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3. Executive session



From: Perry, Blair rmailto:blair perrv@aspnet.com1
Sent; Monday, June 06, 2016 12:19 PM
To: Ronald Vaughn; Sam Gaston; 'kaz@rpcQb.ora'
Cc: Humphrey, Hal; Tran, Tom
Subject: APPLE Mountain Brook Bridges Study - Revised Report & Draft Bridge Capital Improvement
Plan

Ronnie, Sam and Kaz,

Attached is the revised APPLE Mountain Brook Bridge Study and draft Bridge Capital Improvement Plan

spreadsheet. From our last meeting, we revised the cost estimate for the Caldwell Mill Road bridge over

Little Shades Creek to include the approach work and right of way acquisition that will likely be required

by ALDOT/FHWA to meet a 25 mph design speed for a federally funded project. We also included a cost

estimate for this bridge if it were funded with 100% local funds (page 80 of the report), in which case

little or no approach work would be done and no right of way would likely be needed.

This above is a good example of a project where the 100% local funded project isn't all that bad

compared to the federal-aid project. For the federal-aid project, the City's cost (20% local match) totals

about $200,000. Going the federai-aid route through ALDOT, this project will likely take 3-5 years to
design, move utilities, buy ROW and construct. If this project were funded with 100% local funds, it

would cost the City about $372,000, but it could likely be designed and completed in less than 2 years,

and ALDOT would not be involved.

I have on my calendar to attend the City Council work session on Monday, June 13. What do you need

me to do at that meeting? Do I need to give a presentation or just be there to answer questions?

Blair

Blair C. Perry/ p e
Senior Transportation Engineer

GRESHAM, SMITH AND PARTNERS

Architecture, Engineering, Interiors, Planning

3595 Grandview Parkway, Suite 300
Birmingham, AL 35243
[P] 205.298.9232
[M] 205.937.5413
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

INTRODUCTION

Gresham, Smith and Partners (GS&P) was scoped with inspecting and evaluating twelve (12) existing bridges
owned and maintained by the City of Mountain Brook. As part of this work, GS&P reviewed previously

prepared bridge inspection reports/data, performed our own field inspections, documented deficiencies,

identified needed repairs, and developed planning-level rehabilitation costs. In addition, GS&P developed
alternative bridge replacement planning-level costs for several of the bridges. GS&P has prepared this report

which summarizes the work performed, makes repair and/or replacement recommendations, and identifies
potential funding sources for the proposed projects.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

STANDARDIZED RATINGS AND EVALUATIONS

To help generate consistent inspection and reporting of bridges, standardized ratings and evaluations have

been established and are used by most State Departments of Transportation, including the Alabama

Department of Transportation (ALDOT). These ratings and evaluations are used in this report to give insight

into the overall condition of the bridges. The description and explanation of these ratings and evaluations are

shown below:

Element Condition Rating

Bridge structures are assigned an Element Condition Rating to help assess the general structural performance

of a bridge component against the originally intended function.

In this report, the physical condition of the deck (riding surface), superstructure (beams or girders), and

substructure (supports and foundations) components of a bridge are rated during routing bridge inspections

that are performed at least every two years. The Condition Ratings provide an overall characterization of the

general condition of the entire component being rated. They are not intended to describe localized or

nominally occurring instances of deterioration or disrepair. The correct assignment of a condition rating takes

into account both the severity of the deterioration and the extent to which it is widespread throughout the

component being rated.

The load-carrying capacity of a bridge is not used in evaluating condition rating items. Even if a bridge was

designed less than current legal loads and is load posted, this will not affect its condition rating. The following

descriptions are used in this report for substructure, superstructure and deck condition rating of bridges:

Code Description

N  NOT APPLICABLE

9  EXCELLENT CONDITION

8  VERY GOOD CONDITION - no problems noted.

7  GOOD CONDITION - some minor problems.

6  SATISFACTORY CONDITION - structural elements show some minor deterioration.

5  FAIR CONDITION - all primary structural elements are sound but may have minor section loss,

cracking, spalling or scour.

4  POOR CONDITION - advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling or scour.

3  SERIOUS CONDITION - loss of section, deterioration, spalling or scour have seriously affected primary
structural components. Local failures are possible. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete

may be present.

2  CRITICAL CONDITION - advanced deterioration of primary structural elements. Fatigue cracks in steel
or shear cracks in concrete may be present or scour may have removed substructure support. Unless

closely monitored it may be necessary to close the bridge until corrective action is taken.

1  "IMMINENT" FAILURE CONDITION - major deterioration or section loss present in critical structural

components or obvious vertical or horizontal movement affecting structure stability. Bridge is closed to

traffic but corrective action may put back in light service.

0  FAILED CONDITION - out of service - beyond corrective action.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 2 | P a g e
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Bridge Assessment G s & P

Structural Evaluation

Structural evaluation is an appraisal rating based on the overall condition of the existing bridge and takes into

account all major structural deficiencies. The structural appraisal rating is based on the superstructure

condition rating, the substructure condition rating, and the bridge inventory rating (Bridge Inventory Rating is

the load rating that corresponds to the load which can safely be transmitted to an existing bridge for an

indefinite period of time). The structural evaluation rating cannot be higher than the lowest superstructure or

the substructure condition rating. The rating code is also based on the value obtained from the table below

which evaluates the inventory rating (HS equivalent) shown for the various traffic volumes. Because

structural evaluation takes into account the inventory rating, it provides a better indication of the capacity of

the bridge to carry vehicular loads.

STRUCTURAL EVALUATION RATING CODE

Structural Evaluation

Rating Code

Bridge Inventory Rating

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

0-500 501-5000 >5000

9 >236*(HS20)** >236 (HS20) >236(HS20)

8 236(HS20) 236 (HS20) 236(HS20)

7 231(HS17) 231(HS17) 231(HS17)

6 223(HS13) 225(HS14) 227(HS15)

5 218(HSIO) 220 (HSll) 222(HS12)

4 212 (HS7) 214 (HS8) 218 (HSIO)

3
Inventory rating less than value in rating code of 4 and requiring

corrective action.

2
Inventory rating less than value in rating code of 4 and requiring

replacement.

0 Bridge closed due to structural condition.

Rating by comparison of ADT (average daily traffic) and Inventory Rating

* Coded HS rating load (typical)

** HS Designation (typical)

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 3 I P a g e
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Sufficiency Rating

The sufficiency rating formula is a method to evaluate highway bridge data by calculating four separate factors

to obtain a numeric value which is indicative of bridge sufficiency to remain in service. The result of this

method is a percentage in which 100 percent would represent an entirely sufficient bridge and zero percent

would represent an entirely insufficient or deficient bridge. The four factors that make up the formula are:

•  Structural Adequacy and Safety (SI) = 55% maximum value

(e.g., condition of superstructure, substructure, bridge inventory rating)

•  Serviceability and Functional obsolescence (S2) = 30% maximum value

(e.g., # of lanes, average daily traffic, approach roadway width, deck condition, deck geometry)

•  Essential for public use (S3) = 15% maximum value

(e.g., detour length, average daily traffic, defense highway designation)

•  Reductions (S4) = 13% maximum reduction

The sufficiency rating = S1+S2+S3-S4 and cannot be less than 0% or greater than 100%

Note: The SI value begins to decrease when the conditioning rating of bridge components drop below 6 or

when the bridge's Inventory Rating is less than 36 tons. Many of the bridges investigated in this study
have condition ratings from 4 to 6. The sufficiency rating of these bridges will decrease significantly as the

condition ratings drop overtime.

LOAD POSTING OF BRIDGES

Bridges are rated at two stress levels. One level is the "Inventory Rating" (lower stress rating) and the second is

the "Operating Rating" (higher stress rating). The Inventory Rating corresponds to the load which can safely be

carried by an existing bridge for an indefinite period of time, while the Operating Rating is the absolute

maximum permissible load to which a structure should be subjected.

Bridge Inspection Standards requires the posting of load limits only if the maximum legal load configurations in

the State exceed the load permitted under the operating rating.

Although posting a bridge for load-carrying capacity is required only when the maximum legal load exceeds

the operating rating, highway agencies may choose to post at a lower level.

The current Alabama legal loads are shown below for various truck configurations.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 4 | P a g e



City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Current State Legal Loads:

G S it I'

H Design (2 axle trucM

Gross Vehicle Weight: 40,000 pounds / 20 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 8,000

Spacing 1-2 14.0

Axle 2 32,000

o

H DE^N

Two-Axle

Gross Vehicle Weight: 59,000 pounds / 29.5 tons

Tri-Axle

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 19,000

Spacing 1-2 15.0

Axle 2 20,000

Spacing 2-3 4.0

Axle 3 20,000

Gross Vehicle Weight: 75,000 pounds / 37.5 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 15,000

Spacing 1-2 11.0

Axle 2 15,000

Spacing 2-3 4.0

Axle 3 22,500

Spacing 3-4 4.0

Axle 4 22,500

& -oo

TWO-AXLE

COG

TRI-AXLE
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Concrete (3 axle truck)

Gross Vehicle Weight: 66,000 pounds / 33 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 16,000

Spacing 1-2 14.0

Axle 2 25,000

Spacing 2-3 4.0

Axle 3 25,000

G S & P

CONCRETE

18 Wheeler (352) (5 Axle Truck)

Gross Vehicle Weight: 80,000 pounds / 40 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 10,000

Spacing 1-2 11.0

Axle 2 17,500

Spacing 2-3 4.0

Axle 3 17,500

Spacing 3-4 22.0

Axle 4 17,500

Spacing 4-5 4.0

Axle S 17,500

/s
Lq^>UD" DO"
18 WHEELER (3S2)

School Bus (2 Axle Truck)

Gross Vehicle Weight; 25,000 pounds / 12.5 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 8,000

Spacing 1-2 22.8

Axle 2 17,000

□□□□□□□
^ SCHOOL BUS_0  iQ^

SCHOOL BUS
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

6 Axle

Gross Vehicle Weight: 84,000 pounds / 42 tons

Load (pounds) Distance (feet)

Axle 1 10,000

Spacing 1-2 11.0

Axle 2 14,800

Spacing 2-3 4.0

Axle 3 14,800

Spacing 3-4 20.0

Axle 4 14,800

Spacing 4-5 4.0

Axle 5 14,800

Spacing 5-6 4.0

Axle 6 14,800

ooo

6 AXLE

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 7 I P a g e
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

TABLE OF EXISTING BRIDGE CONDITION

The table below gives a general overview of the condition of the City's bridges based on its element condition

ratings, structural evaluation and sufficiency ratings. Bridges that are currently posted are also identified.

Existing Bridge Condition Summary

BIN Location
Year

Built
Age ADT

Substruct.

Rating

Superstruct.

Rating

Deck

Condition

Rating

Structural

Evaluation

Sufficiency

Rating
Load Posted

000102

Overbrook Road

over Shades

Creek

1915 101 2730 6 6 6 6 77.7 No

002850

Mountain Brook

Parkway over

Watkins Creek

1945 71 9025 5 5 5 5 64.9 No

002851

Mountain Brook

Parkway over

Shades Creek

1945 71 8115 5 5 5 5 57.7 No

002852

Mountain Brook

Parkway over

Shades Creek

1945 71 8115 5 5 5 5 64.8 No

002872

Watkins Road

over Watkins

Creek

1945 71 1008 6 5 5 5 64.3 No

002873

Canterbury Road

over Watkins

Creek

1945 71 2015 4 4 5 4 29.4 Yes-20tons

003828

Heathermoor Rd

over Watkins

Creek

1950 66 1160 5 6 6 5 84.9 No

007124

Stone River

Road over

Furnace Branch

1960 56 1460 6 6 6 6 90.3 No

007129

Wilderness

Road over

Furnace Branch

1960 56 2010 6 6 5 5 70

Yes - 32 tons

fortri-axle

and concrete

012869

Old Brook Trail

over Little

Shades Creek

1983 33 118 6 5 5 2 25.9 Yes - 7Tons

020502

Montevallo

Road over

Watkins Creek

2011 5 2510 8 8 8 9 77.7 No

No Bin

Caldwell Mill

Road over Little

Shades Creek

6 Yes-4 Tons

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 9 I P a g e
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

BRIDGE REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS & PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

Bridge rehabilitation has a short term goal of eliminating the safety hazard on the bridge and a long term goal

to extend the bridge's useful life. From our own field inspections, review of existing bridge inspection reports

and data, discussions with City of Mountain Brook personnel, and discussions with bridge rehabilitation

contractors, we have identified bridge repairs that are needed to extend the useful life of the structures. The

intent of these repairs is to provide comprehensive rehabilitation so that the life of the bridges can be

extended approximately 15 to 20 years. Routine annual maintenance such as removing debris and inspections

are still required. For specific repair recommendations and the associated cost, please see the attached

individual bridge reports. If funding is limited, selective repairs to these bridges can be implemented to

extend the life of these bridges and postpone comprehensive rehabilitation until a later date. The table below

gives the preliminary, pre-design total comprehensive rehabilitation costs (includes engineering/design cost)

to extend the life of the structures approximately 15 to 20 additional years.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 10 | P a g e



City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mour

Pre
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(root
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Bridge Assessment
ge Rehabilitation Cost

BIN Location
Year

Built
Age

Existing Br.

Length X

Width (ft.)

Total Federally Funded Project

Cost Total Locally

Funded

Project CostLocal Cost
Federal

Cost
Total Cost

000102
Overbrook Road over

Shades Creek 1915 101 45 X 33.4
$19,000 $76,000 $95,000 $79,000

002850
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Watklns Creek 1945 71 26 X 34.8
$34,400 $137,600 $172,000 $145,000

002851
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek 1945 71 48 X 34.5
$36,000 $144,000 $180,000 $147,000

002852
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek 1945 71 52 X 32.8
$32,400 $129,600 $162,000 $132,000

002872
Watklns Road over

Watklns Creek 1945 71 24 X 29.1
$19,000 $76,000 $95,000 $77,000

002873
Canterbury Road over

Watklns Creek 1945 71 23 X 51.4
$105,200 $420,800 $526,000 $428,000

003828
Heathermoor Rd over

Watklns Creek 1950 66 46 X 45.3
$18,400 $73,600 $92,000 $76,000

007124
Stone River Road over

Furnace Branch 1960 56 34 X 34.8
$32,600 $130,400 $163,000 $133,000

007129
Wilderness Road over

Furnace Branch 1960 56 24 X 34.8
$22,800 $91,200 $114,000 $93,000

012869
Old Brook Trail over Little

Shades Creek 1983 33 43 X 23.5
$5,800 $23,200 $29,000* $23,000*

020502
Montevallo Road over

Watklns Creek 2011 5 33 X 52.0
$5,200 $20,800 $26,000** $21,000**

No Bin
Caldwell Mill Road over

U'ttle Shades Creek 16 X 17.3
$6,800 $27,200 $34,000* $29,000*

^Interim repairs prior to bridge replacement. Cost is not for comprehensive rehabilitation.
•• General bridge maintenance and repairs. Comprehensive rehabilitation not needed.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 11 I P a g e
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Bridge Assessment

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

As part of the study, GS&P also developed preliminary, pre-design bridge replacement costs for several of the

older bridges and for those that have deteriorated to the point where rehabilitation is not recommended. To

develop these costs, GS&P approximated the size of the proposed replacement bridge based on field reviews,

available mapping and the original bridge length. Based on the field reviews, some of the proposed bridge

lengths were extended further than the original length to account for potentially insufficient hydraulic

openings. Detailed hydraulic studies were not performed for this study. To construct most of the bridges, a

road closure with offsite detour will be required. This resulted in a lower overall construction cost. The

preliminary bridge replacement costs for two of the short-term recommended replacements (Caldwell Mill

Road and Old Brook Trail over Little Shades Creek) also include a preliminary cost estimate of any required

right-of-way or easements and utility relocations. All bridge replacements also include an estimate for

professional engineering design and construction engineering and inspection (CE&I) services.

We have included preliminary bridge replacement cost estimates for both a federally funded project as well

as a 100% locally funded project. For the federally funded alternative, the preliminary cost estimates include

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental studies and documentation, which is both

required for all federally funded projects, and ALDOT's Indirect Cost, which are ALDOT's costs for project

administration and plan reviews. The NEPA environmental studies and ALDOT Indirect Costs are not required

for locally funded projects, and the design and CE&I costs are usually lower for locally funded projects which

is why the total project cost is lower for locally funded projects vs. federally funded projects. For a detailed

breakdown of the preliminary bridge replacement costs, please see the attached individual bridge inspection

reports.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 12 | P a g e
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Bridge Assessment G S & I'

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Preliminary Bridge Replacement Cost

BIN Location

New Sr.

Length X

Width

(ft.)

Detour

Length

(miles)

Total Federally Funded Project

Cost
Total Locally

Funded

Project Cost
Local Cost

Federal

Cost
Total Cost

000102
Overbrook Road over

Shades Creek 55 X 42 2.4
$152,400 $609,600 $762,000 $642,000

002850
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Watkins Creek 46 X 35 1.5
$137,800 $551,200 $689,000 $562,000

002851
Mountain Brook Parkway

overShades Creek 58 X 35 1.5
$151,400 $605,600 $757,000 $617,000

002852
Mountain Brook Parkway

overShades Creek 62 X 34 1.5
$149,600 $598,400 $748,000 $608,000

002872
Watkins Road over

Watkins Creek 55 X 34 1.0
$160,600 $642,400 $803,000 $650,000

002873
Canterbury Road over

Watkins Creek 35 X 52 0.8
$181,800 $727,200 $909,000 $735,000

003828
Heathermoor Rd over

Watkins Creek 48 X 46 0.8
$176,800 $707,200 $884,000 $715,000

007124
Stone River Road over

Furnace Branch 34 X 36 1.0
$102,800 $411,200 $514,000 $416,000

007129
Wilderness Road over

Furnace Branch 34 X 36 1.0
$102,200 $408,800 $511,000 $414,000

012869
Old Brook Trail over Little

Shades Creek 70 X 32 3.1
$156,200 $624,800 $781,000 $635,000

020502
Montevallo Road over

Watkins Creek
Replacement not recommended

* No Bin

Option 1

Caldwell Mill Road over

Little Shades Creek 40 X 40 3.2
- $460,000

** No Bin

Option 2

Caldwell Mill Road over

Little Shades Creek 75 X 32 3.2
$215,000 $860,000 $1,075,000 -

* Option 1 -

** Option 2

BIN 020502,
replacement

Locally funded option to replace bridge on same alignment

- Federally funded option to replace bridge on new alignment that satisfies federal design guidelines

Montevallo Road bridge over Watkins Creek, is only five years old so replacement not recommended and no
cost included.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 13 I P a g G
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BRIDGE REHAB AND REPLACEMENT EVALUATION

Many of the City's bridges that GS&P evaluated are 70 years of age or older. Only 2 of the 12 bridges were less

than 55 years of age. The typical design life span of these older bridges is 50 years, so replacement is a natural

course. Like many other cities, Mountain Brook has limited funding for maintenance and capital improvement

of its transportation system. Lacking the funding to replace all of these older bridges, a successful bridge

management program needs a balance between bridge preservation and bridge replacement. Preservation,

which includes preventive maintenance and properly timed rehabilitation, is cheaper than bridge replacement

and can extend the life of the bridge until funding for replacement is acquired. A strong bridge preservation

program employs cost effective strategies, actions and repairs to extend the useful life of bridges.

The table below gives the preliminary, pre-design comprehensive bridge rehabilitation cost versus

preliminary bridge replacement cost for each bridge. This information can be used to assist the City in

allocating future funds and developing a bridge replacement and bridge rehabilitation program.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 14 | P a g e
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Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Locally Funded

Bridge Reha illltation Versus Replacement Cost

BIN Location Year Built Age

Total

Comprehensive
Replacement

Cost
Rehab Cost

000102
Overbrook Road over

Shades Creek
1915 101 $79,000 $642,000

002850
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Watkins Creek
1945 71 $145,000 $562,000

002851
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek
1945 71 $147,000 $617,000

002852
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek
1945 71 $132,000 $608,000

002872
Watkins Road over

Watkins Creek
1945 71 $77,000 $650,000

002873
Canterbury Road over

Watkins Creek
1945 71 $428,000 $735,000

003828
Heathermoor Rd over

Watkins Creek
1950 66 $76,000 $715,000

007124
Stone River Road over

Furnace Branch
1960 56 $133,000 $416,000

007129
Wilderness Road over

Furnace Branch
1960 56 $93,000 $414,000

012869
Old Brook Trail over Little

Shades Creek
1983 33

Rehab not

recommended
$635,000

020502
Montevallo Road over

2011 C $21,000
Replacement not

Watkins Creek
D

recommended

* No Bin Caldwell Mill Road over Rehab not
$460,000

Option 1 Little Shades Creek recommended

* Option 1 - Locally funded option to replace bridge on same alignment
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Moul

Bridge

itain Brook Bridge Assessment
Federally Funded

Rehabilitation Versus Replacement Cost

BIN Location
Year

Built
Age

Total Comprehensive Rehab

Cost
Replacement Cost

Local

Cost

Federal

Cost

Total

Cost

Local

Cost

Federal

Cost
Total Cost

000102
Overbrook Road over

Shades Creek 1915 101
$19,000 $76,000 $95,000 $152,400 $609,600 $762,000

002850
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Watkins Creek 1945 71
$34,400 $137,600 $172,000 $137,800 $551,200 $689,000

002851
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek 1945 71
$36,000 $144,000 $180,000 $151,400 $605,600 $757,000

002852
Mountain Brook Parkway

over Shades Creek 1945 71
$32,400 $129,600 $162,000 $149,600 $598,400 $748,000

002872
Watkins Road over

Watkins Creek 1945 71
$19,000 $76,000 $95,000 $160,600 $642,400 $803,000

002873
Canterbury Road over

Watkins Creek 1945 71
$105,200 $420,800 $526,000 $181,800 $727,200 $909,000

003828
Heathermoor Rd over

Watkins Creek 1950 66
$18,400 $73,600 $92,000 $176,800 $707,200 $884,000

007124
Stone River Road over

Furnace Branch 1960 56
$32,600 $130,400 $163,000 $102,800 $411,200 $514,000

007129
Wilderness Road over

Furnace Branch 1960 56
$22,800 $91,200 $114,000 $102,200 $408,800 $511,000

012869
Old Brook Trail over

Little Shades Creek 1983 33
$5,800 $23,200 $29,000 $156,200 $624,800 $781,000

020502
Montevallo Road over

Watkins Creek 2011 5
$5,200 $20,800 $26,000

Replacement not

recommended

* No Bin

Option 2

Caldwell Mill Road over

Little Shades Creek
. .

Rehab not recommended $215,000 $860,000 $1,075,000

Option 2 - Federally funded option to replace bridge on new alignment that satisfies federal design guidelines
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G S & P

City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT AND REHABILITATION RECOMMENDATIONS

There are many factors that play into how a bridge replacement/rehabilitation program should be Implemented.

Below are some general recommendations the City may want to consider as it plans out their infrastructure

needs.

1. The Caldwell Mill Road bridge over Little Shades Creek Bridge (No Bin #) is in very bad condition and

should be replaced as within next 5 years. The bridge is load posted for only 4 tons gross, which will not
allow any of the City's fire trucks, Fire Department EMS transport units, school buses, garbage trucks,

delivery trucks or other heavy vehicles to cross this bridge. To put this in perspective, the gross vehicle
weight ratio (GVWR or maximum operating weight) of some large SUVs (Chevy Suburban, Ford

Expedition) is about 3.75 tons, which is approaching the load posting for this bridge. The structure has a

timber deck with asphalt for the riding surface with an unknown construction year. The structure has

deteriorated to the point that major rehab is not recommended and will not be the best use of City funds.
A replacement structure will also allow significant safety improvements to the roadway approaches,
hydraulic improvements to the crossing, and remove the load posting on the bridge.

2. The Old Brook Trail bridge over Little Shades Creek Bridge (Bin # 012869) is in very bad condition and
should be replaced within next 5 years. The bridge is load posted for:

7 tons Single rear axle (H) truck

9 tons Dual rear axle truck

10 tons Triple rear axle truck

9 tons Concrete truck

15 tons 5 and 6 axle (total) tractor trailer

10 tons School bus

The load posting will not allow any of the City's fire trucks. Fire Department EMS transport units, school
buses, garbage trucks, or other heavy vehicles to cross this bridge. This bridge also has a very low

structural evaluation rating of only 2. The structure has deteriorated to the point that major

rehabilitation is not recommended and will not be the best use of City funds. A replacement structure will
remove the load posting on the bridge.

3. It is recommended that the Canterbury Road bridge over Watkins Creek (Bin # 002873) undergo major
bridge rehabilitation within 5-7 years. The bridge is 70 years old, is load posted for 20 Tons for all trucks
with three (3) or more axles, has poor substructure and superstructure condition rating (4 out of 9), and a
very low sufficiency rating (29.4 out of 100). The current load posting will not allow the City's Fire
Department Ladder Truck or garbage trucks to cross this bridge. The option to replace the bridge was
considered, but the disruption and impact to the surrounding business district and residential area may be
too great for the City to accept. In the meantime, the structure should be monitored and inspected
frequently for evidence of additional deterioration that may warrant more immediate actions.

4. We recommend that the rest of the bridges should be placed on a rehabilitation program based roughly in

the order as shown below:

Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek - Bin #002851

Mountain Brook Parkway over Watkins Creek - Bin #002850

Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek - Bin #002852

Heathermoor Road over Watkins Creek - Bin #003828
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G S & P

City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Wilderness Road over Furnace Branch - Bin #007129

Stone River Road over Furnace Branch - Bin #007124

Overbrook Road over Shades Creek - Bin #000102

Watkins Road over Watkins Creek - Bin #002872

Montevaiio Road over Watkins Creek - Bin #020502

5. If the City has funds an desires to replace additional bridges in addition to the Caldwell Mill Road bridge

over Little Shades Creek Bridge (No Bin #) and the Old Brook Trail bridge over Little Shades Creek Bridge
(Bin # 012869), we recommend the following bridges be removed from the major rehabilitation list and

be replaced within S-10 years:

Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek - Bin #002851

Mountain Brook Parkway over Watkins Creek - Bin #002850

Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek - Bin #002852

In the meantime, the structures should be monitored and inspected frequently for evidence of additional

deterioration.
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G S & P

City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

POTENTIAL FUNDING OPTIONS

The following are potential funding sources the City can consider in the implementation of the bridge

replacement/rehabilitation program.

Federal Funding - Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) - Surface Transportation Program

(STP) Funding

The FAST Act is the recently passed federal transportation funding program to improve the Nation's

transportation infrastructure. The FAST Act expands federal funding eligibility for off-system (not on the state

highway system) bridges within the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) program and continues

eligibility for off-system bridge replacement and repair through the Surface Transportation (STP) program. A

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Alabama Division representative recently confirmed that off-system

bridges are eligible for federal funding through the STP program. These federal funds will typically cover 80% of

the projects costs for preliminary engineering, right of way acquisition, utility relocation, construction and

construction engineering and inspection, with a 20% local match required.

STP federal funds can be applied for through the Birmingham Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).

Currently, almost all of the Birmingham area STP federal funds are committed to other projects in the Birmingham

MPO's FY 2016-2019 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). However, it may be possible for the City to

receive federal STP funding for Preliminary Engineering (PE) to begin the design work on a bridge rehabilitation or

replacement project within the current TIP. Further, towards the end of this TIP cycle if currently programmed

projects are delayed beyond FY 2019, it may be possible for the City to obtain federal STP funding for right of way

acquisition, utility relocation and/or construction of a bridge rehabilitation or replacement project.

It is also relevant to this report, that according to the American Road & Transportation Builders Association

Comprehensive Analysis of the 2015 FAST Act, "the FAST ACT seeks to streamline the environmental review

process for bridge repair projects by exempting "common post 1945 concrete or steel bridge(s) or culvert(s)" from

individual review"

Alabama Transportation Safety Fund

The Alabama State Legislature recently passed a bill that has been signed by Governor Bentley establishing the

Alabama Transportation Safety Fund "for the receipt of designated revenues to be utilized for the maintenance,

improvement, replacement, and construction of state, county, and municipal roads and bridges within the

state " (from Alabama Senate Bill 180). This bill and the Alabama Transportation Safety Fund is expected to ^
provide additional transportation funding to ALDOT, Counties and Cities that can be used for bridge rehabilitation
and replacement projects. The funds can also be used as matching funds for federal-aid projects.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Grants

We contacted the State Emergency Management Agency to determine the potential for eligibility of bridge

rehabilitation / replacement projects described in this report. In a phone conversation with a representative of

this agency, we believe funding through FEMA grants is not a viable funding source for these projects. If at some

point in the future, an emergency was declared in Jefferson County, then there is potential for Hazard Mitigation

grants to become available. However, it is our understanding this funding is generally limited. Staff at the State

Emergency Management Office agreed that relying on funding from these mechanisms would not be a viable

option.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

100% Local Funding vs Federal Funding

May times for smaller, less expensive projects, it may be better for a local government to use 100% local funds for

transportation infrastructure projects. With federally funded projects, FHWA and/or ALDOT require:

•  Environmental studies and documentation in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act

(NERA)

•  Surveys and plans be developed to ALDOT standards and going through ALDOT's plan development and

review process

•  Full time construction engineering & inspection (CE&I) during construction of the project

•  ALDOT Indirect Cost, which are ALDOT's charges to the project for project administration and plan

reviews. This cost is usually estimated at approximately 13.63% of the total project cost.

For smaller cost projects, the cost for these additional items can be significant when compared to the

construction cost of the project. For 100% locally funded projects:

•  NERA environmental studies and documentation are not required. The City and/or Design Engineer will

still need to complete some "environmental" due diligence to make sure the impacts to the project's

surroundings are understood and reduced, mitigated or avoided as appropriate.

•  Surveys and plans can be abbreviated somewhat from a full set of plans completed to ALDOT standards.

The plan review and approval process is also more streamlined and less costly.

•  Full time construction engineering and inspection (CE&I) and project documentation in accordance with

ALDOT requirements is not required. Depending on the complexity of the project and availability of

qualified City personnel to provide construction observation and project administration, we do

recommend that the Design Engineer provide some part- or full-time construction observation and

construction administration services to the City. However, the cost of this will be less than full-time CE&I

required for a federal-aid project through ALDOT.

•  No ALDOT Indirect cost

With the reduction of the items above, the cost for a 100% locally funded project is lower.

Further, it is common for small, locally-sponsored federal aid projects to take three (3) years or more to program,

go through the plan development process and get to construction. With a 100% locally funded project, it is

possible that a bridge rehabilitation or replacement project could be surveyed, designed and advertised for public

bids in less than one year, or in a matter of months for a smaller, less complex project.

So, while the 80% federal funds can significantly reduce the cost of a bridge rehabilitation or replacement project,

the total project costs can increase significantly, and the schedule of the project can be extended by several years.

Larger (cost) projects are commonly better candidates for federal-aid through ALDOT or the MRO. These factors
should be considered by the City when considering federal funding versus 100% local funding.
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Bridge Assessment G s & P

INDIVIDUAL BRIDGE INSPECTION

REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Overbrook Road over Shades Creek

BIN:000102

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Overbrook Road over Shades Creek

BIN: 000102

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Tvpe(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

45 33.4 2

Cont.

concrete

arch deck

No 1915 101 6 6 6 6 77.7

Observations;

Vertical geometry: Bridge on slight grade. No signs of drainage issues.

Horizontal geometry: Rural section with sidewalks, narrow shoulders on each side of bridge. Intersections

at east and west approaches.

Asphalt topping and stone masonry parapets in good condition. No end impact protection on stone

masonry parapets. Caution/delineator signs are posted at each end of parapet.

2" utility attached to face of arch wall on downstream end of bridge.

Minor cracks, efflorescence, and spalls on 29 ft. and 10ft. concrete arches. Some spalls have exposed

rebar with corrosion {Image 1).

Crack and damaged mortar on northern stone masonry wall (left of 10ft arch and right of 29ft arch).

Stonework missing at downstream archway/stone masonry interface.

Scour and possible undermining observed at base of arches.

10ft wide archway has large accumulation of debris, mainly leaves (Image 2).

Image 1 image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Overbrook Road over Shades Creek

BIN: 000102

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Recommendations:

Clear debris from 10 ft. archway

Repair crack on stone masonry arch wall

Repair spalls on concrete arch

Place rip rap or cement bags at base of arches

Re-form downstream archway/stone masonry interface

Repair cracks on concrete arch wall.
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city of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Overbrook Road over Shades Creek

MU300-37-MB03.00

Bin Number 000102

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 $25,000

Clear debris from 10' archway 1 LS $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

Repair stone masonry wall 40 LF $150 $6,000 $6,000

Repair spalls on concrete arch 15 SF $140 $2,100 $2,100

Place rip rap or cement bags 220 SF $20 $4,400 $4,400

Re-form archway/stone masonry interface 60 SF $25 $1,500 $1,500

Epoxy pressure injection of arch cracks 35 LF $120 $4,200 $4,200

Subtotal $44,200 $44,200

Contingency 25.00% $11,050 $11,050

Mobilization 20.00% $8,840 $8,840

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $6,630 $4,420

Construction Subtotal $70,720 $68,510

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $14,144 $10,608

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $9,639

Total Repair Cost $94,503 $79,118

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $75,603

Local Contribution $18,901 $79,118
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Overbrook Road over Shades Creek

MU300-37-MB03.00

Bin Number 000102

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Bridge 2310 SF $110 $254,100 $254,100

Roadway 1 LS $72,400 $72,400 $72,400

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Subtotal $381,500 $381,500

Contingency 20.00% $76,300 $76,300

Mobilization 5.00% $22,890 $22,890

Engineering Control 2.00% $9,156 $9,156

[Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $68,670 $45,780

Construction Subtotal $558,516 $558,516

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $111,703 $83,777

Subtotal

ALDOTIndirect Cost 13.63% $91,351

Total Reolacement Cost $761,570 $642,293

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $609,256

Local Contribution $152,314 $642,293
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Watkins Creek

BIN: 002850

G S & '

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Watkins Creek

BIN: 002850

(J s & p

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

26 34.8 1

Simple

span conc.

deck slab

No 1945 71 5 5 5 5 64.9

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Traffic signal near west end of bridge, high traffic area. Urban section with narrow

shoulder/gutter on north side of bridge and sidewalk on south/downstream side.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets, and curbs in good condition. No end impact protection on

stone masonry parapets. Caution/delineator signs are posted at each end of parapet.

Approx. 30" utility at upstream end of bridge causes damming of stream, hydraulic jump and scour at

abutment footings. (Image 1)

Debris noted on utility attached to upstream face of superstructure indicates frequent flooding likely

occurs.

Concrete encased utility downstream of bridge gathers debris. Concrete apron placed at base of

downstream abutments has been undermined, up to 5 ft. deep in spots.

Concrete bags have been placed along abutments (Image 1). Several bags have been washed away.

Large cracks located on downstream side of east abutment and upstream side of west abutment.

Undermining of concrete repair noted at downstream west abutment.

Spalling on bottom of superstructure slab with exposed aggregate, some exposed rebar and wood

formwork (Image 2). Spalling appears to be from initial construction with poor consolidation and/or mix

design.

'L'Ct:.

Image 1 Image 2
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G S & P

City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Watkins Creek Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

BIN: 002850 Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Recommendations;

•  Repair large cracks in abutments

•  Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab.

•  Place riprap or concrete bags at abutments.

Note: Any utilities causing damming of the stream or gathering of debris should ideally be buried below the

bottom of streambed. It is understood that these utilities are both expensive and difficult to move. However, if

the opportunity to remedy the issue came about (i.e. repair or replacement of utility), then relocation of the pipes

below the streambed should be investigated.

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 29 | Page



City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Mountain Brook Parkway Over Watklns Creek

MU77-37-M002.00

Bin Number002850

G s & P

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federallv Locallv

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 $25,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

Spall Repair 125 SF $100 $12,500 $12,500

Scaffolding for spall repairs 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Epoxy pressure injection of abut, cracks 20 LF $120 $2,400 $2,400

Place concrete bags at abutments 150 SF $20 $3,000 $3,000

Subtotal $86,900 $86,900

Contingency 15.00% $13,035 $13,035

Mobilization 15.00% $13,035 $13,035

i Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $13,035 $8,690

Construction Subtotal $126,005 $126,005

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $25,201 $18,901

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $20,609

Total Repair Cost $171,815 $144,906

Itemizatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $137,452

Local Contribution $34,363 $144,906
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Mountain Brook Parkway Over Watklns Creek

MU77-37-M002.00

Bin Number 002850

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Traffic Control

Bridge

Roadway

Removal of Existing Bridge

Subtotal

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

1 LS $16,175 $16,175 $16,175

1610 SF $120 $193,200 $193,200

1 LS $81,815 $81,815 $81,815

1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Contingency

Mobilization

Engineering Control

20.00%

5.00%

2.00%

I Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local)

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local)

Subtotal

ALDOTIndirect Cost

Total Replacement Cost

Itemlzatlon of Funds

13.63%

$331,190

$66,238

$19,871

$7,949

$59,614

$331,190

$66,238

$19,871

$7,949

$39,743

$484,862 $464,991

$121,216 $96,972

$82,608

$688,686 $561,963

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

$550,949

$137,737 $561,963
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002851

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002851

(} s & p

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

48 34.5 2

Cont.

concrete

deck slab

No 1945 71 5 5 5 5 57.7

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Slight horizontal curve to the north. Urban section with narrow shoulder/gutter on

west side of bridge and sidewalk on east side.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets, and curbs in good condition. No end impact protection on

stone masonry parapets. Caution/delineator signs are posted at each end of parapet.

Heavy spalling on bottom of superstructure slab with exposed aggregate and rebar. (Image 1 & 2)

Measured up to 2.5 in of spalled depth in isolated areas.

Minor efflorescence around several spalls and at interface with precast sidewalk addition.

Rebar found sticking out of water and footing (approx. 12-16 in.) from prior bridge widening.

Timber retaining wall located at the southwest wingwall is partially supported by trees but in fair

condition.

Concrete bags have been placed along abutments and center pier footings.

Stone masonry abutments and wall pier are in good condition for age.

Image 1 Image 2
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city of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002851

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Recommendations:

•  Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab

•  Cut rebar protruding from concrete and creek bed.

Note: Any utilities causing damming of the stream or gathering of debris should ideally be buried below the

bottom of streambed. It is understood that these utilities are both expensive and difficult to move. However, if

the opportunity to remedy the issue came about (i.e. repair or replacement of utility), then relocation of the pipes

below the streambed should be investigated.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Mountain Brook Parkway Over Shades Creek

MU79-37-M10.00

Bin Number 002851

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 $25,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $6,000 $6,000 $6,000

Spall Repair 200 SF $100 $20,000 $20,000

Scaffolding for spall repairs 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Subtotal $91,000 $91,000

Contingency 15.00% $13,650 $13,650

Mobilization 15.00% $13,650 $13,650

Construction Engineering & Inspection {15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $13,650 $9,100

Construction Subtotal $131,950 $127,400

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $26,390 $19,110

Subtotal

ALDOTIndirect Cost 13.63% $21,582

Total Repair Cost $179,922 $146,510

Itemlzatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $143,937

Local Contribution $35,984 $146,510
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Mountain Brook Parkway Over Shades Creek

MU79-37-M10.00

Bin Number 002851

Preliminary Replacment Estimate

Federallv Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,215 $15,215 $15,215

Bridge 2030 SF $120 $243,600 $243,600

Roadway 1 LS $68,693 $68,693 $68,693

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Subtotal $367,509 $367,509

Contingency 15.00% $55,126 $55,126

Mobilization 15.00% $55,126 $55,126

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $55,126 $36,751

Construction Subtotal $532,888 $514,512

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $133,222 $102,902

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $90,791

Total Repair Cost $756,900 $617,414

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $605,520

Local Contribution $151,380 $617,414
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment c, s & P

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002852

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge; Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002852

(  S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

52 32.8 2

Cont.

concrete

deck slab

No 1945 71 5 5 5 5 64.8

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Slight horizontal curve to the south. Urban section with narrow shoulder/gutter on

west side of bridge and sidewalk on east side.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets, and curbs in good condition. No end impact protection on

stone masonry parapets. Caution/delineator signs are posted at each end of parapet.

Several heavy spalls on bottom of superstructure slab with exposed aggregate and rebar. (Image 1 & 2)

Minor efflorescence on bottom of slab at center pier, at interface with precast sidewalk addition, and

along some spalls.

Minor scouring and possible undermining noted at downstream end of north and south abutments.

Large amount of debris caught on upstream side of center pier. (Image 3 & 4)

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Mountain Brook Parkway over Shades Creek

BIN: 002852

G S & I'

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Oow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Image 3 Image 4

Recommendations:

•  Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab

•  Remove debris from upstream center pier

•  Place riprap or cement bags at north and south abutment

Note: Any utilities causing damming of the stream or gathering of debris should ideally be buried below the

bottom of streambed. It is understood that these utilities are both expensive and difficult to move. However, if

the opportunity to remedy the issue came about (i.e. repair or replacement of utility), then relocation of the pipes

below the streambed should be investigated.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Parkway Over Shades Creek

MU81-37-Mll,00

Bin Number 002852

G S & P

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federallv Local I v

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 $25,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $6,000 $6,000 $6,000

Spall Repair 50 SF $100 $5,000 $5,000

Scaffolding for spall repairs 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Place concrete bags at abutments 175 SF $20 $3,500 $3,500

Remove debris from center pier 1 LS $2,500 $2,500 $2,500

Subtotal $82,000 $82,000

Contingency 15.00% $12,300 $12,300

Mobilization 15.00% $12,300 $12,300

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $12,300 $8,200

Construction Subtotal $118,900 $114,800

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $23,780 $17,220

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $19,447

Total Repair Cost $162,127 $132,020

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $129,702

Local Contribution $32,425 $132,020
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Mountain Brook Parkway Over Shades Creek

MU81-37-M11.00

Bin Number 002852

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,215 $15,215 $15,215

Bridge 2108 SF $120 $252,960 $252,960

Roadway 1 LS $66,413 $66,413 $66,413

Removal of Existi ng Bridge 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Subtotal $374,589 $374,589

Contingency 20.00% $74,918 $74,918

Mobilization 5.00% $22,475 $22,475

Engineering Control 2.00% $8,990 $8,990

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $67,426 $44,951

Construction Subtotal $548,398 $525,922

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $109,680 $82,260

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $89,696

Total Replacement Cost $747,773 $608,182

Itemizatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $598,219

Local Contribution $149,555 $608,182
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Bridge: Watkins Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 002872

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Watkins Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 0002872

c, s & >

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

24 29.1 1

Simple

concrete

deck slab

No 1945 71 6 5 5 5 64.3

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge Is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Horizontal curve to the east of bridge, intersection to the west. Urban section with

narrow shoulder/gutter on north side of bridge and sidewalk on south side.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets (other than crack noted below), and curbs in good condition.

No end impact protection on stone masonry parapets. Reflectors are posted at northeast parapet end

only.

Bridge is in poor hydraulic alignment with stream, causing some scouring upstream. 96" RCP is installed

west of bridge for high flow events.

Minor scour and debris at upstream east abutment.

Several spalls with exposed aggregate and rebar. (Image 1)

Damage to abutment walls around utility pipes and anchors. (Image 2)

Minor vertical cracks in east and west abutment walls.

Northwest parapet cracked full height, near end flair.

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Watklns Road over Watklns Creek

BIN: 002872

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Recommendations:

Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab

Repair north parapet wall

Install cement bags around east upstream bend in creek.

Repair abutment spalls

Repair abutment wall cracks
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Watkins Road OverWatkins Creek

MU300-37-MB1Z.00

Bin Number 002872

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

Spall Repair 50 SF $100 $5,000 $5,000

Scaffolding for spall repairs 1 LS $20,000 $20,000 $20,000

Epoxy pressure injection of abut, cracks 20 LF $120 $2,400 $2,400

Place concrete bags at abutments 75 SF $20 $1,500 $1,500

Repair parapet 1 LS $2,000 $2,000 $2,000

Subtotal $44,900 $44,900

Contingency 15.00% $6,735 $6,735

Mobilization 25.00% $11,225 $11,225

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $6,735 $4,490

Construction Subtotal $69,595 $67,350

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $13,919 $10,103

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $11,383

Total Repair Cost $94,897 $77,453

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $75,918

Local Contribution $18,979 $77,453
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Watkins Road OverWatkins Creek

MU300-37-MB1Z.00

Bin Number 002872

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Bridge 1870 SF $120 $224,400 $224,400

Roadway 1 LS $123,000 $123,000 $123,000

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Subtotal $402,400 $402,400

Contingency 20.00% $80,480 $80,480

Mobilization 5.00% $24,144 $24,144

Engineering Control 2.00% $9,658 $9,658

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $72,432 $48,288

Construction Subtotal $589,114 $564,970

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $117,823 $84,745

Subtotal

ALDOTIndirect Cost 13.63% $96,355

Total Replacement Cost $803,292 $649,715

Itemlzation of Funds

Federal Contribution $642,633

Local Contribution $160,658 $649,715
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Canterbury Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 002873

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Canterbury Road over Watklns Creek

BIN: 002873

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Tvpe(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

23 51.4 1

Simple

concrete

deck

slab

Yes - 20

tons
1945 71 4 4 5 4 29.4

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Intersection to the west and residential driveways to the east of the bridge. Urban

section with wide sidewalks on each side of bridge.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets, and curbs in good condition. No end impact protection on

stone masonry parapets, multiple utility poles and sign structures adjacent to bridge ends (common for

urban areas).

Load posting sign matches bridge inventory.

Multiple stones missing in downstream stone masonry wingwalls, voids measured 24" to 42" deep.

Minor crack in wingwall at downstream, west abutment. Slight scour and undermining at corner of

downstream, west abutment as well. (Image 1)

1 Large, full height, and 1 minor vertical crack on east abutment wall.

Large horizontal crack along west abutment wall has been previously repair, repair in good condition.

(Image 2)

Spalls at several utility pipes through abutment walls, likely from installation methods.

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Canterbury Road over Watklns Creek

BIN:002873

G S & l»

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Observations (continued):

•  Major spalling noted on bottom of superstructure slab in multiple locations within span as well as

concentrated at abutment wall supports. (Image 3 & 4)

•  Tree at northwest wingwall has roots grown into and around stone masonry wall.

>•-

Image 3 Image 4

Recommendations:

Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab.

Place riprap or cement bags at bridge abutments where needed.

Repair voids in wing walls and abutment.

Repair cracks In abutments

Consider removing tree from northwest corner of bridge and repair wall.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Canterbury Road Over Watkins Creek

MU300-37-MB2Z.00

Bin Number 002873

Preliminary Repair Estimate

G S & P

Federallv Local Iv

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

Spail Repair 140 SF SlQO $14,000 $14,000

Scaffolding for spall repairs 1 LS $20,000 $20,000 $20,000

Epoxy pressure injection of abut, cracks 30 LF $200 $6,000 $6,000

Place concrete bags at abutments 75 SF $20 $1,500 $1,500

Wingwall repair 1 LS $2,000 $2,000 $2,000

Carbon Fiber Wrap 1182 SF $100 $118,200 $118,200

Strengthening of Abutment 1 LS $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

Subtotal $275,700 $275,700

Contingency 15.00% $41,355 $41,355

Mobilization 10.00% $27,570 $27,570

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $41,355 $27,570

Construction Subtotal $385,980 $372,195

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local) $77,196 $55,829

Subtotal

A LOOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $63,131

Total Repair Cost $526,307 $428,024

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $421,046

Local Contribution $105,261 $428,024
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment

Canterbury Road Over Watkins Creek

MU300-37-MB2Z.00

Bin Number C02873

G s & p

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Traffic Control

Bridge

Roadway

Removal of Existing Bridge

Subtotal

Contingency

Mobilization

Engineering Control

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% If Federal Funds, 10% If Local)

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (20% If Federal Funds, 15% If Local)

Subtotal

ALDOTIndlrect Cost

Total Replacement Cost

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

13.63%

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

1 LS $5,555 $5,555 $5,555

1870 SF $150 $280,500 $280,500

1 LS $129,070 $129,070 $129,070

1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

$455,125 $455,125

20.00% $91,025 $91,025

5.00% $27,308 $27,308

2.00% $10,923 $10,923

$81,923 $54,615

$666,304 $638,996

$133,261 $95,849

$108,981

$908,545 $734,846

$726,836

$181,709 $734,846
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Heathermoor Road over Watkins Creek

BIN:003828

G S & '

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

S7129
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Heathermoor Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 003828

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eva).

Suff.

Rating

46 45.3 2

Simple

concrete

deck slabs

No 1950 66 5 6 6 5 84.9

Observations:

Vertical geometry: On slight grade, drainage inlets on 3 sides of bridge.

Horizontal geometry: Bridge located in slight curve. Rural shoulder on north side of bridge, urban section

with gutter and sidewalk on southern side. Mountain Brook Elementary north of bridge site.

W beam guardrail edge treatments are substandard. South east guardrail end Is not properly anchored.

(Image 1)

Minor cracking of asphalt topping at bridge, curbs in good condition. Guardrail ends do not have standard

impact protection.

Some bricks missing on southern edge of deck, exposing edge of asphalt topping.

Multiple spalls on bottom of superstructure slab at guardrail post anchor bolts, likely from installation

methods. (Image 2)

Multiple spalls on bottom of superstructure slab with exposed aggregate and rebar.

Heavy erosion of embankment around northeast storm drain outlet.

Poorly consolidated concrete at bottom of abutments and pier, likely from construction methods.

4

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Heathermoore Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 003828

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Recommendations:

Repair spalls at bottom of superstructure slab.

Repair and replace brickwork at edge of slab.

Replace end anchor at south east guardrail end.

Remove brush and place riprap at storm drain outfall.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment

Heathermoor Road Over Watkins Creek

MU75-37-M001.00

Bin Number 003828

G S & F

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

Deck Sounding 1 LS $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

Spall Repair 50 SF $150 $7,500 $7,500

Scaffoldingfor spall repairs 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Replace guardrail end anchor 1 LS $1,500 $1,500 $1,500

Repair brickwork at edge of slab 1 LS $1,500 $1,500 $1,500

Remove brush and place riprap at outfall 1 LS $2,500 $2,500 $2,500

Subtotal $42,000 $42,000

Contingency 15.00% $6,300 $6,300

Mobilization 25.00% $10,500 $10,500

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $6,300 $4,200

Construction Subtotal $65,100 $63,000

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $16,275 $12,600

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $11,091

Total Repair Cost $92,466 $75,600

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $73,973

Local Contribution $18,493 $75,600
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G S & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Heathermoor Road Over Watkins Creek

MU7S-37-M001.00

Bin Number 003828

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Locally

Traffic Control

Bridge

Roadway

Removal of Existing Bridge

Subtotal

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

2208 SF $120 $264,960 $264,960

1 LS $123,000 $123,000 $123,000

1 LS $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

$442,960 $442,960

20.00% $88,592 $88,592

5.00% $26,578 $26,578

2.00% $10,631 $10,631

Contingency

Mobilization

Engineering Control

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local)

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (20% if Federal Funds, 15% if Local)

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost

Total Replacement Cost

Itemlzatlon of Funds

13.63%

$79,733 $53,155

$648,493 $621,916

$129,699 $93,287

$106,068

$884,260 $715,203

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

$707,408

$176,852 $715,203

May 2016 Gresham Smith and Partners 56 I P a g e



City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G S & P

Bridge: Stone River Road over Furnace Branch

BIN:007124

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Stone River Road over Furnace Branch

BIN: 007124

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

34 34.8 1

Precast

concrete

channel

spans

No 1960 5 6 6 6 6 90.3

Observations:

Vertical geometry: On slight grade, drainage structures approx. 125ft north of bridge.

Horizontal geometry: Bridge on tangent, northern approach roadway curved. Urban section on bridge.

Trailhead for Irondaie Furnace is just south of bridge.

Edge treatments (W beam, metal handrail) are substandard. Lack of end impact protection and caution

delineators at both ends.

Asphalt topping, curbs in good condition. Vegetation/debris in upstream gutter.

Guardrail in need of paint in places. Also multiple posts are bent, possibly from previous collision damage.

(Image 1)

Significant rust/corrosion on handrail anchor brackets.

Utility under bridge gathers debris/dams stream. Scour pool has formed downstream of utility (Image 2)

Minor scour noted at downstream pipe outfall.

Minor spalls on bottom of reinforced concrete beams and webs with some rebar exposed. Many spalls

appear to be from insufficient original concrete cover.

Efflorescence along and between several beam lines.

Minor cracks in abutment walls. Spalling noted at 3 of 4 wingwalls at edge of bridge interface.

IN

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Stone River Road over Furnace Branch

BIN: 007124

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Recommendations:

Repair and paint handrail anchor brackets.

Repair and paint upstream guardrail and posts on bridge.

Remove vegetation from bridge gutters.

Repair large cracks in abutments.

Repair spalls in abutment wingwalls.

Repair spalls on bottom of reinforced concrete beams and webs.

Place riprap or cement bags at pipe outlet and downstream side of utility.

Install delineator signs at bridge ends.

Note: Any utilities causing damming of the stream or gathering of debris should ideally be buried below the

bottom of streambed. It is understood that these utilities are both expensive and difficult to move. However, if

the opportunity to remedy the issue came about (i.e. repair or replacement of utility), then relocation of the pipes

below the streambed should be investigated.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Stone River Road Over Furnace Branch

MU116-37-M006.C0

Bin Number 007124

Preliminary Repair Estimate

G S & P

Federally Locally

Item Quantltv Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Repair and paint handrail anchor brackets 1 LS $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

Repair and paint upstr. guardrail and posts 50 LF $20 $1,000 $1,000

Remove vegetation from bridge gutters 1 LS $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

Epoxy pressure injection of abut, cracks 40 LF $200 $8,000 $8,000

Repair abutment spalls 20 SF $200 $4,000 $4,000

Repair beam spalls 25 SF $200 $5,000 $5,000

Scaffolding for beam repairs 1 LS $35,000 $35,000 $35,000

Place rip rap or cement bags 400 SF $20 $8,000 $8,000

Subtotal $82,000 $82,000

Contingency 15.00% $12,300 $12,300

Mobilization 10.00% $8,200 $8,200

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $12,300 $8,200

Construction Subtotal $114,800 $110,700

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $28,700 $22,140

Subtotal

ALDOTIndirect Cost 13.63% $19,559

Total Repair Cost $163,059 $132,840

Itemizatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $130,447

Local Contribution $32,612 $132,840
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
stone River Road Over Furnace Branch

MU116-37-M006.00

Bin Number 007124

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Local I v

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Bridge 1224 SF $120 $146,880 $146,880

Roadway 1 LS $55,200 $55,200 $55,200

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Subtotal $247,080 $247,080

Contingency 20.00% $49,416 $49,416

Mobilization 5.00% $14,825 $14,825

Engineering Control 2.00% $5,930 $5,930

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $44,474 $29,650

Construction Subtotal $361,725 $346,900

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $90,431 $69,380

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $61,629

Total Repair Cost $513,785 $416,280

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution $411,028

Local Contribution $102,757 $416,280
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Wilderness Road over Furnace Branch

BIN: 007129

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Wilderness Road over Furnace Branch

BIN: 007129

(; s & p

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

24 34.8 1

Precast

concrete

channel

spans

Yes-32

tons for

tri-axle,

concrete

1960 56 6 6 5 5 70

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is in sag curve, low point located approximately 50ft from end of bridge.

Roadway drainage appears to be adequate.

Horizontal geometry: Bridge in slight curve, stop condition north of the bridge, several driveways adjacent

to bridge. Urban section with guardrail at curb on east side of bridge and sidewalk on west side.

Edge treatments (W beam, metal pipe handrail) are substandard. Lack of end impact protection and

caution delineators at both ends.

Asphalt topping, curbs in good condition, deck drains open.

Load posting sign matches inventory, reason for posting is Under Designed Superstructure,

9" utility at upstream end of bridge crosses stream at flowline and gathers debris, causing some damming

of the stream.

Spalls in channel beam webs and end wails. Many spalls appear to be caused by insufficient original

concrete cover. Efflorescence noted along and between several beam lines. New bearing crack and spall

noted at Beam 1 {Image 1 & 2). Shear cracks noted on Beam 8, near abutments.

Minor vertical cracks in abutment walls. Spall at southwest end of beam seat, no rebar exposed. Minor

cracks in tops of wingwalls at bridge interface have been filled with mortar.

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Wilderness Road over Furnace Branch

BIN: 007129

G s & '

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/22/2015

Observations (continued);

• WIngwall at the southwest corner of the bridge losing fill through storm drain pipe void in wall.

•  Paint on guardrail and posts worn/flaking (Image 3). Some anchor bolts missing or bolts loose.

•  Handrail paint is weathered, tree at northwest corner of bridge has grown into side of handrail. Handrail

and wingwall show no signs of damage from tree. Significant rust/corrosion on handrail anchor brackets.

•  Scour noted at downstream pipe outfalls (Image 4).

Image 3 Image 4

Recommendations:

Superstructure replacement; new beams would allow removal of load posting.

Repair southwest wingwall at pipe outlet, repair collar and backfill with flowable fill (or similar).

Repair vertical cracks in abutment walls.

Tighten/replace loose or missing anchor bolts for guardrail/handrail posts.

Clean and paint guardrail/handrail systems (if superstructure is not replaced).

Place cement bags or rip rap at pipe outlets.

Install caution / delineator signs.

Note: Any utilities causing damming of the stream or gathering of debris should ideally be buried below the

bottom of streambed. It is understood that these utilities are both expensive and difficult to move. However, if

the opportunity to remedy the issue came about (i.e. repair or replacement of utility), then relocation of the pipes

below the streambed should be investigated.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & p

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Wilderness Road Over Furnace Branch

MU116-37-M005.00

Bin Number 007129

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $5,555 $5,555 $5,555

Superstructure spall repair 1 LS $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Epoxy pressure injection of conc. cracks 70 LF $120 $8,400 $8,400

Repair abutment spalls 15 SF $120 $1,800 $1,800

Place rip rap or cement bags 300 SF $20 $6,000 $6,000

Repair/replace guardrail post hardware 1 LS $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

Repair southwest wingwall at pipe outlet 1 LS $2,500 $2,500 $2,500

Subtotal $55,255 $55,255

Contingency 15.00% $8,288 $8,288

Mobilization 15.00% $8,288 $8,288

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $8,288 $5,526

Construction Subtotal $80,120 $77,357

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $20,030 $15,471

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $13,650

Total Repair Cost $113,801 $92,829

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

$91,040

$22,760 $92,829
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & p

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Wilderness Road Over Furnace Branch

MU116-37-M006.00

Bin Number 007129

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Traffic Control

Bridge

Roadway

Removal of Existing Bridge

Subtotal

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

1 LS $5,555 $5,555 $5,555

1224 SF $120 $146,880 $146,880

1 LS $53,725 $53,725 $53,725

1 LS $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Contingency

Mobilization

Engineering Control

20.00%

5.00%

2.00%

Construction Engineering & Inspection {15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local)

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (30% if Federal Funds, 25% if Local)

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost

Total Repair Cost

Itemlzatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

$236,160

$47,232

$14,170

$5,668

$42,509

$408,577

$102,144

$236,160

$47,232

$14,170

$5,668

$28,339

$345,738 $331,569

$103,722 $82,892

13.63% $61,261

$510,721 $414,461

$414,461
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Old Brook Trail over Little Shades Creek

BIN: 012869

G S & I*

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Old BrookTrail over Little Shades Creek

BIN:012869

G s 1'

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

42.6 23.5 2

Cont.

steel

girders

7 Tons 1983 33 6 5 5 2 25.9

Observations:

Vertical geometry; Bridge is in sag curve, low point located near west end of bridge.

Horizontal geometry: Bridge on tangent, sharp horizontal curve west of bridge. Urban section on bridge,

rural approaches.

Edge treatments (w-beam with concrete curb) are substandard. East upstream side of guardrail is bent.

Reflectors/delineators located at each end of bridge. Guardrail tapers off of bridge approaches but

lengths may not be adequate.

Concrete deck, curbs in good condition, deck drains open.

Load posting sign matches inventory.

Steel beams show several different mill stamps (Cambria, Lackawanna, Carnegie, Tennessee USA) possibly

indicating different grades and ages of beams were used.

General corrosion on all beams at the abutments (Image 1)

Beam 2 - Section loss at center pier

Beam 3 - Field splice approx. 6' from west abutment

Beam 4 - Cover plate added on bottom flange in good condition, minor corrosion at connection plates at

center pier, (image 2)

Beam 5 - Top flange has some section loss near east abutment. Heavy pitting in west span. (Image 3)

MM

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Old Brook Trail over Little Shades Creek

BIN: 012869

Observations fcontinued):

G s & '

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Beam 6 and 7 - Corrosion and section loss on bottom flange of east span.

Crack in center pier strip footing and broken cross brace.

Scour at upstream center pier with minor debris build up.

Large crack at upstream west abutment. (Image 4) Vibration of beams observed in area of crack. Full

height crack at center of west abutment.

Roadside drainage ditch causing scour at upstream west abutment.

i.-. ^ V:- ' /

Image 3 Image 4

Recommendations:

Repair cracks in west abutment and damaged end wall (fix vibration issue).

Clear debris from center pier.

Place concrete bags around center pier upstream.

Riprap stormwater pipe outfall at downstream east corner of bridge.

Riprap slope of roadside drainage ditch that flows to upstream west abutment.

Full bridge replacement.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Old Brook Trail over Little Shades Creek

MU114-37-M002.00

Bin Number 012869

Preliminary Interim Repair Estimate (prior to bridge replacement)

Federallv Locally

Item Quantltv Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Repair crack in west abutment 1 LS $7,500 $7,500 $7,500

Clear debris from center pier 1 LS $500 $500 $500

Rip rap downstream pipe outfall 100 SF $20 $2,000 $2,000

Rip rap drainage ditch slope 250 SF $20 $5,000 $5,000

Subtotal $15,000 $15,000

Contingency 15.00% $2,250 $2,250

Mobilization 5.00% $750 $750

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $2,250 $1,500

Construction Subtotal $20,250 $19,500

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $5,063 $3,900

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $3,450

Total Estimated Repair Cost $28,763 $23,400

Itemlzatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $23,010

Local Contribution $5,753 $23,400
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Old Brook Trail over Little Shades Creek

MU114-37-M(X)2.00

Bin Number 012869

Preliminary Replacement Estimate

Federally Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $5,555 $5,555 $5,555

Bridge 1696 SF $110 $186,560 $186,560

Roadway 1 LS $131,690 $131,690 $131,690

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $20,000 $20,000 $20,000

Subtotal $343,805 $343,805

Contingency 20.00% $68,761 $68,761

Mobilization 5.00% $20,628 $20,628

Engineering Control 2.00% $8,251 $8,251

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $66,217 $44,145

Construction Subtotal $507,662 $485,590

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $126,916 $97,118

Utility Relocation Cost

ROW Acquisition Cost $52,400 $52,400

Subtotal $686,978 $635,108

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $93,635

Total Estimated Replacement Cost $780,613 $635,108

Itemlzatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $624,490

Local Contribution $156,123 $635,108
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment (; s & p

Bridge: Montevallo Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 020502

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Montevallo Road over Watkins Creek

BIN:020502

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date; 10/23/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

33 52 1

Precast

concrete

channel

spans

No 2011 5 8 8 8 9 77.7

Observations:

Vertical geometry: Bridge is located on a slight grade.

Horizontal geometry: Bridge on tangent, urban section with narrow shoulder/gutter on north side of

bridge and sidewalk on south side.

Asphalt topping, stone masonry parapets, and curbs in good condition. No end impact protection on

stone masonry parapets. No caution/delineator signs at 3 out of 4 bridge corners.

Minor vertical cracks in both abutment walls.

Minor spalls in precast concrete Double Tees around anchor bolt holes. (Image 1)

Efflorescence between upstream beams, concentrated between beams 1/2 and 2/3 (Image 2)

Minor scour at stormwater outfalls (Image 3) and at end of west wingwall.

Open joint noted between Double Tee and abutment backwall at northwest corner of bridge. (Image 4)

Image 1 Image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Montevallo Road over Watkins Creek

BIN: 020502

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Observations (continued):

Image 3 Image 4

Recommendations;

•  Place riprap or concrete bags at stormwater pipe outfalls and end of wingwall

•  Seal joint between Double Tee and backwall

•  Install caution/delineator signs or reflectors at ends of each parapet.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Montevello road over Watkins Creek

MU300-37-MB03.00

Bin Number 020502

Preliminary Repair Estimate

Federally Locallv

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

Place rip rap or cement bags 250 SF $20 $5,000 $5,000

Seal joint at abutment backwall 1 LS $500 $500 $500

Install reflectors/delineators at bridge ends 3 EA $250 $750 $750

Subtotal $11,250 $11,250

Contingency 15.00% $1,688 $1,688

Mobilization 30.00% $3,375 $3,375

;Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $1,688 Sl,125

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local)

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost

Total Repair Cost

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

13.63%

$18,000

$4,500

$17,438

$3,600

$3,067

$25,567 $21,038

$20,453

$5,113 $21,038
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Caldweli Mill Road over Little Shades Creek

BIN: No BIN

G s & '

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Bridge: Caldwell Mill Road over Little Shades Creek

BIN: No BIN

G S & P

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Struct.

Length

(ft.)

Deck

Width

(ft.)

No.

of

Spans

Span

Type(s)
Posted Built Age

Substr.

Rating

Superstr.

Rating

Deck

Rating

Struct.

Eval.

Suff.

Rating

16 17.3 1
Steel

stringers
4Tons Unk. Unk 6 5 6 - -

Observations:

Construction date and age of bridge Is unknown. No bridge plans or construction records available.

Vertical geometry: Bridge is In sag curve, low point located just south of bridge.

Horizontal geometry: Sharp horizontal curve. Single lane bridge.

W beam edge treatment is substandard, downstream rail has major collision damage (Image 1 & 2).

Asphalt topping, upstream timber curb in fair condition. Downstream timber curb and guardrail has

collision damage (Image 1 & 2). No end Impact protection at north end of bridge. Caution / delineator

signs posted at three of the four bridge corners.

Load posting sign matches inventory.

Large scour pool noted downstream of bridge. Isolated, 3.5 ft. deep, scour undermining noted at south

and north abutment. Stream channel is restricted approximately 10 to 15 ft. at bridge crossing.

Tire swing hanging from bottom of bridge.

Timber planks in good condition.

Beams 2, 3, 4, and 5 have 1" holes in the web at 1/3 span points.

Beam 1 - Multiple holes in top and bottom of flange. Heavy corrosion at south abutment.

Beam 2 - Minor corrosion noted.

Beam 4 - Multiple drilled holes in top and bottom flanges.

Beam 6 - Top flange corrosion at midspan with minor section loss.

Image 1 image 2
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment

Inspectors: Sam Wade, Tim Dow

Inspection Date: 10/23/2015

Bridge: Caldwell Mill Road over Little Shades Creek

BIN: No BIN

Observations (continued):

•  Beam 7 - Section loss (Vz" to 1") of top flange at midspan (Image 3). Multiple 1" holes in flanges. Severe

section loss of flange and web at south abutment. (Image 4)

•  Minor crack In south abutment

Image 3

Recommendations:

Image 4

Repair and Replace west guardrail and posts.

Replace west timber curb.

Remove tire swing.

Consider installing timber curbs/delineators to narrow travel way and slow drivers down.

Add Caution and/or Slow signs to approaches.

Place rip rap or cement sand bags at abutments.

Full bridge replacement.
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment

Caldwell Mill Road over Little Shades Creek

No Bin Number

Preliminary Interim Repair Estimate (prior to bridge replacement)

Federally Locally

Item Quantity Unit Cost Per Unit Funded Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $2,500 $2,500 $2,500

Mobilization 1 LS $2,500 $2,500 $2,500

Replace timber curb 18 LF $32 $576 $576

Remove tire swing 1 LS $100 $100 $100

Install Caution/Slow signs 4 EA $250 $1,000 $1,000

Repair and Replace west guardrail/posts 1 LS $7,500 $7,500 $7,500

Place rip rap or cement sand bags at abut. 200 SF $20 $4,000 $4,000

Subtotal $18,176 $18,176

Contingency 15.00% $2,726 $2,726

Mobilization 5.00% $909 $909

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15% if Federal Funds, 10% if Local) $2,726 $1,818

Construction Subtotal $24,538 $24,538

Engineering (25% if Federal Funds, 20% if Local) $6,134 $4,908

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63% $3,344

Total Estimated Repair Cost $34,016 $29,445

Itemizatlon of Funds

Federal Contribution $27,213

Local Contribution $6,803 $29,445
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Caldwell Mill Road Over Little Shades Creek

No Bin Number

Preliminary Replacement Estimate Option 1

Locally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $5,555 $5,555.25

Bridge 1580 SF $110 $173,800

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $15,000 $15,000

Roadway 1 LS $69,267 $69,267

Subtotal $263,623

Contingency 20.00% $52,725

Mobilization 5.00% $15,817

Engineering Control 2.00% $6,327

Construction Engineering & Inspection (10%) $33,849

Construction Subtotal $372,340

Engineering (20%) $74,468

Utility Relocation Cost $13,200

ROW Acquisition Cost

Total Estimated Replacement Cost $460,009

Itemization of Funds

Local Contribution $460,009

Option 1- Locally funded option to replace bridge on same alignment
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City of Mountain Brook

Bridge Assessment G s & P

Mountain Brook Bridge Assessment
Caldwell Mill Road Over Little Shades Creek

No Bin Number

Preliminary Replacement Estimate Option 2

Federally

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Funded

Traffic Control 1 LS $5,555 $5,555

Bridge 2400 SF $110 $264,000

Removal of Existing Bridge 1 LS $15,000 $15,000

Roadway 1 LS $206,778 $206,778

Subtotal

Contingency

Mobilization

Engineering Control

Construction Engineering & Inspection (15%)

20.00%

5.00%

2.00%

$491,334

$98,267

$24,567

$9,827

$93,599

Construction Subtotal

Engineering (20%)

Utility Relocation Cost

ROW Acquisition Cost

$717,593

$143,519

$13,200

$72,000

Subtotal

ALDOT Indirect Cost 13.63%

$946,311

$128,982

Total Estimated Replacement Cost $1,075,293

Itemization of Funds

Federal Contribution

Local Contribution

$860,235

$215,059

Option 2 - Federally funded option to replace bridge on new alignment that satisfies federal design guidelines
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From: Bailey, Alicia rmailto:abailev@sain.com1
Sent; Wednesday, June 01, 2016 2:56 PM
To: Sam Gaston

Subject: RE: Item

See attached for what we submitted in March. Nothing has changed since then. If the City approves, It

has to be forwarded to ALDOT for their review. We will not contract until ALDOT approves.

As we discussed several months ago, there are several risks associated with the project:

•  We are proceeding based on that Aiternative 1 from the pianning study is the preferred aiternative. If the
public rejects this concept or requires changes to it, it most likely will affect our scope and fee.

•  We are proceeding with preparing a Categorical Exclusion environmental document. This Is based on
ALDOT's guidance. However, FHWA is the ultimate decision maker on this and ALDOT will not allow us to
meet with FHWA until after the project gets started. If the level of environmental document changes, we will
have to re-scope the project.

•  Check page 27 of the PDF (second paragraph) about historic buildings and Cemetery. Hopefully these
are not issues, but they are a potential risk.

From: Sam Gaston fmailto:Qastons@mtnbroQk.orQl

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 11:00 AM
To: Bailey, Alicia
Subject: RE: Item

Send me a proposal.

Sam S.Gaston

City Manager
City of Mountain Brook, AL.
56 Church Street

P.O. Box 130009

Mountain Brook AL. 35213

(205) 802-3803 Phone

(205) 870-3577 Fax

From: Bailey, Alicia fmailto:aballev@sain.coml
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 10:05 AM
To: Bittas, Andre V.; Sam Gaston
Cc: Virginia smith; LastValhalla@aol.com
Subject: RE: Item

Sam, what else is needed in order to submit Sain's scope and mandays to ALDOT? It usually takes

months for ALDOT to perform their review.

From: Bittas, Andre V. rmailto:Andre.Bittas@birminahamal.aov1
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 10:04 AM
To: Sam Gaston

Cc: Virginia smith; LastValhalla@aoi.com: Bailey, Alicia
Subject: Re: Item



Sam, the City council approved the agreement this morning.

Andre

On May 25, 2016, at 1:49 PM, Sam Gaston <eastonsfQ)mtnbrook.org> wrote:

Many thanks!!

Sam S.Gaston

City Manager
City of Mountain Brook, AL.
56 Church Street

P.O. Box 130009

Mountain Brook AL. 35213

(205) 802-3803 Phone

(205) 870-3577 Fax

From: Bittas, Andre V. rmaiito:Andre.Bittas{a)birmlnQhamal.Qov'|
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 1:46 PM
To: Sam Gaston

Cc: Hawkins, Fred T.
Subject: RE; Item

Sam,

Committee approved the project. We will send it to the full Council for approval in 2 weeks.

Andre'

From: Sam Gaston rmailto:gastons(^,mtnbrook.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2016 6:19 AM
To: Bittas, Andre V. <Andre.Bittas(^bimiinghamal.gov>

Cc: Hawkins, Fred T. <Fred.Hawkins(^bin-ninghamal.gov>

Subject: Re: Item

Thank you very much!

Sent from my iPhone

Sam Gaston

On May 19, 2016, at 6:11 AM, Bittas, Andre V. <Andre.Bittas(5)birmlnghamal.gov> wrote:

We will. I apologize for taking that long. It's a great project and looking forward to working with you.

Andre

On May 18, 2016, at 9:26 PM, Sam Gaston <gastons(S)mtnbrook.org> wrote:



Perhaps you and Andre can attend and speak in favor of it.

Sent from my iPhone

Sam Gaston

On May 18, 2016, at 7:56 PM, Hawkins, Fred T. <Fred.Hawkins@birminghamal.gov> wrote:

Great. No didn't see it!

Sent from my iPhone

On May 18, 2016, at 4:46 PM, Sam Gaston <gastons@mtnbrook.org> wrote:

FYI about the roundabout project.

Sam 8.Gaston

City Manager
City of Mountain Brook, AL.
56 Church Street

P.O. Box 130009

Mountain Brook AL. 35213

(205) 802-3803 Phone

(205) 870-3577 Fax

From: Kidd, Cheryl ("mailto:Cheryl.Kidd(5)birminohamal.aovl
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 4:38 PM
To: Sam Gaston

Subject: Item

Sorry for the delay, the item is on Budget and Finance on Monday. Will keep you posted or you

welcome to come. Starts at4:00 p.m. Thanks.

CHERYL ANDERSON KIDD, J.D., MBA
Council Administrator

Birmingham City Council
710 North 20th Street

Birmingham, Alabama 35203
(C) (205) 335-3895

(O) (205) 254-2294

chervl.kldd(a)birmlnQhamal.aov

www.birmlnQhamalcltvcouncll.orQ

Twitter! Youtube|Instaaram I Facebook



SAIN
associates
ENGINEERING BEHES PARTNERSHIPS

March 1,2016

Mr, Sam Goston

City Manager
City of Mountain Brook
56 Church Street

Mountain Brook, AL 35213

Subject: Cahoba Rood/Hwy 280/Lane Pork Rood/Culver Road Roundabout
Mountain Brook, Alabama

SA# 15-0034

Dear Sam,

Please accept this letter as a general understanding of the scope of work for the above referenced
project. Attached are the estimated mandays for your review and approval.

General Project Understanding
As part of Soin's feasibility study prepared for the City of Birmingham, City of Mountain Brook, and
ALDOT, Sain prepared several alternatives to improve the capacity and operations at the Cahoba
Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road/Culver Road intersection. The alternative with the most efficient
operations was Alternative 1 (concept is attached to this proposal), a large roundabout at the
Cahabo Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road intersection and a mini-roundabout at Culver Road, At the
completion of the feasibility study, we deemed Alternative 1 to most adequately address the
purpose and need of the project.

In our recent discussions with ALDOT, we understand Alternative 1 can proceed forward as the
"preferred alternative"; however there is a certain amount of risk in doing so as we discussed with you
in our meeting on February 2, 2016. The environmental phase of the project will begin with a kick-off
meeting with FHWA and ALDOT, FHWA is the approving agency and will determine the level of
environmental document for this project. Based on ALDOT's guidance, the project is being scoped
for a Categorical Exclusion environmental document. If FHWA deems an Environmental Assessment
and additional alternative evaluations be performed, the project will be required to be re-scoped.
Sain Associates and our subconsuitants are scoping this project based on the Alternative 1 concept
attached to this proposal, in the event the public rejects the proposed roundabout layout that result
in either changes to this concept or further evaluation of other alternatives, additional services or re-
scoping of this project may be necessary. Neither ALDOT nor Sain feels these risks are great enough
to warrant a different approach to scoping this project.

Our understanding is as follows:
•  The project will progress on the typical path for a City sponsored project with ALDOT, Reviews

will be performed by ALDOT, although a sit-down 30% review meeting will not be conducted
and is not included in this scope of work.
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•  A concept overlaid on the topographic survey will be prepared for the public involvement
meeting. This concept will be reviewed by the City and ALDOT and will serve as the 30%
submittal.

•  Since the roundabout will cause impact to the Zoo and Botanical Gardens properties, which
are considered Section 4(f) properties, the environmental document must satisfy the
requirements of Section 4(f) environmental permitting. At this time we believe there is
adequate support for a De Minimus finding and approval by FHWA. It is expected to take 3-12
months to obtain approval of the Section 4(f) De Minimus.

•  The roundabout will be designed using AASHTO standards and the ALDOT Roundabout
Manual.

•  The roundabout will include accommodations for bicycles and pedestrians and will connect
these accommodations to other planned projects adjacent to the intersection. Sain will
coordinate with the other consultants performing work In the area. Including Gresham Smith
and Partners on the sidewalk along the Highway 280 ramp, Goodwyn Mills and Cawood and
Skipper Consulting on the Lone Parke development, and Walter Shoel Engineering on the
drainage design as it relates to the FEMA study they prepared as It is our understanding the
closed storm sewer pipe network and culverts require upsizing to meet the flows calculated in
their study.

•  Sain will contract Michael Wallwork, Roundabout Expert, to assist with the layout of the
roundabout. His services will include updating the traffic analysis originally performed in the
feasibility study, assisting with updating the conceptual layout, phasing of the construction,
and providing quality control throughout the course of the design.

•  The roundabout will have impact to existing utilities and will require relocations to be
coordinated with the associated utility companies, it is typical for utility companies to prepare
their own relocation plans; therefore, we have not Included utility design in this scope of work.
Once the utility companies provide Sain with their relocation plans, their relocations will be
drawn on our plans to confirm all conflicts are addressed.

•  The roundabout will require additional Right of Way to be acquired, it is estimated 6 tracts of
either permanent Right of Way or temporary construction easement will be acquired.

Our charge under this project includes preparation of an environmental document, surveying
services. Right of Way documents, and roadway plans. The design will include the following:

Environmental Document

Sain Associates will prepare a Categorical Exclusion Checklist. In the event it is determined a more
comprehensive level of document is required for environmental clearance, a supplemental
agreement will need to be executed as part of the scope of this project. Preparation of the
Categorical Exclusion Checklist shall include the preparation for and attendance at the Federal
Highway Administration Kickoff meeting. The Categorical Exclusion Checklist document shall consist
of evaluating:

A. Project Area Description, Project Purpose and Need, and Proposed Project Description
B. Land Use

C. Socioeconomic Impacts
D. Ecological Impacts

a. A threatened and endangered species study will be performed. A copy of the letter
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife stating the threatened and endangered species which might
exist in the project is attached to this proposal. If this initial study Identifies that a suitable
habitat for any of the listed species exists in the project area, further study will be
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required under a supplemental agreement to this contract. A sub consultant will be
required to evaluate threatened and endangered species (see attached proposal
from Bhate Environmental)

E. Natural Features/Resources Impacts
a. A sub consultant will be required to evaluate Wetland Impacts (see attached scope

and mandays from Bhate Environmental)
b. A sub consultant will be required to evaluate Air Quality (see attached scope from

Bhate Environmental)
c. A sub consultant will be required to evaluate Noise Impacts (see attached proposal

from ATC)

F. Cultural Resources Impacts/Section 4(f) Findings
a. A sub consultant will be required to evaluate Historic Properties and Archaeological

Sites (see attached proposal from MRS Consulting)
b. Right of Way will be acquired from publically owned properties (the Birmingham Zoo

and the Birmingham Botanical Gardens). These properties are considered Section 4(f)
properties. Discussions with ALDOT Indicate that this project Is considered a De Minimus
use and further evaluation of various Improvement alternatives Is not required. In the
event It Is determined otherwise, a supplemental agreement will need to be executed
as part of the scope of this project.

G. Hazardous Materials

a. A sub consultant will be required to evaluate Hazardous Materials sites (see attached
scope from Bhate Environmental)

H. Permits Required
I. Public Involvement Phase

a. A project informational packet along with mapping will be provided to ALDOT-ETS for their
use in performing Early Coordination with ali applicable parties.

b. A pubilc involvement meeting will be prepared for and attended by Sain. Sain will
prepare a flyer for the City's use in advertising the meeting. ALDOT will be responsible for
advertising the meeting in the newspaper. The purpose of this meeting is to show the
project layout and seek public comment. The Alternative 1 concept overlaid on the
topographic survey will be presented at the meeting. This concept will be referred to as
the "preferred" layout as It best satisfies the purpose and need of the project. Comments
submitted at this meeting will be summarized and analyzed.

Surveying Services
Sain Associates will perform a Topographic and RIght-of-Way survey at the intersection of Lane Park
Road, Culver Road, and Cahaba Road, in the City of Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama.
The limits of topographic survey are listed as follows and depicted on the attached Site Map.
•  Beginning at the intersection of Cahaba Road and Lane Park Road and running Northwesterly

along Cahaba Road for approximately 650' (feet). The coverage area will extend to the
Northeast and Southwest RIght-of-Way of Cahaba Road.

•  Beginning at the Intersection of Cahaba Road and Lane Park Road and running Southeasterly
along Cahaba Road for approximately 350' (feet). The coverage area will extend to the
Northeast and Southwest RIght-of-Way of Cahaba Road.

•  Beginning at the Intersection of Cahaba Road and Lane Park Road and running Northerly
along Lane Park Road for approximately 450' (feet). The coverage area will extend to the
East and West RIght-of-Way of Lane Park Road.
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•  Beginning at the Intersection of Cahaba Road and the Entrance Ramp to Highway 280/Elton
B. Stephens Expressway and running Southwesterly along Entrance Ramp for approximately
800' (feet). The coverage area will extend to the North and South RIght-of-Way of the
Entrance Ramp to Highway 280/Elton B. Stephens Expressway.

•  Beginning at the Intersection of Cahaba Road and Culver Road and running Easterly along
Culver Road for approximately 200' (feet). The coverage area will extend to the North and
South RIght-of-Way of Culver Road

•  In the Northwest corner of the Intersection of Cahaba Road and the Entrance Ramp to
Highway 280/Elton B. Stephens Expressway the limits will extend Northwesterly for
approximately 125' (feet) outside the RIght-of-Way. (The Birmingham Zoo Property).

The scope of work for the above limits will Include the following:

Prior to beginning work, property owner notification letters will be sent to any property owner within or
adjacent to the project corridor.

A basic control survey will be performed by the CONSULTANT to locate and Identify horizontal and
vertical control points which will provide control In the project corridor and will be the basis of
subsequent work. Since this Is a City sponsored project, the horizontal and vertical control to be
utilized during this survey will not be established using ALDOT procedures as described In the ALDOT
survey manual. In addition benchmarks will be monumented at Intervals not to exceed 1000 feet
along the project corridor.

Contours will be shown at 1-foot Intervals and based from USGS datum. Spot elevations will be shown
in flat areas. A benchmark will be set on site. We will show visible utilities as marked by the Alabama
One Call System. Please note that utility locators contracted with the Alabama One Call System
often refuse to mark utilities outside the limits of public RIght-of-Way. We will coordinate with the Zoo
to provide utility plans or mark their utilities that may exist In the project area on their property. Visible
drainage structures will be shown Indicating top and Invert elevations as weii as type and size of
pipes. Visible Improvements will be shown Including buildings, walls, fences, sidewalks, curbs, parking
areas, paved areas, and landscaped areas. Please note that In wooded areas tree lines will be
shown In place of Individual trees.

Sain Associates will perform the necessary courthouse research and tie sufficient front property
corners of properties within the project corridor In order to graphically plot property lines. The survey
will show ownership, deed book, and page number(s) from the latest recorded deed, and any
property monumentation located In the field.

In addition, prior to construction beginning, we will stake the project centerllne in the field (one (1)
time). Rebar with plastic caps or nails with plastic washers will be set on the centerllne cardinal points
(PCs, PTs, Pis...) and wood stakes or paint will be marked at 60' Stations.

Sain /^soclates will also collect the coordinates of the bore hole locations performed by Bhate
Geosclences for Inclusion in their geotechnlcal report.
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Right of Way Services
Upon completion of the survey and the completion of design plans, we will prepare a Right-of-Way
map, legal descriptions and tract sketches, for Right-of-Way acquisitions and / or temporary
construction easements. The Right-of-Way acquisitions and/or temporary construction easements will
be for a maximum of six (6) properties situated within the project corridor. The Right-of-Way map,
tract sketches, and deeds will be prepared to ALDOT standards and wiii be provided to ALDOT and
City of Mountain Brook for their use in preparing Right-of-Way estimates, appraisals, and obtaining
the required takings and / or temporary construction easements.

Traffic
Sain Associates will collect Intersection turning movement traffic counts on a typical weekday during
the morning, midday, and afternoon peak hours (7am-9am, llam-lpm, and 4pm-6pm) at the
Intersection of US-280 connector and Cahaba Road/Lane Park Road/Culver Road. We will also
collect 96-hour bidirectional traffic Information (volume, classification, and speed) on US-280
connector. Lane Park Road, Culver Road, and Cahaba Road (north and south of the Intersection).
The cost to collect traffic information is Included In our fee proposal.
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Sain Associates will determine historical traffic volume growth from available traffic information
(traffic counts, travel demand model output, etc.) at or near the intersection, and use the
information to develop an annual growth rate. We will coordinate with the reviewing agencies to
gain concurrence on our growth rate determination methodology and results. We will apply the
annual growth rate to the traffic volumes we collected in order to forecast 20-year design traffic
volumes for the roundabout intersection.

An updated capacity analysis will be conducted with the traffic volumes.

Roadway Contract Plans
Sain Associates will provide contract plans for the above mentioned intersection modification. Our
scope of work is as follows:

A. The development of the plans will follow the procedure as outlined by the Alabama
Department of Transportation for a City Transportation project.

B. Sain Associates will prepare Hydraulic Designs and Supporting Calculations according to
approved chapters of the STATE Hydraulic Manual, otherwise. In the absence of direction for
the STATE Hydraulic Manual, in conformity with provisions of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Hydraulic Circulars.

C. Sain Associates will, without compromising safety, select the hydraulic design that is most cost
effective from a selection of practicable design alternatives. Designs will comply with the
requirements of the FHWA, STATE, City, or Local Community, whichever is most stringent.

D. The project Plan Assembly will include title, summary of quantities, typical sections, cross
sections, drainage sections, plan and profile sheets, and all other sheets required for receipt of
bids for work including grading, drainage, base and paving, signing, striping, and erosion and
sediment controi. Plans will also Include a traffic control plan. Drainage structure information
will be placed on the plans according to Chapter 2 of the STATE Hydraulic Manual, unless
otherwise specified. The plans will show all existing topographical features, natural and man-
made, surface and subsurface facilities for the proposed project limits. The contract plans will
be completed in detail for all construction in accordance with current design practices of the
STATE. Basic computations will be made for alignment and for layout of intersections.

E. Drainage Section drawings will be provided for oil proposed drains, along the project
centerline and within the project work limits. Stream bed data acquired from a field survey
should be used where applicable to establish and depict the stream bed slope, the drain Inlet,
the drain outlet, and the profile configuration of the ditch or channel as it ties in to the drain.

F. Prepare designs and detaiied contract plans at a horizontal scale of 1 "=50' and vertical scale
of 1"=5', or OS otherwise approved, completely dimensioned for roadway construction,
together with drainage and intersection layouts.

G. Sain Associates will provide existing utility base sheets to be a port of the respective final plan
assembly. Sain Associates has not included relocation plans for any utilities. If other plans are
required, these can be provided under a supplemental services agreement.

H. ALDOT will prepare appraisals and acquire any required easements or R.O.W. for the City,
I. Prepare estimates of quantities and construction cost for contract plans, itemized and

properly symbolized in accordance with the Standard Specifications using unit prices as
supplied or approved by the STATE on projects of comparable work in the general area of the
property, if available.

J. Sain Associates will prepare plans according to the ALDOT Plans Preparation Manual.
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K. A concept plan of the roundabout will be submitted to the City and ALDOT for approval. This
submittol will serve as the 30% review and a formal meeting at this stage will not be
conducted.

L. A Plan in Hand and PS&E plan review meetings will be conducted with the Client and the
Alabama Department of Transportation. Construction cost estimates will be furnished with
PS&E, Construction Bureau, and Office Engineer plan submittals.

M. The applicable provisions of ALDOT Standard Specifications for Highway Construction, Latest
Edition, will apply to all work performed by Sain Associates under this AGREEMENT and Sain
Associates wili prepare supplementai specifications and special provisions for any needed
items not covered by ALDOT Standard Specifications for Highway Construction, Latest Edition.

N. Sain Associates will prepare a storm water permit and CBMPP document for the City to obtain
a permit from ADEM.

Geotechnicol Services

See attached proposal from Bhote Geosciences.

Landscaping Design Plans
Nimrod Long and Associates will assist in the conceptual layout of the sidewalk and preparation of
the landscaping plans. See attached proposal from Nimrod Long and Associates.

Lighting Design Plans
See attached proposal from SSOE Group.

Exclusions

The following services ore not Included, but can be performed under a supplemental agreement if
deemed necessary: preparation of educatlonai material for how to drive a roundabout or warning of
a changed driving condition, calculating or setting of property corners, researching or drawing
existing easements, staking or setting of right of way points or irons, setting of metal caps for control or
centerline points, ALTA/ACSM or Boundary survey, potholing of utilities, subsurface utility exploration
(SUE), additional reviews by ALDOT other than those cited In this proposal, or acquisition or appraisals.

Anticipated cost for design of intersection improvements: $509.580
Fee breakdown Is as follows:

Environmental Document (Including subconsultants) $74,388
Topographic Survey $41,960
Right of Way Map, Tract Sketches, and Deeds $12,765
Roadway Contract Plans (including subconsultants) $380,467
Reimbursable expenses are included in the fee.
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If this scope meets with your approval, please forward to ALDOT for their review and approval. If you
require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Alicia Bailey, P.E. James A. Meads, P.E.
Project Manager/Team Leader President/CEO
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3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation

DRAFT

3:29 PM

Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

GRAND TOTAL OF FEE PROPOSAL

Categorical Exclusion $74,388

Field Surveys $41,960

Preliminary Roadway Plans SO

Preliminary Bridge Plans SO

Right-of-Way Map, Tract Sketches and Deeds $12,765

Roadway Plans $380,467

Bridge Plans SO

GRAND TOTAL FEE $509,580

Combined overhead rate (%) »»»»»»»>

Facilities Capital Cost of Money {if used)»»»

LABOR RATES

183.62

0.56

Classification Daily Rate
Proiect Manager $360.96

Engineer $434.88

Environmental $446.80

Engineering Technician/CADD $266.06

Environmental Technician $250.00

Clerical $188.98

PLS $313.84

Survey Crew $474.56

**Certification of Out-of-Pocket Expenses:

If Out-of-Pocket Expenses are included in this proposal, we hereby certify that these costs are not
included in the Combined Overhead Rate and are typically invoiced to all clients as a direct job cost.

Signed Date

Position/Title

Form Revised 7-30-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 260/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION Engineer | Engineer. Tech. I Environment I Environ. Tech. Clerical

Task A; Mapping and Background Information

A-1 Coordination with Various Agencies 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00

A-2 Prepare Purpose and Need Statement and Project Description 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.00

A-3 Create Project Location Map for Early Coordination 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00

A-4 Review Alternatives (Build and No Build) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.00

A-5 Prepare Narrative Discussing Preferred Alternative 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.00

A-6 Prepare for and Attend FHWA kick-off meeting 0.25 0.00 1.25 1.25 0.25

Task ATotals 2.S0 0.00 3.75 2.50 0.25

Task B: Section 4(f) De Minimis

B-1 Prepare Section 4(f) De Minimis Narrative 0.50 0.00 2.00 1.50 0.00

B-2 Submit for Review and Approval by Agencies 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.25

B-3 Address Comments and Submit Final 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.25

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Task B Totals 0.75 0.00 2.75 2.00 0.50

Task C: Public Involvement

C-1 Prepare Information for Public Involvement Meeting 1.00 0.50 1.50 2.50 1.50

C-2 Attend Public Involvement Meeting 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

C-3 Summarize and Analyze Public Involvement Meeting Comments 0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00 0.50

Task C Totals 2.50 1.50 3.00 4.50 2.00

Task D: Categorical Exclusion

D-1 Prepare Categorical Exclusion Checklist/Submit for Review 0.50 0.00 2.00 1.00 0.25

D-2 Address Review Comments/Submit for Final Review and Approval 0.25 0.00 1,00 0.50 0.25

Task D Totals 0.75 0.00 3.00 1.50 0.50

TOTALS 6.50 1.50 12.50 10.50 1.25

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 28Q/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Fee Proposal (Categorical Exclusion)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days X Daily Rate

Project Manager (10% of Eng. & Env.) 1.90 $  360.96 $  685.82

Engineer 6.50 $  434.88 $  2,826.72

Engineering Technician/CADD 1.50 $  266.06 $  399.09

Environmental 12.50 $  446.80 $  5,585.00

Environmental Technician 10.50 $  250.00 $  2,625.00

Clerical 1.25 $  188.98 $  236.23

Total Direct Labor $  12,357.86

Combined Overhead (%) 183.62 $  22,691.50

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $  584.05

Sub-Total $  35,633.41

Operating Margin (10%) $  3,563.34

Sub-Total $  39,196.75

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)

MRS, Inc (Cultural Resources) $  5,100.00

Bhate Environmental (T&E, Stream/Wetland, Haz Mat, Air) $  16,500.00

ATC (Noise) $  11,850.00

$

$

$
Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $  1,672.50

Sub-Total $  74,319.25

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.56 $  69.20

TOTAL FEE $  74,388.45

"See Grand Total Fee sheet

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Out-of-pocket Expenses (Categorical Exclusion)

TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mile Total

FHWA KIckoff Meeting 1 195 $0,540 $  105.30

Site Visit 2 20 $0,540 $  21.60

Public involvement Meeting 1 10 $0,540 $  5.40

0 0 $0,540 $
Total Mileage Cost $  132.30

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 1 2 $11.25 $  22.50

Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $
Travel allowance (overnight)"** 0 0 $75.00 $

$
Total Subsistence Cost $  22.50

Total Travel Cost $  154.80

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

Color Roll Maps for FHWA Kickoff Meeting 2 1 2 $  12.00 $  24.00

Section 4(f) De Minimis Submittal 15 5 75 $  0.25 $  18.75

CE Checklist Draft Submittal 15 15 225 $  0.25 $  56.25

CE Checklist Final Submittal 15 15 225 $  0.25 $  56.25

Color Roll Maps for Public Involvement Meeting 2 1 2 $  12.00 $  24.00

0 0 0 $ $
Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $  179.25

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc. Total

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

Shipping and Handling for Submittals $  250.00

Other (provide description on next line) Total

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses 584.05

Comments:

*You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

FIELD SURVEY PLS Crew Tech/CADD Clerical

Based on a 0 Man Crew

Task A: Mobilization and Basic Control Survey

A-1 Mobilize/Demobilize 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.00

A-2 Contact Property Owners 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.50

A-3 Perform Basic Control Survey and set capped rebar 0.25 1.50 0.00 0.00

A <1 Conduct On sito Inspection

Task A Totals 1.50 2.00 0.00 0.50

Task B: Project Alignment and Profile
B-1 Run Closure of Basic Control Survey/Prepare Closure Diagram 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00

B-2 Establish Centerline and set Pis, PCs, and PTs/Obtain Ground Profile 1.00 1.50 0.25

B-3 Obtain Topographic Data 1.00 8.00 4.00 0.00

Task B Totals 2.50 9.50 4.25 0.00

Task C: Supplemental Control Surveys and Data Gathering

C-1- Traverse Cross-Roads and Railroads

C-2 Stream-TQpography &-Gross-SeGtions/Complete HYD-100& 101 Forms 0.25 1.00

C-3-Define Drainage-Areas/Prepare-SchematiG-Qpainage-Map

C-^ Obtain Cross Sections at 20 MeteMntorvals and Ground Broak Points

Form Revised 1-3-13
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FIELD SURVEY PLS Crew Tech/CADD Clerical

Task C Totals 0.25 0.00 1.00 0.00

Task D: Utility Surveys, Drainage Sections and Compilation of Data

D-1 Identify/Locate Utilities 0.50 1.50 0.50 0.00

D-1 Coordination with Zoo for identification of utilities on their property 0.25 0.50 0.25

D 2 ObtaiB-Hydreioqical Location Survey

D-3 Tie-All Available-Section Corners & All Available Front Corners

of Affected Properties to Project Centerline 2.00 2.00 1.00 0.00

D-4 Obtain Copies of Latest Deeds 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

D 5 Sot & Roforonco PIg. PCs, POTs, POCs, & other critical points

D-6 Reduce Survey Field Notes 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.00

D 7 Submit Work for Review/Sealed Mylar Plot of Accepted Field Mop

D-8 Collect bore holes performed by qeotech 0.25 1.00 0.50

Task D Totals 5.00 5.00 2.75 0.00

TOTALS 9.25 16.50 8.00 0.50

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement
Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Fee Proposal (Field Survey)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days x Dally Rate

Project Manager (10% of PLS) 0.93 $  360.96 $  335.69

PLS 9.25 $  313.84 $  2,903.02

Survey Crew (see man-day sheet) 16.50 $  474.56 $  7,830.24

Engineering Technician/CADD 8.00 $  266.00 $  2,128.48

Clerical 0.50 $  188.98 $  94.49

Total Direct Labor $  13,291.92

Combined Overhead (%) 183.62 $  24,406.62

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $  379.60

Sub-Total $  38,078.14

Operating Margin (10%) $  3,807.81

Sub-Total $  41,885.95

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)

$

$

$
Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $

Sub-Total $  41,885.95

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.56 $ 74.43

TOTAL FEE $ 41,960.38

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Out-of-pocket Expenses (Field Survey)
TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mile Total

12 20 $0,540 $  129.60

0 0 $0,540 $

0 0 $0,540 $
0 0 $0,540 $

Total Mileage Cost $  129.60

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 0 0 $11.25 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $

Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $
Travel allowance (overnight)"* 0 0 $75.00 $

$
Total Subsistence Cost $
Total Travel Cost $  129.60

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $

0 0 0 $ $
Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc.) Total

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

Other (provide description on next line) Total

Courthouse Research. Field Supplies (Rebar, Stakes, Paint...) 250.00

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses 379.60

Comments:

''You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Lengthy 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Supporting Documentation for ROW Fee Proposal
Date of Research Parcel Tax ID # I # of Tracts

2/16/2016 3 00 08 2 002 001.0( 1

2/16/2016 3 00 08 2 002 010.0( 1

2/26/2016 3 00 08 2 001 007.0( 1

2/26/2016 5 00 08 2 001 006.0( 1

2/26/2016

o

o
o

CO
o
o

CM
00
o

o
o

1

2/26/2016 3 00 08 2 003 005.0( 1

1

Total Tracts:

Form Revised 7-30-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

ROW Map, Tract Sketches and Deeds Engineer Tech/CADD Clerical

Estimated number of tracts= 6

Task A: Right-of-Way Map 2.00 2.50 0.00

Task B: Tract Sketches 1.50 2.00 0.00

Task 0: Deeds 1.50 2.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTALS 5.00 6.50 0.00

Note: A "Tract" is all property of a single owner acquired by ALDOT. This includes all parcels, drainage easements,
construction easements, etc.

Form Revised 7-30-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Fee Proposal (ROW Map, Tract Sketches & Deeds)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days X Daily Rate

Project Manager (10% of Eng.) 0,50 $  360.96 $  180.48

Engineer 5.00 $  434.88 $  2,174.40

Engineering Technician/CADD 6.50 $  266.06 $  1,729.39

Clerical 0.00 $  188.98 $
Total Direct Labor $  4,084.27

Combined Overhead (%) 183.62 $  7,499.54

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $
Sub-Total $  11,583.81

Operating Margin (10%) $  1,158.38

Sub-Total $  12,742.19

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)

$

$

$
Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $

Sub-Total $  12,742.19

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.56 $  22.87

TOTAL FEE $  12,765.06

'See Grand Total Fee sheet

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Out-of-pocket Expenses (ROW Map, Tract Sketches & Deeds)
TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mi]e Total

0 0 $0,540 $
0 0 $0,540 $

0 0 $0,540 $
0 0 $0,540 $

Total Mileage Cost $

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 0 0 $11.25 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $
Travel allowance (overnight)*** 0 0 $75.00 $

$
Total Subsistence Cost $
Total Travel Cost $

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $

Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc.) Total

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

Other (provide description on next line) Total

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses

Comments:

*^You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project Number
County Jefferson

CRMS#

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 28Q/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of work Intersection Improvement
Length 0.30 miles

Consultant Sain Associates

ROADWAY PLANS
SHEET TITLE

NO OF

SHEETS

ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

ENGINEER TECHNICIAN

SHEET 1 TOTAL SHEET 1 total

ROADWAY PLANS
SHEET TITLE

NO OF

SHEETS

ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

ENGINEER TECHNICIAN

SHEET TOTAL SHEET TOTAL

TITLE SHEET 1.00 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.13

INDEX SHEET 1.00 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.13

GEOMETRIC LAYOUT/SURVEY CONTROL 2.00 0.07 0.14 0.13 0.26

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (Project) 1.00 0.13 0.13 0.50 0.50

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (TCP) 1.00 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.13

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (Slqnage) 1.00 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.25

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (Signals) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (ITS) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (Lighting) 1.00 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06

PROJECT NOTE SHEET (Traffic Loops) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

PLANS LEGEND & ABBREVIATIONS 2.00 0.07 0.14 0.13 0.26

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Main Roadway 6.00 0.50 3.00 1.00 6.00

Cross Roads 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

Detour & Misc. 1.00 0.25 0.25 1.00 1.00

Ramps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Ditches 1.00 0.25 0.25 1.00 1.00

Roundabout typical details 2.00 0.25 0.50 1.00 2.00

SUMMARY SHEET

Main Summary j 2.00| 0.50] 1.00| I.OOj 2.00
SUMMARY BOX SHEETS

Roadway Drainage (non-cuivert) 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00

Culvert Extension, New Culvert 0.50 0.25 0.13 0.50 0.25

Bridge Culvert Extension, New Bridge Culvert 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Guardrail/End Anchors 0.25 0.13 0.03 0.25 0.06

Slope Paving (Under Bridges) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Side Drain Pipe 0.25 0.05 0.01 0.25 0.06

Signing 0.75 0.13 0.10 0.50 0.38

Base & Pavement 0.50 0.13 0.07 0.25 0.13

Bridge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Striping & Pavement Markings 0.75 0.25 0.19 1.00 0.75

Curb & Gutter 0.50 0.13 0.07 0,25 0.13

Bridge End Slabs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Roadway Lighting 1.00 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.25

Signals 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ITS 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00

Sidewalk 0.50 0.50 0.25 1.00 0.50

Slope Paving (Ditches)/Ditch Summary 0.50 0.25 0.13 1.00 0.50

Concrete Safety Barrier 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Retaining Wail 0.50 0.50 0.25 1.00 0.50

Misc. Boxes 1.00 0.25 0.25 1.00 1.00

Erosion Control 0.50 0.25 0.13 1.00 0.50

Removal Items 1.00 0.13 0.13 0.50 0.50

Utility Relocation 0.50 0.13 0.07 0.50 0.25

Roundabout truck apron 0.50 0.25 0.13 0.50 0.25

PLAN & PROFILE

Main Roadway 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00

Crossroads 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 4.00

13 Form Revised 1-3-13
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ROADWAY PLANS
NO OF ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

SHEETS ENGINEER TECHNICIAN

SHEET TITLE SHEET TOTAL SHEET TOTAL

Roundabouts details 2.00 1.50 3.00 2.50 5,00

Detours 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Sidewalks 1.00 0.75 0.75 1.50 1.50

Retalninq Walls 1.00 1.00 1,00 2.00 2,00

PAVING LAYOUT (includes striping)

Main Roadway 1.00 0.50 0,50 1.00 1.00

Crossroads 2.00 0,50 1,00 1.00 2.00

Intersections details 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00 0.00

INTERCHANGES

Geometries 0.00 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00

Ramps Profiles 0.00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0.00

Site Grading 0.00 0,00 0.00 0,00 0.00

Cross Sections 0.00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0.00

Signing 0.00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0.00

Ramp Gore Details 0.00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0.00

TRAFFIC CONTROL

Sequence of Construction 1.00 0,25 0,25 0,50 0.50

Summary & Items 1.00 0,25 0,25 0,50 0.50

Typical Section Sketches 9.00 0,25 2,25 1,00 9.00

Layout Sheets (signs, devices, shifts, etc.) 9.00 0.75 6,75 1.25 11.25

Special Drawings 5.00 0,07 0,35 0.13 0.65

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

SIGNING

Sign Layout 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

Sign X-Section 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sign Panel Details 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Soils Data Sheets (provided by ALDOT) 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

SIGNALIZATION

Signal Layout and Traffic Analysis (1 per site) 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Traffic Counts (1 per site) 0,00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0,50

Signal Warrant Analysis (1 per site) 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Soils Data Sheets (provided by ALDOT) 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Capacity Analysis review 0.00 0.00 1.50 0.00 1.00

Traffic Forecasts 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 2.00

ITS

Systems Engineering 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Special Study 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Legend 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Special Details 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ITS Layouts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Optical Fiber Splice Charts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Fiber - Cable Routing Diagram 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Specifications 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

LIGHTING

Plan Layout 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

14 Form Revised 1-3-13
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ROADWAY PLANS
NO OF ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

SHEETS ENGINEER TECHNICIAN

SHEET TITLE SHEET TOTAL SHEET TOTAL

Demo Plans 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Special Details 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Soils & Passive Pressure (provided by ALDOT) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

UTILITY SHEETS

Utilitv Locations - Existinq 3.00 0.130 0.39 0.25 0.75

Utility Locations - Proposed 3.00 0.130 0.39 1.00 3.00

Coordination with Utility Owners (5 Owners) - 30% 2.00 1.50

Coordination with Utility Owners (5 Owners) - 65% 2.00 1.50

Meeting with Utility Owners - 65% I 2.50 2.00

Coordination with Utility Owners (5 Owners) - 90% 2.00 1.50

Utility Coordination Letter | 2.00 1.00

DRAINAGE SECTIONS

Pipe & Culvert X-Sect./Hydraulic Computations 6.00 2.50 15.00 1.50 9.00

Hydraulic Data Sheet 1.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Details 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00

Coordination with FEMA study 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 1.00

SOIL SHEETS

Soil Boring Logs 2.00 0.06 0.12 0.13 0.26

Soil Profile 1.00 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.13

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

EROSION CONTROL

Legend & Sequence 1.00 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.25

Phased Sheets (Phase 1) 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

Phased Sheets (Phase II) 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

Phased Sheets (Phase III) 2.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 2.00

CBMPP&NOI 1.00 0.00 1,50 0.00 5.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROADWAY CROSS SECTIONS

Main Roadway 7.00 0.50 3.50 0.75 5.25

Crossroads 7.00 0.50 3.50 0.75 5.25

Earthwork Balancing (Phased) 2.00 0.75 1.50 1.50 3.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

REVIEW COMMENTS

30% Review

Concept layout review and address comments

Plan-in-Hand Inspection

PS&E Inspection
■*

0.00

2.00

2.00

2.00
■

0.00

4.00

2.00

2.00

Cost Estimates

Design Hearing

Concept Layout update

Revisions following Public Involvement

Site Visits (3)
Meeting with Zoo (2)

Meeting with Botanical Garden

Meeting with Ray Poyner

Meeting with Lane Park development

Meeting with Chamber for Village stores

Meeting with gas station
Coordination with consultants in area

Meeting with subconsultants

Meetings with City (3)

SUB-TOTAL 104.33 146.52

TOTALS 114.50 104.33 146.52

15 Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Fee Proposal (Roadway Plans)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days x Daily Rate
Project Manager (10% of Eng.) 10.43 $  360.96 $  3,764.81

Engineer 104.33 $  434.88 $  45,371.03

Engineering Technician/CADD 146.52 $  266.06 $  38,983.11
Clerical 10.00 $  188.98 $  1,889.80

Total Direct Labor $  90,008.75

Combined Overhead (%) 183.62 $  165,274.07

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $  9,176.38

Sub-Total $  264,459.20

Operating Margin (10%) $  26,445.92

Sub-Total $  290,905.12

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)
Bhate Geosciences Corporation (Geotech) $  25,681.00

Michael Wallwork (Roundabout Expert) $  9,300.00

Southern Traffic Services (Traffic Counts) $  7,400.00

Nimrod Long and Associates (Landscape Plans) $  36,436.00

SSOE Group (Lighting Plans) $  6,000.00

Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $  4,240.85

Sub-Total $  379,962.97

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.56 $ 504.05

TOTAL FEE $ 380,467.02

"See Grand Total Fee sheet

Form Revised 1-3-13
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Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy 280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Sain Associates

Out-of-pocket Expenses (Roadway Plans)
TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mlle Total

Site Visits 3 20 $0,540 $  32.40

Plan in Hand 1 26 $0,540 $  14.04

PS&E 1 26 $0,540 $  14.04

Meetings with property owners. City, consultants 10 20 $0,540 $  108.00

Total Mileage Cost $  168.48

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 5 2 $11.25 $  112.50

Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $

Travel allowance (overnight)"* 0 0 $75.00 $

$
Total Subsistence Cost $  112.50

Total Travel Cost $  280.98

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

Pian in Hand 25 100 2500 $  0.52 $  1,300.00

PS&E 25 115 2875 $  0.52 $  1,495.00

Quality Control 12 115 1380 $  0.52 $  717.60

Construction Bureau 11 115 1265 $  0.52 $  657.80

Office Engineer 1 115 115 $  15.00 $  1,725.00

0 0 0 $ $

Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $  5,895.40

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc.) Total

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

$  1,500.00

Other (provide description on next line) Total

ADEM Permit $  1,500.00

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses $  9,176.38

Comments:

*You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-3-13



MRS Consultants, LLC.
Cultural Resource Specialists Phase i Assessments Section 106 Compliance

Febniary 24, 2016

Jennifer G. Brown

Sain Associates, Inc.

Two Perimeter Park South

Suite 500 East

Birmingham, Alabama 35243

Re: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for Proposed Improvements to the Cahaba Road and Highway 280
Intersection in Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama

Dear Ms. Brown:

Thank you for contacting MRS Consultants, LLC regarding the above referenced project. A cost
proposal is attached for MRS to conduct a Phase I cultural resources assessment survey for the proposed
project. The project involves improvements at the intersection of Cahaba Road and Highway 280.
Improvements are proposed along the Highway 280 Exit road, Cahaba Road, Lane Park Road, and Culver
Road, and will acquire additional right-of-way. The current project encompasses approximately 3,415
linear feet within an area measuring approximately 10-12 acres. All phases of the research will be
conducted in compliance with the guidelines set forth by the Alabama Historical Commission (AHC) and
will consider both archaeological and historic structural resources. The project will require that an Area of
Potential Effect (APE) be investigated, which will extend beyond the limits of the direct construction
impacts.

Preliminary research has detennined that there are two potential issues for this project. First, the
project encompasses a portion of downtown Mountain Brook. Therefore, there will be several buildings
that arc older than 50 years of age, which will need to be documented. Second, the old Red Mountain
Cemetery, also known as South-Side Cemetery, is located beneath the Binningham Zoo. The cemetery
originated in 1893 as a "Potter's field," or paper's cemetery. The cemetery was used for only a few
decades, but is said to contain over 4,700 graves. Research will need to be conducted to try to detennine
where the cemetery exists in relation to the project area.

This contract will entail a Phase I cultural resources assessment of the survey area. There will be
three general stages to this project: 1) Background Research; 2) Field Research; and 3) Analysis and
Reporting. Following is a brief description of each stage of research.

Stage 1; This stage of research includes the background research conducted before the field
investigation. Background research will be conducted to identify any known cultural resources within the
study area, especially archaeological sites, cemeteries, historic structures, and historic communities. This
research will also serve to identify the potential for such resources. Several sources will be consulted
during the research, including but not necessarily limited to the Alabama State Site File (ASSF), the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the Alabama Register of Landmarks & Heritage (ARLH),
and the Online Archaeological GIS website for Alabama.

Stage 2; This stage will include the field assessment of the project area, and will document
archaeological sites, cemeteries, and historic structures. The project area will receive a pedestrian review.
Standard archaeological techniques will be employed during the survey, especially visual observation of
the ground surface and subsurface shovel testing. The majority of the study corridor exists within
disturbed, industrial and urban environments; therefore, subsurface testing will be limited. No shovel



MRS Consultants, LLC.

Cahaba Road-Highway 280 Intersection Improvements, Jefferson County, AL

tests will be placed within residential yards. Environmental conditions and shovel tests will be
documented on field maps. Shovel tests generally will measure 30 cm in diameter and will be excavated
into subsoil. Soils will be sifted through a 6 mm mesh screen to search for cultural material. Any
artifacts recovered during the investigation will be bagged by provenience, and returned to the laboratory
for analysis. Each discovered resource (archaeological sites, cemeteries, and historic structures) will be
evaluated to a preliminary level necessary for determining its potential eligibility for inclusion on the
NRHP. Standard information will be derived for each archaeological site, i.e. GPS coordinates,
dimensions, vertical depth, positive/negative shovel tests, environmental context, photographs, sketch
maps, etc. The architectural survey will include the direct construction zone as well as the surrounding
APE. The survey will also document historic structures in the project area, which will likely include
several buildings in downtown Mountain Brook.

Stage 3; This stage includes the laboratory analysis and preparation of the technical report and other
documentation. Artifacts will undergo standard laboratory procedures, i.e. washing, analysis, and
preparation for curation. ASSF forms will be completed for each archaeological site, which will be
submitted to the ASSF for a permanent site number. Historic properties identified during the survey will
be described. A technical report will be written detailing the survey and findings of the research.
Recommendations of NRHP eligibility will be made for each cultural resource. Those cultural resources
that are considered Not Eligible for the NRHP will be recommended for clearance. Those cultural
resources that have an Undetermined or Potentially Eligible NRHP eligibility will be recommended for
avoidance or additional research.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me on my cell phone at (205) 242-8650. We
look forward to working with you, and thank you for considering MRS Consultants, LLC.

Sincerely,

Catherine C. Meyer
MRS Consultants, LLC.

Enclosure



MRS Consultants, LLC.

Cahaba Road-Highway 280 Intersection Improvements, Jefferson County, AL

February 24, 2016

COST PROPOSAL

Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

for the Proposed Improvements to the Cahaba Road/Highway 280 Intersection
in Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama

PERSONNEL COSTS No. Days Daily Rate Costs

MRS Cultural Resource Specialist 2.00 $350.00 $700.00

Fieldwork

MRS Cultural Resource Specialist 2.00 $350.00 $700.00

Archaeological Technician 2.00 $250.00 $500.00

Lab Analvsis/Report/Draftins/Structure Forms

Archaeological Technician 2.00 $250.00 $500.00

Cultural Resource Specialist 6.00 $350.00 $2,100.00

Personnel Subtotal $4,500.00

OPERATING BUDGET

AHC Research—Per Diem ($20.00/day) 1 $20.00 $20.00

AHC Research—Mileage (.56/mile) 250 $0,540 $135.00

Fieldwork—Per Diem ($20.00/day) 4 $20.00 $80.00

Fieldwork—Mileage (.56/mile) 300 $0,540 $162.00

Miscellaneous Supplies/Equipment $25.00

Total Operating $422.00

INDIRECT COSTS ON OPERATING (43%) $181.46

TOTAL COSTS $5,103.46

LUMP SUM/FIXED PRICE $5,100.00



ENVfRONMENT

INFRASTRUCTURE

March 1, 2016

Sain Associates

Two Perimeter Park South, Suite SCO East

Birmingham, AL 35243

Attention: Ms. Alicia Baily, P.E.

Subject: Scope of Work and Proposed Budget

Proposed Mountain Brook Village Roundabout

Bhate Proposal Number 16-0023

Dear Ms. Baily:

Based on our discussions Bhate Environmental Associates, Inc. (Bhate) Is please to present the

following Scope of Work and Proposed Budget for environmental investigations associated with

the Categorical Exclusion documentation for the Proposed Mountain Brook Village Roundabout

project. The proposed work is divided into four work scopes, as follows:

Scope of Work

1  Ecological Impact Assessment

Bhate will prepared a Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat Survey Report to assess for the presence of
habitat conducive to the presence of Threatened and Endangered Species identified by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the their letter dated February 22, 20116. The survey and
accompanying report will be conducted by a qualified degreed biologist pursuant to USFWS
protocols. Bhate anticipates that this survey and accompanying report will find no suitable habitat
in the project area and fonn the basis for a "No impact anticipated" certification and concurrence
from the USFWS. If appropriate habitat is identified additional investigations beyond the scope
and budget of this proposal may be required.

www.bhate.com telephone 205.918.4000 fax 205.918.4050

1608 13"^ Avenue South, Suite 300 Birmingham, Alabama 35205



2  Streams and Wetlands Delineation

2.1 Wetlands Assessment Methods

The presence of potential wetlands within the project area will be assessed in accordance with

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) 1987 Wetland Delineation manual procedures and

current Regional Supplements. Delineations are based on the presence of hydrophilic vegetation,

wetland hydrology, and hydric soils. Information pertaining to vegetation, hydrology, and soil

characteristics will be obtained from each assessment site and recorded on the form entitled

Wetland Determination Data Form ~ Eastern Mountain and Piedmont In order to substantiate

potential determinations and Jurisdictional wetland line placement, if present.

In order to determine the site layout and characteristics and assist in the identification and

location of potential jurisdictional wetlands and streams on the subject property, several readily-

available maps and aerial photographs will be reviewed, including:

♦ Recent aerial photographs obtained from Terrain Navigator
♦ U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 Minute topographic maps
♦ National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps

♦ U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
soil survey reports and maps

2.2 Stream Assessment Methods

Streams in the project area will be evaluated for overall stream quality and physical integrity

based on the fish population, wildlife utilization, aquatic fauna diversity, and presence of

macroinvertebrates, if applicable. The streams will also be assessed for available habitat such as

vegetation, roots, and other preferred aquatic habitat, as well as streambank stability,

morphologic alterations, deposltional bar patterns, and sedimentation.

The Department of the Army Mobile District, Corps of Engineers Standard Operating Procedure

Compensatory Stream Mitigation Guidelines (Stream SOP) will be used as a tool to provide a basic

written framework, which will provide predictability and consistency for the development,

review, and approval of compensatory stream mitigation plans. A key element of the Stream SOP

is the establishment of a method for evaluating the quality of streams to be impacted and

calculating proposed stream mitigation credits; however it can also be used to evaluate a stream

for overall quality based on the stream's overall physical attributes.

The streams will be assessed using the scoring procedure in the Stream SOP. The streams will be

evaluated based on factors provided in the Stream SOP.



The hydrologic indicators of the streams will be assessed by characterizing its groundwater

flow/discharge observations, and other physical constituents such as presence of leaf litter,

sediment on plants, wrack lines and redoximorphic features of the substrate. Sampling and

observation of biological indicators also are used in this process to correlate the presence of

vegetation, aquatic species with stream type. The presence of a specific species, either flora or

fauna, can be an indicator of stream flow duration, and therefore assist in the classification or

type of stream being identified.

2.3 Corps of Engineers Submittal and Permitting

The wetlands and stream delineations will be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Birmingham Office for a permitting determination. At this time it Is expected either that no

permitting will be required or that the stream and wetlands impacts will fall under a Nationwide

Permit. If a Nationwide Permit is appropriate for the Project Bhate intends to use Cultural

Resource and Threatened and Endangered Species determinations made by others as part of the

project Categorical Exclusion process to provide that information as part of the permitting

process. If mitigations credits are required the extent of those credits will be determined during

discussions with the Corps of Engineers and are not included in the costs for this streams and

wetlands determination

3  Hazardous Materials Impact Assessment

The principal source of impact to the site associated with hazardous materials is expected to be

the existing gasoline station immediately south and east of the project boundary. This service

station is expected to have been the site of past releases associated with underground storage

tanks and other site activities. Bhate intends to review files available from the Alabama

Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) to assess past reported site activities,

groundwater flow directions and residual impacts. The effects of these potential impacts on the

project activities and end use will be assessed and documented and recommendations made

regarding mitigation measures, as appropriate.

This information will be used to obtain an Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT)

Materials and Testing Clearance Letter.

4  Air Quality Impact Assessment

Based on projected traffic flows and densities provided by others, Bhate will prepare a Project

Air Report addressing the following criteria per ALDOT and Federal Highway Administration

(FHWA) requirements:



4.1 Ozone

The Air report will demonstrate that the project Is in conformance with the Statewide

Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).

4.2 Carbon Monoxide

The Air Report will assess project exemption from carbon monoxide hot spot analysis or

document that no impact is anticipated due to National Ambient Air Quality Standard

conformance.

4.3 PM2.5

The Air Report will document that the PM 2.5 checklist was completed and submitted to the

ALDOT Environmental Technical Section (ETS) Air Quality Coordinator to make an air quality

concern determination.

4.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics

The Air Report will assess the potential for MSAT effects and document impacts pursuant to

FHWA criteria.

Proposed Budget Allowance

Bhate has developed the following budget based on the project information known at this time.

It should be noted, however, that, depending on information derived during these environmental

investigations additional ALDOT requirements and negotiations may necessitate additional costs.

Ecological Impact Assessment $2,000

Stream and Wetlands Delineation $10,000

Hazardous Materials Impact Assessment $2,500

Air Quality Impact Assessment S2.000

Proposed Budge Allowance $16,500



We trust this information is sufficient for your purposes at this time. If you have any questions

regarding the information contained in this report, please contact us at 205.918.4000.

Respectfully Submitted by,

i\c^uiaLWi y L^ii cui.w Program Manager



ATC
ENVIRONMENTAL • GEOTECHNICAL

BUILDING SCIENCES • MATERIALS TESTING

ATC Group Services LLC

F©bruary 29, 2016 200 Wellington Manor Court
Suite 100

Birmingham, AL 35007

Alicia Bailey, P.E. +12057338775
Team Leader/Transportation Fax +12057338954
Sain Associates, Inc. vww-atcassoclates.com
Two Perimeter Park South

Suite 500 East

Birmingham, AL 35243
Direct: (205) 263-2169
Cell: (205)910-2699
Email: abailev@sain.com

Subject: Proposal for Traffic Noise Analysis (TNA)
US-280 / Cahaba Road Intersection Improvement
Birmingham and Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama
ATC Proposal Number: 003-2016-0032

Ms. Bailey:

ATC Group Services LLC (ATC) appreciates the opportunity to submit to Sain Associates, Inc. (the
"Client" or "Sain") this proposal to complete a Traffic Noise Analysis (TNA) at the above referenced
property (the "project area").

1.0 PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

ATC understands that you have requested us to conduct a TNA at the above referenced project areaL
Specifically, the project area includes the immediate vicinity surrounding the intersection of Cahaba
Road, U.S. Highway 280, Culver Road, and Lane Park, located in Birmingham and Mountain Brook,
Jefferson County, Alabama. Sain has informed us that the current intersection is to be replaced with a
roundabout.^

2.0 TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS (TNA)

2.1 Scope of Services

ATC will conduct the TNA will be conducted in accordance with the Alabama Department of
Transportation (ALDOT) Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance document
dated July 31. 2011.

^ See attached drawing and aerial photograph provided by Sain Associates, Inc.

2 ATC understands that Sain will provide us with traffic information and plans, as well as other information necessary for the
TNA. Further, Sain has indicated that while their client is the City of Mountain Brook, their contract and all plans and reports will
be reviewed and approved by the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT).



ATCProposal for Traffic Noise Analysis (TNA)
US-280 / Cahaba Road Intersection Improvement
Birmingham and Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama
ATC Proposal Number: 003-2016-0032 ENVIRONMENTftL • GEOTECHNICAL
February 29, 2016 BUILDING SCIENCES • MATERIALS TESTING

The TNA will include each Noise Activity Category present in the study area. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5 or newer will be used to perform traffic
noise modeling for the project. ATC will derive the vehicular speed used in the TNM for future condition
from the project design speed and average pavement type will be used. For the existing condition, the
posted speed limit in the study area will be used.^

ATC assumes that the traffic counts used in the TNM will be provided by Sain or ALDOT (or others) and
that these actual measurements, with concurrent traffic counts of existing/ambient noise levels, were
taken in the field within the study area during the time of day that is perceived to be the worst hourly
impact for comparison to the model results. Existing/ambient noise levels will be measured in general
accordance with the current version of the FHWA's Measurement of Highway-Related Noise document.
We anticipate that a maximum of six (6) measurement locations will be employed.

The FHWA accepts a tolerance of +/- 3.0 dB(A) for model validation. If the variation is greater than this,
the discrepancy must be identified and the model corrected, or additional measurements must be taken.
ATC anticipates that if the variation exceeds the FHWA tolerance, no additional measurements will be
needed. ATC will conduct validation of traffic counts at the time of the measurement of existing/ambient
noise levels for a minimum of fifteen (15) minutes. The count number will then be equated to an hourly
volume. The results from the model validation will be summarized in the TNA report.

2.2 Third Partv Reliance

The final TNA report will be addressed with reliance to Sain. If reliance is to be provided to another
party, that party must accept the terms and limitations in the report and the Master Services Agreement
will provide three (3) "reliance" letters to be issued to Sain designees over a 24-month period, if
requested.

3.0 ESTIMATED FEES

ATC proposes to perform the Traffic Noise Analysis for a lump sum amount of $11,850.00. The
proposed lump sum amount is based on certain Sain responsibilities that include, but are not limited to:

•  Providing or arranging to provide ATC timely access to the project area;

•  Submitting to ATC accurate project area information; and

•  Providing or arranging to provide ATC available documentation (plans, etc.) and pertinent

traffic information.

4.0 PROJECT DELIVERABLES AND SCHEDULE

Following written authorization to proceed, ATC intends to conduct the TNA and report findings as
described in the table below.

^ ATC requests that we be informed by Sain should these assumptions require revision.



Proposal for Traffic Noise Analysis (TNA)
US-280 / Cahaba Road Intersection Improvement
Birmingham and Mountain Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama
ATC Proposal Number: 003-2016-0032
February 29, 2016

ATC
ENVIRONMENTAL • GEOTECHNICAL

BUILDING SCIENCES • MATERIALS TESTING

Task Deliverable Format Schedule

Field Work n/a Commence within 15 business days of receipt of written authorization to proceed.'^

Preliminary findings Via email Within 15 - 21 business days following completion of Field Work.

Draft report Via email Within 15 business days of completion of Preliminary Findings.

Final report 1 electronic copy' Within 15 business days of receipt of Sain's comments on Draft Report.

■ Hardcopies of each report can be reproduced for a fee of $75 per copy.

5.0 CONDITIONS OF ENGAGEMENT

This proposal may be accepted by signing a copy and returning it to ATC. The Proposal for Services
shall constitute the exclusive services to be completed for this project. This proposal is valid only if
authorized within 60 days from the proposal date. ATC cannot initiate this scope of work without written
authorization, acceptance of the Client Service Agreement, and clearance through our accounting
system.

6.0 AUTHORIZATION

All work will be conducted in accordance with the attached Client Service Agreement that has been
mutually agreed upon between the Client and Cardno. As stated in the Client Service Agreement,
payment is due within 30 days of invoicing. If the proposal is acceptable, please sign and return one
copy of the Proposal Acceptance Agreement, required for project activation and scheduling. Please
contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Respectfully submitted,

ATC Group Services LLC

JeSrJ
mi -

Fred R. DeLeon, Jr., P.E., P.G.

Principal Engineer
Email: fred.deleon@atcassociates.com

_  ̂ A
Stephanie Pryor, P.E.

Project Engineer
Email: stephanie.Drvor@atcassociates.com

End: Sain Supplied Information
Proposal Acceptance Agreement
Client Services Agreement

The schedule can change due to weather conditions and access-related issues.
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SBHATE
Bhate Geosciences Corporation
Geotechnical, Materials, Environmental Engineers

5217 5'" Avenue South
Birmingham, Alabama 35212
Phone: (205) 591-7062
Fax; (205) 591-7184
Web: http://www.bhate-eng.com

Ms. Alicia Bailey, P.E.

Sain Associates, Inc.
244 West Valley Avenue, Suite 200
Birmingham, Alabama 35209

Subject:

Dear Ms. Bailey:

February 24, 2016

Proposal for Subsurface Exploration,
Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation and
Materials Report
Cahaba Road Improvements & Roundabout
Birmingham, Alabama
BHATE Reference Number: 8512-16

BHATE Geosciences Corporation (BHATE) is pleased to submit the following proposal to
conduct a subsurface exploration and geotechnical evaluation of the subject site. In this
proposal, we have outlined the following:

Our understanding of the project
Proposed scope of services
Geotechnical report
Estimated budget
Schedule

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

Project information: Based on preliminary Information provided by your office, we
understand the following:

•  Project Location and Descriotion: The project site is located near the intersection
of Cahaba Road and Culver Road in Mountain Brook, Alabama. It is our
understanding that the road improvement project begins near the intersection of
Cahaba Road and Culver Road and continues north along Cahaba Road and Lane
Park Road, west along the Cahaba Road extension to US Highway 280 and south
along Cahaba Road. Preliminary information provided to us indicates that two
roundabouts are being considered; one near the intersection of Cahaba Road
and Lane Park Road and one near the intersection of Culver Road and the

Cahaba Road extension to US Highway 280. It is expected that construction of
the roundabouts would require right of way from the adjacent properties. Also,
additional improvements to the intersection at Cahaba Road and Culver Road will
likely include some road widening work as well as lighting, landscaping, and
sidewalks.

QUALITY • SERVICE • EXCELLENCE* SAFETY



Current Site Description: The project area contains several existing asphalt
paved roadways such as Cahaba Road, Culver Road, Lane Park Road and the US
280 ramp as well as sidewalks, grass covered medians, etc.

The west side of the proposed roundabout at Cahaba Road and Lane Park Road
as well as approximately half of the new ramp alignment to be located at the US
280 intersection is currently undeveloped and covered with dense brush and
mature trees. An existing stone monument sign for the Birmingham Zoo is also
located in this area. In addition, much of this area is located behind an existing
chain-link fence that appears to envelop the Birmingham Zoo Property. We
expect that some dearino of trees and brush will be required to create some

rough cleared roads for our drilling equipment to gain access the wooded,

undeveloped portion of the oroiect site. You have also indicated that some ROW

issues will have to be addressed regarding this area. We've assumed that Right

of Entry wiil be granted to BHATE to explore this portion of the project site and
that BHATE wiil not be responsible for restoring the disturbed portions of the

property to a near-undisturbed condition.

ALDOT Requirements: You requested that our geotechnical report be prepared
in accordance with ALDOT requirements and suitable for an ALDOT review. We
have prepared the following cost estimate based on the amount of work required
to meet the ALDOT standards contained in ALDOT Bureau of Materials and Tests

Procedure 390-Procedure for Conducting Soil Surveys and Preparing Materials
Reports, Revised February 14, 2012.

In view of the project information provided to us, it appears that some portions
of the project, such as Cahaba Road between the two roundabouts, could be
considered a Short Widening Project by ALDOT standards. Other portions of the
project, such as the undeveloped portion of the southernmost roundabout and
the realignment of the US 280 Ramp, would be considered as Grade, Drain, Base
and Pave projects. Consequently, we are proposing to perform soil test borings
along the centerline of the project in the areas of the roundabouts and the new
US 280 Ramp alignment. Conversely, asphalt cores to determine individual
layer thicknesses will be taken at approximately six (6) to 10 locations along
Cahaba Road as well as near the southernmost roundabout at Culver Road and

Lane Park Road.

Slopes: It is our understanding that a cut slope will likely be required near the
west side of the roundabout planned at the intersection of Cahaba Road and
Lane Park Road. We anticipate this slope will be less than 15 feet in height.
According to ALDOT requirements, formal slope stability analysis is not required.
However, we will perform some preliminary slope stability analyses and provide
cut slope considerations in our report pertaining to this portion of the project.

Culvert Extensions: You Indicated that two existing culverts along Cahaba Road
may have to be extended to accommodate the planned road widenings. Based
on observations made during our February 16, 2016 visit to the site, the culvert
areas are not accessible to our drilling equipment. However, we have included IM
time in our proposal to manually explore the culvert extension areas with a steel |
rod and/or hand auger probes in an effort to identify the presence of near ^
surface soft soils. <
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•  Site Access Conditions for Equipment: As stated above, due to the undeveloped
conditions of portions of the site near the intersection of US 280 Ramp and
Cahaba Road, we anticipate that some access preparation will be necessary.
Although efforts will be made to avoid the large trees, there is a possibility that
some trees could be damaged as a result of access road preparation. In
addition, piles of vegetation debris would remain on the site. Site restoration
such as restoring vegetation and ground cover is not included in our scope of
services; nor is installation of erosion control measures. Also, we anticipate that
traffic control will be necessary to protect our personnel from traffic during the
field work at this site.

Anticipated Geoloav; Based on our review of the geologic publication titled "Engineering
Geology of Jefferson County, Alabama (1979) it appears that the subject site is underlain by
soils derived from the Floyd Shale Formation. The Floyd Shale Formation typically consists of
dark gray shale, with thin beds of sandstone, siltstone, limestone and chert occurring locally.
Rock outcrops are rare because the Floyd Shale readily weathers to brown or light gray clay.

The soil overburden above the bedrock typically consists of moderately plastic clay and
usually ranges from approximately 7 to 15 feet in thickness. The clayey soils derived from the
Floyd Shale can often exhibit high shrink swell potential and relatively low remolded shear
strengths. The residual soil is typically considered moisture-sensitive because it exhibits a
strength loss when wetted.

Due to the high degree of weathering to which the Floyd Shale is subjected, it is often
present in low areas, which appears to be the case at the subject site. In addition,
groundwater seepage and springs are also common in the Floyd Shale because it often occurs
in topographic lows.

PROPOSED SCOPE OF SERVICES

Based on your request for proposal during our February 16, 2016 site meeting and our
understanding of the project, our proposed scope of services includes the following:

1. Field services, including site reconnaissance, manual exploration, site access and
drilling coordination, sample logging and data compilation.

2. A Pavement Evaluation and Distress Condition Survey will be performed in
accordance with ALDOT Bureau of Materials and Tests Procedure 392. Take note

that Falling Weight Deflectometer (FWD) testing is not included In our proposed
scope of services.

3. Soil test borings: Four borings drilled to a depth of 20 feet or refusal, along the
west side of the proposed roundabout at the intersection of Cahaba Road and
Lane Park Road; including mobilization and sampling.

4. Asphalt coring: We will contract a local coring company to extract cores of the
existing asphalt pavement from approximately seven (7) locations along thealignment of Cahaba Road and Lane Park Road. ^

5. Traffic control will be provided during the field activities in accordance with the ■

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), 2003 edition. It is our P
understanding that the City of Mountain Brook could possibly provide a shadow
vehicle during our field activities. ^
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6. Laboratory tests: soil moisture content, Atterberg Limits, Wash #200 sieve and
sieve analysis tests will be performed on representative samples of the on-site
soils.

7. Engineering evaluation and geotechnical report preparation with ten copies
furnished.

GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

Based on the scope of services described, our report will address the following Items:

1. A description of the project and location map.

2. Discussion of site geology and surface conditions including thickness and type of
existing pavement layers.

3. A description of the subsurface conditions at the soil test boring locations.

4. Laboratory test results.

5. Asphalt coring reports (color photographic log) and pavement condition survey
information.

6. Identification of unsuitable materials, soft soils, and/or muck and
recommendations for treatment of such soils.

7. Locations of areas that may require subgrade stabilization, and a recommended
method of stabilization.

8. Groundwater conditions, if encountered in the borings and dewatering
recommendations if appropriate.

9. Pavement recommendations based on ALDOT's "equivalent build-up" method in
areas where widening will occur along the project. Also, a recommended new
pavement section will be provided for the proposed roundabout areas and the
new ramp alignment that is to be located west of the intersection of Cahaba
Road and Lane Park Road. You informed us that traffic data on which to base

the new pavement section would be provided to us by your office.

UJ
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ESTIMATED BUDGET

Our services will be provided based on the indicated scope and charged on the basis of
our unit-fee schedule. The following budget Is prepared based on certain assumed conditions at
the site.

Our services will be conducted on a unit-rate basis in accordance with our current

ALDOT approved contract rates. However, based on the proposed scope of services and
assuming no unusual subsurface conditions are encountered, our budget estimate is
$25.681.00. Submittal of the written report would culminate the services to be provided
under this proposal. If site conditions encountered during exploration warrant additional
exploration or evaluation, then we would notify you and discuss the recommended additional
services. However, the budget would not be exceeded without your authorization. In the
event problem subsurface conditions are encountered near the 20' target termination depth of
the borings, it would probably be necessary to extend the borings to a greater depth to gauge
the magnitude of the problem soils.

Budget Notes and Allowances;

1. Our services will be provided based on our unit fees for the amount of
exploration required to evaluate the subsurface conditions. If problem
conditions are discovered during our initial exploration or if it appears that
additional exploration is appropriate to better evaluate the subsurface
conditions, we will notify you. Soil test borings have been included for
evaluating proposed slopes and oavement subarade soils. If soft soils are

encountered during the field exploration, we will contact vou to discuss the soil

conditions and the need for additional exploration.

2. Supplementary design consultation regarding project specifications, bid
documents, etc. Is not included in this budget estimate and would be billed
separately based on actual time spent by the personnel involved.

3. It should be acknowledged that no costs associated with surveying of boring
locations have been included in this budget estimate. ALDOT requires that a
certain level of accuracy be adhered to when staking the boring locations. We
have assumed that Sain Associates would provide the survev services.

SITE ACCESS & UTILITY LOCATION

Taking into account the information provided to us and our observations during our visit
to the site, it does not appear that the proposed boring locations would be accessible to our
drilling rigs unless improvements are made to the ground. Access preparation will be
necessary to permit our drilling equipment to reach the planned boring locations. We will
coordinate rental/subcontract of equipment for preparation of access trails at cost+15 percent.
We estimate that one full dav fS hours') will be reouired to perform the access preparation. We

have included a cost of $1.400.00 in our base budget estimate for this function.*

We have assumed that prior to our commencing exploration operations all underground m
utilities are clearly marked and identified in the field by the client. Locating utilities is not
included in our proposed scope of services; however, we do have the in-house ability to
conduct an underground utility survey as an added service. BHATE does not assume
responsibility for damage to any unknown, unidentified or uncharted utilities or underground
structures at the site. X



EROSION CONTROL MEASURES

During the course of access preparation near the southernmost roundabout, some
ground disturbance will occur. Our Intent is to minimize the area disturbed; however, some
sediment control measures will likely be required. Our Intent is to stabilize any disturbed
surfaces by mulching with straw and basic grass seed. We have included a cost of $1.000.00
in our base budoet estimate for this purpose.*

*-Material quantities and equipment hours have been estimated based
on site conditions encountered during our visit to the site on 2-16-16. Actual
quantities and time spent could differ depending on site conditions
encountered at the time the field exploration is performed.

SCHEDULE OF SERVICE PERFORMANCE

We can commence our field exploration within five (5) business days after receiving
written authorization to proceed. Arranging traffic control and signage, and conducting the
subsurface exploration and laboratory testing are expected to require approximately three
weeks to complete. We anticipate that an oral report of subsurface conditions can be provided
shortly after field exploration is complete and a written report of our findings within two weeks
after our field and laboratory services are complete.

GENERAL NOTES AND AUTHORIZATION

We will perform those services outlined above. Client and BHATE may subsequently
agree in writing to provide additional services under this agreement for additional, negotiated
compensation. Services we provide will be consistent with the engineering standards
prevailing at the time and in the area that the services are performed; no other warranty is
expressed or implied, is intended.

The attached General Terms and Conditions should be acknowledged as a part of this
proposal. A signed copy of the attached Proposal Acceptance Sheet, returned to our office will
serve as our authorization to proceed with the exploration.

CLOSING

We appreciate the opportunity to present this proposal and are available to discuss the
proposed scope of services with you. If you have any questions or need modifications to our
scope of services, we would be happy to consider such changes. We look forward to working
with you.

Respectfully submitted,
BHATE Geosciences Corporation

Dennis Isbell

Project Professional

R, :

Charles R. Burgin, P.G., P.E.
Principal

CO
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Michael Waliwork. Roundabout Expert
1516 Plainfield Avenue, Orange Park, Florida 32073

904-710-2150. Email: miwallworkiame.com

February 18, 2016

Alicia Bailey, PE

Team Leader/Transportation
Two Perimeter Park South, Suite 500 East

Birmingham, AL 35243

RE: Cahaba Rd/Hwy 280 assist with construction plan preparation for 2 roundabouts

Dear Alicia,

I am is pleased to submit this proposal to undertake the following scope of services to assist your
company with developing construction plans for this project.

SCOPE OF SERVICES

1. Revise capacity analysis to confirm roundabout lane arrangements

2. Review and refine the roundabout layouts that your company prepares checking vehicle paths and
speed as when as A.D.A. requirements etc.

3. Provide assistance on construction staging and maintenance of traffic

4. Undertake 2 construction plan reviews

MATERIALS TO BE PROVIDED

1. Peak hour fully directional traffic counts.

2. AutoCAD files with modified layouts

3. Construction plans for reviews

DELIVERABLES

1. A short report that includes a summary of the analysis

2. Suggestions for roundabout layout refinement as needed

3. AutoCAD files with suggested refinements
4. Construction plan reviews



PROFESSIONAL FEES:

Hours Rate Fee

1 Intersection analysis and technical memo
i  2 $155.00 $310.00

2 Roundabout layout reviews
'i "

20 $155.00 $3,100.00

3 Construction plan reviews "I""""" 8 $155.00 $1,240.00

4 Assistance with contraction staging and traffic control,

ALDOT reviews, etc.
30 $155.00 $4,650.00

5 Total $9,300.00

Additional work is invoiced at $155.00 per hour. If the above scope of work and fees meet with

your approval, please indicate your acceptance of this agreement by printing two copies, signing in
the space provided and returning one copy to this office for our records.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Wallwork

Terms Accepted By:

Signature Date

Name (typed or printed) Title Organization



Southern Traffic Services, Inc.
2911 Westfield Road Gulf Breeze, FL 32563
Phone: 800- 786- 3374 Fax: 850- 934- 0373

February 26, 2016

Mr. Cochran:

Thank you for considering Southern Traffic Services, Inc. for your data
collection needs. If you need any additional Information, please don't hesitate to
contact me.

2- Up to 8 hour Turning Movements @ $500.00 per site
2- Turning Movement Counts = $1,000.00

6- 96 hour classification/speed counts @ $100.00 per lane/per day
16 lanes @ 100.00 PL/PD = $6,400.00

Grand Total- $7,400.00

Thanks,

Justin Smith
Project Manager



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:31 PM

Project No.

County Jefferson

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvemeni

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Nimrod Long and Associates

GRAND TOTAL OF FEE PROPOSAL

Corridor Study $0

Field Surveys $0

Preliminary Roadway Plans $0

Preliminary Bridge Plans $0

Right-of-Way Map, Tract Sketches and Deeds $0

Roadway Plans $36,436

Bridge Plans $0

GRAND TOTAL FEE $36,436

Combined overhead rate (%)

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (if used) »»»

LABOR RATES

165.3

Classification Dally Rate

Project Manager $312.48

Landscape Architect $289.44

Production Assistant $125.04

**Certification of Out-of-Pocket Expenses:

If Out-of-Pocket Expenses are included in this proposal, we hereby certify that these costs are not
included in the Combined Overhead Rate and are typically invoiced to all clients as a direct job cost.

Signed Dale

Posilion/Titlc

Form Revised 7-30-13



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:31 PM

Project Number #REF!
County #REF!

Description #REF!

CRMS#

Scope of work Intersection Improvement

Length #REF! miles

Consultant Nimrod Long and Assoc

LANDSCAPE PLANS
SHEET TITLE

NO OF

SHEETS

ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

ENGINEER

SHEET TOTAL

TECHNICIAN

SHEET TOTAL

TITLE SHEET 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

INDEX SHEET 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

GEOMETRIC LAYOUT/SURVEY CONTROL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

PROJECT NOTE SHEET 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00

PLANS LEGEND & ABBREVIATIONS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

SUMMARY SHEET

Main Summary I  0.501 0.501 0.251 O.OOl 0.00

SUMMARY BOX SHEETS

0.50i 1.501 0.75Landscape 0.50 1.00

PLAN & PROFILE

Sidewalk Concept Layout 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.50 1.00

Roundabout Circle Concept Detail 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00

LANDSCAPE

Plan Layout 5.00 3.00 15.00 5.00 25.00

Special Details 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00

REVIEW COMMENTS

Plan-in-Hand Inspection
Site Visits

PS&E Inspection

Cost Estimates

Design Hearing

SUB-TOTAL 25.75 33.75

110% Supervision

25.75^^M 33.75TOTALS 11.00

Form Revised 1-3-13



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:31 PM

Project No. #REF!

County #REF!

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Nimrod Long and Associates

Fee Proposal (Landscape Plans)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days X Daily Rate

Project Manager (10% of Eng.) 2.58 $  312.48 $  806.20

Landscape Architect 25.75 $  289.44 $  7,453.08

Production Assistant 33.75 $  125.04 $  4,220.10

Total Direct Labor $  12,479.38

Combined Overhead (%) 165.30 $  20,628.42

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $  16.20

Sub-Total $  33,124.00

Operating Margin (10%) $  3,312.40

Sub-Total $  36,436.40

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)

$

$

$
Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $

Sub-Total $  36,436.40

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.00 $

TOTAL FEE $  36,436.40

'See Grand Total Fee sheet

Form Revised 1-3-13



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:31 PM

Project No. #REF!

County #REF!

Description Cahaba Road/Hwy280/Lane Park Road roundabout

Scope of Work Intersection Improvement

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant Nimrod Long and Associates

Out-of-pocket Expenses (Landscape Plans)
TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mile Total

Site Visits 3 10 $0,540 $  16.20

0 0 $0,540 $
0 0 $0,540 $
0 0 $0,540 $

Total Mileage Cost $  16.20

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 0 0 $11.25 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $
Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $
Travel allowance (overnight)*** 0 0 $75.00 $

$
Total Subsistence Cost $
Total Travel Cost $  16.20

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $

Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc.) Total

$

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

$

Other (provide description on next line) Total

$

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses $ 16.20

Comments:

"You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-3-13



SSOE Group
3504 7th Avenue South
Birmingham, AL 35222
205.323,2373 T

205.322.2731 F

vvww.ssoe.com

February 26, 2016

Sain Associates

Two Perimeter Park South

Suite 500 East

Birmingham AL 35243

Attention: Alicia Bailey, P.E
Team Leader/Transportation

RE: Cahaba Road/Hwy 280 Roundabout
Lighting Design
Project No. 016-00718-00

Dear Alicia:

We appreciate the opportunity to furnish electrical engineering services for you on this project.

Our understanding of the scope of this project is as follows: Prepare plans for electrical service for
lighting and irrigation, conduit, as well as light pole locations to be installed. There are to be 5
sheets at 30 scale. Sain Associates to be lead consultant.

This is based on preliminary information furnished by you which included: Email from Alicia Bailey
dated February 17, 2016, and CAD files obtained from Sain Associates.

FEE STRUCTURE

We propose to furnish engineering services for a Lump Sum Fee of Six Thousand Dollars
($6,000.00). Invoices will be sent monthly: payment is due thirty days after receipt of invoice.

Alternates are not included in this scope of work and will be negotiated as additional services.

REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES

Expenses are included in the fee of the project and are not reimbursable.

PROJECT PHASE SCHEDULE

PROJECT PHASE

30% Submittal

70% Submittal

100% Submittal

TERMS & CONDITIONS

Terms and conditions as outlined in the SAIN SubAgreement (see attached) shall apply and are
part of this proposal.

making clients successful by saving them time, trouble, and money qO



Cahaba Road/Hwy 280 Roundabout
Lighting Design
February 26, 2016
Page 2 of 2

ADDITIONAL SERVICES

Additional services will be furnished on an hourly basis plus expenses per your request.
The hourly rates are indicated in the table attached. These services include but are not limited to:

1. Changes in design after completion of Construction Documents.
2. Field Observations of work during construction.
3. Changes for "Value Engineering" after completion of Construction Documents.
4. Correction of Contract Documents for Record "As-Built" Drawings.
5. Phased Contract Documents (multiple-bid packages).
6. Review of Contractor Pay Requests.

BASIS OF PROPOSAL

•  Drawings/models from other design disciplines will be furnished in electronic format
(DXF.DWG, or RVT) for our use on the project. Drawings and documents furnished for each
deliverable listed in Project Phase Description will be transmitted in electronic digital file
format ready for reproduction (Adobe Acrobat .pdf).

•  Requirements of the contract between Sain Associates and the Owner do not apply unless
specifically included in this proposal.

ACCEPTANCE

To approve our proposal, please sign in the space provided below and return to us for our files.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer this proposal and look forward to the successful completion
of the project.

Sincerely,

Anthony H. Smith
SSOE Group.

Attachment: Terms & Conditions

Copies to: Project Accounting
File: " ■ ■'' ■ . ::':i;n^enf5'.CQniractsiP16-00'^]8-00 CahaLia Rcjad-280 Ligrstin.g Design.docx

ACCEPTED: DATE:

making clients successful by saving fhem time, trouble, and money 88 ssoe'



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:30 PM

Project No. Cahaba Road/Hwy 280 Roundabout

County Jefferson

Description Sidewalk and Landscaping Improvements

Scope of Work Pedestrian Lighting and Electrical
Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant SSOE Group (formely CRS)

GRAND TOTAL OF FEE PROPOSAL

Corridor Study $0

Field Surveys $0

Preliminary Roadway Plans $0

Preliminary Bridge Plans $0

Right-of-Way Map, Tract Sketches and Deeds $0

Roadway Plans $6,000

Bridge Plans -

GRAND TOTAL FEE $6,000

Combined overhead rate (%) »>»»»»»»

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (if used) »»»

LABOR RATES

130

Classification Daily Rate

Project Manager $462.00

Engineer $285.00

Environmental

Engineering Technician/CADD $208.70

Environmental Technician

Clerical $161.54

PLS $0.00

Survey Crew $0.00

**Certification of Out-of-Pocket Expenses:

If Out-of-Pocket Expenses are included in this proposal, we hereby certify that these costs are not

included in the Combined Overhead Rate and are typically invoiced to all clients as a direct job cost.

2/26/2016

Sicned Date

Sr. Project Manager

Position/Title

Form Revised 10-25-07



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:30 PM

Project Number Cahaba Road/Hwv280 Roundabout

County Jefferson

Description Sidewalk and Landscaping Improvements

Scope of work Pedestrian Lighting and Electrical

Length 0.30 miles

Consultant SSOE Group (formelyCRS)

ROADWAY PLANS
NO OF ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS

SHEETS ENGINEER TECHNICIAN

SHEET TITLE SHEET TOTAL SHEET TOTAL

LIGHTING

Plan Layout 4.00 1.00 4.00 1.00 4.00

Special Details 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00

0.00 0.00

SUB-TOTAL

10% Supervision

5.00 4.00

0.40

5.00

TOTALS 5.00 4.00 5.00

Form Revised 08-15-06



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:30 PM

Project No. Cahaba Road/Hwy280 Roundabout

County Jefferson

Description Sidewalk and Landscaping Improvements

Scope of Work Pedestrian Lighting and Electrical

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant SSOE Group (formely CRS)

Fee Proposal (Roadway Plans)

PERSONNEL COST

Man-days x Daily Rate

Project Manager (10% of Eng.) 0.40 $  462.00 $  184.80

Engineer 4.00 $  285.00 $  1,140.00

Engineering Technician/CADD 4.00 $  208.70 $  834.80

Clerical 1.00 $  161.54 $  161.54

Total Direct Labor $  2,321.14

Combined Overhead (%) 130.00 $  3,017.48

Out-of-Pocket Expenses** $  115.50

Sub-Total $  5,454.12

Operating Margin (10%) $  545.41

Sub-Total $  5,999.53

SUB-CONSULTANTS (attach man-day & fee FROM each sub-consultant; show total fee for each here)

$

$

$

Subconsultant Administration Expense (5%) $
Sub-Total $  5,999.53

Facilities Capital Cost of Money (% of Direct Labor) 0.00 $

TOTAL FEE $  5,999.53

*See Grand Total Fee sheet

Form Revised 10-25-07



3/1/2016 Alabama Department of Transportation 2:30 PM

Project No. Cahaba Road/Hwy280 Roundabout

County Jefferson

Description Sidewalk and Landscaping Improvements

Scope of Work Pedestrian Lighting and Electrical

Project Length 0.30 Miles

Consultant SSOE Group (formely CRS)

Out-of-pocket Expenses (Roadway Plans)

TRAVEL COST

Mileage Cost Trips Miles/Trip $/Mile Total

0 0 $0,500 $
0 4 $0,500 $
0 5 $0,500 $
0 0 $0,500 $

Total Mileage Cost $

Subsistence Cost Days # People $/Day Total

Travel allowance (6 hour trips) 0 0 $11.25 $

Travel allowance (12 hour trips - meal provided by others) 0 0 $20.00 $

Travel allowance (12 hour trips) 0 0 $30.00 $
Travel allowance (overnight)*** 0 0 $75.00 $

$

Total Subsistence Cost $
Total Travel Cost $

PRINTING / REPRODUCTION COST

Type of printing/reproduction # of Sets Sheets/Set Total Sheets Cost/Sheet Total

6 5 30 $  3.85 $  115.50

0 0 0 $ $

0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $
0 0 0 $ $

Total Printing/Reproduction Cost $  115.50

Communication Cost (telephone, fax, etc.) Total

Postage Cost (overnight, stamps, etc.) Total

Other (provide description on next line) Total

Total Out-of-pocket Expenses $ 115.50

Comments:

'You must have ALDOT approval for ANY overnight trips of less than 100 miles.

Form Revised 1-7-10
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