-standard
superelevation rate and transition. These deficiencies are not fully mitigated from the
recommended improvements in the 2008 study as shown in Figure 1.

Omni-Means recommends that the St. Mary’s Road profile and alignment be revised such that
vertical and horizontal sight distances are correlated with the design speed of the roadway.

This is, in part, accomplished by constructing single-lane roundabouts at both the Rheem Blvd
and Bollinger Canyon Road intersections. Specifically, installation of single-lane roundabouts at
both intersections would reduce vehicle speeds through the corridor,. and, when coupled with a
horizontal and vertical realignment of St. Mary’s Road to match the reduced speed, could be
accomplished using the existing Las Trampas Creek crossing. Absent the second roundabout at
Bollinger Canyon Road, the realignment of St Mary’s Road would require a new or significantly
expanded crossing of the creek. Additionally, the roundabout at Bollinger Canyon Road will
improve decision time (headway) at this intersection and minimize vehicle queuing along St.
Mary’s Rd at this intersection .

In addition to specifics of the roundabout concept, preliminary design of roadway profiles and
discussion of grading and environmental impacts at the Las Trampas Creek is included in this
report. Omni-Means considers these additional improvements as necessary to provide a
comprehensive solution for the Town of Moraga along St. Mary’s Road.

Accident Data

Traffic collision data from 2010 through 2015 for the study intersections were provided by the
Town of Moraga Police Department. Eight traffic related incidents were reported involving minor
injuries and property damage. Table 1 summarizes the reported traffic collisions.

TABLE 1: TRAFFIC COLLISIONS MORAGA PD 2010-2015

ID Intersection Collision Type [Colliison Sewerity| Parties Inwlwed
1|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Side Impact Property Damage |Vehicle-Vehicle
2|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Rear End Injury Vehicle-Vehicle
3|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Rear End Property Damage |Vehicle-Vehicle
4|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Side Impact Property Damage |Bicycle-Vehicle
5|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Side Impact Property Damage |Vehicle-Vehicle
6|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Rear End Property Damage [Vehicle-Vehicle
7|St Mary's Rd / Bollinger Canyon |Rear End Injury Bicycle-Vehicle
8|St Mary's Rd / Rheem Rd Rear End Injury Vehicle-Vehicle
St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 2
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As shown in Table 1, a majority of reported accidents occurred at the St. Mary’s / Rheem stop
controlled intersection with rear end and side impact collisions between motor vehicles due to
limited visibility and sight distance. Two collision involving bicyclist were also reported, one

resulting in an injury. There was also report of an overturned truck on the curve in between the
intersections in 2012.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study
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Proposed Roundabout Geometry and Operations

Project Build-out Conditions (Year 2035)

The proposed roundabouts along St. Mary’s Road at Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Road
consist of single-lane entries on all intersection approaches. The central islands are circular in
shape with a symmetric diameter of 60 feet and a uniform truck apron width of 12 feet. The
roundabout maintains an inscribed diameter of 100 feet.

Pedestrian crossings are provided on the eastbound Rheem Blvd roundabout approach to
conform with the existing Lafayette-Moraga Regional Trail. Crossings are 10 feet in width and
set back a minimum of 25 feet from the roundabout’s circulating roadway. Where crosswalks
intersect splitter islands or medians, a 6 foot long minimum paved pathway is provided between
the travel lanes. Shared-use pathways, 10 feet in width and located outside of the roundabout,
are setback a minimum of 5 feet from the circulatory road with a landscape strip to improve
accessibility and discourage pedestrians from crossing into the central traveled way.

The roundabout accommodates bicyclists by allowing users to choose their path of travel.
Cyclists who have experience and confidence riding on the roadway can travel through the
facility as a vehicle by merging with other vehicular traffic and occupying the lane within the
roundabout itself. Other cyclists that may not feel comfortable riding within the travel lane can
access the shared-use pathway with bike ramps and travel through the roundabout and cross
as a pedestrian.

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed St. Mary’s Road roundabouts and horizontal geometry for the
connecting roadways.

Traffic Operations and Level of Service (Year 2035)

The proposed traffic operations for the roundabouts at St. Mary’s Rd/ Rheem Blvd and St.
Mary’s Rd/ Bollinger Canyon Rd were quantified through the determination of “Level of Service”
(LOS). LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions, whereby a letter grade “A”
through “F” is assigned to an intersection or roadway segment representing progressively
worsening traffic conditions. The software program SIDRA was used to analyze the proposed
roundabout LOS based on a “gap acceptance” model.

Year 2035 traffic volume forecasts within this study have been developed from the Moraga
Center Specific Plan EIR (Fehr & Peers, 2008). The Year 2035 condition assumes complete
development of City approved projects and general plan build-out for the Lamorinda area
including the Moraga Center and Bollinger Valley projects.

Table 2 summarizes the proposed Year 2035 traffic condition at St. Mary’s Road. The SIDRA
traffic operation results for the build-out scenario are attached in the Appendix.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 5
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TABLE 2: TRAFFIC CONDITIONS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (YEAR 2035 SINGLE-LANE DESIGN)

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection Approach Awerage Delay Lewelof 95% Queue|Awerage Delay Lewelof 95% Queue
(sec) Service (ft) (sec) Service (ft)
Northbound 6.3 A 84.5 6.9 A 130.4
, Southbound 5.1 A 146.9 5.7 A 121.1
Sté\fgznsgjd/ Eastbound 106 B 54.2 108 B 395
Westbound - - - - - -
Intersection LOS 6.5 A - 6.9 A -

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection Approach Awerage Delay Lewel of 95% Queue| Awerage Delay Lewel of 95% Queue
(sec) Service (ft) (sec) Service (ft)
Northbound 11.2 B 13.3 10.9 B 10.3
St Mary's Rd/|Southbound - - - - - -
Bollinger |Eastbound 4.7 A 95.4 4.9 A 113.9
Canyon Rd |Westbound 5.4 A 132.7 5.2 A 110.9
Intersection LOS 5.5 A - 5.3 A -
Notes:

Level of Service (LOS) delay based on HCM 2010 methodologies

Intersection and approach LOS values are based on average delay for all lanes
SIDRA Standard roundabout capacity and delay model used

Intersection analyzed with 0.95 PHF, 2% Heavy Vehicle, and 1.05 Environmental Factor

As shown in Table 2, the St. Mary’s Road roundabout corridor is expected to operate at LOS “A”
during the AM and PM peak hour with a single-lane design. It should be noted that the projected
95% vehicle queue along St. Mary’s Road does not exceed the available storage length
between Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Road. The SIDRA analysis confirms that a single-
lane roundabout configuration will provide acceptable LOS and sufficient capacity for Year 2035

and beyond.
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Roundabout Design and Performance Criteria

The following design criteria were used to analyze the geometrics and safety performance of the
proposed roundabouts at Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Rd:

Criteria and methodologies to be consistent with Report 672 of the National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) titled Roundabouts: An Informational Guide (Second
Edition). This document supersedes the original roundabout guide published by the FHWA in
2000.

The “California Legal-50” design vehicle from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 6™ Edition
(update March 2014) shall be accommodated on all movements. This vehicle shall be
accommodated such that the tractor portion of the vehicle does not need to mount any truck
aprons.

The “Bus-45, motor coach” design vehicle from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 6" Edition
(update March 2014) shall be accommodated on all movements. This vehicle shall be
accommodated such that it does not need to mount any truck aprons.

Fast path entry speeds on single lane roundabout approaches should be 25 mph or less.

Fast path entry speeds on multi-lane roundabout approaches should be 30 mph or less.
Minimum stopping sight distance for posted and design speeds should be provided for vehicles
approaching roundabout entrances and pedestrian crosswalks.

Minimum intersection sight distance for conflicting circulatory design speeds should be provided
for vehicles approaching the roundabout entrances.

View angles for all legs of the roundabout should be no more than 15 degrees.

Entry angles for all legs of the roundabout should be between 20 and 40 degrees.

Vehicle Fast Paths

The “Fastest Path” represents the path that the most aggressive drivers could take through the
roundabout and assumes no other traffic to be within the intersection. NCHRP Report 672
indicates that the recommended maximum vehicle entry speeds along the fastest path should
be less than 25 mph at rural single-lane roundabouts, and less than 30 mph at rural multi-lane
roundabouts. NCHRP Report 672 also indicates that the differential speed between consecutive
or conflicting projected fast path speeds should be less than 15 mph.

Fast path speeds are determined for five locations per approach. These include entry speeds
(referred to as V1); through movement circulating speeds (V2); exiting speeds (V3); left turn
movement circulating speeds (V4); and right turn speeds (V5). Exhibit 1 from NCHRP Report
672 depicts the corresponding fast path movements.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 8
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Exhibit 1 — Roundabout Fast Path Movements

Fastest-path speeds for the proposed roundabout at St. Mary’s Road are provided in Figure 3.
The projected fastest-path speeds for each approach are shown below in Tables 3 and 4.

TABLE 3: PROPOSED VEHICLE FAST PATH SPEEDS (ST. MARY’S / RHEEM)

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Mowvement St Mary's Road St Mary's Road Rheem Blwvd 0

(N#) (S#) (5] (W#)
Entering (V1) 225 24.2 23.8 N/A
Circulating (V2) 16.1 19.1 15.3 N/A
Exiting (V3) 30.0 31.7 N/A N/A
Left Turn (\V4) 12.8 12.8 12.8 N/A
Right Turn (\/5) N/A 14.3 18.5 N/A

TABLE 4: PROPOSED VEHICLE FAST PATH SPEEDS (ST. MARY'S / BOLLINGER)

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Movement Bollinger Canyon 0 St Mary's Road St Mary's Road

(N#) (S#) ED (Wi#)
Entering (V1) 23.6 N/A 20.1 21.3
Circulating (V2) 14.4 N/A 14.8 19.9
Exiting (V3) N/A N/A 29.3 32.2
Left Turn (\V4) 12.8 N/A 12.8 12.8
Right Turn (\V5) 23.0 N/A 16.1 N/A

Notes:

All values are in miles per hour

V3 exiting speeds are derived from vehicle acceleration formulas in NCHRP 672
V3 fast path speed measured at exit crosswalk or 100 feet downstream from V2.
N/A = Fastest path speed does not exist for this approach

2% cross-slope assumed for determining Fastest path

As shown in Tables 3 and 4, the V1 multi-lane entry speeds fall within the 25 mph maximum fast
path speed established from NCHRP 672. The deflected geometry of the splitter islands along
St. Mary’s Road channelize and control vehicle speeds as they approach the intersection.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 9
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Vehicle Turn Movements

The AutoTurn software analysis tool was used to test the maneuverability of large design
vehicles through the roundabout. From the 2012 Caltrans Highway Design Manual, attempts
were made to accommodate movements among all legs by a CA Legal-50 design truck, with
truck aprons being mounted only by the trailer and not the tractor. The roundabout also was
tested to ensure that the swept path from a 45 feet long motor coach was contained within the
approach lane and could navigate the roundabout without mounting the central island truck
apron. Truck and bus path templates for each intersection leg approach are highlighted in
Figures 4 and 5.

Stopping Sight Distance

NCHRP Report 672 provides direction on the sight distance criteria that must be analyzed at
roundabouts. The areas that must be kept free of vertical obstructions that would impede
drivers’ visibility of other key vehicles and pedestrians are referred to as “clear-view areas.” Tall
objects and landscaping that could grow to a height of 3.5 feet or greater should be kept out of
these clear-view areas. Sufficient stopping sight distances are provided at three key roundabout
locations: on intersection approaches, on the circulatory roadway, and at pedestrian crossings
on roundabout exits. Fastest path speeds within the roundabout and posted speed limits along
the approaches were used to determine minimum stopping sight distance. The roundabout
stopping sight distance criteria and clear view areas described in NCHRP 672 are shown in
Figure 6. Table 5 summarizes the minimum stopping sight distance criteria per approach.

TABLE 5: PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE

Design Speed  Stopping Sight Distance

Approach e (feet)
Northbound St Mary's Rd 35.0 247.3
Southbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 30.0 197.4
Westbound Entrance Rheem Blvd 35.0 247.3

Notes: Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672
Design Speed  Stopping Sight Distance

Approach G (feet)
Northbound Bollinger Canyon Rd 35.0 247.3
Eastbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 30.0 197.4
Westbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 35.0 247.3

Notes: Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672

The St. Mary’s Road Roundabouts provide minimum stopping sight distance and visibility for all
existing turn movements. Sight triangles and clear view areas fall within City right-of-way under
the proposed geometrics.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 11
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SCALE: 1" = 40 s
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FIGURE 5
7

LEGEND:

— FACE OF CURB

VEHICLE PROFILE

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY SCALE: 1" =

<PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - VEHICLE TURNS (BUS-45)
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FIGURE 6

. |Northbound St Mary's Rd 2473 ‘ “ ‘ Northbound Bollinger Canyon Rd 47.3
|Southbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 197.4 \ | Eastbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 197.4
} Y Westbound Entrance Rheem Blvd 247.3 ‘\ ‘ Westbound Entrance St Mary's Rd 2473

Notes: Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672 Notes: Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY

PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE (ENTRY)
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Intersection Sight Distance

Intersection sight distance differs at roundabouts versus other intersections. Drivers must only

be able to see potentially conflicting oncoming traffic from the left as they approach the

roundabout entry. NCHRP Report 672 provides methodologies to establish the required sight
distance triangles for conflicting traffic in both the entering and circulating approaches. Sight
distance lengths vary according to vehicle speeds, and are measured along the vehicle drive
paths. The clear view areas and minimum intersection sight distance criteria are summarized in

Figure 7 and Tables 6-7.

TABLE 6: PROPOSED INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE (ST. MARY'S / RHEEM)

Approach

Conflicting Speed Sight Triangle Length

(mph) (feet)
Eastbound Rheem Blvd
Entering Leg (D1) 21.6 158.8
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 94.0
Westbound Rheem Blvd
Entering Leg (D1) 19.3 141.8
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8
Southbound St Mary's Road
Entering Leg (D1) 12.8 94.0
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8
Northbound St Mary's Road
Entering Leg (D1) 19.6 143.5
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8

Notes: Intersection Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672

with 5.0 second Critical Headway (tc)

TABLE 7: PROPOSED INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE (ST. MARY’'S / BOLLINGER)

Conflicting Speed Sight Triangle Length

Approach @) (feet)
Eastbound St Mary's Road
Entering Leg (D1) 12.8 94.0
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8
Westbound St Mary's Road
Entering Leg (D1) 19.0 139.5
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8
Southbound Bollinger Canyon Road
Entering Leg (D1) 20.6 151.1
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 93.8
Northbound Bollinger Canyon Road
Entering Leg (D1) 17.4 127.9
Circulating Leg (D2) 12.8 94.0

Notes: Intersection Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672

with 5.0 second Critical Headway (tc)

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study
Town of Moraga
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FIGURE 7

ST MARYS / RHEEM ISD

"

-
[Westhound ST Mary's Road
.
[ Gowbmgle0)] 28 [ s
[Southbound Bollnger Canyon Road_| |

Notes: Intersection Stopping Sight Distance criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672
with 5.0 second Critical Headway (tc)

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY

PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE
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View Angles and Entry Angles

View angle is the angle past 90 degrees a driver would need to turn their head in order to see
oncoming traffic circulating in the roundabout. A large view angle would result in a driver craning
their neck to see traffic. View angles are increased when the skew angle at which the approach
roadway intersects is reduced. The view angle should be kept as low as possible with 15
degrees being the maximum permissible.

Entry angle or phi angle is the intersection angle between the relative entry path and the
rightmost adjacent exit path within the circulatory roadway. An entry angle between 20 and 40
degrees typically represents a balance between entry deflection and speed consistency for
vehicle movements.

Exhibits illustrating the view angles for each approach are provided in Figure 8. The preliminary
concept satisfies the recommended view and entry angle criteria.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 17
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FIGURE 8

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY

PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - INTERSECTION VIEW ANGLES
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Additional Documentation and Support

Development of the proposed roundabouts along St. Mary’s Road will alter the physical
landscape and impact the natural behavior of the surrounding environment. The following
criteria and design regarding multi-modal transit, project grading, right-of-way impacts, and
preliminary construction cost was conducted.

Preliminary Shared Use Path Connection to Bollinger Canyon
Road

The existing stop controlled intersection at St. Mary’s Road / Bollinger Canyon Road does not
provide any pedestrian or bicycle access. Converting the intersection to a roundabout facility
improves safety and circulation for bicyclists and pedestrians with access between Bollinger
Canyon Road and the Lafayette-Moraga Regional Trail. Figure 9 illustrates the additional
shared-use path opportunities that can enhance bicycle and pedestrian access within the St.
Mary’s Road roundabout corridor. The shared-use pathways crossing the Las Trampas Creek
would require retaining wall and safety railing support to maintain slope stability and ADA
accessibility. Proposed crosswalks at the Rheem and Bollinger Canyon roundabouts would
conform to minimum stopping sight distance requirements for approaching vehicles as shown in
Figure 10.

Preliminary Grading and Impacts

Topographic base mapping and survey of the project study area was conducted by Omni-
Means in November 2014. Preliminary surveys reveal steep profile grades and sharp elevation
changes between Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Road due to the Las Trampas Creek
crossing.

To mitigate project costs and environmental impacts to the Las Trampas Creek, constructing
retaining walls at the north and south quadrants of the St. Mary’s / Bollinger Canyon roundabout
is recommended. These retaining walls, varying 10-20 feet in height, would help maintain slope
stability, minimize imported earthwork material, and establish a flat grading surface to
accommodate the roundabout footprint and shared use pathways with extended splitter islands
and sidewalks. The proposed retaining walls would also conform and protect the existing
concrete box culvert structure crossing St. Mary’s Road.

Per the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, the existing St. Mary’s Road profile does not provide
sufficient stopping sight distance for the vertical curves between Rheem Blvd and Bollinger
Canyon Road. The preliminary study completed in 2008 confirms the sight distance issues
along St. Mary’s Road with line of sight obstructed due to sharp elevation changes through the
creek crossing. Speed survey data in the 2008 study also observed 85™ percentile speeds
between 35-40 mph which would require a stopping sight distance of over 300 feet. Neither
intersection at Rheem Blvd or Bollinger Canyon Rd provides sufficient sight distance to meet
these speeds.

In addition to the sight distance deficiencies resulting from the profile of the roadway, there is a
minimal horizontal design speed of 20 mph through the curve located along St Mary’s Rd in
between the Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Rd intersections. This curve also does not meet
superelevation rate or transition standards.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 19
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Revising the St. Mary’s profile, realigning the roadway, and constructing the single-lane
roundabouts would solve the existing sight distance and vehicle speeds issues through the
corridor. To achieve this, lowering the St. Mary’s / Rheem Blvd intersection and raising the St.
Mary’s / Bollinger Canyon Road intersection would balance the elevation change and provide
flatter vertical curves to match the roundabout fast path speeds. Installation of the single-lane
roundabouts would reduce vehicle speeds to approximately 25 mph, effectively shortening the
minimum vertical stopping sight distance to 150 feet and allowing for a smaller radius curve
along St. Mary’s Rd in between the intersections thus allowing the roadway to cross at the
existing Las Trampas Creek crossing With the proposed profile, alignment and intersection
changes, the stopping sight distance and design speed criteria along St. Mary’s Road would be
satisfied.

Per NCHRP 672, the vertical design and grade of the roundabout at the circulatory roadway
should generally have a cross slope of 2% away from the central island. This grade helps
promote safety by improving visibility of the central island, lowering circulating vehicle speeds,
and draining surface water to the outside of the roundabout. To achieve a balanced vertical
profile, the preliminary roundabouts along St. Mary’s Road should be designed as a hubcap
crowned 2% max with the center island and sloped at a 4% max grade within the intersection as
much as practical. A 1 foot bench and a 4:1 slope outside the proposed roadway section would
daylight back to the existing grade for fill and cut areas.

The existing roadway contours and grading impacts with the proposed roundabouts are
illustrated in Figure 11. The proposed vertical roadway profile for St. Mary’s Road and the
required sight distance criteria is presented in Figure 12. Figure 13 shows the proposed vertical
roadway profiles for Rheem Blvd and Bollinger Canyon Road.

Preliminary Right-of-Way Impacts

The footprint of the proposed St. Mary’s Road roundabouts is larger than a traditional signal or a
4-way stop controlled intersection. Preliminary topographic and survey data reveals that the
roundabout improvements will slightly encroach beyond the Town’s existing right-of-way. Figure
14 summarizes the right-of-way impacts to the surrounding project site. The retaining walls
along St. Mary’s Road would potentially impact the Las Trampas Creek and would require
construction easements during build-out.

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate

In support of the feasibility analysis, a preliminary cost estimate for the St. Mary’s Road
roundabout concept was prepared using Caltrans District 4 quantities and average unit cost
data. The pre-PSR total project capital cost for the roundabout concept is estimated to be
approximately $4.5 million based on adjustments including a 25% contingency, a 10%
mobilization, and a 10% item addition. The total roundabout project cost which includes very
conservative contingencies for PS&E, right-of-way acquisition, construction management,
environmental study, and Caltrans evaluation is estimated to be approximately $6.1 million.

In order to provide a like-to-like comparison with the 2008 study, a preliminary cost estimate of
the roundabout w/bridge alternative, including necessary realignment and profile changes to St.
Mary’s Rd, was completed. A total cost of $11.2 million was estimated for this alternative using
the Caltrans unit cost data and other project cost percentages described above. These item
quantities and resulting cost estimates are attached in the Appendix.

St. Mary’s Road Roundabout Feasibility Study Page 20
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It should be stated and understood that the proposed roundabout design and cost estimate
should not be considered complete and ready for construction. The cost estimate presented in
this study is preliminary and should be considered only on a planning level basis. During
detailed engineering design, some design parameters and/or elements may change before the

roundabout is approved and constructed.
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FIGURE 10

ST MARY'S / RHEEM SSD (PED CROSSING)

|

NowbbowndEntrance | 350 | o473 |
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,/~

\|Notes: Stopping Sight Dlstanoe criteria obtained from NCHRP Report 672

-sx_
Eastbound Entmnce | 300 | 1924 |
Westbound Entrance | 350 | 2413 |
Westbound Rght (v)) | 60 | 00

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY SCALE: =

PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE (PED CROSSING OPTIONS)

1/27/2015 11:44 AM  \\10.4.250.11\DATA\COMMON\PRJ\ 1844 \1844EX004.DWG




FIGURE 11
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FIGURE 14

TOWN OF MORAGA - ST MARYS ROAD ROUNDABOUT FEASIBILITY STUDY

PRELIMINARY BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE - RIGHT OF WAY IMPACTS
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Appendix

e SIDRA ANALYSIS FOR YEAR 2035 ROUNDABOUT CONFIGURATION

e PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE ROUNDABOUT
ALTERNATIVE

e PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE ROUNDABOUT
W/BRIDGE ALTERNATIVE

e FEHR & PEERS MEMORANDUM - ST. MARY’S ROAD IMPROVEMENT
EVALUATION AT RHEEM BOULEVARD AND BOLLINGER CANYON ROAD
(DECEMBER 27, 2008)
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LANE SUMMARY

V Site: 2035 AM - Rheem

St Mary's / Rheem
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance

Demand Flows Deg. Lane Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Lane Lane Cap. Prob.
Total Hv Cap. Satn  Util. Delay Service Veh Dist Config Length Adj. Block.
veh/h % veh/h vi/c % sec ft ft % %
South: St Mary's NB
Lane 1° 468 2.0 1086 0.431 100 6.3 LOSA 3.3 84.5 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 468 2.0 0.431 6.3 LOS A 3.3 84.5
North: St Mary's SB
Lane 1° 698 2.0 1220 0.572 100 5.1 LOSA 5.8 146.9 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 698 2.0 0.572 5.1 LOSA 5.8 146.9
West: Rheem Rd EB
Lane 1° 275 2.0 805 0.341 100 10.6 LOS B 2.1 54.2 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 275 20 0.341 10.6 LOS B 2.1 54.2
Intersection 1441 2.0 0.572 6.5 LOS A 5.8 146.9

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Lane LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per lane.

LOS F will result if v/c > irrespective of lane delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all lanes (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

d Dominant lane on roundabout approach

Processed: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 2:05:42 PM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd S I D RA
SIDRA INTERSECTION 6.0.24.4877 www.sidrasolutions.com
Project: W:\prj\1844\T1844\2035 Rheem-StMary.sip6 INTERSECTION 6

8000580, 6019174, OMNI-MEANS LTD, PLUS / Floating



LANE SUMMARY

V Site: 2035 PM - Rheem

St Mary's / Rheem
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance

Demand Flows Deg. Lane Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Lane Lane Cap. Prob.
Total Hv Cap. Satn  Util. Delay Service Veh Dist Config Length Adj. Block.
veh/h % veh/h vi/c % sec ft ft % %
South: St Mary's NB
Lane 1° 618 2.0 1100 0.561 100 6.9 LOS A 5.1 130.4 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 618 2.0 0.561 6.9 LOS A 5.1 130.4
North: St Mary's SB
Lane 1° 607 2.0 1130 0.537 100 5.7 LOSA 4.8 1211 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 607 2.0 0.537 5.7 LOS A 4.8 1211
West: Rheem Rd EB
Lane 1° 205 20 803 0.255 100 10.8 LOS B 1.6 39.5 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 205 20 0.255 10.8 LOS B 1.6 39.5
Intersection 1431 2.0 0.561 6.9 LOS A 5.1 130.4

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Lane LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per lane.

LOS F will result if v/c > irrespective of lane delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all lanes (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

d Dominant lane on roundabout approach

Processed: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 2:05:45 PM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd S I D RA
SIDRA INTERSECTION 6.0.24.4877 www.sidrasolutions.com
Project: W:\prj\1844\T1844\2035 Rheem-StMary.sip6 INTERSECTION 6

8000580, 6019174, OMNI-MEANS LTD, PLUS / Floating



LANE SUMMARY

v Site: 2035 AM - Bollinger

St Mary's / Bollinger
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance

Demand Flows Deg. Lane Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Lane Lane Cap. Prob.

Total Hv Cap. Satn  Util. Delay Service Veh Dist Config Length Adj. Block.

veh/h % veh/h vi/c % sec ft ft % %

South: Bollinger Canyon Rd NB

Lane 1° 80 2.0 800 0.100 100 1.2 LOS B 0.5 13.3 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 80 2.0 0.100 11.2 LOS B 0.5 13.3

East: St Mary's Rd WB

Lane 1° 653 2.0 1206 0.541 100 5.4 LOS A 5.2 132.7 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 653 2.0 0.541 5.4 LOS A 5.2 132.7

West: St Mary's Rd EB

Lane 1° 573 2.0 1269 0.451 100 4.7 LOSA 3.8 95.4 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 573 2.0 0.451 4.7 LOS A 3.8 954

Intersection 1305 20 0.541 5.5 LOS A 5.2 132.7

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Lane LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per lane.

LOS F will result if v/c > irrespective of lane delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all lanes (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

d Dominant lane on roundabout approach

Processed: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 2:05:47 PM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd S I D RA
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LANE SUMMARY

v Site: 2035 PM - Bollinger

St Mary's / Bollinger
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance

Demand Flows Deg. Lane Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Lane Lane Cap. Prob.

Total Hv Cap. Satn  Util. Delay Service Veh Dist Config Length Adj. Block.

veh/h % veh/h vi/c sec ft ft % %

South: Bollinger Canyon Rd NB

Lane 1° 58 2.0 760 0.076 100 10.9 LOS B 0.4 10.3 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 58 2.0 0.076 10.9 LOS B 0.4 10.3

East: St Mary's Rd WB

Lane 1° 595 2.0 1237 0.481 100 5.2 LOSA 4.4 110.9 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 595 20 0.481 5.2 LOS A 4.4 110.9

West: St Mary's Rd EB

Lane 1° 640 2.0 1254 0.510 100 4.9 LOSA 4.5 113.9 Full 1600 0.0 0.0
Approach 640 2.0 0.510 4.9 LOS A 45 113.9

Intersection 1293 2.0 0.510 5.3 LOS A 4.5 113.9

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Lane LOS values are based on average delay and v/c ratio (degree of saturation) per lane.

LOS F will result if v/c > irrespective of lane delay value (does not apply for approaches and intersection).

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all lanes (v/c not used as specified in HCM 2010).
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.

Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

d Dominant lane on roundabout approach
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

District-County-Route 04-CONTRA-XX
PM
EA
Program Code

Project Description:

Limits:  St. Mary's Road / Rheem Blvd
St. Mary's Road / Bollinger Canyon Road

Proposed Improvements (Scope):
Construct single-lane roundabouts at St. Mary's / Rheem / Bollinger Canyon Intersections

Construct retaining walls, culvert extension, revise St. Mary's vertical profile

Alternative: Determine preliminary construction cost for feasibility study

Roundabout Alternative - Design Year 2035

SUMMARY OF PROJECT CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE:

ROADWAY ITEMS S 4,317,217.17
STRUCTURAL ITEMS S -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS S 4,317,217.17
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS S 158,128.00
TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS S 4,475,345.17
SUMMARY OF PROJECT SUPPORT COST ESTIMATE:
PROJECT INITIATION DOCUMENT (PSR-PDS) S 50,000.00
PA&ED (BOTH CEQA/NEPA) S 215,860.86
PS&E S 647,582.58
RIGHT OF WAY ENGINEERING & ACQUISITION S 50,000.00
CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT & MANAGEMENT S 647,582.58
TOTAL PROJECT SUPPORT COST S 1,611,026.01
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST S 6,086,371.18
Reviewed by District Program Manager
(Signature)
Approved By Phone No. Date 1/29/2015

Project Manager (Signature)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Dist-Co-Rte  04-CONTRA-XX

PM -
EA -
PP No. 0
I. ROADWAY ITEMS
Section 1 Earthwork Quantity Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost
Roadway Excavation 4500 cY S 50 S 225 000
Imported Borrow 4000 cY S 40 S 160 000
Embankment 8500 cYy S 35 S 297 500
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS S 25000 S 25000
Develop Water Supply S - S -
Topsoil Reapplication S - S -
Subtotal Earthwork  $ 707 500
Section 2 Structural Section*
PCC Pavement (Truck Apron) 96 cY S 700 S 67 200
Minor Concrete (Stamped) 42 cY S 500 S 21000
Minor Concrete (Island Curb) 15 cY S 600 S 9000
Minor Concrete (Curb & Gutter) 110 cY S 550 S 60515
Minor Concrete (Sidewalk) 7 cY S 550 § 3850
Asphalt Concrete 2310 Ton S 130 S 300 242
Lean Concrete Base S - S -
Cement-Treated Base S - S -
Aggregate Base 3678 cY S 55 S 202 272
Treated Permeable Base S - S -
Aggregate Sub-Base S - S -
Pavement Reinforcing Fabric S - S -
$ - S -
$ -5 -
Subtotal Pavement Structural Section  $ 664 079
Section 3 Drainage
Large Drainage Facilities S - S -
Storm Drains 1 LS S 100000 S 100 000
Culvert Extension 1 LS S 100 000 S 100 000
Project Drainage
(X-Drains, Oversize, etc.) S - S -
$ - S -
Total Drainage $ 200 000

* Reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the roadway. Include (if available) T.I., R-Value and date
when tests were performed.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
04-CONTRA-XX
PM -
EA -
PP No. 0
Section 4 Specialty Items Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost
Retaining Walls 520 LF S 700 S 364 000
Noise Barriers S - S -
Barriers and Guardrails 269 LF S 60 S 16 140
Equipment/Animal Phases S - S -
Water Pollution Control 1 LS S 50 000 S 50 000
Hazardous Waste Investigation
and/or Mitigation Work S - S -
Environmental Compliance 1 LS S 50 000 S 50 000
Resident Engineer Office Space 1 LS S 35000 S 35000
$ - S -
$ - S -
$ - S -
Total Specialty Items S 515 140
Section 5 Traffic Items
Lighting 1 LS S 180 000 S 180 000
Traffic Delineation Items 1 LS S 20 000 S 20 000
Traffic Signals LS S - S -
Overhead Sign Structure LS S - S -
Roadside Signs 1 LS S 20000 S 20 000
Traffic Control Systems LS S -
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS S 250 000 S 250 000
Temporary Detection System
Staging LS S - S -
Total Traffic ltems S 470 000
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
04-CONTRA-XX
PM -
EA -
PP No. 0
Section 6 Planting and Irrigation Quantity Unit Unit Price Unit Cost Section Cost
Highway Planting S - S -
Replacement Planting 1 LS S 50000 S 50 000
Irrigation Modification S - S -
Replace Existing Irrigation Facilities S - S -
Irrigation Crossovers 1 LS S 5000 S 5000
Center Island Landscaping 1 LS S 25000 S 25000
$ - S -
Total Specialty Items ~ $ 80 000
Section 7 Roadside Management
and Safety Section
Vegetation Control Treatments 1 LS S 10000 § 10 000
Gore Area Pavement S - S -
Pavement beyond the gore area S - S -
Miscellaneous Paving S - S -
Slope Protection 1 LS S 30000 § 30000
Slide Slopes/Embankment Slopes 1 LS $ 30000 S 30000
Maintenance Vehicle Pull outs $ -8 -
Off-freeway Access (gates, stairways,
etc.) S -8 -
Roadside Facilities (Vista Points,
Transit, Park and Ride, etc.) S -8 -
Relocating roadside facilities/features S -8 -
Total Traffic ltems $ 70 000

SUBTOTALSECTIONS1-7 S 2706719
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
04-CONTRA-XX
PM -
EA -
PP No. 0
Section 8 Minor Items Unit Cost Section Cost
S 2706719 x( 10% )* = S 270672
(Subtotal Section 1-7)
Total Minor Items  $ 270672
Section 9 Roadway Mobilization
S 2977391 x( 10% ) = S 297 739
(Subtotal Section 1-8)
Total Roadway Mobilization  $ 297 739

Section 10 Roadway Additions
Supplemental Work
S 2977391 x( 10% )* S 297 739
(Subtotal Section 1-8)

Contingencies

S 2977391  x( 25% )** S 744 348
(Subtotal Section 1-8)
Total Roadway Additions  $ 1042 087
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS - (Total of Section1-10) S 4317 217
Estimate Prepared By Phone Date 1/29/2015
(Print Name)
Estimate Checked By Phone Date
(Print Name)

* Use 5% - 10%.
**Use appropriate percentage per Chapter 20.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Il. STRUCTURE ITEMS

Structure 1

Bridge Name

PM
EA
PP No.

Structure 2 Structure 3

Structure Type

Width (out to out) - (ft)

Span Lengths - (ft)

Total Area - (ft)

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost Per ft2 (incl. 10%
mobilization and 20%
contingency)

Total Cost for Structure

*Add additional structures as necessary

Railroad Related Costs

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

DIST-CO-RTE

04-CONTRA-XX

0

Estimate Prepared By Phone

(Print Name)

(If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup)

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

Date

1/29/2015
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

lll. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS

PM
EA
PP No.

DIST-CO-RTE
04-CONTRA-XX

0

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

Chapter I, Caltrans, Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Escalated Value

A. Acquisition, including excess lands & damages to

remainder(s) and Goodwill S 33128
B. Utility Relocation (State share) S 125 000

C. Relocation Assistance
D. Clearance/Demolition

E. Title and Escrow Fees

Total Right of Way Items  $ 158 128

(Escalated Value)

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification

(Date to which values are escalated)

F. Construction Contract Work

Brief Description of Work

Right of Way Brach Cost Estimate for Work*

*This dollar amount is to be included in the Roadway and/or
Structures Items of Work, as appropriate. Do not include in Right
of Way ltems.

Estimate Prepared By Phone

(If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup including Right of Way Data Sheet)

Cost/SF

25

Date

Estimated Area

1325.12

1/29/2015
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FEHR & PEERS

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

MEMORANDUM
Date: December 17, 2008
To: Jill Mercurio
From: Ryan McClain
Rob Rees
Subject: St. Mary’s Road Improvement Evaluation at Rheem Boulevard and
Bollinger Canyon Road

WC08-2580A

Fehr & Peers was tasked with evaluating physical and operational characteristics of the St.
Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard and St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersections in the
Town of Moraga and to recommend near-term and long-term improvements.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

St. Mary’s Road is a two lane road connecting the Town of Moraga and the City of Lafayette.
Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road intersect St. Mary’s Road north of St. Mary’s
College and south of the Moraga town limit. Both intersections are T-intersections with side-street
stop control and separated by approximately 500°. There is a private drive with access gates
between the two intersections.

The posted speed limit of this portion of Saint Mary’s Road is 35 mph. There is an S-curve that
begins just north of the Rheem Boulevard intersection and ends just north of the Bollinger
Canyon Road intersection. 20 mph warning signs are posted for this curve. Speed survey data
indicates the 85" percentile speed for southbound vehicles approaching Bollinger Canyon Road
is 40 mph and reduces to 30 mph through the S-curve. The 85" percentile speed for northbound
vehicles is 37 mph approaching Rheem Boulevard and reduces to 29 mph through the S-curve.
The posted speed limits on Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road are 35 mph and 25
mph, respectively.

The Lafayette-Moraga multi-use trail crosses Rheem Boulevard at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem
Boulevard intersection. The trail is stop controlled at the intersection and continues north and
south with a large buffer from St. Mary’s Road. Maintenance access is provided adjacent to the
private drive. No bicycle facilities are provided on St. Mary’s Road, Rheem Boulevard or
Bollinger Canyon Road. There are “share the road” signs on St. Mary’s Road.

Intersection Operations

Existing traffic volumes were taken from the Moraga Center Specific Plan EIR (Fehr & Peers,
2008). These traffic volumes were collected in 2005. The Simtraffic microsimulation software
was used to determine intersection operations. This software simulates individual vehicles
passing through the intersections and is able to capture interactions between closely spaced

100 Pringle Avenue, Suite 600 Walnut Creek, CA 94596 (925) 930-7100 Fax (925) 933-7090
www.fehrandpeers.com
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TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

intersections. It is also able to capture pedestrians crossing Rheem Boulevard at the Lafayette-
Moraga trail and how they impact the intersection.

Both intersections operate at acceptable service levels, i.e., Level of Service (LOS) C or better.
The St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection operates at LOS A overall with the Rheem
Boulevard approach operating at LOS C. The St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road
intersection operates at LOS A overall with the Bollinger Canyon Road approach operating at
LOS B in the PM peak hour and LOS A in the AM peak hour. Neither intersection meets the peak
hour traffic signal warrant.

Simtraffic also models the length of queued vehicles at each intersection approach. At the St.
Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection, the longest queue (175 feet) occurs at the Rheem
Boulevard approach in both the AM and PM peak hours. Queues of up to 150 feet also form
behind northbound vehicles on St. Mary’s Road waiting to turn left onto Rheem Boulevard.

Queues are significantly shorter at the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection. The
longest queue (100 feet) occurs on Bollinger Canyon Road approaching St. Mary’s Road in the
AM peak hour. Queues of up to 75 feet also form behind southbound vehicles on St. Mary’s
Road waiting to turn left onto Bollinger Canyon Road.

Collision Data

Collision data was collected from the State-wide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).
From 2002 through 2006 there have been 3 collisions near the St Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon
Road intersection (Table 1) and 9 collisions near the St Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard
intersection (Table 2). None of these collisions involved pedestrians or bicyclists, nor were any of
these collisions reported as severe injuries. The violation category for more than half of the
collisions was unsafe speed.

Based on this collision data, the crash experience traffic signal warrant is not met (Warrant 7).
The crash experience warrant requires 5 or more collisions of types susceptible to correction by a
traffic signal within a 12 month period. The types of collisions, (e.g. rear end, broadside and
sideswipe) at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection indicate that unsafe speed in
combination with limited sight distance and lane channelization may be leading to collisions
between vehicles turning to and from Rheem Boulevard and through traffic on St. Mary’s Road.

The entire length of the St. Mary’s Road corridor has an overall collision rate of 0.61 compared to
a statewide average for 2-lane suburban highways of 1.28 (Caltrans, 2004) and an injury/fatal
collision rate of 0.25 compared to a statewide average of 0.48 (Caltrans, 2004).

TABLE 1
COLLISION SUMMARY AT ST. MARY’S ROAD/BOLLINGER CANYON ROAD 2002-2006

Year Collision Severity N:jnTul:‘?(:SOf Violation Category Collision Type
2003 Property Damage Only 0 Unsafe Speed Sideswipe
2003 Property Damage Only 0 Unsafe Speed Hit Object
2004 Property Damage Only 0 Unsafe Speed Other

Source: California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) Database
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TABLE 2
COLLISION SUMMARY AT ST. MARY’S ROAD/RHEEM BOULEVARD 2002-2006

Year Collision Severity N:'nr?ut:?;:f Violation Category Collision Type
2002 Injury (Complaint of Pain) 1 Automobile Right of Way Head-On
2002 Property Damage Only 0 Improper Passing Broadside
2002 Injury (Other Visible) 1 Unsafe Speed Rear End
2003 Injury (Complaint of Pain) 1 Unsafe Speed Rear End
2003 Injury (Complaint of Pain) 2 Unsafe Speed Rear End
2003 Property Damage Only 0 Improper Turning Sideswipe
2003 Injury (Complaint of Pain) 1 Unsafe Speed Head-On
2004 Property Damage Only 0 - Other
2005 Injury (Other Visible) 2 Automobile Right of Way Broadside

Source: California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) Database

Sight Distance

Sight distances were measured in the field and are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. For vehicles
at the Rheem Boulevard stop sign, sight distance in the southbound direction is limited by the
large Eucalyptus trees, approximately 5 feet in diameter. In the northbound direction, line of sight
is obstructed after 150 feet due to the change in elevation on St. Mary’s Road between the
Rheem Boulevard intersection and the creek crossing. However, the roadway can be seen again
200’ farther north for and additional 150 feet.

Vehicles stopped at the Bollinger Canyon Road stop sign have a sight distance of 230 feet
southwest along St. Mary’s Road. The vegetation in the creek obstructs the sight line beyond
230 feet. In the northbound direction the change in grade and slight curve of St. Mary’s Road
limits sight distance to 220 feet.

Based on speed survey data, the 85" percentile speed approaching these intersections from the
north and south on St. Mary’s Road is 35 to 40 mph. According to the Caltrans Highway Design
Manual for a 40 mph design speed, corner and stopping sight distances are 440 feet and 300
feet, respectively. Neither intersection provides adequate sight distance to meet these design
speeds.

There is also limited sight distance for southbound vehicles on St. Mary’s Road approaching
Bollinger Canyon Road at the S-curve. Southbound vehicles have inadequate sight distance for
stopped vehicles waiting for a gap to turn left onto Bollinger Canyon Road.

Cumulative Traffic Volumes

Intersection operations were also evaluated under cumulative traffic conditions. Cumulative
traffic volumes were taken from the Moraga Center Specific Plan EIR (Fehr & Peers, 2008).
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Volumes include existing plus approved projects plus general plan build-out for the Lamorinda
area including the Moraga Center and Bollinger Valley projects.

Under cumulative traffic volumes, the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection operates at
LOS B in the AM peak hour and C in the PM peak hour. However, the Rheem Boulevard
approach operates at LOS F. Maximum queues on the Rheem Boulevard approach are over 300
feet in both the AM and PM peak hour.

The St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection continues to operate acceptably under
cumulative traffic volumes with overall LOS A. The Bollinger Canyon Road approach operates at
an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour.

POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Because of the inadequate sight distance and increasing queue lengths at the St. Mary’s
Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection and St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon intersection, the
following options were considered as possible improvements:

1. Left-turn pockets on St. Mary’s Road to Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road
2. All-way stop at St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection

3. All-way stop at St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard and St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon
Road intersections

4. Roundabout at St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection

5. Roundabout at St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection and all-way stop at St.
Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersections

6. Traffic signal at St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection
7. Realignment of Bollinger Canyon Road to intersect St. Mary’s Road at Rheem Boulevard

Each option listed above is described in greater detail below. LOS for each of the above
improvements is given in Table 3. Maximum queue lengths for each intersection approach under
the various improvements are given in Table 4. Maximum queue lengths for the various
alternatives are also shown graphically for the AM peak hour in Figure 3 and for the PM peak
hour in Figure 4.

Option 1: Left-turn Pockets on St. Mary’s Road

This option would provide left turn pockets for the southbound St. Mary’s Road to Bollinger
Canyon Road movement and northbound St. Mary’s Road to Rheem Boulevard movement (see
Figure 5 and Figure 6). The turn pockets can be implemented individually as well.

At the Bollinger Canyon Road intersection, the existing northbound right edge of traveled way
was maintained, as there is a steep slope immediately adjacent. In the southbound direction the
traveled way is shifted to the right to form an 11 foot wide left turn pocket with a length of 150
feet. This length provides 50 feet for storage plus 100 feet for deceleration and would separate
left turning vehicles from through traffic that has limited sight distance. Southbound St. Mary’s
Road then conforms to existing after the second curve, about 260 feet beyond the intersection.
This turn pocket should be designed to minimize the environmental impact on the creek to the
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west of the roadway. A receiving acceleration lane for vehicles turning left from Bollinger Canyon
Road onto St. Mary’s Road was not included due to the reversing curve of the roadway.

At the Rheem Boulevard intersection, the existing southbound right edge of traveled way was
maintained to protect the large Eucalyptus trees south of the intersection and the additional
existing trees to the north of the intersection. This design would require additional right-of-way to
the east of St. Mary’s Road. Northbound St. Mary’s Road would conform back to existing before
the creek crossing on the north side of the intersection.

This option would have negligible effect on LOS at the two intersections. However, as it removes
left-turning vehicles from the path of through-traffic, it would reduce queuing at the southbound
St. Mary’s Road approach at the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection and at the
northbound St. Mary’s Road approach at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection.
This would also reduce the potential for rear-end collisions at these approaches caused by left-
turning vehicle queues.

Option 2: All-way Stop at Rheem Boulevard

This option modifies the existing side-street stop at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard
intersection to an all-way stop. This option would reduce problems associated with the limited
sight distance at this intersection since all vehicles would be required to stop. It would also
reduce conflicts between trail users and vehicles turning from St. Mary’s Road onto Rheem
Boulevard.

With existing traffic volumes, the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection operates at LOS
B in the AM and PM peak hours. Queue lengths are reduced on Rheem Boulevard, but queues
increase on both approaches of St. Mary’s Road. In the AM peak hour maximum queue length
for the southbound approach reaches 325 feet, extending into the S-curve. Advanced warning
signs would be needed to warn of stopped traffic. There is little change to queues at Bollinger
Canyon Road caused by the change to Rheem Boulevard. Changes to LOS and queue length at
the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection are negligible.

With cumulative traffic volumes, this option would result in vehicle queues on St. Mary’s Road
extending back over 400 feet. This queue would adversely impact the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger
Valley Road intersection making it difficult for vehicles to turn from Bollinger Canyon Road onto
St. Mary’s Road.

Under existing traffic volumes, this option would have significantly lower costs than other options
as pavement widening is not needed. Stop signs and advanced warning signs can be placed
along the existing roadway and the existing lane configuration at the intersection can be used.
However, it is not an acceptable long-term solution.

Option 3: All-way Stop at Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road

This option modifies both existing side-street stops at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard
intersection and the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon intersection to all-way stops. This option
would reduce problems associated with the limited sight distance at these intersections since all
vehicles would be required to stop.

This option would cause extensive vehicle queues on St. Mary’s Road with cumulative traffic
volumes. Queues at Rheem Boulevard would extend back to Bollinger Canyon Road. Queues at
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the southbound St. Mary’s Road approach to Bollinger Canyon Road reach almost 400 feet in the
AM peak hour and 225 feet in the PM peak hour.

This option would have significantly lower costs than other options as pavement widening is not
needed. Stop signs and advanced warning signs can be placed along the existing roadway and
the existing lane configuration at the intersections can be used. However, this would cause
added delay to through traffic on St. Mary’s Road at both intersections and would not be
acceptable under cumulative traffic volumes.

Option 4: Roundabout at Rheem Boulevard

An alternative to the conversion of the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection to an all-
way stop controlled intersection would be to construct a roundabout at this intersection. Two
conceptual designs are shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. Both designs use a 100 foot diameter
inscribed circle with 50 foot entry radii. Both would require the realignment of the Lafayette-
Moraga trail to cross Rheem Boulevard at the appropriate location. Because there are no other
existing pedestrian facilities, no crosswalks are provided across the St. Mary’s Road legs.

Figure 7 maintains existing roadway alignments, placing the center of the roundabout at the
centerline intersection of St. Mary’s Road and Rheem Boulevard. This design would require
additional right-of-way to the east of St. Mary’s Road, but less modification to approaches.

Figure 8 realigns the St. Mary’s Road approaches to the roundabout in order to keep all
construction within existing Town property. This would also move the Lafayette-Moraga trail
realignment farther west and require the removal of the two large Eucalyptus trees.

A roundabout at this location would facilitate continuous flow of traffic while still slowing traffic and
allowing vehicles from Rheem Boulevard to enter the intersection. Queuing at this intersection is
far less than with other options. The intersection would operate at LOS B with existing and
cumulative traffic volumes in the AM and PM peak hours. This option would be more costly than
an all-way stop controlled intersection, but would provide acceptable operations through the
Town’s general plan build-out.

Option 5: Roundabout at Rheem Boulevard and All-way Stop at Bollinger Canyon Road

This option includes the roundabout at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection as
described in option 4 and includes an all-way stop at the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road.
The stop sign would have negligible effect on the operations of the roundabout.

At the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection, the all-way stop would reduce
queuing on the Bollinger Canyon Road approach to 100 feet. Queues reach up to 250 feet on the
northbound St. Mary’s Road approach and up to 200 feet on the southbound St. Mary’s Road
approach. Advanced warning signs would be needed at the approaches to this intersection to
warn of queued vehicles at the stop sign.

Option 6: Traffic Signal at Rheem Boulevard

This option evaluated the installation of a traffic signal at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard
intersection. It was assumed that the northbound St. Mary’s Road left-turn pocket would be
installed to allow for protected left turns onto Rheem Boulevard.
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Queue lengths are greatly reduced at the Rheem Boulevard approach, however the southbound
St. Mary’s Road approach has queues of over 300 feet in both the AM and PM peak hours.
There is minimal change at the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection to queue
length or LOS.

The traffic signal option brings the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection to acceptable
LOS while maintaining the acceptable LOS at St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road under
cumulative traffic volumes. This option could potentially cost more than a roundabout due to the
cost to provide power at this location, the cost of constructing and maintaining a traffic signal, and
right-of-way costs associated with widening for a left turn pocket.

Option 7: Realignment of Bollinger Canyon Road

This option would realign Bollinger Canyon Road to intersect St. Mary’s Road at the existing St.
Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection, making this a four leg intersection. This intersection
could then be controlled by traffic signal (see Figure 9) or roundabout (see Figure 10). The
realignment would require a structure to be built over the creek and possibly require significant
environmental mitigation. The structure would tie into existing Bollinger Canyon Road where the
eastern slope already has stabilization problems. This structure should include bicycle and
pedestrian facilities that tie into the Lafayette-Moraga Tralil.

The lane configuration that was evaluated for a traffic signal included left turn pockets for north
and southbound St. Mary’s Road and right turn pockets for Bollinger Canyon Road and Rheem
Boulevard. Left turns were protected for St. Mary’s Road and split phasing was used for Bollinger
Canyon Road and Rheem Boulevard approaches. With this configuration, the intersection would
operate at a LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours.

The roundabout option would be similar to the roundabout option shown in Figure 7 but with the
fourth leg from Bollinger Canyon Road. The roundabout would operate at LOS B in the AM and
PM peak hours.

CONSULTANT RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the analysis of sight distance, LOS and queuing under existing and cumulative
conditions, the consultant recommends that a roundabout be placed at the St. Mary's
Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection. This would provide operational improvement under existing
and cumulative traffic volumes, and reduce hazards caused by the existing inadequate sight-
distance, as all vehicles would slow to move through the intersection. A roundabout provides the
additional benefit of reducing vehicle queuing and reducing driver delay.

Using a design similar to that in Figure 7 would provide flexibility for adding a fourth leg to the
roundabout with the realignment of Bollinger Canyon Road. While the realignment of Bollinger
Canyon Road to tie into the Rheem Boulevard intersection would provide improved access to
Bollinger Canyon Road, the costs and environmental impacts may be prohibitive.

It is also recommended that a left turn pocket be added at the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon
Road intersection to provide protection for left turning vehicles from St. Mary’s Road onto
Bollinger Canyon Road, reducing the potential for rear-end collisions on this approach due to
queued vehicles. In addition, as traffic volumes increase on St. Mary’s Road and because of the
high approach speeds and limited sight distance, it may be necessary to install an all-way stop at
the St. Mary’s Road/Bollinger Canyon Road intersection. This would provide easier access to
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and from Bollinger Canyon Road. Additional signage would be needed to warn of queued
vehicles on St. Mary’s Road.

Attachments:

Figure 1 — Rheem Boulevard Approach Sight Distance

Figure 2 — Bollinger Canyon Road Approach Sight Distance

Figure 3 — Maximum AM Peak Hour Queue Lengths with Cumulative Traffic Volumes
Figure 4 — Maximum PM Peak Hour Queue Lengths with Cumulative Traffic Volumes
Figure 5 — Bollinger Canyon Road Left Turn Pocket

Figure 6 — Rheem Boulevard Left Turn Pocket

Figure 7 — Roundabout Option 1

Figure 8 — Roundabout Option 2

Figure 9 — Bollinger Canyon Road Realignment with Signal

Figure 10 — Bollinger Canyon Road Realignment with Roundabout
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TABLE 3
PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

St. Mary’s Road/ Rheem S.t' Mary’s Road/
. . 3| Bollinger Canyon Road
Option Improvement Boulevard Intersection Intersection®
AM' PM? AM' PM?
Existing Traffic Volumes
No Project A (C) A (C) A (B) A (A)
> All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd B B A (B) A(A)
intersection
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd
3 and St. Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Rd B B B A
intersections
4 Boundapout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd B B A (B) A (A)
intersection
Cumulative Traffic Volumes
No Project A (D) B (F) A (C) A (B)
> All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Bivd c c A (F) A (B)
intersection
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Bivd
3 and St. Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Rd C C C B
intersections
4 Boundapout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd B B A (C) A (B)
intersection
Roundabout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd
5 and all-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Bollinger A A B B
Canyon Rd
Traffic Signal at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem
6 Blvd intersection A B A(C) A(B)
Notes:
B AM = AM peak hour from 7:45 to 8:45 AM
2 PM = PM peak hour from 5:00 to 6:00 PM

For side-street stop-controlled intersections, overall intersection delay and LOS is presented. Delay and LOS
for the movement with the highest delay is shown in parenthesis.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008.




Jill Mercurio
October 3, 2008 r?
Page 10 of 10 FEHR & PEERS

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

TABLE 4
MAXIMUM PEAK HOUR QUEUE LENGTHS BY APPROACH

St. Mary’s Road/ St. Mary’s Road/
. Rheem Boulevard Intersection® Bollinger Canyon Road Intersection®
Option Improvement ] 3 ] 3
AM PM AM PM
EB NB SB EB NB SB wWB NB SB wB NB SB
Existing Traffic Volumes
No Project 175 | 150’ 50’ 175 | 125 50’ 100° 0 50’ 75 0} 75
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd , , , , , , , , , , , ,
2 intersection 100 150 325 75 200 175 100 0 50 75 0 75
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd and St. , , , , , , ; , , , , ;
3 Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Rd intersections 100 150 300 75 200 125 75 100 175 75 100 125
Roundabout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd , , , , , , , , , , , ,
4 intersection 100 75 75 75 75 100 100 0 50 75 0 50
Cumulative Traffic Volumes
No Project 325" | 225 50’ 375 | 250’ 50’ 225’ 0 1000 | 125 0} 150’
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd , , , , , , , , , ; , ;
2 intersection 100 200 450 100 450 350 350 0 175 125 0 125
All-way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd and St. , , , , , , , , , , , ;
3 Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Rd intersections 100 200 450 100 400 300 125 150 375 75 125 225
Roundabout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd , , , , , , , , , ; , ,
4 intersection 100 75 100 100 125 125 200 0 100 125 0 125
Roundabout at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd and all- , , , , , , , , , , , ,
5 way stop at St. Mary’s Rd/Bollinger Canyon Rd 100 75 75 100 125 100 100 225 125 75 250 200
Traffic Signal at St. Mary’s Rd/Rheem Blvd , , , , , , , , , ; , ;
6 intersection 175 175 350 175 175 325 200 0 100 125 0 125
Notes:

. AM = AM peak hour from 7:45 to 8:45 AM % PM = PM peak hour from 5:00 to 6:00 PM
% For side-street stop-controlled intersections, overall intersection delay and LOS is presented. Delay and LOS for the movement with the highest delay is shown in parenthesis.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008.
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MEMORANDUM
Date: January 26, 2009
To: Jill Mercurio
From: Ryan McClain
Rob Rees
Subject: Response to Comments Regarding the St. Mary’s Road Improvement

Evaluation at Rheem Boulevard and Bollinger Canyon Road
WC08-2580A

Below are responses to questions raised during the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee meeting
on January 7, 2009 regarding the St. Mary’s Road Improvement Evaluation at Rheem Boulevard
and Bollinger Canyon Road Memorandum dated December 17, 2008.

ROUNDABOUT SAFETY STUDIES

In 2000, the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS) published a report titled Crash
Reductions Following Installation of Roundabouts in the United States. The study evaluated 24
intersections that were stop-controlled or signalized prior to being converted to a roundabout.
These intersections were located across eight states. Single lane roundabout installations (such
as that recommended at the St. Mary’s Road/Rheem Boulevard intersection) reduced crashes by
about 60%, and injury crashes were 80% lower than prior to installation.

The National Cooperative Highway Research Program published Roundabouts in the United
States in 2007 and found that conversions of an intersection from a side-street stop controlled
intersection to a roundabout had a 44% reduction in all crashes and an 81% reduction in injury
crashes based on a study of 36 intersections.

There are cases where temporary roundabouts (using pavement markings and delineators) have
been removed after a trial period and not replaced with permanent roundabout installations. The
reason for this is that some drivers disobey the striping by traveling straight through the
roundabout so that they do not need to slow, while other drivers try to obey the striping. Aesthetic
concerns are also raised with temporary installations. Because temporary installations are
unattractive, residents raise concerns about the look of the final installations. As such, we do not
recommend the installation of temporary roundabouts. We are aware of one jurisdiction that
considered the removal of a permanent roundabout installation because drivers complained
about needing to slow to 20-mph to negotiate the roundabout.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

The cost for the all-way stop alternative would be around $75,000 for advanced warning signs
with flashing beacons, but no loop detection. Installing detector loops and an extinguishable
message sign (e.g., displaying “Stopped Traffic Ahead”) would cost an additional $50,000.

100 Pringle Avenue, Suite 600 Walnut Creek, CA 94596 (925) 930-7100 Fax (925) 933-7090
www.fehrandpeers.com



Jill Mercurio
January 26, 2009 .FP
Page 2 of 3 FEHR & PEERS

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

The cost for the roundabout would be around $500,000. The realignment of Bollinger Canyon
Road with a bridge would cost around $4 million, based on a cost of $3 million for the structure
and $1 million for the approaches.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND ACCESS

Because the crosswalks at roundabouts are removed from the circulating roadway, a driver’s
attention can be directed at the crosswalk and not divided between other conflicting vehicles.
Since roundabouts are designed to be traveled at 20 mph, the time it takes to stop is short.
Additionally, pedestrians only need to cross one lane of traffic at a time and can wait in the refuge
island until there is a break in traffic.

Bicyclists traveling along the Lafayette-Moraga Trail will have the same benefits as mentioned for
pedestrians above. Bicyclists traveling through the roundabout usually take up the travel lane
and are traveling near the speed of vehicles.

Neither of the U.S. studies mentioned above had sufficient pedestrian and bicycle accident data
to evaluate reductions in these crash types. The IIHS study references Scandinavian evaluations
of roundabouts that found single-lane roundabouts to be safe for both pedestrians and bicyclists
(Traffic Safety of Roundabouts for Cyclists and Pedestrians, Swedish National Road and
Transport Research Institute, 1999). The Institute of Transport Economics in Norway reports a
30-40% reduction in pedestrian crashes and a 10-20% reduction in bicycle crashes after the
installation of a roundabout. (Traffic Safety Handbook, 1997)

To provide a pedestrian connection between
Bollinger Canyon Road and the Lafayette-
Moraga Trail, we recommend placing a
crosswalk at the southbound (or northbound)
approach to the roundabout (see attached
figure). A decomposed granite or similar trail
could be provided between the St. Mary’s
Road crossing and the informal trail along the
west side of Bollinger Canyon Road.
Improvements would be needed at the creek
crossing to provide a safe walkway between
the existing guardrail and the creek on the
south side of St. Mary’'s Road such as
leveling of the pathway and possibly safety
railing on the creek side (see photo).

RESPONSE TO LETTERS FROM BLUFFS RESIDENT’S COMMITTEE

The Consultant Recommendations from the original memorandum as well as the addition of a
crosswalk on the southbound approach to the roundabout address several of the concerns voiced
in these letters.

This evaluation looked at traffic operations and intersection characteristics at both the Bollinger
Canyon Road/St. Mary’s Road intersection and Rheem Boulevard/St. Mary’s Road intersection.
Impact of all potential projects was evaluated at both intersections.
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A left turn pocket from St. Mary’s Road to Bollinger Canyon Road was recommended, which
would reduce the potential for rear end collisions with through traffic and vehicles waiting to turn
left, a concern expressed in the letter.

The addition of the crosswalk connecting the east side of St. Mary’s Road to the Lafayette-
Moraga Trail would provide safer access to the trail for Bluffs residents. Additionally, the
roundabout would eliminate the sight distance issue discussed in the letter at Rheem Boulevard,
where a vehicle waiting to turn left blocks the view of a vehicle trying to turn right and vice versa.

These recommendations do not directly affect the ability of vehicles to turn from Bollinger Canyon
Road onto St. Mary’s Road; however, the evaluation did not find significant delay at this
intersection or a pattern of collisions indicating there is an existing problem. The roundabout
option would slow all traffic down through the corridor as opposed to a traffic signal which would
only stop some traffic.



e R
. PEDESTRIAN PAT

1 \— TO BOLLINGER
' Hmﬂ?n ROAD

__ PROVIDE PEDESTRIAN |
~ CROSSING TO TRAIL

L§
1 S
il
\ l '
£ -0 X L
TAIN EXISTING
ADWAY
GNMENTS
i

Lt

F

ST. MARY'S ROAD:
!-'“E_H.%A ns_E £l1|a‘5‘1}'s’ ROUNDABOUT OPTION 1

1/26/2009

FIGURE 1
N:\PROJECTS\_WCOB\WC08-2580A ST. MARY'S ROAD—RHEEM BLVD\GRAPHICS\CAD\WC08—2580A_SIGHT.DWG




Attachment B
LAPM Exhibit 10-O1



Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-0O1
Consultant Proposal DBE Commitment

EXxHIBIT 10-O1 CONSULTANT PROPOSAL DBE COMMITMENT

1. Local Agency: 2. Contract DBE Goal:

3. Project Description:

4. Project Location:

5. Consultant's Name: 6. Prime Certified DBE: O
7. Description of Work, Service, or Materials 8. DBE

. p - ’ Certification 9. DBE Contact Information 10. DBE %
Supplied Number

Local Agency to Complete this Section

17. Local Agency Contract Number:
18. Federal-Aid Project Number:

11. TOTAL CLAIMED DBE PARTICIPATION %

19. Proposed Contract Execution Date:

Local Agency certifies that all DBE certifications are valid and information on IMPORTANT: Identify all DBE firms being claimed for credit,

this form is complete and accurate. regardless of tier. Written confirmation of each listed DBE is
required.
20. Local Agency Representative's Signature 21. Date 12. Preparer's Signature 13. Date
22. Local Agency Representative's Name 23. Phone 14. Preparer's Name 15. Phone
24. Local Agency Representative's Title 16. Preparer's Title

DISTRIBUTION: Original — Included with consultant’s proposal to local agency.

ADA Notice: For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in alternate formats. For information call (916) 654-6410 or TDD (916) 654-
3880 or write Records and Forms Management, 1120 N Street, MS-89, Sacramento, CA 95814.
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Consultant Proposal DBE Commitment

INSTRUCTIONS - CONSULTANT PROPOSAL DBE COMMITMENT

CONSULTANT SECTION

1. Local Agency - Enter the name of the local or regional agency that is funding the contract.

2. Contract DBE Goal - Enter the contract DBE goal percentage as it appears on the project advertisement.

3. Project Description - Enter the project description as it appears on the project advertisement (Bridge Rehab,
Seismic Rehab, Overlay, Widening, etc.).

4. Project Location - Enter the project location as it appears on the project advertisement.

5. Consultant’s Name - Enter the consultant’s firm name.

6. Prime Certified DBE - Check box if prime contractor is a certified DBE.

7. Description of Work, Services, or Materials Supplied - Enter description of work, services, or materials to be
provided. Indicate all work to be performed by DBEs including work performed by the prime consultant’s own
forces, if the prime is a DBE. If 100% of the item is not to be performed or furnished by the DBE, describe the
exact portion to be performed or furnished by the DBE. See LAPM Chapter 9 to determine how to count the
participation of DBE firms.

8. DBE Certification Number - Enter the DBE’s Certification Identification Number. All DBEs must be certified
on the date bids are opened.

9. DBE Contact Information - Enter the name, address, and phone number of all DBE subcontracted consultants.
Also, enter the prime consultant’s name and phone number, if the prime is a DBE.

10. DBE % - Percent participation of work to be performed or service provided by a DBE. Include the prime
consultant if the prime is a DBE. See LAPM Chapter 9 for how to count full/partial participation.

11. Total Claimed DBE Participation % - Enter the total DBE participation claimed. If the total % claimed is
less than item “Contract DBE Goal,” an adequately documented Good Faith Effort (GFE) is required (see Exhibit
15-H DBE Information - Good Faith Efforts of the LAPM).

12. Preparer’s Signature - The person completing the DBE commitment form on behalf of the consultant’s firm
must sign their name.

13. Date - Enter the date the DBE commitment form is signed by the consultant’s preparer.

14. Preparer’s Name - Enter the name of the person preparing and signing the consultant’s DBE commitment
form.

15. Phone - Enter the area code and phone number of the person signing the consultant’s DBE commitment form.
16. Preparer’s Title - Enter the position/title of the person signing the consultant’s DBE commitment form.

LOCAL AGENCY SECTION

17. Local Agency Contract Number - Enter the Local Agency contract number or identifier.

18. Federal-Aid Project Number - Enter the Federal-Aid Project Number.

19. Proposed Contract Execution Date - Enter the proposed contract execution date.

20. Local Agency Representative’s Signature - The person completing this section of the form for the Local
Agency must sign their name to certify that the information in this and the Consultant Section of this form is
complete and accurate.

21. Date - Enter the date the DBE commitment form is signed by the Local Agency Representative.

22. Local Agency Representative’s Name - Enter the name of the Local Agency Representative certifying the
consultant’s DBE commitment form.

23. Phone - Enter the area code and phone number of the person signing the consultant’s DBE commitment form.
24. Local Agency Representative Title - Enter the position/title of the Local Agency Representative certifying
the consultant’s DBE commitment form.

Page 2 of 2
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHBIT 10-1
Notice to Proposers DBE Information

ExHIBIT 10-1 NOTICE TO PROPOSERS DBE INFORMATION

The Agency has established a DBE goal for this Contract of %
OR

The Agency has not established a goal for this Contract. However, proposers are encouraged to obtain DBE
participation for this contract.

1. TERMSASUSED IN THIS DOCUMENT

e The term “Disadvantaged Business Enterprise” or “DBE” means a for-profit small business concern
owned and controlled by a socially and economically disadvantaged person(s) as defined in Title 49,
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 26.5.

e The term “Agreement” also means “Contract.”

e Agency also means the local entity entering into this contract with the Contractor or Consultant.
e The term “Small Business” or “SB” is as defined in 49 CFR 26.65.

2. AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY

A. DBEs and other small businesses are strongly encouraged to participate in the performance of Contracts
financed in whole or in part with federal funds (See 49 CFR 26, “Participation by Disadvantaged
Business Enterprises in Department of Transportation Financial Assistance Programs”). The Consultant
must ensure that DBES and other small businesses have the opportunity to participate in the performance
of the work that is the subject of this solicitation and should take all necessary and reasonable steps for
this assurance. The proposer must not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in
the award and performance of subcontracts.

B. Proposers are encouraged to use services offered by financial institutions owned and controlled by DBEs.

3. SUBMISSION OF DBE INFORMATION

If there is a DBE goal on the contract, Exhibit 10-O1 Consultant Proposal DBE Commitment must be
included in the Request for Proposal. In order for a proposer to be considered responsible and responsive, the
proposer must make good faith efforts to meet the goal established for the contract. If the goal is not met, the
proposer must document adequate good faith efforts. All DBE participation will be counted towards the
contract goal; therefore, all DBE participation shall be collected and reported.

Exhibit 10-O2 Consultant Contract DBE Information must be included with the Request for Proposal. Even if
no DBE participation will be reported, the successful proposer must execute and return the form.

4. DBEPARTICIPATION GENERAL INFORMATION

It is the proposer’s responsibility to be fully informed regarding the requirements of 49 CFR, Part 26, and the
Department’s DBE program developed pursuant to the regulations. Particular attention is directed to the
following:

A. A DBE must be a small business firm defined pursuant to 13 CFR 121 and be certified through the
California Unified Certification Program (CUCP).

Page 1 of 3
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B. A certified DBE may participate as a prime consultant, subconsultant, joint venture partner, as a vendor
of material or supplies, or as a trucking company.

C. A DBE proposer not proposing as a joint venture with a non-DBE, will be required to document one or a
combination of the following:

1. The proposer is a DBE and will meet the goal by performing work with its own forces.

2. The proposer will meet the goal through work performed by DBE subconsultants, suppliers or
trucking companies.

3. The proposer, prior to proposing, made adequate good faith efforts to meet the goal.

D. A DBE joint venture partner must be responsible for specific contract items of work or clearly defined
portions thereof. Responsibility means actually performing, managing, and supervising the work with its
own forces. The DBE joint venture partner must share in the capital contribution, control, management,
risks and profits of the joint venture commensurate with its ownership interest.

E. A DBE must perform a commercially useful function pursuant to 49 CFR 26.55, that is, a DBE firm
must be responsible for the execution of a distinct element of the work and must carry out its
responsibility by actually performing, managing and supervising the work.

F. The proposer shall list only one subconsultant for each portion of work as defined in their proposal and all
DBE subconsultants should be listed in the bid/cost proposal list of subconsultants.

G. A prime consultant who is a certified DBE is eligible to claim all of the work in the Contract toward the
DBE participation except that portion of the work to be performed by non-DBE subconsultants.

5. RESOURCES

A. The CUCP database includes the certified DBEs from all certifying agencies participating in the CUCP. If
you believe a firm is certified that cannot be located on the database, please contact the Caltrans Office of
Certification toll free number 1-866-810-6346 for assistance.

B. Access the CUCP database from the Department of Transportation, Office of Business and Economic
Opportunity Web site at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/bep/.

1. Click on the link in the left menu titled Disadvantaged Business Enterprise;
2. Click on Search for a DBE Firm link;

3. Click on Access to the DBE Query Form located on the first line in the center of the page.

Searches can be performed by one or more criteria. Follow instructions on the screen.

6. MATERIALS OR SUPPLIES PURCHASED FROM DBES COUNT TOWARDS THE DBE GOAL UNDER THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

A. If the materials or supplies are obtained from a DBE manufacturer, count 100 percent of the cost of the
materials or supplies. A DBE manufacturer is a firm that operates or maintains a factory, or establishment
that produces on the premises the materials, supplies, articles, or equipment required under the Contract
and of the general character described by the specifications.

B. If the materials or supplies purchased from a DBE regular dealer, count 60 percent of the cost of the
materials or supplies. A DBE regular dealer is a firm that owns, operates or maintains a store, warehouse,
or other establishment in which the materials, supplies, articles or equipment of the general character
described by the specifications and required under the Contract are bought, kept in stock, and regularly
sold or leased to the public in the usual course of business. To be a DBE regular dealer, the firm must be
an established, regular business that engages, as its principal business and under its own name, in the

Page 2 of 3
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purchase and sale or lease of the products in question. A person may be a DBE regular dealer in such bulk
items as petroleum products, steel, cement, gravel, stone or asphalt without owning, operating or
maintaining a place of business provided in this section.

C. If the person both owns and operates distribution equipment for the products, any supplementing of
regular dealers’ own distribution equipment shall be, by a long-term lease agreement and not an ad hoc or
Agreement-by-Agreement basis. Packagers, brokers, manufacturers’ representatives, or other persons
who arrange or expedite transactions are not DBE regular dealers within the meaning of this section.

D. Materials or supplies purchased from a DBE, which is neither a manufacturer nor a regular dealer, will be
limited to the entire amount of fees or commissions charged for assistance in the procurement of the
materials and supplies, or fees or transportation charges for the delivery of materials or supplies required
on the job site, provided the fees are reasonable and not excessive as compared with fees charged for
similar services.

Page 3 of 3
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Sample Cost Proposal

EXHIBIT 10-H SAMPLE COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)  Page 1 of2

ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS
(DESIGN, ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES)

Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed

Consultant Contract No. Date
DIRECT LABOR
Classification/Title Name Hours Actual Hourly Rate Total

$ $ 0.00
$ $ 0.00
$ $ 0.00
$ $ 0.00
$ $ 0.00

LABOR COSTS

a) Subtotal Direct Labor Costs $ 0.00

b) Anticipated Salary Increases (see page 2 for sample) $ 0.00

c) TOTAL DIRECT LABOR COSTS [(a) + (b)] $ 0.00

FRINGE BENEFITS
d) Fringe Benefits (Rate: 0.00% ) e) TOTAL FRINGE BENEFITS
[(©) x ()] $0-00

INDIRECT COSTS
f) Overhead (Rate: 0:00% ) g) Overhead [(c) x ()] $ 0.00
h) General and Administrative (Rate: 2-00% ) i) Gen & Admin [(c) x (h)] $ 0.00

j) TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS [(e) + (g) + (i)] $ 0-00

FEE (Profit)

q) (Rate: 0.00% ) k) TOTAL FIXED PROFIT [(c) + ()] x (q)]$ 0-00
OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC)
Description Unit(s) Unit Cost Total
) Travel/Mileage Costs (supported by consultant
actual costs) $ $0.00
m) Equipment Rental and Supplies (itemize) $ $0.00
n) Permit Fees (itemize), Plan sheets (each), Test
Holes (each), etc. $ $0.00

0) Subconsultant Costs (attach detailed cost proposal
in same format as prime consultant estimate for
each subconsultant) $ $0.00

p) TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS [(I) + (m) + (n) + (0)] $ 0-00
TOTAL COST [(c) + (j) + (k) + (p)] $ 0.00

NOTES:
o  Employees subject to prevailing wage requirements to be marked with an *.
ODC items should be based on actual costs and supported by historical data and other documentation.
ODC items that would be considered “tools of the trade” are not reimbursable.
ODC items should be consistently billed directly to all clients, not just when client will pay for them as a direct cost.
ODC items when incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, should not be included in any indirect cost pool or in
overhead rate.
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHIBIT 10-H
Sample Cost Proposal

EXHIBIT 10-H SAMPLE COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)  Page20f2

ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS
(SAMPLE CALCULATIONS FOR ANTICIPATED SALARY INCREASES)

Consultant Contract No. Date

1. Calculate Average Hourly Rate for 1st year of the contract (Direct Labor Subtotal divided by total hours)

Direct Labor Total Hours per Avg 5 Year
Subtotal per Cost Cost Proposal Hourly Contract
Proposal Rate Duration

= Year 1 Avg
Hourly Rate

2. Calculate hourly rate for all years (Increase the Average Hourly Rate for a year by proposed escalation %)

Avg Hourly Rate Proposed Escalation
Year 1 + 0.00% =
Year 2 + 0.00% =
Year 3 + 0.00% =
Year 4 + 0.00% =

3. Calculate estimated hours per year (Multiply estimate % each year by total hours)

Estimated % Completed Total Hours per Cost Total Hours per
Each Year Proposal Year
Year 1 0.0% * = 0
Year 2 0.0% * = 0
Year 3 0.0% * = 0
Year 4 0.0% * = 0
Year 5 0.0% * = 0
Total 0% =

4. Calculate Total Costs including Escalation (Multiply Average Hourly Rate by the number of hours)

Avg Hourly Rate Estimated hours Cost per

(calculated above) (calculated above) Year
Year 1 * 0 = $0.00
Year 2 * 0 = $0.00
Year 3 * 0 = $0.00
Year 4 * 0 = $0.00
Year 5 * 0 = $0.00

Total Direct Labor Cost with Escalation = $0.00

Direct Labor Subtotal before Escalation =

Estimated total of Direct Labor Salary = Transfer to Page 1
Increase 0.00
NOTES:

e This is not the only way to estimate salary increases. Other methods will be accepted if they clearly indicate the % increase, the #
of years of the contract, and a breakdown of the labor to be performed each year.

e  An estimation that is based on direct labor multiplied by salary increase % multiplied by the # of years is not acceptable.
(i.e. $250,000 x 2% x 5 yrs = $25,000 is not an acceptable methodology)

e  This assumes that one year will be worked at the rate on the cost proposal before salary increases are granted.

Page 2 of 5
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual

EXHIBIT 10-H

Sample Cost Proposal

Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed
Consultant or Subconsultant

EXHIBIT 10-H SAMPLE COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #2)
SPECIFIC RATE OF COMPENSATION (USE FOR ON-CALL OR AS-NEEDED CONTRACTS)
(CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION CONTRACTS)

Page 1 of 2

Contract No.

Fringe Benefit 0.00%  +
(= 0% if Included in OH)

BILLING INFORMATION

Overhead 0.00%
(= 0% if Included in OH)

General Administration 0.00% =

CALCULATION INFORMATION

FEE =

Date

0.00% Combined Indirect Cost Rate (ICR)
0.00%

Name/Job Title/Classification?

Hourly Billing Rates?
OT(1.5x) OT(2x)

Effective date of hourly rate
From To

Actual or Avg.
hourly rate®

%or$
increase

Hourly range -
for classifications
only

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%

1. Names and classifications of consultant (key staff) team members must be listed. Provide separate sheets for prime and all subconsultant firms.

N

Billing rate = actual hourly rate * (1+ ICR) * (1+ Fee). Agreed upon billing rates are not adjustable for the term of contract.

3. For named employees enter the actual hourly rate. For classifications only, enter the Average Hourly Rate for that classification.

NOTES:

. Denote all employees subject to prevailing wage with an asterisks (*)
e  For “Other Direct Cost” listing, see page 2 of this Exhibit

LPP 15-01
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHIBIT 10-H

Sample Cost Proposal

EXHIBIT 10-H SAMPLE COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #2)  Page 2 of 2

SPECIFIC RATE OF COMPENSATION (USE FOR ON-CALL OR AS-NEEDED CONTRACTS)
(CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION CONTRACTS)

Consultant or Subconsultant Contract No. Date
SCHEDULE OF OTHER DIRECT COST ITEMS
PRIME CONSULTANT SUBCONSULTANT #1 SUBCONSULTANT #2
DESCRIPTION OF | UNIT | UNIT | TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF UNIT UNIT | TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF UNIT UNIT TOTAL
ITEMS COST ITEMS COST ITEMS COST
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PRIME TOTAL ODCs = $0.00 SUBCONSULTANT #1 ODCs = $0.00 SUBCONSULTANT #2 ODCs = $0.00
IMPORTANT NOTES:
1. List direct cost items with estimated costs. These costs should be competitive in their respective industries and supported with appropriate documentations.
2. Proposed items should be consistently billed directly to all clients (Commercial entities, Federal Govt., State Govt., and Local Govt. Agency), and not just when the client will pay
for them as a direct cost.
3. Items when incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstance, should not be included in any indirect cost pool or in the overhead rate.
4. Items such as special tooling, will be reimbursed at actual cost with supporting documentation (invoice).
5. Items listed above that would be considered "tools of the trade™ are not reimbursable as other direct cost.
6. Travel related costs should be pre-approved by the contracting agency.
7. If mileage is claimed, the rate should be properly supported by the consultant's calculation of their actual costs for company vehicles. In addition, the miles claimed should be
supported by mileage logs.
8. Ifaconsultant proposes rental costs for a vehicle, the company must demonstrate that this is their standard procedure for all of their contracts and that they do not own any vehicles

that could be used for the same purpose.

Page 4 of 5
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHIBIT 10-H
Sample Cost Proposal

EXHIBIT 10-H SAMPLE COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #3)

CosT PER UNIT OF WORK CONTRACTS
(GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIAL TESTING)
Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed

Consultant Contract No. Date

Page  of

Unit/Item of Work:
(Example: Log of Test Boring for Soils Report, or ADL Testing for Hazardous Waste Material Study)
Include as many Items as necessary.

DIRECT LABOR Hours Hourly Total ($)
Billing
Rate (3)
Professional (Classification) $0.00
Sub-professional/Technical* $0.00
EQUIPMENT (with Operator) $0.00

OTHER DIRECT COST

Description Unit(s) Unit Cost
Mobilization/De-mobilization - $ $0.00
Supplies/Consumables (Itemize) - $ $0.00
Travel/Mileage - $ $0.00
Report (if applicable) - $ $0.00
TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF WORK $0.00

NOTES:

e  Denote labor subject to prevailing wage with asterisk (*).

e  Hourly billing rates should include prevailing wage rates and be consistent with publicly advertised rates charged to all clients
(Commercial, Private or Public).
Hourly billing rates include hourly wage rate, net fee/profit, indirect cost rate, and actual direct equipment rate.
Mobilization/De-mobilization is based on site location and number and frequency of tests/items.
ODC items should be based on actual costs and supported by historical data and other documentation.
ODC items that would be considered “tools of the trade” are not reimbursable.

Page 5 of 5
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Sample Consultant Services Agreement



CONSULTANT SERVICES CONTRACT
(For Local Assistance Federal-aid Projects)

Project:

THIS CONSULTANT SERVICES CONTRACT (the “contract”) is entered into as

of the day of , 201_ by and between the TOWN OF MORAGA, herein

called the “TOWN?”, and , herein called the “CONSULTANT”".
Recitals

A. TOWN desires to obtain contract services in connection with the

B. CONSULTANT hereby warrants to the TOWN that CONSULTANT is skilled and
able to provide such services described in this contract.

C. TOWN desires to retain CONSULTANT pursuant to this contract to provide the
services described herein.

Agreement
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HERETO AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

ARTICLE I1.
INTRODUCTION

A. This contract is between the following named, hereinafter referred to as,
CONSULTANT and the following named, hereinafter referred to as, TOWN:

The name of the “CONSULTANT” is as follows:

Incorporated in the State of
The Project Manager for the “CONSULTANT” will be (NAME)

The name of the “TOWN?” is as follows:
Town of Moraga, a California municipal corporation

The Contract Administrator for TOWN will be (NAME)

B. The work to be performed under this contract is described in Article Il entitled
Statement of Work and the approved CONSULTANT’s Cost Proposal dated
(DATE). The approved CONSULTANT’s Cost Proposal is attached hereto
(Attachment I) and incorporated by reference. If there is any conflict between the
approved Cost Proposal and this contract, this contract shall take precedence.

C. CONSULTANT agrees to indemnify and hold harmless TOWN, its officers,
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agents, and employees from any and all claims, demands, costs, or liability
arising from or connected with the services provided hereunder due to negligent
acts, errors, or omissions of CONSULTANT. CONSULTANT will reimburse
TOWN for any expenditure, including reasonable attorney fees, incurred by
TOWN in defending against claims ultimately determined to be due to negligent
acts, errors, or omissions of CONSULTANT.

CONSULTANT and the agents and employees of CONSULTANT, in the
performance of this contract, shall act in an independent capacity and not as
officers or employees or agents of TOWN.

Without the written consent of TOWN, this contract is not assignable by
CONSULTANT either in whole or in part.

No alteration or variation of the terms of this contract shall be valid, unless made
in writing and signed by the parties hereto; and no oral understanding or
agreement not incorporated herein, shall be binding on any of the parties hereto.

The consideration to be paid to CONSULTANT as provided herein, shall be in
compensation for all of CONSULTANT’s expenses incurred in the performance
hereof, including travel and per diem, unless otherwise expressly so provided.

ARTICLE III.
STATEMENT OF WORK

[INSERT APPROPRIATE STATEMENT OF WORK INCLUDING A DESCRIPTION OF
THE DELIVERABLES BASED ON THE FOLLOWING]

A.

B.

Consultant Services

[Detail based on the services to be furnished should be provided by
CONSULTANT. Nature and extent should be verified in the negotiations to
make precise statements to eliminate subsequent uncertainties and
misunderstandings. Reference to the appropriate standards for design or
other standards for work performance stipulated in consultant contract should
be included. Describe acceptance criteria, and if the responsible
consultant/engineer shall sign all Plans, Specifications and Estimate (PS&E)
and engineering data furnished under the contract including registration
number. Environmental documents are not considered complete until a
Caltrans District Senior Environmental Planner signs the Categorical
Exclusion, a Caltrans Deputy District Director signs the Finding of No
Significant Impact, or the Caltrans District Director signs the Record of
Decision [see Chapter 6, “Environmental Procedures” in the LAPM, and the
Standard Environmental Reference].]

Right of Way
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J.

[State whether Right of Way requirements are to be determined and shown by
CONSULTANT, whether land surveys and computations with metes and bounds
descriptions are to be made, and whether Right of Way plots are to be furnished.]

Surveys

[State whether or not the CONSULTANT has the responsibility for performing
preliminary or construction surveys.]

Subsurface Investigations

[State specifically whether or not CONSULTANT has responsibility for making
subsurface investigations. If borings or other specialized services are to be made by
others under the supervision of CONSULTANT, appropriate provisions are to be
incorporated. Archaeological testing and data recovery guidance can be found in
the Standard Environmental Reference.]

TOWN Obligations

All data applicable to the project and in possession of TOWN or another agency, or
government that are to be made available to CONSULTANT are referred to in the
contract. [Insert any other assistance or services to be furnished to CONSULTANT
are to be stated clearly.]

Conferences, Visits to Site, Inspection of Work

The contract provides for conferences as needed, visits to the site, and inspection of
the work by representatives of the state, or FHWA. Costs incurred by
CONSULTANT for meetings, subsequent to the initial meeting shall be included in
the fee.

Checking Shop Drawings

[For contracts requiring the preparation of construction drawings, make provision for
checking shop drawings. Payment for checking shop drawings by CONSULTANT
may be included in the contract fee, or provision may be made for separate
payment.]

Consultant Services During Construction
[The extent, if any of CONSULTANT s services during the course of construction as

material testing, construction surveys. etc., are specified in the contract together with
the method of payment for such services.]

Documentation and Schedules
Contracts where appropriate, shall provide that CONSULTANT document the results
of the work to the satisfaction of TOWN, and if applicable, the State and FHWA.

This may include preparation of progress and final reports, plans, specifications and
estimates, or similar evidence of attainment of the contract objectives.

Deliverables and Number of Copies
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[Insert number of copies of papers or documents to be furnished, such as reports,
brochures, sets of plans, specifications, or Right of Way plots is specified. Provision
may be made for payment for additional copies.]

ARTICLE IV.
CONSULTANT’'S REPORTS OR MEETINGS

(Choose either Option 1 or Option 2)
(Option 1 - Use paragraphs A & B below for standard contracts)

A. CONSULTANT shall submit progress reports at least once a month. The report
should be sufficiently detailed for the Contract Administrator to determine, if
CONSULTANT is performing to expectations, or is on schedule; to provide
communication of interim findings, and to sufficiently address any difficulties or
special problems encountered, so remedies can be developed.

B. CONSULTANT’s Project Manager shall meet with TOWN'’s Contract
Administrator, as needed, to discuss progress on the contract.

(Option 2 - Use paragraphs A & B below for on-call contracts)

A. CONSULTANT shall submit progress reports on each specific project in
accordance with the Task Order. These reports shall be submitted at least once
a month. The report should be sufficiently detailed for TOWN’s Contract
Administrator or Project Coordinator to determine, if CONSULTANT is performing
to expectations, or is on schedule; to provide communication of interim findings,
and to sufficiently address any difficulties or special problems encountered, so
remedies can be developed.

B. CONSULTANT’s Project Manager shall meet with TOWN’s Contract
Administrator or Project Coordinator, as needed, to discuss progress on the
project(s).

ARTICLE V.
PERFORMANCE PERIOD

(A time must be set for beginning and ending the work under the contract. The time
allowed for performing the work is specified; it should be reasonable for the kind and
amount of services contemplated; and it is written into the contract. If it is desirable that
Critical Path Method (CPM) networks, or other types of schedules be prepared by
CONSULTANT, they should be identified and incorporated into the contract.)

(Choose either Option 1 or Option 2)
(Option 1 - Use paragraphs A & B below for standard and on-call contracts)

A. This contract shall go into effect on (DATE), contingent upon approval by TOWN,
and CONSULTANT shall commence work after notification to proceed by
TOWN'’S Contract Administrator. The contract shall end on (DATE), unless
extended by contract amendment.
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B.

CONSULTANT is advised that any recommendation for contract award is not
binding on TOWN until the contract is fully executed and approved by TOWN.

(Option 2 - Use paragraph C below in addition to paragraphs A & B above for on-call
contracts)

C.

The period of performance for each specific project shall be in accordance with
the Task Order for that project. If work on a Task Order is in progress on the
expiration date of this contract, the terms of the contract shall be extended by
contract amendment.

ARTICLE VI.
ALLOWABLE COSTS AND PAYMENTS

(Choose either Option 1, 2, 3, or 4)

(Option 1 - Use paragraphs A through J below for Actual Cost-Plus-Fixed Fee contracts.
Use Exhibit 10-H, Example #1 for Cost Proposal Format)

A.

The method of payment for this contract will be based on actual cost plus a fixed
fee. TOWN will reimburse CONSULTANT for actual costs (including labor costs,
employee benefits, travel, equipment rental costs, overhead and other direct
costs) incurred by CONSULTANT in performance of the work. CONSULTANT
will not be reimbursed for actual costs that exceed the estimated wage rates,
employee benefits, travel, equipment rental, overhead, and other estimated costs
set forth in the approved CONSULTANT’S Cost Proposal, unless additional
reimbursement is provided for by contract amendment. In no event, will
CONSULTANT be reimbursed for overhead costs at a rate that exceeds TOWN'’s
approved overhead rate set forth in the Cost Proposal. In the event, that TOWN
determines that a change to the work from that specified in the Cost Proposal
and contract is required, the contract time or actual costs reimbursable by TOWN
shall be adjusted by contract amendment to accommodate the changed work.
The maximum total cost as specified in Paragraph “H” shall not be exceeded,
unless authorized by contract amendment.

In addition to the allowable incurred costs, TOWN will pay CONSULTANT a fixed
fee of 5(AMOUNT). The fixed fee is nonadjustable for the term of the contract,
except in the event of a significant change in the scope of work and such
adjustment is made by contract amendment.

Reimbursement for transportation and subsistence costs shall not exceed the
rates specified in the approved Cost Proposal.

When milestone cost estimates are included in the approved Cost Proposal,
CONSULTANT shall obtain prior written approval for a revised milestone cost
estimate from the Contract Administrator before exceeding such cost estimate.

Progress payments will be made monthly in arrears based on services provided
and allowable incurred costs. A pro rata portion of CONSULTANT's fixed fee will
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be included in the monthly progress payments. If CONSULTANT fails to submit
the required deliverable items according to the schedule set forth in the
Statement of Work, TOWN shall have the right to delay payment or terminate this
Contract in accordance with the provisions of Article VI Termination.

F. No payment will be made prior to approval of any work, nor for any work
performed prior to approval of this contract.

G. CONSULTANT will be reimbursed, as promptly as fiscal procedures will permit
upon receipt by TOWN'’s Contract Administrator of itemized invoices in triplicate.
Invoices shall be submitted no later than 45 calendar days after the performance
of work for which CONSULTANT is billing. Invoices shall detail the work
performed on each milestone and each project as applicable. Invoices shall
follow the format stipulated for the approved Cost Proposal and shall reference
this contract number and project title. Final invoice must contain the final cost
and all credits due TOWN including any equipment purchased under the
provisions of Article XI Equipment Purchase of this contract. The final invoice
should be submitted within 60 calendar days after completion of CONSULTANT’s
work. Invoices shall be mailed to TOWN’s Contract Administrator at the following
address:

(TOWN/NAME OF CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR)

Moraga Town Hall
329 Rheem Boulevard
Moraga, California 94556

H. The total amount payable by TOWN including the fixed fee shall not exceed
$(Amount).

l. Salary increases will be reimbursable if the new salary is within the salary range
identified in the approved Cost Proposal and is approved by TOWN'’s Contract
Administrator.

For personnel subject to prevailing wage rates as described in the California
Labor Code, all salary increases, which are the direct result of changes in the prevailing
wage rates are reimbursable.

J. All subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

(Option 2 - For Cost per Unit of Work contracts, replace paragraphs A & B of Option 1
with the following paragraphs A, B, and C and re-letter the remaining paragraphs.
Adjust as necessary for work specific to your project. Use Exhibit 10-H, Example #3 for
Cost Proposal Format)

A. The method of payment for the following items shall be at the rate specified for
each item, as described in this Article. The specified rate shall include full
compensation to CONSULTANT for the item as described, including but not
limited to, any repairs, maintenance, or insurance, and no further compensation
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C.

D.

will be allowed therefore.

The specified rate to be paid for vehicle expense for CONSULTANT’s field
personnel shall be $(Amount) per approved Cost Proposal. This rate shall be for
a fully equipped vehicle, with radio and flashing yellow light (if needed), as
specified in Article Il of this contract.

The specified rate to be paid for equipment shall be, as listed in Attachment (Insert
Attachment Number).

The method of payment for this contract, except those items to be paid for on a
specified rate basis, will be based on cost per unit of work. TOWN will reimburse
CONSULTANT for actual costs (including labor costs, employee benefits, travel,
equipment-rental costs, overhead and other direct costs) incurred by
CONSULTANT in performance of the work. CONSULTANT will not be
reimbursed for actual costs that exceed the estimated wage rates, employee
benefits, travel, equipment rental, overhead and other estimated costs set forth in
the approved Cost Proposal, unless additional reimbursement is provided for, by
contract amendment. In no event, will CONSULTANT be reimbursed for
overhead costs at a rate that exceeds TOWN approved overhead rate set forth in
the approved Cost Proposal. In the event, TOWN determines that changed work
from that specified in the approved Cost Proposal and contract is required; the
actual costs reimbursable by TOWN may be adjusted by contract amendment to
accommodate the changed work. The maximum total cost as specified in
Paragraph “I,” shall not be exceeded unless authorized by contract amendment.

All subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

(Option 3 - Use paragraphs A through Q for Specific Rates of Compensation contracts
[such as on-call contracts]. Use Exhibit 10-H, Example #2 for Cost Proposal Format)

A.

CONSULTANT will be reimbursed for hours worked at the hourly rates specified
in CONSULTANTSs Cost Proposal (Attachment Number). The specified hourly
rates shall include direct salary costs, employee benefits, overhead, and fee.
These rates are not adjustable for the performance period set forth in this
Contract.

In addition, CONSULTANT will be reimbursed for incurred (actual) direct costs
other than salary costs that are in the cost proposal and identified in the cost
proposal and in the executed Task Order.

Specific projects will be assigned to CONSULTANT through issuance of Task
Orders.

After a project to be performed under this contract is identified by TOWN, TOWN
will prepare a draft Task Order; less the cost estimate. A draft Task Order will
identify the scope of services, expected results, project deliverables, period of
performance, project schedule and will designate a TOWN Project Coordinator.
The draft Task Order will be delivered to CONSULTANT for review.
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CONSULTANT shall return the draft Task Order within ten (10) calendar days
along with a Cost Estimate, including a written estimate of the number of hours
and hourly rates per staff person, any anticipated reimbursable expenses,
overhead, fee if any, and total dollar amount. After agreement has been reached
on the negotiable items and total cost; the finalized Task Order shall be signed
by both TOWN and CONSULTANT.

E. Task Orders may be negotiated for a lump sum (Firm Fixed Price) or for specific
rates of compensation, both of which must be based on the labor and other rates
set forth in CONSULTANT’s Cost Proposal.

F. Reimbursement for transportation and subsistence costs shall not exceed the
rates as specified in the approved Cost Proposal.

G. When milestone cost estimates are included in the approved Cost Proposal,
CONSULTANT shall obtain prior written approval for a revised milestone cost
estimate from the Contract Administrator before exceeding such estimate.

H. Progress payments for each Task Order will be made monthly in arrears based
on services provided and actual costs incurred.

l. CONSULTANT shall not commence performance of work or services until this
contract has been approved by TOWN, and notification to proceed has been
issued by TOWN'’S Contract Administrator. No payment will be made prior to
approval or for any work performed prior to approval of this contract.

J. A Task Order is of no force or effect until returned to TOWN and signed by an
authorized representative of TOWN. No expenditures are authorized on a
project and work shall not commence until a Task Order for that project has been
executed by TOWN.

K. CONSULTANT will be reimbursed, as promptly as fiscal procedures will permit
upon receipt by TOWN’S Contract Administrator of itemized invoices in triplicate.
Separate invoices itemizing all costs are required for all work performed under
each Task Order. Invoices shall be submitted no later than 45 calendar days
after the performance of work for which CONSULTANT is billing, or upon
completion of the Task Order. Invoices shall detail the work performed on each
milestone, on each project as applicable. Invoices shall follow the format
stipulated for the approved Cost Proposal and shall reference this contract
number, project title and Task Order number. Credits due TOWN that include
any equipment purchased under the provisions of Article XI Equipment Purchase
of this contract, must be reimbursed by CONSULTANT prior to the expiration or
termination of this contract. Invoices shall be mailed to TOWN’s Contract
Administrator at the following address:

(NAME OF TOWN/ NAME OF CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR)

Moraga Town Hall
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Q.

329 Rheem Boulevard
Moraga, California 94556

The period of performance for Task Orders shall be in accordance with dates
specified in the Task Order. No Task Order will be written which extends beyond
the expiration date of this Contract.

The total amount payable by TOWN for an individual Task Order shall not
exceed the amount agreed to in the Task Order, unless authorized by contract
amendment.

If the Consultant fails to satisfactorily complete a deliverable according to the
schedule set forth in a Task Order, no payment will be made until the deliverable
has been satisfactorily completed.

Task Orders may not be used to amend this Agreement and may not exceed the
scope of work under this Agreement.

The total amount payable by TOWN for all Task Orders resulting from this
contract shall not exceed $ (Amount). It is understood and agreed that there is
no guarantee, either expressed or implied that this dollar amount will be
authorized under this contract through Task Orders.

All subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

(Option 4 - Use paragraphs A through F below for lump sum contracts. Use Exhibit 10-
H, Example #1 for Cost Proposal Format)

A.

The method of payment for this contract will be based on lump sum. The total
lump sum price paid to CONSULTANT will include compensation for all work and
deliverables, including travel and equipment described in Article Il Statement of
Work of this contract. No additional compensation will be paid to CONSULTANT,
unless there is a change in the scope of the work or the scope of the project. In
the instance of a change in the scope of work or scope of the project, adjustment
to the total lump sum compensation will be negotiated between CONSULTANT
and TOWN. Adjustment in the total lump sum compensation will not be effective
until authorized by contract amendment and approved by TOWN.

Progress payments may be made monthly in arrears based on the percentage of
work completed by CONSULTANT. If CONSULTANT fails to submit the required
deliverable items according to the schedule set forth in the Statement of Work,
TOWN shall have the right to delay payment or terminate this Contract in
accordance with the provisions of Article VI Termination.

CONSULTANT shall not commence performance of work or services until this
contract has been approved by TOWN and notification to proceed has been
issued by TOWN'’S Contract Administrator. No payment will be made prior to
approval of any work, or for any work performed prior to approval of this contract.
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D. CONSULTANT will be reimbursed, as promptly as fiscal procedures will permit,
upon receipt by TOWN’S Contract Administrator of itemized invoices in triplicate.
Invoices shall be submitted no later than 45 calendar days after the performance
of work for which CONSULTANT is billing. Invoices shall detail the work
performed on each milestone, on each project as applicable. Invoices shall
follow the format stipulated for the Cost Proposal and shall reference this
contract number and project title. Final invoice must contain the final cost and all
credits due TOWN that include any equipment purchased under the provisions of
Article XI Equipment Purchase of this contract. The final invoice should be
submitted within 60-calendar days after completion of CONSULTANT’s work.
Invoices shall be mailed to TOWN'’s Contract Administrator at the following
address:

(TOWN/NAME OF CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR)

Moraga Town Hall
329 Rheem Boulevard
Moraga, California 94556

E. The total amount payable by TOWN shall not exceed $(Amount).

F. All subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

ARTICLE VII.
TERMINATION

A. TOWN reserves the right to terminate this contract upon thirty (30) calendar days
written notice to CONSULTANT with the reasons for termination stated in the
notice.

B. TOWN may terminate this contract with CONSULTANT should CONSULTANT
fail to perform the covenants herein contained at the time and in the manner
herein provided. In the event of such termination, TOWN may proceed with the
work in any manner deemed proper by TOWN. If TOWN terminates this contract
with CONSULTANT, TOWN shall pay CONSULTANT the sum due to
CONSULTANT under this contract prior to termination, unless the cost of
completion to TOWN exceeds the funds remaining in the contract. In which case
the overage shall be deducted from any sum due CONSULTANT under this
contract and the balance, if any, shall be paid to CONSULTANT upon demand.

C. The maximum amount for which the TOWN shall be liable if this contract is
terminated is dollars.

ARTICLE VIII.
COST PRINCIPLES AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

A. CONSULTANT agrees that the Contract Cost Principles and Procedures, 48

CFR, Federal Acquisition Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq.,
shall be used to determine the cost allowability of individual items.
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B. CONSULTANT also agrees to comply with federal procedures in accordance
with 49 CFR, Part 18, Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments.

C. Any costs for which payment has been made to CONSULTANT that are
determined by subsequent audit to be unallowable under 49 CFR, Part 18 and 48
CFR, Federal Acquisition Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq.,
are subject to repayment by CONSULTANT to TOWN.

D. All subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

ARTICLE IX.
RETENTION OF RECORDS/AUDIT

For the purpose of determining compliance with Public Contract Code 10115, et
seq. and Title 21, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 21, Section 2500 et seq.,
when applicable and other matters connected with the performance of the contract
pursuant to Government Code 8546.7; CONSULTANT, subconsultants, and TOWN
shall maintain and make available for inspection all books, documents, papers,
accounting records, and other evidence pertaining to the performance of the contract,
including but not limited to, the costs of administering the contract. All parties shall
make such materials available at their respective offices at all reasonable times during
the contract period and for three years from the date of final payment under the
contract. The state, State Auditor, TOWN, FHWA, or any duly authorized
representative of the Federal Government shall have access to any books, records, and
documents of CONSULTANT and it's certified public accountants (CPA) work papers
that are pertinent to the contract and indirect cost rates (ICR) for audit, examinations,
excerpts, and transactions, and copies thereof shall be furnished if requested.
Subcontracts in excess of $25,000 shall contain this provision.

ARTICLE X.
AUDIT REVIEW PROCEDURES

A. Any dispute concerning a question of fact arising under an interim or post audit of
this contract that is not disposed of by agreement, shall be reviewed by TOWN’S
Chief Financial Officer.

B. Not later than 30 days after issuance of the final audit report, CONSULTANT
may request a review by TOWN'’S Chief Financial Officer of unresolved audit
issues. The request for review will be submitted in writing.

C. Neither the pendency of a dispute nor its consideration by TOWN will excuse
CONSULTANT from full and timely performance, in accordance with the terms of
this contract.

(The following AUDIT CLAUSE must be inserted into all contracts of $150,000 or
greater)
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CONSULTANT and subconsultant contracts, including cost proposals and ICR,
are subject to audits or reviews such as, but not limited to, a contract audit, an
incurred cost audit, an ICR Audit, or a CPA ICR audit work paper review. If
selected for audit or review, the contract, cost proposal and ICR and related work
papers, if applicable, will be reviewed to verify compliance with 48 CFR, Part 31
and other related laws and regulations. In the instances of a CPA ICR audit work
paper review it is CONSULTANT’s responsibility to ensure federal, state, or local
government officials are allowed full access to the CPA’s work papers including
making copies as necessary. The contract, cost proposal, and ICR shall be
adjusted by CONSULTANT and approved by TOWN contract manager to
conform to the audit or review recommendations. CONSULTANT agrees that
individual terms of costs identified in the audit report shall be incorporated into
the contract by this reference if directed by TOWN at its sole discretion. Refusal
by CONSULTANT to incorporate audit or review recommendations, or to ensure
that the federal, state or local governments have access to CPA work papers, will
be considered a breach of contract terms and cause for termination of the
contract and disallowance of prior reimbursed costs.

(The following AUDIT CLAUSE must be inserted into all contracts of $3,500,000 or

E.

greater).

CONSULTANT Cost Proposal is subject to a CPA ICR Audit Work Paper Review
by Caltrans’ Audit and Investigation (Caltrans). Caltrans, at its sole discretion,
may review and/or audit and approve the CPA ICR documentation. The Cost
Proposal shall be adjusted by the CONSULTANT and approved by the TOWN
Contract Administrator to conform to the Work Paper Review recommendations
included in the management letter or audit recommendations included in the
audit report. Refusal by the CONSULTANT to incorporate the Work Paper
Review recommendations included in the management letter or audit
recommendations included in the audit report will be considered a breach of the
contract terms and cause for termination of the contract and disallowance of prior
reimbursed costs.

1. During a Caltrans’ review of the ICR audit work papers created by the
CONSULTANT’s independent CPA, Caltrans will work with the CPA
and/or CONSULTANT toward a resolution of issues that arise during the
review. Each party agrees to use its best efforts to resolve any audit
disputes in a timely manner. [f Caltrans identifies significant issues during
the review and is unable to issue a cognizant approval letter, TOWN will
reimburse the CONSULTANT at a provisional ICR until a FAR compliant
ICR {e.g. 48 CFR, part 31; GAGAS (Generally Accepted Auditing
Standards); CAS (Cost Accounting Standards), if applicable; in
accordance with procedures and guidelines of the American Association
of State Highways and Transportation Officials Audit Guide; and other
applicable procedures and guidelines} is received and approved by A&l.
Provisional rates will be as follows:
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a. If the proposed rate is less than 150% - the provisional rate
reimbursed will be 90% of the proposed rate.

b. If the proposed rate is between 150% and 200% - the provisional
rate will be 85% of the proposed rate.

C. If the proposed rate is greater than 200% - the provisional rate will
be 75% of the proposed rate.

2. If Caltrans is unable to issue a cognizant letter per paragraph E.1. above,
Caltrans may require CONSULTANT to submit a revised independent
CPA-audited ICR and audit report within three (3) months of the effective
date of the management letter. Caltrans will then have up to six (6)
months to review the CONSULTANT’s and/or the independent CPA’s
revisions.

3. If the CONSULTANT fails to comply with the provisions of this Section E,
or if Caltrans is still unable to issue a cognizant approval letter after the
revised independent CPA-audited ICR is submitted, overhead cost
reimbursement will be limited to the provisional ICR that was established
upon initial rejection of the ICR and set forth in paragraph E.1. above for
all rendered services. In this event, this provisional ICR will become the
actual and final ICR for reimbursement purposes under this contract.

4. CONSULTANT may submit to TOWN final invoice only when all of the
following items have occurred: (1) Caltrans approves or rejects the original
or revised independent CPA-audited ICR; (2) all work under this contract
has been completed to the satisfaction of LOCAL GAENCY; and, (3)
Caltrans has issued its final ICR review letter. The CONSULTANT MUST
SUBMIT ITS FINAL INVOICETO TOWN no later than 60 days after
occurrence of the last of these items.

The provisional ICR will apply to this contract and all other contracts executed
between TOWN and the CONSULTANT, either as a prime or subconsultant, with the
same fiscal period ICR.

ARTICLE XI.
SUBCONTRACTING

A. Nothing contained in this contract or otherwise, shall create any contractual
relation between TOWN and any subconsultant(s), and no subcontract shall
relieve CONSULTANT of its responsibilities and obligations hereunder.
CONSULTANT agrees to be as fully responsible to TOWN for the acts and
omissions of its subconsultant(s) and of persons either directly or indirectly
employed by any of them as it is for the acts and omissions of persons directly
employed by CONSULTANT. CONSULTANT’s obligation to pay its
subconsultant(s) is an independent obligation from TOWN'’S obligation to make
payments to the CONSULTANT.
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B. CONSULTANT shall perform the work contemplated with resources available
within its own organization and no portion of the work pertinent to this contract
shall be subcontracted without written authorization by TOWN’s Contract
Administrator, except that, which is expressly identified in the approved Cost
Proposal.

C. CONSULTANT shall pay its subconsultants within ten (10) calendar days from
receipt of each payment made to CONSULTANT by TOWN.

D. Any subcontract in excess of $25,000 entered into as a result of this contract
shall contain all the provisions stipulated in this contract to be applicable to
subconsultants.

E. Any substitution of subconsultant(s) must be approved in writing by TOWN's
Contract Administrator prior to the start of work by the subconsultant(s).

ARTICLE XII.
EQUIPMENT PURCHASE

A. Prior authorization in writing, by TOWN'’s Contract Administrator shall be required
before CONSULTANT enters into any unbudgeted purchase order, or
subcontract exceeding $5,000 for supplies, equipment, or CONSULTANT
services. CONSULTANT shall provide an evaluation of the necessity or
desirability of incurring such costs.

B. For purchase of any item, service or consulting work not covered in
CONSULTANT'’s Cost Proposal and exceeding $5,000 prior authorization by
TOWN’s Contract Administrator; three competitive quotations must be submitted
with the request, or the absence of bidding must be adequately justified.

C. Any equipment purchased as a result of this contract is subject to the following:
“‘CONSULTANT shall maintain an inventory of all nonexpendable property.
Nonexpendable property is defined as having a useful life of at least two years
and an acquisition cost of $5,000 or more. If the purchased equipment needs
replacement and is sold or traded in, TOWN shall receive a proper refund or
credit at the conclusion of the contract, or if the contract is terminated,
CONSULTANT may either keep the equipment and credit TOWN in an amount
equal to its fair market value, or sell such equipment at the best price obtainable
at a public or private sale, in accordance with established TOWN procedures;
and credit TOWN in an amount equal to the sales price. If CONSULTANT elects
to keep the equipment, fair market value shall be determined at CONSULTANT’s
expense, on the basis of a competent independent appraisal of such equipment.
Appraisals shall be obtained from an appraiser mutually agreeable to by TOWN
and CONSULTANT, if it is determined to sell the equipment, the terms and
conditions of such sale must be approved in advance by TOWN.” 49 CFR, Part
18 requires a credit to Federal funds when participating equipment with a fair
market value greater than $5,000 is credited to the project.
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D. All subcontracts in excess $25,000 shall contain the above provisions.

ARTICLE XiIIl.
STATE PREVAILING WAGE RATES

(Choose either Option 1 or Option 2)

(Option 1 - For contracts where a portion of the proposed work to be performed are
crafts affected by state labor laws, use paragraphs A and B)

A. CONSULTANT shall comply with the State of California’s General Prevailing
Wage Rate requirements in accordance with California Labor Code, Section
1770, and all Federal, State, and local laws and ordinances applicable to the
work.

B. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract, if for more than $25,000
for public works construction or more than $15,000 for the alteration, demolition,
repair, or maintenance of public works, shall contain all of the provisions of this
Article.

C. When prevailing wages apply to the services described in the scope of work,
transportation and subsistence costs shall be reimbursed at the minimum rates
set by the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) as outlined in the applicable
Prevailing Wage Determination. See http://www.dir.ca.gov.

(Option 2 - Use only paragraph A below when all of the proposed work in the contract is
performed by crafts not affected by state labor laws or are not contemplated for use)

A. The State of California’s General Prevailing Wage Rates are not applicable to
this contract.

Note: The Federal “Payment of Predetermined Minimum Wage” applies only to
federal-aid construction contracts.

ARTICLE XIV.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST

A. CONSULTANT shall disclose any financial, business, or other relationship with
TOWN that may have an impact upon the outcome of this contract, or any
ensuing TOWN construction project. CONSULTANT shall also list current clients
who may have a financial interest in the outcome of this contract, or any ensuing
TOWN construction project, which will follow.

B. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that it does not now have, nor shall it acquire any
financial or business interest that would conflict with the performance of services
under this contract.

C. Any subcontract in excess of $25,000 entered into as a result of this contract,
shall contain all of the provisions of this Article.
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(Choose either Option 1 or Option 2 if appropriate)

(Option 1 - Use paragraphs D & E below with paragraphs A, B and C above for PS&E
contracts only)

D. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that neither CONSULTANT, nor any firm
affiliated with CONSULTANT will bid on any construction contract, or on any
contract to provide construction inspection for any construction project resulting
from this contract. An affiliated firm is one, which is subject to the control of the
same persons through joint-ownership, or otherwise.

E. Except for subconsultants whose services are limited to providing surveying or
materials testing information, no subconsultant who has provided design services
in connection with this contract shall be eligible to bid on any construction
contract, or on any contract to provide construction inspection for any
construction project resulting from this contract.

(Option 2 - Use paragraphs D, E & F below with paragraphs A, B and C above for
Construction Contract Administration contracts only)

D. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that neither CONSULTANT, its employees, nor
any firm affiliated with CONSULTANT providing services on this project prepared
the Plans, Specifications, and Estimate for any construction project included
within this contract. An affiliated firm is one, which is subject to the control of the
same persons through joint- ownership, or otherwise.

E. CONSULTANT further certifies that neither CONSULTANT, nor any firm affiliated
with CONSULTANT, will bid on any construction subcontracts included within the
construction contract. Additionally, CONSULTANT certifies that no person
working under this contract is also employed by the construction contractor for
any project included within this contract.

F. Except for subconsultants whose services are limited to materials testing, no
subconsultant who is providing service on this contract shall have provided
services on the design of any project included within this contract.

ARTICLE XV.
REBATES, KICKBACKS OR OTHER UNLAWFUL CONSIDERATION

CONSULTANT warrants that this contract was not obtained or secured through
rebates kickbacks or other unlawful consideration, either promised or paid to any TOWN
employee. For breach or violation of this warranty, TOWN shall have the right in its
discretion; to terminate the contract without liability; to pay only for the value of the work
actually performed; or to deduct from the contract price; or otherwise recover the full
amount of such rebate, kickback or other unlawful consideration.

ARTICLE XVI.
PROHIBITION OF EXPENDING TOWN STATE OR FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
LOBBYING

OAK #4852-1372-6005 v1 16 Consultant Services Contract



(Include this article in all contracts where federal funding will exceed $150,000. If less
than $150,000 in federal funds will be expended on the contract; delete this article and
re-number the notification article which follows.)

A. CONSULTANT certifies to the best of his or her knowledge and belief that:

1. No state, federal or TOWN appropriated funds have been paid, or will be
paid by-or-on behalf of CONSULTANT to any person for influencing or
attempting to influence an officer or employee of any state or federal
agency; a Member of the State Legislature or United States Congress; an
officer or employee of the Legislature or Congress; or any employee of a
Member of the Legislature or Congress, in connection with the awarding of
any state or federal contract; the making of any state or federal grant; the
making of any state or federal loan; the entering into of any cooperative
agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or
modification of any state or federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative
agreement.

2. If any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid, or will
be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer
or employee of any federal agency; a Member of Congress; an officer or
employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress; in
connection with this federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative
agreement; CONSULTANT shall complete and submit Standard Form-
LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying”, in accordance with its
instructions.

B. This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was
placed when this transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this
certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction imposed
by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required
certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not
more than $100,000 for each such failure.

C. CONSULTANT also agrees by signing this document that he or she shall require
that the language of this certification be included in all lower-tier subcontracts,
which exceed $100,000 and that all such sub recipients shall certify and disclose
accordingly.

ARTICLE XVII.
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, and dated, shall constitute a
certification under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
CONSULTANT has, unless exempt, complied with, the nondiscrimination
program requirements of Government Code Section 12990 and Title 2, California
Administrative Code, Section 8103.
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B. During the performance of this Contract, Consultant and its subconsultants shall
not unlawfully discriminate, harass, or allow harassment against any employee or
applicant for employment because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed,
national origin, physical disability (including HIV and AIDS), mental disability,
medical condition (e.g., cancer), age (over 40), marital status, and denial of
family care leave. Consultant and subconsultants shall insure that the evaluation
and treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free from
such discrimination and harassment. Consultant and subconsultants shall
comply with the provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Gov. Code
§12990 (a-f) et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated there under
(California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Section 7285 et seq.). The applicable
regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commission implementing
Government Code Section 12990 (a-f), set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 4 of Title
2 of the California Code of Regulations, are incorporated into this Contract by
reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in full. Consultant and its
subconsultants shall give written notice of their obligations under this clause to
labor organizations with which they have a collective bargaining or other
Agreement.

(For contracts with Federal funding, add paragraphs C & D)

C. The Consultant shall comply with regulations relative to Title VI
(nondiscrimination in federally-assisted programs of the Department of
Transportation — Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 21 - Effectuation of
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act). Title VI provides that the recipients of
federal assistance will implement and maintain a policy of nondiscrimination in
which no person in the state of California shall, on the basis of race, color,
national origin, religion, sex, age, disability, be excluded from participation in,
denied the benefits of or subject to discrimination under any program or activity
by the recipients of federal assistance or their assignees and successors in
interest.

D. The Consultant, with regard to the work performed by it during the Agreement
shall act in accordance with Title VI. Specifically, the Consultant shall not
discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, age, or
disability in the selection and retention of Subconsultants, including procurement
of materials and leases of equipment. The Consultant shall not participate either
directly or indirectly in the discrimination prohibited by Section 21.5 of the U.S.
DOT’s Regulations, including employment practices when the Agreement covers
a program whose goal is employment.

ARTICLE XVIILI.
DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, shall constitute a certification under
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that CONSULTANT
has complied with Title 2 CFR, Part 180, “OMB Guidelines to Agencies on
Government wide Debarment and Suspension (nonprocurement)”, which certifies

OAK #4852-1372-6005 v1 18 Consultant Services Contract



that he/she or any person associated therewith in the capacity of owner, partner,
director, officer, or manager, is not currently under suspension, debarment,
voluntary exclusion, or determination of ineligibility by any federal agency; has
not been suspended, debarred, voluntarily excluded, or determined ineligible by
any federal agency within the past three (3) years; does not have a proposed
debarment pending; and has not been indicted, convicted, or had a civil judgment
rendered against it by a court of competent jurisdiction in any matter involving
fraud or official misconduct within the past three (3) years. Any exceptions to this
certification must be disclosed to TOWN.

Exceptions will not necessarily result in denial of recommendation for award, but
will be considered in determining CONSULTANT responsibility. Disclosures
must indicate to whom exceptions apply, initiating agency, and dates of action.

Exceptions to the Federal Government Excluded Parties List System maintained
by the General Services Administration are to be determined by the Federal
highway Administration.

ARTICLE XIX.
FUNDING REQUIREMENTS

It is mutually understood between the parties that this contract may have been
written before ascertaining the availability of funds or appropriation of funds, for
the mutual benéefit of both parties, in order to avoid program and fiscal delays that
would occur if the contract were executed after that determination was made.

This contract is valid and enforceable only, if sufficient funds are made available
to TOWN for the purpose of this contract. In addition, this contract is subject to
any additional restrictions, limitations, conditions, or any statute enacted by the
Congress, State Legislature, or TOWN governing board that may affect the
provisions, terms, or funding of this contract in any manner.

It is mutually agreed that if sufficient funds are not appropriated, this contract
may be amended to reflect any reduction in funds.

TOWN has the option to void the contract under the 30-day termination clause
pursuant to Article VI, or by mutual agreement to amend the contract to reflect
any reduction of funds.

ARTICLE XX.
CHANGE IN TERMS

This contract may be amended or modified only by mutual written agreement of
the parties.

CONSULTANT shall only commence work covered by an amendment after the
amendment is executed and notification to proceed has been provided by
TOWN’s Contract Administrator.
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C. There shall be no change in CONSULTANT’s Project Manager or members of
the project team, as listed in the approved Cost Proposal, which is a part of this
contract without prior written approval by TOWN’s Contract Administrator.

ARTICLE XXI.
DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES (DBE) PARTICIPATION

A. This contract is subject to 49 CFR, Part 26 entitled “Participation by
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in Department of Transportation Financial
Assistance Programs”. Consultants who obtain DBE participation on this
contract will assist Caltrans in meeting its federally mandated statewide overall
DBE goal.

B. The goal for DBE participation for this contract is %. Participation by
DBE consultant or subconsultants shall be in accordance with information
contained in the Consultant Proposal DBE Commitment (Exhibit 10-O1), or in the
Consultant Contract DBE Information (Exhibit 10-O2) attached hereto and
incorporated as part of the Contract. If a DBE subconsultant is unable to
perform, CONSULTANT must make a good faith effort to replace him/her with
another DBE subconsultant, if the goal is not otherwise met.

C. DBEs and other small businesses, as defined in 49 CFR, Part 26 are encouraged
to participate in the performance of contracts financed in whole or in part with
federal funds. CONSULTANT or subconsultant shall not discriminate on the
basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in the performance of this contract.
CONSULTANT shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 CFR, Part 26 in the
award and administration of US DOT-assisted agreements. Failure by
CONSULTANT to carry out these requirements is a material breach of this
contract, which may result in the termination of this contract or such other
remedy as TOWN deems appropriate.

D. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all of the
provisions of this section.

E. A DBE firm may be terminated only with prior written approval from TOWN and
only for the reasons specified in 49 CFR 26.53(f). Prior to requesting TOWN
consent for the termination, CONSULTANT must meet the procedural
requirements specified in 49 CFR 26.53(f).

F. A DBE performs a Commercially Useful Function (CUF) when it is responsible for
execution of the work of the contract and is carrying out its responsibilities by
actually performing, managing, and supervising the work involved. To perform a
CUF, the DBE must also be responsible with respect to materials and supplies
used on the contract, for negotiating price, determining quality and quantity,
ordering the material, and installing (where applicable) and paying for the
material itself. To determine whether a DBE is performing a CUF, evaluate the
amount of work subcontracted, industry practices, whether the amount the firm is
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to be paid under the, contract is commensurate with the work it is actually
performing, and other relevant factors.

G. A DBE does not perform a CUF if its role is limited to that of an extra participant
in a transaction, contract, or project through which funds are passed in order to
obtain the appearance of DBE participation. In determining whether a DBE is
such an extra participant, examine similar transactions, particularly those in
which DBEs do not participate.

H. If a DBE does not perform or exercise responsibility for at least thirty percent
(30%) of the total cost of its contract with its own work force, or the DBE
subcontracts a greater portion of the work of the contract than would be expected
on the basis of normal industry practice for the type of work involved, it will be
presumed that it is not performing a CUF.

l. CONSULTANT shall maintain records of materials purchased or supplied from all
subcontracts entered into with certified DBEs. The records shall show the name
and business address of each DBE or vendor and the total dollar amount actually
paid each DBE or vendor, regardless of tier. The records shall show the date of
payment and the total dollar figure paid to all firms. DBE prime consultants shall
also show the date of work performed by their own forces along with the
corresponding dollar value of the work.

J. Upon completion of the Contract, a summary of these records shall be prepared
and submitted on the form entitled, “Final Report-Utilization of Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise (DBE), First-Tier Subconsultants” CEM-2402F [Exhibit 17-F,
of the LAPM], certified correct by CONSULTANT or CONSULTANT’s authorized
representative and shall be furnished to the Contract Administrator with the final
invoice. Failure to provide the summary of DBE payments with the final invoice
will result in twenty-five percent (25%) of the dollar value of the invoice being
withheld from payment until the form is submitted. The amount will be returned
to CONSULTANT when a satisfactory “Final Report-Utilization of Disadvantaged
Business Enterprises (DBE), First-Tier Subconsultants” is submitted to the
Contract Administrator.

K. If a DBE subconsultant is decertified during the life of the contract, the decertified
subconsultant shall notify CONSULTANT in writing with the date of
decertification. If a subconsultant becomes a certified DBE during the life of the
Contract, the subconsultant shall notify CONSULTANT in writing with the date of
certification. Any changes should be reported to TOWN'’s Contract Administrator
within 30 days.

ARTICLE XXII.
CONTINGENT FEE

CONSULTANT warrants, by execution of this contract that no person or selling
agency has been employed, or retained, to solicit or secure this contract upon an
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agreement or understanding, for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent
fee, excepting bona fide employees, or bona fide established commercial or selling
agencies maintained by CONSULTANT for the purpose of securing business. For
breach or violation of this warranty, TOWN has the right to annul this contract without
liability; pay only for the value of the work actually performed, or in its discretion to
deduct from the contract price or consideration, or otherwise recover the full amount of
such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee.

ARTICLE XXIIL.
DISPUTES

(Choose either Option 1 or Option 2)
(Option 1 - Use paragraphs A through C below for all contracts without PS&E submittal)

A. Any dispute, other than audit, concerning a question of fact arising under this
contract that is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by a committee
consisting of TOWN’s Contract Administrator and (Insert Department Head or
Official), who may consider written or verbal information submitted by
CONSULTANT.

B. Not later than 30 days after completion of all work under the contract,
CONSULTANT may request review by TOWN Governing Board of unresolved
claims or disputes, other than audit. The request for review will be submitted in
writing.

C. Neither the pendency of a dispute, nor its consideration by the committee will
excuse CONSULTANT from full and timely performance in accordance with the
terms of this contract.

(Option 2 - Replace Paragraph B, above, with the following for contracts requiring the
submission of PS&E)

B. Not later than 30 days after completion of all deliverables necessary to complete
the plans, specifications and estimate, CONSULTANT may request review by
TOWN Governing Board of unresolved claims or disputes, other than audit. The
request for review will be submitted in writing.

ARTICLE XXIV.
INSPECTION OF WORK

CONSULTANT and any subconsultant shall permit TOWN, the state, and the
FHWA if federal participating funds are used in this contract; to review and inspect the
project activities and files at all reasonable times during the performance period of this
contract including review and inspection on a daily basis.

ARTICLE XXV.
SAFETY
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(Use on all contracts regardless of funding source)

A.

CONSULTANT shall comply with OSHA regulations applicable to CONSULTANT
regarding necessary safety equipment or procedures. CONSULTANT shall
comply with safety instructions issued by TOWN Safety Officer and other TOWN
representatives. CONSULTANT personnel shall wear hard hats and safety vests
at all times while working on the construction project site.

Pursuant to the authority contained in Section 591 of the Vehicle Code, TOWN
has determined that such areas are within the limits of the project and are open
to public traffic. CONSULTANT shall comply with all of the requirements set forth
in Divisions 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 of the Vehicle Code. CONSULTANT shall
take all reasonably necessary precautions for safe operation of its vehicles and
the protection of the traveling public from injury and damage from such vehicles.

Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract, shall contain all of the
provisions of this Article.

(Add to all contracts, which may require trenching of five feet or deeper)

D.

CONSULTANT must have a Division of Occupational Safety and Health (CAL-
OSHA) permit(s), as outlined in California Labor Code Sections 6500 and 6705,
prior to the initiation of any practices, work, method, operation, or process related
to the construction or excavation of trenches which are five feet or deeper.

ARTICLE XXVI.
INSURANCE

Prior to commencement of the work described herein, CONSULTANT shall
furnish TOWN Certificates of Insurance stating that there is general
comprehensive liability insurance presently in effect for CONSULTANT with a
combined single limit (CSL) of not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) per
occurrence, and automobile liability insurance presently in effect for
CONSULANT with a CSL of not less than one million ($1,000,000) per
occurrence.

The Certificate of Insurance will provide:

1. That the insurer will not cancel the insured’s coverage without 30 days
prior written notice to TOWN.

2. That TOWN, its officers, agents, employees, and servants are included as
additional insureds, but only insofar as the operations under this contract
are concerned.

3. That TOWN will not be responsible for any premiums or assessments on
the policy.
4. This policy shall be considered primary insurance as respects any other
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valid and collectible insurance the TOWN may possess, including any self-
insured retention the TOWN may have, and any other insurance the
TOWN does possess shall be considered excess insurance only and shall
not contribute with it.

5. This insurance shall act for each insured and additional insured as though
a separate policy had been written for each. This, however, will not act to
increase the limit of liability of the insuring company.

CONSULTANT agrees that the bodily injury liability insurance herein provided for
shall be in effect at all times during the term of this contract. In the event said
insurance coverage expires at any time or times during the term of this contract,
CONSULTANT agrees to provide at least thirty (30) days prior notice to said
expiration date, as noted above; and a new Certificate of Insurance evidencing
insurance coverage as provided for herein, for not less than either the remainder
of the term of the contract, or for a period of not less than one (1) year. New
Certificates of Insurance are subject to the approval of TOWN. In the event
CONSULTANT fails to keep in effect at all times insurance coverage as herein
provided, TOWN may, in addition to any other remedies it may have, terminate
this contract upon occurrence of such event.

Insurance is to be placed with insurers A Best'’s rating of no less than A:VII.

ARTICLE XXVII.
OWNERSHIP OF DATA

Upon completion of all work under this contract, ownership and title to all reports,
documents, plans, specifications, and estimates produce as part of this contract
will automatically be vested in TOWN; and no further agreement will be
necessary to transfer ownership to TOWN. CONSULTANT shall furnish TOWN
all necessary copies of data needed to complete the review and approval
process.

It is understood and agreed that all calculations, drawings and specifications,
whether in hard copy or machine-readable form, are intended for one-time use in
the construction of the project for which this contract has been entered into.

CONSULTANT is not liable for claims, liabilities, or losses arising out of, or
connected with the modification, or misuse by TOWN of the machine-readable
information and data provided by CONSULTANT under this contract; further,
CONSULTANT is not liable for claims, liabilities, or losses arising out of, or
connected with any use by TOWN of the project documentation on other projects
for additions to this project, or for the completion of this project by others, except
only such use as many be authorized in writing by CONSULTANT.

Applicable patent rights provisions regarding rights to inventions shall be
included in the contracts as appropriate (48 CFR 27, Subpart 27.3 - Patent
Rights under Government Contracts for federal-aid contracts).
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TOWN may permit copyrighting reports or other agreement products. |If
copyrights are permitted; the agreement shall provide that the FHWA shall have
the royalty-free nonexclusive and irrevocable right to reproduce, publish, or
otherwise use; and to authorize others to use, the work for government purposes.

Any subcontract in excess of $25,000 entered into as a result of this contract,
shall contain all of the provisions of this Article.

ARTICLE XXVIII.
CLAIMS FILED BY TOWN’S CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR

If claims are filed by TOWN'’s construction contractor relating to work performed
by CONSULTANT’s personnel, and additional information or assistance from
CONSULTANT’s personnel is required in order to evaluate or defend against
such claims; CONSULTANT agrees to make its personnel available for
consultation with TOWN'’S construction contract administration and legal staff
and for testimony, if necessary, at depositions and at trial or arbitration
proceedings.

CONSULTANT’s personnel that TOWN considers essential to assist in defending
against construction contractor claims will be made available on reasonable
notice from TOWN. Consultation or testimony will be reimbursed at the same
rates, including travel costs that are being paid for CONSULTANT’s personnel
services under this contract.

Services of CONSULTANT’s personnel in connection with TOWN'’s construction
contractor claims will be performed pursuant to a written contract amendment, if
necessary, extending the termination date of this contract in order to resolve the
construction claims.

Any subcontract in excess of $25,000 entered into as a result of this contract,
shall contain all of the provisions of this Article.

ARTICLE XXIX.
CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA

All financial, statistical, personal, technical, or other data and information relative
to TOWN’s operations, which are designated confidential by TOWN and made
available to CONSULTANT in order to carry out this contract, shall be protected
by CONSULTANT from unauthorized use and disclosure.

Permission to disclose information on one occasion, or public hearing held by
TOWN relating to the contract, shall not authorize CONSULTANT to further
disclose such information, or disseminate the same on any other occasion.

CONSULTANT shall not comment publicly to the press or any other media
regarding the contract or TOWN's actions on the same, except to TOWN’s staff,
CONSULTANT’s own personnel involved in the performance of this contract, at
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public hearings or in response to questions from a Legislative committee.

D. CONSULTANT shall not issue any news release or public relations item of any
nature, whatsoever, regarding work performed or to be performed under this
contract without prior review of the contents thereof by TOWN, and receipt of
TOWN'’S written permission.

E. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all of the
provisions of this Article.

(For PS&E contracts add paragraph F, below, to paragraphs A through E, above)

F. All information related to the construction estimate is confidential, and shall not
be disclosed by CONSULTANT to any entity other than TOWN.

ARTICLE XXX.
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD CERTIFICATION

In accordance with Public Contract Code Section 10296, CONSULTANT hereby
states under penalty of perjury that no more than one final unappealable finding of
contempt of court by a federal court has been issued against CONSULTANT within the
immediately preceding two-year period, because of CONSULTANT’s failure to comply
with an order of a federal court that orders CONSULTANT to comply with an order of
the National Labor Relations Board.

ARTICLE XXXI.
EVALUATION OF CONSULTANT

CONSULTANT’s performance will be evaluated by TOWN. A copy of the
evaluation will be sent to CONSULTANT for comments. The evaluation together with
the comments shall be retained as part of the contract record.

ARTICLE XXXIL.
RETENTION OF FUNDS

A. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all of the
provisions of this section.

(TOWN to include either B, C, or D below; delete the other two)

B. No retainage will be withheld by the Agency from progress payments due the
prime consultant. Retainage by the prime consultant or subconsultants is
prohibited, and no retainage will be held by the prime consultant from progress
due subconsultants. Any violation of this provision shall subject the violating
prime consultant or subconsultants to the penalties, sanctions, and other
remedies specified in Section 7108.5 of the California Business and Professions
Code. This requirement shall not be construed to limit or impair any contractual,
administrative, or judicial remedies, otherwise available to the prime consultant or
subconsultant in the event of a dispute involving late payment or nonpayment by
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the prime consultant or deficient subconsultant performance, or noncompliance
by a subconsultant. This provision applies to both DBE and non-DBE prime
consultants and subconsultants.

C. No retainage will be held by the Agency from progress payments due the prime
consultant. Any retainage held by the prime consultant or subconsultants from
progress payments due subconsultants shall be promptly paid in full to
subconsultants within 30 days after the subconsultant’s work is satisfactorily
completed. Federal law (49 CFR 26.29) requires that any delay or postponement
of payment over the 30 days may take place only for good cause and with the
Agency’s prior written approval. Any violation of this provision shall subject the
violating prime consultant or subconsultant to the penalties, sanctions and other
remedies specified in Section 7108.5 of the Business and Professions Code.
These requirements shall not be construed to limit or impair any contractual,
administrative, or judicial remedies, otherwise available to the prime consultant or
subconsultant in the event of a dispute involving late payment or nonpayment by
the prime consultant, deficient subconsultant performance, or noncompliance by
a subconsultant. This provision applies to both DBE and non-DBE prime
consultant and subconsultants.

D. The Agency shall hold retainage from the prime consultant and shall make
prompt and regular incremental acceptances of portions, as determined by the
Agency, of the contract work, and pay retainage to the prime consultant based on
these acceptances. The prime consultant, or subconsultant, shall return all
monies withheld in retention from a subconsultant within thirty (30) days after
receiving payment for work satisfactorily completed and accepted including
incremental acceptances of portions of the contract work by the agency. Federal
law (49 CFR 26.29) requires that any delay or postponement of payment over
thirty (30) days may take place only for good cause and with the agency’s prior
written approval. Any violation of this provision shall subject the violating prime
consultant or subconsultant to the penalties, sanctions and other remedies
specified in Section 7108.5 of the Business and Professions Code. These
requirements shall not be construed to limit or impair any contractual,
administrative, or judicial remedies, otherwise available to the prime consultant or
subconsultant in the event of a dispute involving late payment or nonpayment by
the prime Consultant, deficient subconsultant performance, or noncompliance by
a subconsultant. This provision applies to both DBE and non-DBE prime
consultant and subconsultants.

ARTICLE XXXIIL.
NOTIFICATION

All notices hereunder and communications regarding interpretation of the terms
of this contract and changes thereto, shall be effected by the mailing thereof by
registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, and addressed as
follows:
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CONSULTANT:

(CONSULTANT)
(NAME) , Project Manager
(ADDRESS)

TOWN:

TOWN OF MORAGA

(NAME) , Contract Administrator
329 Rheem Boulevard
Moraga, California 94556

ARTICLE XXXIV.
CONTRACT

The two parties to this contract, who are the before named CONSULTANT and
the before named TOWN, hereby agree that this contract constitutes the entire
agreement which is made and concluded in duplicate between the two parties. Both of
these parties for and in consideration of the payments to be made, conditions
mentioned, and work to be performed; each agree to diligently perform in accordance
with the terms and conditions of this contract as evidenced by the signatures below.

ARTICLE XXXV.
NEWS RELEASES / INTERVIEWS

All CONSULTANT and subconsultant news releases, media interviews,
testimony at hearings and public comment shall be prohibited unless expressly
authorized by the TOWN.

ARTICLE XXXVI.
VENUE

In the event that suit shall be brought by either party hereunder, the parties agree

that trial of such action shall be held exclusively in a state court in the County of Contra
Costa, California, without reference to choice of laws principles.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Town and Consultant have executed this Agreement as
of the date first above written.

TOWN OF MORAGA: CONSULTANT:

By: By:
Bob Priebe, Interim Town Manager Title:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:
Michelle Marchetta Kenyon,
Town Attorney

FUNDING:

By:

Amy Cunningham,
Administrative Services Director
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