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PROVIDE DIRECTION TO STAFF

RECOMMENDATION :

Review updated report on the Roberts Road bridge and provide direction to staff .

Options for consideration include :

1 . Bridge Close d
A. Close the bridge to all traffic, including bicycles and pedestrians . Monitor the bridge for

further deterioration, with the intention of repairing the bridge as needed to ensure the
continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .

B. Keep the bridge closed to vehicular traffic with the addition of permanent, visually attractive
barriers and signage . Monitor the bridge for further deterioration, with the intention o f
repairing the bridge as needed to ensure pedestrian and bicycle safety and to ensure th e
continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge . .

2 . Bridge Open
A Open the bridge to all traffic, following needed repairs .
B. Open the bridge to all traffic, following replacement of the bridge .
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BACKGROUND :

The Roberts Road Bridge has been the discussion at two previous Town Council meetings, the firs t
on September 20, 2004 and the second on May 2, 2005 . The purpose of this report is to continue the
earlier discussion with additional information that was requested of staff .

This update includes the outcomes of communication with Caltrans concerning the structure an d
funding availability and meetings with specialty contractors to discuss cost and methodologies, an d
the review of a report commissioned by the Town on the historical significance of the bridge .

As background to this report, the structure was constructed across Los Gatos Creek in 1918 . It was
designed to meet the standards of the early 1900's, which are well below today's complex criteri a
for seismic and hydraulic design. The condition of the bridge has deteriorated over the 87 years o f
its service and this is reflected in the inspection reports filed with the Town by Caltrans .

The bridge has been closed to vehicles since January 17, 2005, following Council direction to clos e
the structure . Council continued to direct the closure following the report in May, which discusse d
traffic impacts associated with the bridge closure . At the May meeting, Council requested staff to
obtain information on the potential historical significance of the bridge, on cost estimates for repai r
to the bridge, and on the potential for funding for repair . This information is discussed below .

DISCUSSION :

Bridge Evaluation and Caltrans Plan of Actio n

Caltrans is the State agency responsible for inspecting all local bridge structures on a regular basis .
They provide a grading of each structure in each jurisdiction . All of the bridges in Los Gatos have
received a satisfactory rating, with the exception of the Roberts Road Bridge . Caltrans found the
bridge deficient in several categories as identified on their Bridge Inspection Report (Attachment 1) .

The primary deficiency identified by Caltrans is that the bridge is "scour critical," meaning that ther e
has been significant deterioration of the center pier and the . abutments due to water erosion . This
erosion has increased measurably in recent years, as found in inspections in 2002 and 2004 . Nearly
60% of bridge failures in United Sates are due to scouring of bridge foundations . The 2204 Caltrans
report makes a number of recommendations to address the deficiencies either immediately (the mid -
pier scour) or within two years (the remaining deficiencies .
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For any bridge receiving an unsatisfactory rating, Caltrans requires the jurisdiction to provide a Pla n
of Action to achieve the necessary structural upgrades if the bridge is to be used for pedestrian ,
bicycle or vehicular traffic. Since Roberts Road Bridge is currently open to pedestrians and bicycles ,
Los Gatos must submit a Plan of Action to Caltrans, which is due in December, 2005 . The Plan of
Action for the continued operation of the bridge for vehicles is required to maintain the structure' s
eligibility for bridge replacement funding from State or Federal sources in the future .

The proposed Plan of Action (Attachment 2) was developed in consultation with Biggs-Cardosa ,
structural engineers and with Caltrans. The Plan calls for staff to monitor the bridge regularly, ,
checking for signs of continued degradation at the water line . Staff will also monitor water flow ,
obtaining a notification from the Santa Clara Valley Water District when heavy storm flows
measured at the Lark Avenue station exceed 4800 cubic feet per second .

If additional deterioration occurs resulting in settlement of the mid pier greater than 0 .5 inches, the
bridge will need to be closed to all traffic (i .e ., pedestrians and bicycles) as a precautionary measure .
Staff will take measurements in the next month to determine current elevations of the deck an d
footing and the same measurements will be taken after the storm flows to determine the amount o f
settlement, if any .

Historical Evaluation

The Roberts Road bridge is not currently listed on the Federal, State, or Town historic registers .
During the hearings on the bridge, Town Council requested information on the historical significanc e

of the Roberts Road bridge. Staff retained Carey & Company, a consulting firm specializing i n
historic evaluations and research, to conduct a historical evaluation of the bridge . Such an evaluatio n
would be required as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process .

Carey & Company completed a historic resource evaluation consistent with Federal and Stat e

methodologies (Attachment 1) . The report concludes that the Roberts Road bridge does not meet
the criteria for Federal or State historic designation . The bridge could be eligible for designation a s

a local historic landmark as specified in Section 29 .80.230(a)(1) of the Town Code . The report states
that the bridge is the oldest remaining bridge in Town and is "a good example of a regional ,
vernacular variation on the small, rural, early reinforced concrete highway bridge ." The report also
concludes the bridge's association with the transportation and roadway development period in th e
Town's history and its construction type makes the bridge eligible for local designation . Local
designation would not make the bridge eligible for State or Federal grants for repair .
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Under CEQA, the demolition of a historically significant structure is typically a significan t
environmental impact. The courts have held that standard mitigation measures, including design o f
a replacement structure to reflect the historic elements of the previous structure, do not mitigate th e
impact of the demolition . Therefore, an environmental impact report and adoption of a statemen t
of overriding considerations are usually required to demolish a historically significant structure .
These steps would be required only if the Council designates the structure as a local historic bridge .

Bridge Deficiencies and Cost Estimates

As identified in the Caltrans report, the bridge has cracks and spalls in nearly all concrete element s
of the bridge, including the mid pier, the abutments, the deck and soffit, and the railing . As noted
previously, the most significant deficiency is the scouring of the mid-pier . Staff requested Anderson
Pacific Engineering Construction, Inc . to review the condition of the bridge and provide a written
estimate of the cost of repair of the key deficiencies . These estimates are provided in Attachment
4. and summarized below . The estimates do not include environmental review, design costs ,
construction management and engineering fees, which would add approximately 25% to the tota l
estimates . The estimates are based on inspections of visible elements of the structure and on th e
consultant's assumptions regarding the scope of repair; thus the estimates could change depending
on actual conditions and on the ultimate specifications for repair .

Mid Pier
The mid pier of this bridge is located in the middle of Los Gatos Creek and there has been substantia l
erosion and scouring of this foundation . This pier is a key component of this bridge and its failure
will cause the bridge to collapse .

Repairs to this mid pier and the foundation will require excavation and construction in the creek
bed, which is a difficult task due to the unknown creek bed soil conditions . This work would als o
require cooperation from other regulatory agencies (e .g., Regional Water Quality Control Board ,
Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish and Game, etc .), potentially generating the need for other
mitigations . The cost for repair of this mid-pier foundation is estimated to range from $165,000 t o
$330,000, depending on the scope of the repair . This repair work will generally provide a larg e
concrete perimeter footing that will extend from the bottom of foundation to several feet above the
water line.
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Abutments
The bridge abutments have experienced deterioration throughout, caused by failure and aging o f

concrete and widespread cracking . A close inspection of the abutments show voids and holes in th e

concrete with severe cracking and spalling of the concrete . The consultants noticed an absence o f
reinforcing steel below the concrete surface . It is not clear if this is an isolated problem, or if it exist s
throughout the structure, which would increase the cost estimate for repair . This type of repair woul d
basically reface the abutment with new concrete and fill in the cracks and voids . The estimate to

repair the bridge abutments based on existing information is $330,000 .

Deck
There are a number of areas on the bridge deck and soffit which have failed concrete and th e

reinforcing steel is exposed. The estimated cost to repair the deck and soffit deficiencies is $165,000 .

Concrete Railing
The existing railing for this bridge has deteriorated and been damaged over the years . Although the
railing height has not presented problems for bridge users, the railing does not meet today's safety

standards for height and it would be prudent to retrofit it . The estimated cost to replace this barrie r

with a new concrete barrier is $77,000 . There are design alternatives for repairing the railing and/o r

increasing its height, without replacing it . If the Council would like to pursue repair of the railing ,

staff could bring forward design alternatives that maintain the integrity of the structure while meetin g

today's safety standards :

Bridge Replacemen t
For comparison purposes, a new structure can be designed and constructed for an estimated $1 . 5

million. This estimate assumes a scope of work that would remove the existing bridge, provide fo r
the continued presence of utilities located on the bridge, perform the environmental study that mus t

precede the work, and construct the new bridge . This estimate is based on today's costs of labor and

materials .

Options and Associated Costs for Consideratio n

The options available to the Town regarding the Roberts Road Bridge are as follows :

1 ,. Bridge Closed
A. Close the bridge to all traffic, including bicycles and pedestrians . Monitor the bridge fo r

further deterioration, with the intention of repairing the bridge as needed to ensure the

continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .
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B. Keep the bridge closed to vehicular traffic with the addition of permanent, visually attractive
barriers and signage . Monitor the bridge for further deterioration, with the intention of
repairing the bridge as needed to ensure pedestrian and bicycle safety and to ensure th e
continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .

2 . Bridge Open
A Open the bridge to all traffic, following needed repairs .
B . Open the bridge to all traffic, following replacement of the bridge .

Following are the cost estimates associated with each of above options .

1 . A_ Close the bridge to all traffic, including bicycles and pedestrians . Monitor the bridge fo r
further deterioration, with the intention of repairing the bridge as needed to ensure the
continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .

As noted earlier, the proposed Plan. of Action calls for the bridge to be closed to all traffic excep t
pedestrians and bicycles . The Plan calls for monitoring bridge conditions, with the requirement t o
close the bridge to all traffic including pedestrians and bicycles if significant deterioration continues .
If the bridge is closed to all traffic, there remains the necessity to support the utilities that are carrie d
by the bridge . Repairs to the bridge mid-pier and to the abutments would be necessary for thi s
purpose, at an estimated cost of $495,000 to $660,000. In addition, an ample barrier would b e
needed to prevent traffic and pedestrians from entering the bridge, at an estimated cost of $20,000 ,
bringing the total estimate to $515,000 to $680,000 . It is not known when the need for repair or an
alternative structure would be triggered under this option due to uncertainty about the rate o f
degradation .

1 . B, , Keep the bridge closed to vehicular traffic with the addition of permanent, visually attractive
barriers.Monitor the bridge for further deterioration, with the intention of repairing th e
bridge as needed to ensure pedestrian and bicycle safety and to ensure the continued
operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .

While the immediate plan is to monitor deterioration of bridge conditions, it is recommended tha t
repairs to the mid-pier and abutments be programmed to prevent failure of the bridge in the future .
In addition, it is recommended that the railings be replaced or repaired to meet current safety
standards, while maintaining the architectural appearance of the existing bridge .
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In addition, if the bridge continues to be closed to vehicles, permanent and visually-acceptabl e
closure barriers would need to be installed . Repairs to the mid-pier and abutments are estimated a t
$495,000 to $660,000, permanent barriers are estimated at $10,000 to $20,000, and replacement of
the railings is estimated at $77,000 (depending on the design alternative for the railings, this cos t
could be greater) . The total estimate of this option is $582,000 to $757,000 .

2. A. Open the bridge to all traffic, following needed repairs, .

To open the bridge to all traffic as it was operating before the closure, it is recommended that all th e
repairs discussed earlier in the report (i .e ., mid-pier, abutments, deck and soffit, and railings) be
made. The estimated cost for this option is $707,000 to $902,000 . A phased approach to opening
the bridge while making the repairs would be possible .

This option would result in a bridge that is structurally stable, but not up to current design standards
regarding level of seismic protection, width, and sight distance considerations . Maintenance and
repair costs are likely to be greater with a repaired bridge that continues to have a pier in the middle
of the creek than the costs for a single span bridge .

Staff also considered an option of opening the bridge to all traffic except heavy vehicles, as wa s
mentioned at a previous Council meeting . This option is not presented for consideration because it
does not offer a significant savings or reduction to the deterioration of the bridge . With this option,
the repairs to the deck and soffit ($165,000) would not need to be done immediately, however, the y
would still need to be done at some point in the near future . In addition, the solution of a heigh t
barrier, which would be the bestway to limit heavy vehicles, would not prevent all heavy vehicle s
from entering the bridge .

2. B. Open the bridge to all traffic, following replacement of the bridge .

In previous staff reports, staff presented Council with the option of replacing the bridge with a ne w
bridge, including design elements replicating the current architecture . This option would result in
a bridge that meets current seismic and structural standards, with improved sight distance, vehicl e
load capacity, and safety features. As noted in a previous staff report, . the width of a new bridge
would accommodate two lanes, however, it could be striped for one lane if desired . In addition, a
single span bridge would mitigate the ongoing issue of scouring on the mid-pier structure. The
estimated cost for a replacement bridge is $1 .5 million .
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Funding Option s

In researching the possibilities for grant funding, staff has located only the possibility of funding fo r
bridge replacement through Caltrans . As the structure is not deemed to meet State or Federal
standards for historical designation, funding is not available for historical restoration .

Caltrans Funding

Staff has investigated sources of funding from Caltrans for performing repairs to the Roberts Road
bridge. The key criteria for using Federal or State grants for rehabilitation of a bridge is to bring that
structure to current standards . Caltrans grants require that the entire structure be brought to curren t
standards. Due to its age and range of non standard features, the Roberts Road bridge would no t
qualify for these grants because a rehabilitation would not meet the Caltrans test for cost -
effectiveness based on staff's discussions with Caltrans .

If a decision is made to replace the bridge, the Town can apply to Caltrans for grant funding for th e
replacement . A Caltrans grant would cover 88% of the cost for a new bridge with local funds neede d
for the remainder . Caltrans grants are on a first come, first served basis . Based on staff discussion s
with Caltrans and on the condition of Roberts Road bridge, there is a high probability that the Tow n
would receive a Caltrans grant for the replacement of the bridge .

Aesthetic elements could be incorporated into the design to make the new bridge compatible with
the surrounding neighborhoods and natural features . Caltrans grant funds can be used to incorporate
architectural features in the new bridge, as long as such treatments are 'not too extensive and ar e
similar to the current structure . The criteria that Caltrans uses for aesthetic treatments of a new
bridge is limited to 5% of the cost of the project : Any costs beyond the 5% are the responsibility o f
the local jurisdiction .

CONCLUSION :

This report presents further information regarding the Roberts Road bridge, including Caltran s
requirements for continuing operation of the bridge ; the historical significance of the bridge ; costs
to repair or replace the bridge ; options for consideration and their associated costs ; ' and funding
availability . Staff is seeking Council feedback and direction on the following options :
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1 . Bridge Closed
A. Close the bridge to all traffic, including bicycles and pedestrians . Monitor the bridge fo r

further deterioration, with the intention of repairing the bridge as needed to ensure the
integrity of the utilities supported by the bridge .

B. Keep the bridge closed to vehicular traffic with the addition of permanent, visually attractiv e
barriers and signage . Monitor the bridge for further deterioration, with the intention of
repairing the bridge as needed to ensure pedestrian and bicycle safety and to ensure th e
continued operation of the utilities supported by the bridge .

2 . Bridge Open
A Open the bridge to all traffic, following needed repairs .
B. Open the bridge to all traffic, following replacement of the bridge .

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT :

This agenda item is not defined as a project under CEQA . As discussed above, demolition and
replacement of the Roberts Road bridge would be subject to CEQA review . If the Council designates
the structure as a local historic bridge, an EIR is typically required for demolition of such a structure .

FISCAL IMPACT :

The fiscal impacts associated with each of the options are presented in the staff report . If the Counci l
directs staff to repair the bridge in any of the options, funding would need to be programmed in th e
FY 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program .

Distribution :

Peggy Willey, 134 Ohlone Court, Los Gatos, CA 9503 2
Anne Lamborn, 7 Monroe Court, Los Gatos, CA 9503 0
Roberts Road Homeowners Association, Geri Miller, 327 Oak Meadow Drive, Los Gatos, CA 9503 2
Kim Gavin, 132 Ohlone Court, Los Gatos, CA 95032

Attachments :
1. Caltrans Bridge Inspection Reports
2. Caltrans Plan of Action report
3. Historic Evaluation Report
4. Cost Estimates from Anderson Pacific Engineering Construction, Inc ., May 10, 200 5
5. Emails and petitions from residents
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ARNOLD SCH\VARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF MAINTENANCE
STRUCTURE MAINTENANCE AND INVESTIGATION S
1801 30th Street, MS #9-1/9 i
P. 0. BOX 16804 1
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-804 1

PHONE (916) 227-863 1
FAX (916) 227-835 7

July 23, 2004

Mr. John Curti s
Director of Building & Engineerin g
Town of Los Gatos
P 0 Box 949
Los Gatos, CA 9503 1

Dear Mr. Curtis :

In accordance with Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations (Federal Highway Act) ,
Caltrans Structure Maintenance and Investigations perfolmed biennial
inspections of bridges under your jurisdiction .

Enclosed are copies of Bridge Inspection Reports for the structures noted
on the attached transmittal sheet. These reports contain descriptions o f
physical changes to the structures since the last inspection, recommendations
for work to be done, or additional information not recorded in the previous

Bridge Reports .

Please direct questions regarding any structure to Charlie Ineichen at (916) 227-8016 .

Sincerely,

0112-7, -E",el
THOMA J. HARRINGTON
Office Chief
Structure Maintenance & Investigations - North

Enclosures

Flex your power!

Be energy efficient!

"Caimans improves mobility across California"
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3700343
ROBERTS RD
0 .10 MI S BLOSSOM HILL RD
LOS GATOS
01/13/2004

Underwater Special Other

STRUCTURE NAME : LOS GATOS CREE1

CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

Year Built

	

1918

	

Skew (degrees) :

	

0

Year Widened : N/A

	

No . of Joints :

	

0
Length (m)

	

25 .9

	

No . of Hinges :

	

0

Structure Description :Continuous RC 'T' beam (2) with RC buttress abutments and RC pier wall ,
all founded on spread footings .

Span Configuration

	

:2 a 12 .5 m

LOAD CAPACITY AND RATINGS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

lZrMnsnis.

Bridge Inspection Report

Bridge Number
Structure Maintenance & Investigations

	

Facility Carried :
Location
City
Inspection Date :

Inspection Type
Routine Group A

Xi ~. -

Design Live Load :

Inventory Rating :
Operating Rating :
Permit Rating .
Posting Load

OTHER OR UNKNOWN

12 .7

	

metric tons

	

Calculation Method : LOAD FACTOR
19 .9

	

metric tons

	

Calculation Method : LOAD FACTOR
XXXXX
Type 3

	

N/A

	

Type 3S2

	

N/A

	

Type 3-3

	

N/A

pRCRIRTION ON. STRUCTURE

	

-

Deck X-Section: 0 .38 m r, 6 .1 in, 0 .38 m r

Total Width :

	

6 .9m

	

Net Width :

	

6 .1 m

	

No. of Lanes : 1
Rail Description: RC wall

	

Rail Code : 0000
Min . Vertical Clearance : Unimpaired

DESCRIPTION UNDER STRUCTURE

Channel Description : Earth, unimprove d

HISTORY

As per the Hydraulics investigation on 6/3/2002 this bridge is scour critical with the potential
scour elevation at Pier 2 extending below the bottom of the footing .

As of the recent routine inspection on 1/13/2004, no work has been performed to address th e
scour potential . This'Condition should be immediately addressed by the local agency . The local
agency is to provide adequate scour countermeasures to ensure the stability of the bridge .

REVISIONS

The following ELI Elements and/or NBI Coding has been modified to accurately codify the
structure :

Element 110, Open Girder/Beam, has had 45m downgraded from Condition State 1 to Condition State
2 .

Element 331, Reinforced Concrete Bridge Rail, has been downgraded to Condition State 3 .

CONDITION OF STRUCTURE

As previously reported, there are many large spalls and moderate size cracks with efflorescence
in the face of the east abutment . There is an outstanding work recommendation from 1/18/200 t o
remove any unsound concrete and patch the spalls that should be completed .

Also as previously reported, there are many moderate size cracks in the face of the west
abutment with no efflorescence .

There is a full height vertical crack measuring 1/8' to 1/4' on the SW Wingwall, approximately 2
meters off the face of Abutment 3 .

Printed on :Monday

	

03/01/2004

	

07 :46 AM
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As previously reported, there are spells with efflorescence evident throughout the soffit . A few
of these spells have been previously patched but the patches are beginning to fail with several
exhibiting exposed and corroded reinforcement . There is an outstanding work recommendation from
1/18/2000 to remove any unsound concrete and patch the spells that should be completed .

Overall the general quality of the concrete in this structure is poor with the concret e
exhibiting numerous rock pockets and poor consolidation .

As previously reported, the northeast corner of the bridge rail, including a post, is severel y
cracked and spelled . There is an outstanding work recommendation from 1/18/2000 to repair th e
damaged portion of the bridge rail that should be completed . The overall bridge rail in general
is in poor condition with numerous cracks and small spells throughout the its length .

The top of the footing of Pier 2 is exposed approximately 1-2' . There is also some flow
deterioration on the face of Pier 2 at approximately 3-4' from grade . The scour visible at Pier
2 is not particularly significant at this time . However the above cited Hydraulics report
determined this bridge to be scour critical, with potential flows extending the scour below the
bottom of the Pier 2 footing . At the time of this investigation, the flow from the channel wa s
strong yet shallow and was not reaching the pier well with the flow concentrated in the mai n
span . The water was flowing approximately 2' below the lowest point on the pier wall .

Overall this structure remains is in generally fair condition as of this investigation .

SIGNS

"One . Lane Bridge" signs are present at the approaches .

RECOMMENDATIONS
This structure is structurally deficient, scour critical and has a sufficiency rating of 31 .2 .
There are also numerous outstanding work recommendations . In lieu of completing the work
recommendations, a replacement bridge should be considered at this time . However, if a
replacement bridge is considered, interim measures will still need to address the outstandin g
work recommendations, particularly the scour mitigation .

EIATUM T INSPECTION RATINGS ,

F ElemElement Description
#

h
No .
_es

01 13 Concrete Deck Unprotected w/ AC

01
01

1
Overlay

110 Reinforced Conc Open Girder/Beam
210 Reinforced Conc Pier Wall

101 215 Reinforced Conc Abutment
01 331 Reinforced Cone Bridge Railing

L01 359 Soffit of Concrete Deck or Slab

Env Total Unit s
Qty

3

	

170 sg.m .

Qty in each Condition State

	

St . 1

	

St . 2

	

St . 3 St . 4

	

St . 5 1

	

170

	

0

	

0

	

0

	

0

51

	

in .

	

0

	

45

	

6

	

0
7

	

is .

	

0

	

0

	

7

	

0

	

0
14

	

m .

	

0

	

0

	

14

	

0

	

0 1
52

	

m .

	

0

	

52

	

0

	

0

	

0
1

	

ea .

	

0

	

0

	

1

	

0

	

0

WORN RECOMMENDATIONS ,

RecDate : 01/13/2004

Action :Sub-Scour Mitig a
Work By: LOCAL AGENCY

Status : PROPOSED

EstCost :
StrTarget :
DistTarget :
EA :

1 YEAR
As per the Hydrualics investigation on
6/3/2002 this bridge is scour critical with
the potential scour elevation at Pier 2
extending below the bottom of the footing .

As of the recent routine inspection on
1/13/2004, no work has been performed to
address the scour potential . This condition
should be immediately addressed by the loca l
agency . The local agency is to provide
adequate scour countermeasures to ensure th e
stability of the bridge .
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Repair the damaged portion of the bridge
rail at the northeast corner of th e
structure .

RecDate : 01/18/200 0
Action
Work By: LOCAL AGENCY
Status : PROPOSED

EstCost :
StrTarget :

	

2 YEARS
DistTarget :
EA :

RecDate : 01/18/200 0
Action
Work By : LOCAL AGENCY
Status : PROPOSED

RecDate: 01/18/200 0
Action
Work By : LOCAL AGENCY

Status : PROPOSED

EstCost :
StrTarget :
DistTarget :
EA :

EstCost :

StrTarget :
DistTarget :
EA :

Remove any unsound concrete and patch the
2 YEARS spalls found in the soffit of both spans .

Remove unsound concrete and patch the spalls
2 YEARS in the east abutmen t
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STRIICTORZ INVENTORY AND APPRAISAL REPORT .

******.*** .***** IDENTIFICATION ************** *

(1) STATE NAME- CALIFORNIA

	

069

(8) STRUCTURE NUMBER

	

37C0343

(5) INVENTORY ROUTE(ON/UNDER)-

	

ON

	

15000000 0

(2) HIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT

	

04

(3) COUNTY CODE

	

085

	

(4) PLACE CODE

	

44112

(6) FEATURE INTERSECTED-

	

LOS GATOS CREEK

(7) FACILITY CARRIED-

	

ROBERTS RD

19) LOCATION-

	

0 .10 MI S BLOSSOM HILL RD

(11) MILEPOINT/KILOMETERPOINT

	

0

(12) BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK- NOT ON NET

	

0

(13) LRS INVENTORY ROUTE & SUBROUTE

(16) LATITUDE

	

37 DEG 13 MIN 55 SEC

(171 LONGITUDE

	

121 DEG 58 MIN 22 SEC

(98} BORDER BRIDGE STATE CODE

	

% SHARE

	

•

(99) BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER
*** .**.* STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIAL *****ras a

(43) STRUCTURE TYPE MAIN:MATERIAL-

	

CONCRETE CONT

TYPE- TEE BEAM

	

CODE 204

(44) STRUCTURE TYPE APPR :MATERIAL-

	

NOT APPLICABLE

TYPE- NOT APPLICABLE

	

CODE

{45) NUMBER OF SPANS IN MAIN UNIT

	

2

(46) NUMBER OF APPROACH SPANS

	

0

(107) DECK STRUCTURE TYPE-

	

CIP CONCRETE

	

CODE 1

(108) WEARING SURFACE / PROTECTIVE SYSTEM :

A) TYPE OF WEARING SURFACE- BITUMINOUS

	

CODE 6

B) TYPE OF MEMBRANE- NONE

	

CODE 0

C) TYPE OF DECK PROTECTION- NONE

	

CODE 0

*************a* AGE AND SERVICE 4**&t**.****** *

(27) YEAR BUILT

	

1918

(106) YEAR RECONSTRUCTED

	

0000

(42) TYPE OF SERVICE : ON- HIGHWAY

	

1
UNDER- WATERWAY

	

5

(28) LANES :ON STRUCTURE

	

01 UNDER STRUCTURE 00

(29) AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

	

166 4

(30) YEAR OF ADT

	

1985 {109) TRUCK ADT

	

1 %

(19) BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH

	

2 KM

********** . .** .GEOMETRIC DATA a********* . .*** *

{48) LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN

	

12 .S M

(491 STRUCTURE LENGTH

	

25 .9 M

(50) CURB OR SIDEWALK :

	

LEFT 0 .0 M RIGHT 0 .0 M

(51) BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH CURS TO CURE

	

6 .1 M
(52) DECK WIDTH OUT TO OUT

	

6 .9 M

(32) APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH (W/SHOULDERS)

	

6 .1 M
{33) BRIDGE MEDIAN- . NO MEDIAN

	

0

(34) SKEW

	

0 DEG (35) STRUCTURE FLARED

	

NO
(10) INVENTORY ROUTE WIN VERT CLEAR

	

99 .99 M

(47) INVENTORY ROUTE TOTAL HORIZ CLEAR

	

6 .1 M

(53) MIN VERT CLEAR OVER BRIDGE RDWY

	

99 .99 M

(54) MIN VERT UNDERCLEAR REF- NOT H/RR

	

0 .00 M

{55) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR RT REF- NOT H/RR

	

99 .9 N

(56) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR LT

	

0 .0 M

************** . NAVIGATION DATA ************** *

(38) NAVIGATION CONTROL- NO CONTROL

	

CODE 0
(111) PIER PROTECTION- NOT REQUIRED

(39) NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE
(116) VERT-LIFT BRIDGE NAV MIN VERT CLEAR
(40) NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE

* ..***iii***********a**************** ******** *
SUFFICIENCY RATING =

	

31 . 2

STATUS

	

STRUCTURALLY DEFICIENT

HEALTH INDEX =

	

• 54 . 0

PAINT CONDITION INDEX =

	

NIA

************* CLASSIFICATION ************* CODE

(112) NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH- YES

	

Y

(104) HIGHWAY SYSTEM- NOT ON NHS

	

0

(26) FUNCTIONAL CLASS- LOCAL URBAN

	

1 9

(100) DEFENSE HIGHWAY- NOT STRAHNET

	

0

(101) PARALLEL STRUCTURE- NONE EXISTS

	

N

(102) DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC- 2 WAY

	

2

(103) TEMPORARY STRUCTURE -

(1051 FED.LANDS HWY -

(110) DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK

	

NOT ON NET

	

0
(20) TOLL- ON FREE ROAD

	

3
(21) MAINTAIN- CITY OR MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY AGENCY 0 4

(22) OWNER- CITY OR MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY AGENCY

	

04
(37) HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE- NOT ELIGIBLE

	

5

**** .**** . . .**** CONDITION ****** .**. .****. CODE

(58) DECK

	

5

(59) SUPERSTRUCTURE

	

5

(60) SUBSTRUCTURE

	

3
(61) CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION

	

5
162) CULVERTS

	

N

*****'** LOAD RATING AND POSTING ********* CODE

(31) DESIGN LOAD- OTHER OR UNKNOWN

	

0

(63) OPERATING RATING METHOD- LOAD FACTOR

	

1
(64) OPERATING RATING-

	

19 . 9
(65) INVENTORY RATING METHOD- LOAD FACTOR

	

1

(66) INVENTORY RATING-

	

12 . 7
(70) BRIDGE POSTING- EQUAL TO OR ABOVE LEGAL LOADS 5
(41) STRUCTURE OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED-

	

A

DESCRIPTION- OPEN, NO RESTRICTION

*******.******* APPRAISAL ** . .** .***t**** . CODE

(67) STRUCTURAL EVALUATION
(68) DECK GEOMETRY
169) UNDERCLEARANCES, VERTICAL & HORIZONTA L
(71) WATER ADEQUACY
(72) APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGNMENT

	

3
(36) TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES

	

0000

(113) SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES

	

3

a .********* . PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS *********** *

(75) TYPE OF WORK- REPLACE FOR DEFICIENCY CODE 31
(76) LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT

	

34 .906 M

(94) BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COS T

(95) ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST
(96) TOTAL PROJECT COST

(97) YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE
(114) FUTURE ADT
(115) YEAR OF FUTURE ADT

********** .** .*** INSPECTIONS **************** *

(90) INSPECTION DATE

	

01/04(91) FREQUENCY

	

24 MO

(92) CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION :

	

(93) CFI DATE
A) FRACTURE CRIT DETAIL-

	

NO -1M0 A) 01/01
B) UNDERWATER INSP-

	

NO -IMO 8 )
C) OTHER SPECIAL INSP-

	

NO

	

MO C )

CODE 1
0 .0 M

M
0 .D M

3
2
N

5

' $289,000

$29 .000

$434,000

1999

210 0
2010

Printed on :Monday

	

03/01/2004 07 :46 AM

	

37C0343/AAAD/3914

CIibPDF - www.fas{io .com
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Structure Maintenance & Investigations

Bridge Inspection Report

Bridge Number

	

370034 3

Facility Carried : ROBERTS RD

Location

	

0 .10 MI S BLOSSOM HILL RD

City LOS GATOS

Inspection Date : 22-JAN-0 2
Inspection Type
Routine Group A Underwater Special Othe r

X

Name : LOS GATOS CREEK
CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

Year Built

	

: 1918 Skew (degrees) :

	

0
Year Widened

	

: N/A No . of Joints :

	

0

Length

	

(m)

	

: 25 .9 No . of Hinges :

	

0

Description of Structure : Continuous RC "T" beam (2) with RC buttress abutments and RC pier wall, al l
founded on spread footings .

Span Configuration : 2 @ 12 .5 m

LOAD CAPACITY AND RATING S

Design Live Load : OTHER OR UNKNOWN

Inventory Rating : 12 .7

	

metric tons

	

Calculation Method : LOAD FACTO R
Operating Rating : 19 .9

	

metric tons

	

Calculation Method : LOAD FACTO R

Permit Rating

	

: XXXXX

Posting Load

	

: Type 3 N/A english tons

	

Type 3S2 N/A english tons

	

Type 3-3 N/A english tons

DESCRIPTION ON STRUCTURE

Bridge width : 0 .38 m r, 6 .1 in, 0 .38 m r

Total Width :

	

6 .9

	

m

	

Net Width : 6 .10

	

m

	

No . of Lanes : 1

Rail Description : RC wall

	

Rail Code

	

: 000 0
Min . Vertical Clearance : Unimpaired

DESCRIPTION UNDER STRUCTURE

Channel Description : Earth, unimprove d

REVISIONS

The Condition State of the entire quantity of Element #13, "Concrete Deck - Unprotected w/AC Overlay", ha s
been changed to state 1 from state 3 to properly reflect field conditions . Element was previously
incorrectly coded .

The Condition State of the 45 meters of Element #110, "Reinforced Concrete Open Girder/Beam", has bee n
changed to state 1 from state 3 to properly reflect field conditions . Due to several locations of exposed
reinforcement, 6 meters of Element #110 are left in Condition State 3 until repairs are completed .

Element #359, "Soffit of Concrete Deck or Slab", has been upgraded to state 3 from state 4 to properl y
reflect field conditions . Element was previously incorrectly coded .

CONDITION OF STRUCTURE

There are many large spalls and moderate size cracks with efflorescence in the face of the east abutment .
There are many moderate size cracks in the face of the west abutment (no efflorescence) .

Spalls with efflorescence are evident throughout the soffit . A few of these spalls were previously patche d
but patches are beginning to fail with several exhibiting exposed reinforcement .

The general quality of the concrete in this structure is poor with concrete exhibiting numerous roc k
pockets and poor consolidation . Repair any unsound and spalled concrete as per previous wor k
recommendations dated 01/18/00 .

The northeast corner of the bridge rail, including a post, is severely cracked and spalled . Repair damage d
rail as per previous work recommendation dated 01/18/00 .

This structure remains is fair condition as of this investigation .

SIGNS

	

FFa19
'0

"One Lane Bridge" signs are present at the approaches .

Printed on : 07-FEB-2002 01 :18 :31 PM
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ELEMENT LEVEL INSPECTION RATINGS

F# ElemElement Description
No .

Env Total Units
Quantity

Qty in each Condition State
St .

	

1

	

St . 2

	

St . 3 St .

	

4

	

St .

	

5

01 13 Concrete Deck - Unprotected w/
AC Overlay

3 170sq .m . 170 0 0 0

	

0

01 110 Reinforced Conc Open Girder/Beam 2 51m . 45 0 6 0

01 210 Reinforced Conc Pier Wall 4 7m . 0 0 7 0

	

0

01 215 Reinforced Conc Abutment 4 14m . 0 0 14 0

	

0
01 331 Reinforced Conc Bridge Railing 3 52m . 0 52 0 0

	

0
01 359 Soffit of Concrete Deck or Slab 4 lea . 0 0 1 0

	

0

WORK RECONNENDATIONS

Remove unsound concrete and
Item#

	

Rec . Date

1

	

18-JAN-200 0
Remove any unsound concrete
Item#

	

Rec . Date

patch the spalls in the east abutment
Work By

	

Work Id .

	

Prog . Method

40343X00018X
found in the soffit of both spans .

Work Id .

	

Prog . Method

City Agency
and patch the spall s
Work By

Cost

Cos t

2

	

18-JAN-200 0

Repair the damaged portion
Item#

	

Rec . Date

3

	

18-JAN-2000

City Agency

of the bridge rail a t
Work By

City Agency

40343X00018X
the northeast corner of the structure .

Work Id .

	

Prog . Method

40343X00018X

Cost

OASS/

K,16? <2̀

c~ I

	

No . 458
-

62

	

m
Exp 1231-0 2

*

	

*

I

	

f\Q'

OFCAO

Inspected By : Brad Walter

Registered Civil Enginee r

Printed on : 07-FEB-2002 01 :18 :31 PM
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STRUCTURE INVENTORY AND

********************** IDENTIFICATION **************** *

(1) STATE NAME - CALIFORNIA

	

069;;

(8) STRUCTURE NUMBER

	

37C034 3

(5) INVENTORY ROUTE(ON/UNDER) -ON

	

1 50 00000 0

(2) HIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT

	

0 4

(3) COUNTY CODE 085

	

(4) PLACE CODE

	

4411 2

(6) FEATURE INTERSECTED - LOS GATOS CREEK

(7) FACILITY CARRIED - ROBERTS RD

(9) LOCATION - 0 .10 MI S BLOSSOM HILL RD

(11) MILEPOINT/KILOMETERPOINT

(12) BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK -

	

NOT ON NET

(13) LRS INVENTORY ROUTE & SUBROUT E

(16) LATITUDE

(17) LONGITUDE

(98) BORDER BRIDGE STATE COD E

(99) BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBE R

*************** STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIAL ********** '

(43) STRUCTURE TYPE MAIN: MATERIAL - CONCRETE CONT

TYPE -TEE BEAM

	

CODE 2 0 4

(44) STRUCTURE TYPE APPR: MATERIAL - OTHER

TYPE -OTHER

	

CODE 000

(45) NUMBER OF SPANS IN MAIN UNIT'

	

2

(46) NUMBER OF APPROACH SPANS

	

0

(107) DECK STRUCTURE TYPE CIP CONCRETE

	

CODE 1

(108) WEARING SURFACE / PROTECTIVE SYSTEM :

A) TYPE OF WEARING SURFACE - BITUMINOUS

	

CODE 6

B) TYPE OF MEMBRANE - NONE

	

CODE 0

C) TYPE OF DECK PROTECTION -NONE

	

CODE 0

*************

	

AGE AND

(27) YEAR BUILT

(106) YEAR RECONSTRUCTE D

(42) TYPE OF SERVICE : ON - HIGHWAY

UNDER - WATERWAY

(28) LANES: ON STRUCTURE 01

	

UNDER STRUCTUR

(29) AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

(30) YEAR OF ADT

	

199 8

(19) BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH

******************* GEOMETRIC DATA

(48) LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN

	

12 .5 M

(49) STRUCTURE LENGTH

	

25 .9 M

(50) CURB OR SIDEWALK : LEFT

	

O M

	

RIGHT

	

0 M

(51) BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH CURB TO CURB

	

6 .AM

(52) DECK WIDTH OUT TO OUT

	

6 .9 M

(32) APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH (W/SHOULDERS)

	

6 .1 M

(33) BRIDGE MEDIAN - NO MEDIAN

	

0

(34) SKEW

	

0 DEG

	

(35) STRUCTURE FLARED

	

N O

(10) INVENTORY ROUTE MIN VERT CLEAR

	

99 .99 M

(47) INVENTORY ROUTE TOTAL HORIZ CLEAR

	

6 .1 M

(53) MIN VERT CLEAR OVER BRIDGE EDEN

	

99 .99 M

(54) MIN VERT UNDERCLEAR REF - NOT H/RR

	

0 M

(55) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR RT REF -NOT H/RR

	

99 .9 m

(56) MIN LAT UNDERCLEAR LT

	

O M

******************* NAVIGATION DATA ***************** *

(38) NAVIGATION CONTROL -NO CONTROL

	

CODE 0

(111) PIER PROTECTION - NOT REQUIRED

	

CODE 1

( 3 9 ) NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE

	

0 M

(116) VERT-LIFT BRIDGE NAV MIN VERT CLEAR

	

M

(40) NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE

	

0

APPRAISAL REPORT

SUFFICIENCY RATING = 31 . 2

STATUS =STRUCTURALLY DEFICIEN T

HEALTH INDEX = 67 . 4
**************** CLASSIFICATION **************** CODE

(112) NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH - YES

	

Y

(104) HIGHWAY SYSTEM - NOT ON NHS

	

0

(26) FUNCTIONAL CLASS - LOCAL URBAN

	

1 9

.(100) DEFENSE HIGHWAY - NOT STRAHNET

	

0

(101) PARALLEL STRUCTURE -

	

NONE EXISTS

	

N

(102) DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC -

	

2 WAY

	

2

(103) TEMPORARY STRUCTURE -

(105) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY -

(110) DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK -NOT ON NET

	

0

(20) TOLL -

	

ON FREE ROAD

	

3

(21) MAINTAIN -CITY OR MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY AGENCY

	

4

(22) OWNER - CITY OR MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY AGENCY

	

4

(37) HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE -

	

NOT ELIGIBLE

	

5

****************** CONDITION

(58) DECK

(59) SUPERSTRUCTURE

	

5

(60) SUBSTRUCTURE

	

3

(61) CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION

	

5

(62) CULVERTS

	

N

************ LOAD RATING AND POSTING *********** CODE

****************** APPRAISAL ******************* COD E

(67) STRUCTURAL EVALUATION

	

3

(68) DECK GEOMETRY

	

2

(69) UNDERCLEARANCES, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL

	

N

(71) WATER ADEQUACY

	

5

(72) APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGNMENT

	

3

(36) TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES

	

000 0

(113) SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES

	

6

**************** PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ************** *

(75) TYPE OF WORK - REPLACE FOR DEFICIENCY

	

CODE

	

3 1

(76) LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT

	

34 .906M

(94) BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST

	

$289,00 0

(95) ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST

	

$29,00 0

(96) TOTAL PROJECT COST

	

$434,00 0

(97) YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE

	

199 9

(114) FUTURE ADT

	

210 0

(115) YEAR OF FUTURE ADT

	

201 0

******************** INSPECTIONS ******************** *

(90) INSPECTION DATE

	

01/02

	

(91) FREQUENCY 24 MO

(92) CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION :

	

(93) CFI DATE

A) FRACTURE CRIT DETAIL - NO

	

-IMO A)

	

01/0 1

B) UNDERWATER INSP -

	

NO

	

-IMO B) '

C) OTHER SPECIAL INSP -

	

NO

	

-1140 C )

0

0

37 DEG 13 MIN 55 SEC

121 DEG 58 MIN 22 SEC

% SHARE

	

%

SERVICE.**************** *

191 8

0000

1

5

00

1664

(109) TRUCK ADT

	

1 %

2 KM

*******************

CODE*******************

5

LOAD FACTOR

(66) INVENTORY RATING

(70) BRIDGE POSTING -

(41) STRUCTURE OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED -
DESCRIPTION - OPEN, NO RESTRICTION

(31) DESIGN LOAD - OTHER OR UNKNOWN

(63) OPERATING RATING METHOD

(64) OPERATING RATING

(65) INVENTORY RATING METHOD - LOAD FACTO R

Equal to or above legal

A

Printed on : 07-FEB-2002 01 :18 :31 PM
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIO N
DIVISION OF LOCAL ASSISTANCE - MS . 1
1120 N STREET
P . O . BOX 942573.

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-000 1

PHONE (9161 653-177 6
FAX (916) 654-2409
TTY (916) 653408 6

September 14, 200 5

Mr. John Curtis
Director of Building & Engineering
Town of Los Gatos
P 0 Box 949
Los .Gatos, CA 9503 1

Dear Mr . Curtis :

The new federal regulation, 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 650 subpart C, requires a Plan of Actio n
(POA) for each scour critical bridge within your jurisdiction . A list of your scour critical bridges i s
enclosed . In order to meet the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) deadline for compliance, you
must submit your POAs to your District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) by December 1, 2005 .

More than half of all bridge failures in the United States are caused by scour where flowing water erode s
supporting material from bridge piers and abutments . The POAs are intended to identify the steps to reduce
the danger to the traveling public and to resolve the scour issues .on scour critical bridges .

To assist you in this effort, Caltrans Structure Maintenance and Investigations vweb site : '•
http:l/www.dot.ca.gov/hq/structur/stnnaint/ provides POA templates, sample POAs, POA form fiel d
definitions, a Question & Answer section, and links to other POA reference material .

If you believe you will be unable to meet the December 1, 2005 deadline for your POAs, you must submit a
work plan to your DLAE by October 14, 2005 that shows the steps you need to take to produce your POA s
along with the schedule for each of those steps . We will work with FHWA to grant time extensions fo r
agencies that submit work plans .

If you have questions regarding the scour POAs, please contact your DLAE (list available at :
http ://www. dot . ca . gov/hq/LocalPrograms/dlae .htm) .

Sincerely ,

TERRY L . ABBOTT
Chief Division of Local Assistance

Enclosure

BARTON NEWTON
State Bridge Maintenance Enginee r

"Caltrans improves mobility across California"
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

	

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF LOCAL ASSISTANCE - MS . 1
1120 N STREET

P . 0 . BOX 94287 3
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-000 1
PHONE (916) 653-177 6
FAX (916) 654-2409
TTY (916) 653-4086

Bridge # Structure Name
Scour
Code SR SD/FO Facility Carrie d

37C0343 LOS GATOS CREEK 3 31 .2 SD

	

ROBERTS RD

IBridge(s) in your jurisdiction

"Ca/trans improves Inability across California "
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Br. No .
37C0343

Facility Carrie d
ROBERTS RD

Owner
TOWN OF LOS

GATOS

Location
0.1 MILES

SOUTH OF
BLOSSOM
HILL RD

Name
LOS GATO S

CREEK

Plan of Action

	

Biggs Cardosa Associates, Inc
Completed By :

	

Dan Devlin
Date of
Completion : 11/11/05

1 .

	

O1,11 1 C 1,F12

	

I u_Fr1

	

U Vl'l\ (

Scour Evaluation Summary :

During a field investigation on 01/13/04 conducted by Caltrans, approximately 1'-2" of the Pier 2 footin g
was exposed along the west side . Severe erosion at the slope of both sides of the west abutment wa s
observed. In the hydraulics investigation on 6/3/2002 using the average degradation rate combined wit h
the existing crossing section, this bridge was evaluated under calculated flows during a 100 year event .
The potential scour elevation at Pier 2 is expected to extend below the bottom of footing . Based on this
detail review, this bridge is determined to be scour critical .

Scour History :
This structure has a history of significant degradation and footing exposure :

•

	

During the 1987 bridge inspection, the top 1 ft of the Pier 2 footing was exposed . In the 2004
inspection, conditions worsened to 1'-2" . Inspection on 11-11-05 measured 1'-4" .

•

	

Erosion under the right wingwall at Abutment 1 was sited in the 1994 and 1996 bridge reports .

a . Foundation Type @ Spread footing

	

Pile Extension I

	

I Footing on Piles

	

Unknown

b . Foundation Material

	

I Known

	

E Unknown

Scour Review:

	

Done By: Daniel Zuhlke, Caltrans SM&I

	

Date: 01/13/2004

Structural Assessment :

	

Done By: Biggs Cardosa Associates, Inc . Date :

	

11/11/05

Critical Elevation :

	

N/A

Geotechnical Assessment :

	

Done By: None performed

	

Date :
Critical Elevation :

~ . NUI (()I)IN(, 1NMI:A~VFION

Most Recent

Inspection date 01/13/2004

Item 113

	

Scour 3

Item 60 Substructure 3

Item 61 Channel & Channel Protection 5

Item 71 Waterway Adequacy 5
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A. Completed Countermeasures :
The bridge has been closed to vehicular traffic since March, 2005 . The bridge will be monitored by Tow n
staff while Town Council decides on the future of this bridge, repair existing bridge or replace it with a
new bridge meeting current standards .

B. Proposed Countermeasures :

Countermeasures Not Required . (Please explain)

® Install Scour Countermeasures (See 4 and 5) Estimated Cost
_Riprap with monitoring program $

Guide bank $
_Spurs / Bendway weirs / Barbs $

Relief bridge / Culvert $
_Channel improvements $
X Monitoring $ 3,000/Yr

Monitoring device $
Check Dam $

_Substructure Modification $
Bridge replacement $

X Other the bridge is closed to traffic except for pedestrian/bicycle traffi c

n Close Bridge (See 6)

4 .

	

'Otiti .lEK11E:_~

	

1.flO!N ti('III :Ui-~ I

Countermeasure Implementation Project Type :
	 Proposed Construction Projec t

Lead Agency
	 Maintenance Project

Advertised Date :

Other scheduling information : monitoring is ongoing ; Repair or Replace option of the bridge wil l
be determined by Town Council in December 2005 .
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Monitoring Plan Summary :
The Town staff will monitor the bridge during their routine inspection, checking for signs of degradatio n
undermining main channel spread footings and for bridge settlement . Should there appear any evidence o f
significant additional deterioration; the bridge will be closed to all traffic . Engineering staff from the town
will be called by the Santa Clara Valley Water District when the creek flow rate at the Lark Ave station
reaches 4800cfs . The engineering staff will survey the bridge deck for signs of foundation settlement .
Monitoring will continue on a daily basis until flows subside. Town personnel will contact the Santa Clar a
Valley Water District and Caltrans to discuss what action should be taken if significant flows continue an d
significant scour degradation is observed .

Monitoring Authority : Town of Los Gatos

N Regular Inspection Program of 	 24	 mo.	 w/surveyed cross section s
Items to Watch : exposure/undermining of the spread footing at pier 2

Increased Inspection Interval of 	 12	 mo.

	

qw/surveyed cross section s
Items to Watch : the footing exposure at the piers and any channel bed material erosion afte r
each high flow
	 Underwater Inspection Program

	

Frequency	 mo.
Items to Watch :

n Fixed Monitoring Devic e
Type of Instrument :
Installation location(s) :
Sample Interval :

	

n 30 min.

	

n 1 hr.

	

6 hrs .

	

q 12 hrs .
n Other	

Frequency of data logger downloading :

	

n Weekly n Bi-weekly C Monthly
Other

Scour-critical discharge:	
Action required if scour-critical elevation detected :

N Other Monitoring Program
Type : N Visual

Instrument
q Portable Geophysical
n Other gages

Flood monitoring required : ® Yes
Flood monitoring event defined by :

® Discharge over 4800cfs at Lark Av e
n Stage	
n Elev. measured from	

Frequency of flood monitoring : n1 hr. n3 hr . F-16 his . N Other	 12hrs
Scour critical elevation :
Action required if scour-critical elevation detected : Close the bridge .

X

Sonar

n No
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Bridge ADT : 0*

	

Built : 1918

	

% Trucks : 0 Bridge Length (ft) : 85 . 0

Closure Plan Summary
A daily elevation survey of the structure once the stream flow at the Lark Ave station has reache d
4800cfs as measured by the Santa Clara Valley Water District . Should the settlement of the structure b e
larger than 0 .5", the bridge will be closed to all traffic .

Scour Monitoring Criteria for Consideration of Bridge Closure :
Water surface elevation reaches

	

@ Overtopping road or structure
► Scour Measurement Results / Monitoring Device

	

Loss of Riprap
@ Observed amount of Settlement 0 .5"

	

11
1>1 Debris Accumulation

q Other

Loss of Road Embankment

Person / Area Responsible for Closure : John Curtis, Town of Los Gatos, Public Works Dept .

Contact People (Name & Phone No .) : John Curtis, 408-399-5774

Responsible for re-opening after inspection : John Curtis

DIIOtR RO1 I I

Detour route description (route number, from - to, etc .) - see attached map .

Average ADT : 20625 Year : 1964 % Trucks :unknown Length : 137 .8 ft

Bridges on Detour Route :

Bridge Number Waterway Sufficiency Rating/
Load limitations Scour 113 code

37C0104 Los Gatos Creek 95 .1 unknown

* Prior to closure, Bridge ADT: 1644 with 1% trucks .



CARET' & CO INC .
ARCHITECTURE

November 2, 2005

Town of Los Gato s
Parks & Public Works Departmen t
41 Miles Avenu e
Los Gatos, CA 95030

RE: Roberts Road Bridge Historic Resource Evaluation

Carey & Co . was retained to prepare a Historic Resource Evaluation of Roberts Road Bridge in Lo s
Gatos, California . Carey & Co . is listed as a qualified historic preservation consultant with the Californi a
Office of Historic Preservation. The president of the firm, Alice Ross Carey, and I meet and exceed th e
United States Secretary of the Interior's Qualifications Standards' educational and experiential
requirements for historic preservation professionals . Additionally, Carey &. Co . ' s Director of Preservation
Planning, Hisashi B . Sugaya, meets and exceeds the United States Secretary of the Interior 's Draft
Revised Qualifications Standards ' educational and experiential requirements for historic preservatio n
professionals .

Attached please find the Historic Resource Evaluation, consisting of DPR 523 A, B, and L forms . To
prepare this Historic Resource Evaluation, Carey & Co . made site visits to the subject structure and w e
conducted archival research at various local and regional repositories, including the Town of Los Gato s
Library, the California Room at the San Jose Library, the Town of Los Gatos Parks & Public Work s
Department, and the online collections of University of California/Berkeley Earth Sciences and Map
Library. Representative site visit photographs and a complete list of the documentary sources w e
consulted are included on the attached DPR 523L forms .

Carey & Co . has assigned Roberts Road Bridge a "5S 3 " rating, indicating that the property appears to b e
individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation .

Sincerely,

Carin Petersen ,
Architectural Historian
Preservation Specialis t

Attachment

Old Engine Co . N7O 2 460 Bush Street San Francisco, CA 94108
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Resource Name or # : (Assigned by recorder)	 Roberts Road Bridge 	

P1 . Other Identifier : Bridge # 37C0343

*P2 . Location :

	

L Not for Publication

	

Unrestricte d

*a. County :	 Santa Clara County, Calif.	

*b. USGS Quad :

	

Date :	 T :

	

R :

c. Address :Roberts Road	 City Los Gatos, Calif .	 ZIP 9503 0

d. UTM (Give more than one for large or linear resources) Zone 	 	 mE/	 m N

e. Other Locational Data : (e .g . parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc. as appropriate )

Located 0 .10 miles south of Blossom Hill Road over Los Gatos Creek .

*P3a . Description : (Describe resource and its major elements . Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries )

Adjacent to the bend in Roberts Road, between Oak Meadow Drive and Ohlone Court, Los Gatos Creek and Los Gatos Creek Trail are traverse d
by this two-span reinforced concrete bridge connecting two residential neighborhoods . The approximately eighty-five feet span over the creek i s
twenty feet wide allowing for vehicular traffic one way at a time and no sidewalks . Of deck girder construction, the substructure consists of tw o
concrete girders spanned by shallower secondary beams and supported by flared wing-wall abutments and a single centered pier . Above the deck,
straight, unarticulated concrete railings with rounded caps run across the span and on the wing-walls . Three vertical posts on each side featur e
recessed paneling and rounded overhanging caps and divide the span railings into two sections . A straight and level beveled coping is continuou s
across the railings and wing-walls, elevating slightly at posts . All exposed surfaces are plastered and all square corners are beveled . The concrete
is reinforced with 112" square steel rebar, now visible in areas of deterioration . The deck surface has been paved and repaved with asphalt ,
overcoming the coping is some places . Two man holes are located near the wing-walls and a variety of pipes suspend from the outside of th e
railings and the substructure .

*P3b . Resource Attributes :( List attributes and codes) HP19 . Bridg e

*P4 . Resources Present : Li Building id Structure L_' Object L_II Site

	

District ~•. Element of District ! Other

P5b . Description of Photo (view,date,etc) :

South elevation from Los Gato s
Creek Trail, 10/5/05 .

*P6 . Date Constructed/Age/Sources :

Historic q Prehistoric i Both

1918, original plans (Parks & Public

Carey &	 Co ., "Roberts Road Bridge Historic Resource Evaluation," October 2005 .	

*Attachments :

	

NONE

	

Location Map _ Sketch Map iV Continuation Sheet 'TY_

	

Structure, and Object Record

Archaeological Record

	

District Record

	

Linear Feature Record _ Milling Station Record . Rock Art Record

Artifact Record I. Photograph Record" Other (list):_	

DPR 523 A (1/95)

	

*Required Informatio n

State .ofCalifornia The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF ; PARKS AND RECREATIO N

Other Listing;
Review Cod e

*P11 . Report Citation : (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none")

*P8. Recorded By :

Carey and Co .
460 Bush Street
San Francisco, CA 94108

*P9. Date Recorded : 10/5/05

*P10. Survey Type :

Intensive survey_



	

NRHP Status Code :

Page 2 of	 14

	

Resource Name or # : (Assigned by recorder)	 Roberts Road Bridge

B1. Historic Name : Roberts Road Bridge; Cypress Avenue Bridge

B2. Common Name : Roberts Road Bridge

B3 . Original Use : Bridge

	

B4 . Present Use :Bridg

	

___ _

*B5. Architectural Style :	 Reinforced concrete deck girder type with simple vernacular ornament

*B6. Construction History : (construction date, alterations, date of alterations )

Originally constructed 1918 .
No major alterations to the bridge structure, configuartion, or railing elements have been made .

Minor alterations include : suspension of piping along outsides edges of parapet and posts and below deck ; repaving .

*B7. Moved?

	

No

	

I Yes L i Unknown Date _	 Original Location	

*B8. Related Features :

B9a . Architect:	 J .M .C . Walker, City

	

ineer	 __ b. Builder:

*B10 . Significance : Theme : Post-WWI Reinforced Concrete Bridges	 Area :	 Los Gatos	

Period of Significance :	 1918	 Property Type :Bridge	 Applicable Criteria :

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architecgtural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope . Also address integrity. )

Roberts Road Bridge in Los Gatos, California, is currently classified as "5, not eligible for the NRHP", on the Historica l
Significance - Local Agency Bridges database maintained by the California Department of Transportation . Carey & Co . has

assigned the bridge, a "5S3" status code, indicating that the property appears to be individually eligible for local listing o r

designation through survey evaluation .

See attached continuation sheet for Background History and Evaluation, and appended summary of California Historica l

Resources Status Codes updated August 2003 .

B11. Additional Resource Attributes(List attributes and codes )

B12. References :
See attached continuation sheet for References .

B13. Remarks :

Historic Resource Evaluatio n

*B14. Evaluator: Carin Petersen, Carey & Co . Inc .

*Date of Evaluation :	 10/5/05

(This space reserved for official comments )

DPR 523 B (1/95)

	

*Required Informatio n

State of California- The Resources Agency

	

Primary

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI #

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

OAK
MEADOW
PARK

LUIS GATO S
CREEK

ti
Oq

ti

OBcR7
ROAD

U

.3-

-NORTH

e'N U
Cr

ROBERT S
ROA D

BRIDGE



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomial

Page 3 of 14

	

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (FIRE)

*Recorded by : Carey & Co .

	

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

D Continuation

	

0 Update

P5a. Photos/P5b. Description of Photos Continue d

Bridge approach from east, 10/5/0 5

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomial

Page 4 of 1 4

*Recorded by : Carey & Co .

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (I-IRE )

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

E Continuation

	

q Update

North side of bridge from Los Gatos Creek Trail, 10/5/0 5

Substructure showing west abutment and center pier, 10/5/0 5

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomia l

Page 5 of 1 4

*Recorded by: Carey & Co .

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE )

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

1] Continuation

	

q Update

Decorative post and railing with coping, 10/5/05

rax3
Square reinforcement rods in deteriorating post, 10/5/0 5

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomia l

Page 6 of 14

*Recorded by : Carey & Co .

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE)

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

El Continuation

	

0 Update

Parged railing with beveled coping and rounded cap, 10/5/0 5

Wing-wall railing, post, and sidewalk connection, 10/5/0 5

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomial

Page 7 of 1 4

*Recorded by: Carey & Co .

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE)

*Date: 10/05/2005

	

lD Continuation

	

0 Updat e

Concrete deterioration at post and railing, 10/5/0 5

Modern paving and manhole addition, 10/5/05

END .

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomia l

Page 8 of 1 4

*Recorded by : Carey & Co .

B10. Significance: CON 'T

Background History :

The Los Gatos area was occupied by the Ohlone Indians prior to exploration by the Spanish in the 1770s an d
later settlement by newly independent Mexican citizens in the early nineteenth century . The Rancho Rinconada

de Los Gatos, a 6,631 acre parcel, was granted to Jose Maria Hernandez and Sebastian Fabian Peralta in 1839 ,

and with that homesteading of the area began . Around 1855, during the early American period, the village o f
Los Gatos developed along Los Gatos Creek around the flour mill built in that year by James Alexander Forbes .

The city of Los Gatos was finally incorporated in 1887 . 1

Initially cattle and sheep ranching were prevalent in the Los Gatos area . However, by 1878 and the arrival of th e

Southern Pacific Coast Railroad, fruit growing was becoming the dominant business, both in Los Gatos and th e

Santa Clara Valley in general . The railroad facilitated shipping, and soon the local fruit industry was booming .
Fruit growing-related industries and inventions also characterized business development in Los Gatos at thi s

time . '

Around the turn of .the century, additional railroad passenger service aided in further establishing the town an d
the west bank of Los Gatos Creek and brought "tourists, picnickers, summer residents, commuters, and healt h

seekers" to the town . ' Outlying areas began to develop with both the fruit industry and residential growth . By the

1950s fruit growing was no longer the primary industry of Los Gatos . The area came to be dominated by
residential use, especially with an increase in population following the end of World War II . Today Los Gatos is

characterized by its upscale homes, antique stores and art galleries . '

Cypress Avenue, located northeast of the town center, was established with the fruit industry growth prior to th e

turn of the century . Early properties near the street included California Condensed Juice Company and Lo s

Gatos Drying Works, as well as scattered residences . ' Though a bridge had already been constructed across th e

creek at Main Street, immediate demand arose for a second crossing to the north . Local historian William A.

. Wulf notes, "before 1893, when the Cypress Avenue Bridge was built, the people of Los Gatos would go fo r
Sunday drives, in good weather, north on San Thomas Aquino Road (Santa Cruz Avenue) north to Farley Roa d
and ford the Los Gatos Creek from the west bank to the east bank and onto Farley Road to the San Jose -

Lexington Road (Los Gatos Blvd .) and south back into downtown Los Gatos . '" In 1892, University Avenue was

extended through to Cypress Avenue prompting John J . Roberts, owner of 160 acres on the east side of Los Gato s

' George G. Bruntz, "From Wilderness to Village: Los Gatos' Early Days," Los Gatos History [online], accessed 4 Augus t

2005, available at http ://www.losgatos.com/history/bruntz-early .html ; "History", Town of Los Gatos Chamber of Commerce
© 2002 [online], accessed 3 August 2005, available at http ://www .los-gatos .org/main/history.html.
Z "History", Town of Los Gatos Chamber of Commerce © 2002 [online], accessed 3 August 2005, available at
http ://www .los-gatos.org/main/history .html .
3 Anne Bloomfield, Los Gatos Historic Resources Inventory (San Francisco : Anne Bloomfield, 1991) .
' "History", Town of Los Gatos Chamber of Commerce © 2002 [online], accessed 3 August 2005, available at http ://www.los-
gatos .org/main/history .html ; William A. Wulf, "Chronological History," Town of Los Gatos Chamber of Commerce © 200 2
[online], accessed August 2005, available at http ://www .los-gatos .org/main/history2 .html.
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, "Los Gatos, Calif.", Oct. 1904, maps 1 and 2.

' William A . Wulf, "The Cypress Avenue - Roberts Road Bridge" Historical Collection notes provided to Carey & Co . b y

the Town of Los Gatos.

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE)

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

Continuation

	

q Update

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California - The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomia l
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*Recorded by : Carey & Co .

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE)

*Date : 10/05/2005

	

ID Continuation

	

q Update

Creek, to petition for a northern bridge from Cypress Avenue, crossing the creek and his lands, to connect wit h

the San Jose-Lexington Road . ' Thus the first iteration of the Roberts Road Bridge was erected, of wood

construction .

Increasing population in Los Gatos, as well as residential growth around Cypress Avenue continued throughou t

the early twentieth century . Though historian William A . Wulf sites a request by land owner, James Forrest, for a

concrete replacement bridge in 1903, plans for that bridge were not executed until 1918, possibly delayed b y

WWI (1914-1918) . The post-WWI era hosted a shift in the use of automobiles from leisure to transportation, a
government committed to creating a system of interstate highways, and the development of road engineering as a

profession . Early bridges throughout the country were replaced with stronger reinforced concrete spans .8

Roberts Road Bridge, as it exists today, was originally constructed in 1918 under the direction of City Engineer ,

J .M.C. Walker, and County Surveyor, Irving L . Ryder . Original construction documents detail a two-span

reinforced concrete deck girder type bridge with wing-wall abutments, a center pier, and a post and rail parapet .

The earlier wooden bridge is delineated as the same size and location as its concrete replacement . The drawings

further specify that all square corners are to be beveled, all exposed surfaces plastered, and the deck to be covere d

in' " oil and screening . 9 Concrete girder bridges were much less common than arched bridges, mainly due to
aesthetic perceptions, however girder bridges were considered economical, the grade of the bridge floor could b e

located lower, and the foundations could be built on more yielding soil where arched foundations couldn't .

The structure's stylistic features are limited to the post and rail system bordering the deck . The design of these
elements is simple and loosely classical in nature, as well as indicative of the regional, vernacular variation o n

the small, rural, early reinforced concrete highway bridge .

Little change has occurred to the 1918 iteration of Roberts Road Bridge over the past eight decades . Visual
observation indicates that the road has been repaved several times, sidewalks have been added terminating at th e

wing-walls, and various sized pipelines have been suspended from the railings and substructure with bolted meta l

hangers. No major alterations or renovations are evident ; however the concrete has begun to deteriorate .

Of the eight bridges currently standing in the Town of Los Gatos, identified by personnel at Los Gatos Parks &

Public Works Department, Roberts Road Bridge is the oldest by at least twenty years . Though not the origina l

wooden bridge, the existing concrete bridge is the oldest unaltered bridge within the Town of Los Gatos and a

good example of an early small regional reinforced concrete highway bridge .

Evaluation :

The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluates a property ' s historic significance based on the following

four criteria :

Criterion A (Event) : Properties that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution t o

the broad patterns of our history.

' Ibid .
8 Carole Rifkind, A Field Guide to American Architecture (New York : Plume, 1980) .
9 Original construction documents provided by Los Gatos Parks & Public Works Department .

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

*Required information



State of California- The Resources Agency

	

Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

	

HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET

	

Trinomial
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*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Roberts Road Bridge (HRE)

*Recorded by : Carey & Co.

	

*Date: 10/05/2005

	

® Continuation

	

q Update

n Criterion B (Person) : Properties that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

• Criterion C (Design/Construction) : Properties that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or tha t
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction .

▪ Criterion D (Information Potential) : Properties that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information

important in prehistory or history .

In addition to historic significance, an NRHP evaluation includes a determination of physical integrity, or th e

property's ability to convey its historic significance . Integrity consists of seven aspects : location, design, setting ,

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association .

Roberts Road Bridge, in Los Gatos, CA, is currently not listed on the NRHP. It was found
ineligible for listing by a 1986 survey conducted by California Department of Transportatio n

(Caltrans) . In Carey & Co .'s professional opinion the bridge does not appear to be individuall y

NRHP eligible .

To be potentially eligible for individual listing on the NRHP, a structure must usually be over 5 0
years old, must have historic significance, and must retain its physical integrity . Since Roberts

Road Bridge was constructed approximately 87 years ago, it meets the age requirement . However ,
it does not appear to possess sufficient historic significance within the broad patterns of ou r

history for individual listing . Though associated with the development of transportation in
America - impacts of the automobile, the connected highway system, early road engineering an d
reinforced concrete highway bridges, archival research yielded no information indicating a

significant association with these historic events and developments (NRHP Criteria A) . Under
NRHP Criterion B, archival research yielded no information indicating an association wit h

significant historic individuals or entities .

Though Roberts Road Bridge is an example of early rural reinforced concrete highway bridge ,
under NRHP Criterion C, the structur e 's simple, loosely classical style and construction type d o
not sufficiently embody the distinctive characteristics of the style, type, or period to b e

individually eligible . Finally, archival research provided no indication that the bridge has th e

potential to yield exceptionally important information (NRHP Criterion D) .

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluates a resource's historic significance based on th e

following four criteria :

Criterion 1 (Eventl : Resources associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad

patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States .

n Criterion 2 (Person) : Resources associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or nationa l

history .

• Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) : Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period ,

region or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master or possess high artistic values .

DPR 523L (1/95)

	

`Required information
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
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CONTINUATION SHEET
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n Criterion 4 (Information Potential) : Resources that have yielded or have the potential to yield information
important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the nation .

In addition to historic significance, a CRHR evaluation includes a determination of physical integrity, or th e

authenticity of an historical resource's physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existe d

during the resource's period of significance . Any resource listed in or determined eligible for listing in the NRH P

is automatically eligible for listing in the CRHR .

Since Roberts Road Bridge was constructed 87 years ago, it meets the CRHR age requirements .

However, it does not appear to possess sufficient historic significance for listing . In Carey & Co . ' s
opinion, under CRHR Criterion 1 archival research yielded no information indicating sufficien t

association with significant historic events . Under CRHR Criterion 2, archival research yielde d

no information indicating an association with significant historic individuals or entities . Under

CRHR Criterion 3, the structure's vernacular style and construction type does not sufficiently

embody the distinctive characteristics of the style, type, or period . Archival research provided n o

indication that the bridge has the potential to yield exceptionally important informatio n

(CRHR Criterion 4) . Since physical integrity is based on historic significance, and the buildin g
does not appear to possess historic significance, its physical integrity can not be evaluated .

The Town of Los Gatos, Municipal Code, Sec. 29 .80 .220, gives the Town Council authority to by ordinanc e

designate :

(1) One (1) or more individual structures or other features, or integrated groups of structures and features on
one (1) or more lots or sites, having a special character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interes t

or value, as landmarks, and shall designate a landmark site for each landmark ; and

(2) One (1) or more areas containing a number of structures having special character or special historical ,

architectural or aesthetic interest or value, and constituting distinct sections of the Town, as histori c

districts .

Designated structures are regulated under procedures outlined in the Municipal Code .

Due to the replacement and alteration of the bridges of Los Gatos, Roberts Road Bridge is no w

the oldest remaining bridge in the town . Built in 1918, it is a good example of a regional ,

vernacular variation on the small, rural, early reinforced concrete highway bridge . It is also an

immediate product of post-WWI road improvement and engineering . It is Carey & Co . ' s
professional opinion that while the structure does not possess sufficient significance to be listed
on the National Register or the California Register, its association with the transportation an d

roadway development in Los Gatos, as well as its construction type and integrity lend sufficien t

significance to be eligible for local listing and recognition .

In Carey & Co . 's professional opinion Roberts Road Bridge should be assigned the status code o f

"5S3 " indicating that it appears individually eligible for local listing only .

END .
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California Historical Resource Status Codes

1

	

Properties listed -in-the National Register (NR) Or the California Register (CR)

	

1D

	

Contributor to a district or multiple resource property listed in NR by the Keeper . Listed in the CR ,

	

15

	

Individual property listed in NR by the Keeper . Listed in the CR.

	

1CD

	

Listed in the CR as a contributor to a district or multiple resource property by the SHR C

	

1CS

	

Listed in the CR as individual property by the SHRC .

	

1CL

	

Automatically listed in the California Register - Includes State Historical Landmarks 770 and above and Points of Historica l
Interest nominated after December 1997 and recommended for listing by the SHRC .

Properties determined . eligible' for listing .the". Nat.National Register (NR) or the . California-Register (CR)

	

2B

	

Determined eligible for NR as an individual property and as a contributor to an eligible district in a federal regulatory process .
Listed in the CR .

	

2D

	

Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by the Keeper . Listed in the CR .

	

2D2

	

Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process . Listed in the CR .

	

2D3

	

Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by Part I Tax Certification . Listed in the CR .

	

2D4

	

Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR pursuant to Section 106 without review by SHPO . Listed in the CR .

	

2S

	

Individual property determined eligible for NR by the Keeper . Listed in the CR .

	

252

	

Individual property determined eligible for NR by a consensus through Section 106 process . Listed in the CR .

	

2S3

	

Individual property determined eligible for NR by Part I Tax Certification . Listed in the CR .

	

254

	

Individual property determined eligible for NR pursuant to Section 106 without review by SHPO . Listed in the CR .

	

2CB

	

Determined eligible for CR as an individual property and as a contributor to an eligible district by the SHRC .
2CD

	

Contributor to a district determined eligible for listing in the CR by the SHRC .

	

2CS

	

Individual property determined eligible for listing in the CR by the SHRC .

3

	

Appears eligible for National Register (NR) or California Register (CR) through'Survey Evaluation

	

3B

	

Appears eligible for NR both individually and as a contributor to a NR eligible district through survey evaluation .

	

3D

	

Appears eligible for NR as a contributor to a NR eligible district through survey evaluation .

	

3S

	

Appears eligible for NR as an individual property through survey evaluation .

	

3CB

	

Appears eligible for CR both individually and as a contributor to a CR eligible district through a survey evaluation .

	

3CD

	

Appears eligible for CR as a contributor to a CR eligible district through a survey evaluation .

	

3CS

	

Appears eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation .

5D 1
5D 2
5D3

ltppears eligible for National,Register (NR)'or California Register (CR) through other evaluatio n
Master List - State Owned Properties - PRC §5024 .

Properties Recognized as Historically Significant by Local Government
Contributor to a district that is listed or designated locally .
Contributor to a district that is eligible for local listing or designation .
Appears to be a contributor to a district that appears eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation .

5S1

	

Individual property that is listed or designated locally .
5S2

	

Individual property that is eligible for local listing or designation .
5S3

	

Appears to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation .

5B

	

Locally significant both individually (listed, eligible, or appears eligible) and as a contributor to a district that is locally listed,
designated, determined eligible or appears eligible through survey evaluation .

Not Eligible for Listing or®eSignation as specified
6C

	

Determined ineligible for or removed from California Register by SHRC .
63

	

Landmarks or Points of Interest found ineligible for designation by SHRC .
6L

	

Determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process ; may warrant special consideratio n
in local planning .

6T

	

Determined ineligible for NR through Part I Tax Certification process .
6U

	

Determined ineligible for NR pursuant to Section 106 without review by SHPO .
6W

	

Removed from NR by the Keeper .
6X

	

Determined ineligible for the NR by SHRC or Keeper .
6Y

	

Determined ineligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process - Not evaluated for CR or Local Listing .
6Z

	

Found ineligible for NR, CR or Local designation through survey evaluation ,

Not Evaluatedfor National Register (NR) or California : Register (CR)

	

Revaluation
7J

	

Received by OHP for evaluation or action but not yet evaluated .
7K

	

Resubmitted to OHP for action but not reevaluated .
7L

	

State Historical Landmarks 1-769 and Points of Historical Interest designated prior to January 1998 - Needs to be reevaluate d
using current standards .

7M

	

Submitted to OHP but not evaluated - referred to NPS .
7N

	

Needs to be reevaluated (Formerly NR Status Code 4 )
7N1

	

Needs to be reevaluated (Formerly NR SC4) - may become eligible for NR w/restoration or when meets other specific conditions .
7R

	

Identified in Reconnaissance Level Survey: Not evaluated ,
7W

	

Submitted to OHP for action - withdrawn .
11/21/2003



May 10, 2005
Attn :

	

Kevin Rohani, P .E.
Town of Los Gato s
Parks & Public Works Dept .
41 Miles Avenue
Los Gatos, CA 9503 1

Reference: Roberts Road Bridge Repairs

Dear Mr. Rohani :

Anderson Pacific Engineering Construction Inc . has made a site inspection to th e
Roberts Road Bridge, reviewed pertinent plans and reports related to this structure as
requested by the Town . It is our understanding that consideration is being given t o
perform repairs to this bridge to address its various deficiencies . It is important to poin t
out that the following cost estimates are based on our investigation and inspection of th e
bridge and assumptions regarding retrofit scope . Detail construction costs can be
submitted, after the preparation of engineering bid documents by the Town .

Mid Pier and Foundatio n

There is substantial erosion and scouring of the foundation in the middle of the creek .
This pier is critical to the stability of the bridge and its failure would cause the collapse o f
the bridge . Repairs and reinforcement of this foundation will require excavation of the
creek channel and dewatering or diversion of creek flow around the construction area .
Due to the unknown creekbed soil conditions, excavation for this retrofit work could be
time consuming and expensive . In addition, there are limitations related to access fo r
equipment, Fish & Game requirements and water 'distribution agency coordinatio n
issues. Depending on whether diversion or dewatering is required around the worksit e
and the actual scope of required foundation retrofit work, it is estimated that the repair
costs to the mid-pier foundation would range from approximately $165,000 to $330,000 .

Bridge Abutment

The deterioration on the abutments includes, not only longitudinal and transverse cracks ,
but also failure of concrete . We noticed on several locations the absence of reinforcin g
steel 2"- 3" below concrete surface at spalled areas on the east abutment as well as
aggregate size and size variance in non-conformance with current industry standards . I t
is not clear if this is an isolated problem or if it exists throughout the structure . Further
investigation of areas requiring repair is needed to fully define retrofit scope. Based on
the assumption of a 2' thick concrete cladding of each abutment including extensiv e
doweling and steel reinforcement, it is estimated the cost for performing repairs to both
abutments will be approximately $330,000 .
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Deck and Soffitt

There are several areas on the bridge soffitt, which have failed concrete sections an d
exposed reinforcing steel . Based on previous experience from similar jobs requirin g
repair of this kind of concrete failure, it is estimated the cost for performing repair work t o
the deck and soffitt will be approximately $165,000 .

Concrete Railing

The railings on this bridge have been damaged as a result of vehicular accidents and th e
natural aging process due to long term exposure. These railings do not meet curren t
standards and need to be retrofitted . Based on the assumption that the existing barrie r
will be demolished and replaced with a current standard barrier with architectura l
features preserving the look of the 1918 barrier, it is estimated the cost for concret e
railing replacement will be approximately $77,000 .

In summary, total construction costs for general retrofit work could range from $737,000 t o
$902,000. This estimate does not include design costs, construction management an d
engineering fees during construction . As stated earlier, this is an order of magnitude cost
estimate only and should not be construed as an actual proposal to perform described work .

As a project comparison, Anderson Pacific performed seismic retrofit work on the Lark Ave .
Bridge and Blossom Hill Road Bridge over the Los Gatos Creek for the Town of Los Gatos .
The construction costs for these retrofit projects were substantially less, primarily because
these bridges were newer; did not have the same level of deterioration; were built to current
standards with acceptable vehicular loading requirements, and did not require constructio n
and/or excavation within the creek .

If overall goals for the Roberts Road Bridge are long term utilization of the bridge wit h
current vehicular loadings, minimum maintenance costs, and higher value to cost ratio ,
Anderson Pacific recommends construction of a single span arch bridge that is designed
and built to current seismic and structural standards with particular attention paid t o
replicating the 1918 bridge's architectural aesthetic .

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (408) 970-9900 .

Sincerely ,

Melanie Carrido, P .E.
Project Manager

1390 Norman Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 9505 4

Fax : 4081970-997 5

4081970-990 0
Lic . No . 245215
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John Curtis - Roberts Bridge

From :

	

"Inga Vailionis" <IVailionis@nvidia .com>
To :

	

<JCurtis@losgatosca .gov>
Date :

	

11/21/2005 10:20:26 AM
Subject : Roberts Bridg e
CC :

	

"Geri Miller" <gkmillerl@verizon.net>, <arturas@stanford.edu>

Dear Mr . Curtis :

I'm a resident at 211 Oak Meadow Dr . in Los Gatos .

I was very excited and relieved last spring, when I heard of Los Gatos Council's decision to close the Robert s
Road bridge .

This has turned Roberts Rd. into a small residential street for pedestrians . It's been such a joy seeing families wit h
strollers ,

kids on bikes, joggers, older couples walking slowly down the closed area and enjoying Los Gatos Creek -- o r
simply meditating on th e

bridge .

Not to mention a significant reduction in noise, particularly from speeding late-to-school-and-back traffic, tha t
became

possible due to bridge closure .

In fact, prior to the bridge got closed, Roberts Road had become so loud and unsafe to kids due to intense traffic ,
that a neighbor of mine had to move out and rent out her house .

Los Gatos Council had made the right decision to close the bridge for car traffic .
I felt so grateful - and relieved - that you guys made the right move .

And I pray this decision is permanent .

Today, Gerri Miller emailed me that you're working on

	

oberts Road-related report to bring to the council on
December 5th .

I sincerely hope the decision to keep Roberts bridge closed for traffic won't be affected .

Best regards ,
Inga

Inga Vailionis, Ph .D .
211 Oak Meadow Dr .
Los Gatos, CA 9503 2
408-395-0848 (home )
408-348-7971 (cell)

ATTACHMENT 5
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Patsy Garcia - Re-open the Roberts Road Bridg e

From :

	

<OakMeadowDental@aol .com >
To:

	

<manager@losgatosca.gov>
Date :

	

11/30/2005 9 :05 PM
Subject : Re-open the Roberts Road Bridg e
CC :

	

<OakMeadowDental@aol .com >

To the Town Council of Los Gatos ,

Please reconsider your prior decision to close the Roberts Rd Bridge . Most of the feedback at the meetings has revolved
around the effect on the residents . I thought you might also like to hear about the effect on a local business . Our dental office
is located adjacent to the bridge at the corner of Roberts Rd . and Oak Meadow Dr.

We have had an increase in parking problems since there is less street parking available . Joggers used to be able to park
easier on Roberts Road but now find it necessary to park in our lot . We have had to install No Parking/Tow Away signs as ou r
own patients are no longer able to park in our own lot .

We also have had many patients inconvenienced by the bridge closure, coming the direction they have traveled to the offic e
since it was opened in 1979 only to find they have to turn around and go another way . None of them understand how th e
council could have voted to close the bridge when it could cost less to rebuild .

The current signs marking the closure are less than adequate . I understand they are temporary, but the are looking very wor n
and do not resemble the same look that Los Gatos is trying to achieve downtown .

I have one other question . When the new houses next to Hwy 17 and Hwy 9 are completed, is the traffic going to be allowed t o
come through to Roberts Road as an alternate exit? The construction trucks have been using that route and blocking th e
parking spaces as well along the "sidewalks ." If the new traffic will be allowed through, there will be a definite impact on th e
prior estimates and studies made along Roberts Road, University, and Oak Meadow Drive .

Thank,you for hearing my concerns .

Robert Dyer, DDS
210 Oak Meadow Drive
Los Gatos, CA 9503 2
(408)395-112 1

Bridge meeting 7 :00 pm ck website also send an emial stating why you want the bridge open .
send email to manager@losgatosca .gov no later than Thursday
make sure the petition you sent over will be part of the agenda if possible call ahead .

file://C :\Documents%20and%20 S ettings\pgarcia\Local%20 Settings\Temp\GW } 00001 .HTM 12/1/2005



Dear Mr. Mayor and fellow Council Members ,

I wanted to address the town council's 3 to 2 decision on the Roberts Road Bridge .
Once again the town council has voted on what to do with the bridge without having al l
of the facts in front of them . A decision was made in favor of option #1 which is to clos e
the bridge permanently to vehicular traffic, while keeping it open to pedestrians and
bicyclists . How much is this was going to cost the town and. how is the town going to pay
for the cost? In the prior council meeting, the Town Council voted to close down the
bridge because they couldn't afford the estimated cost of $1,000,000 to repair the bridge .

What the Town council didn't know or could not answer before they voted ?
1. They didn't know if the bridge was historic, but assumed it was .
2. How much is the cost of putting up safety railing for the bridge ?
3. How much is the cost of repairing the middle pier and abutments, which i s
contributing to the weakness and safety of the bridge ?
4. How much is the cost of securing proper supports for the utility lines which ar e
currently suspended from the bridge ?
4. How much is the cost of required seismic repairs ?
5. How much is the cost of the planters that were suggested to give the bridge a
"pleasing look" .
6. How much will the ongoing cost of maintaining the planters and watering the plants ?
7. Does the Town carry liability insurance on the bridge ?
8. Where is the Town going to get the money for the previously mentioned
modifications?

What are the Facts ?
1. This is an old bridge built in 1918 to support a farming business. The bridge has not
been granted historic significance and the Town will not be able to secure any grants to
repair the bridge under this pretext .
2. The old bridge is a liability to the Town because the Town has failed to maintain it .
3. Without significant investment, the old bridge will continue to deteriorate, even if
there is no vehicular traffic .
4. The people MOST impacted are the neighborhoods around the bridge. Those
neighbors clearly want the bridge to remain open to vehicular traffic .
5. The majority of the people MOST impacted want to enlist Caltrans to design a new
bridge .
6. The cost of a new bridge is estimated at $1,500,000 and Caltrans will fund 88% of th e
cost. This offer may not be available a year from now.
7. The cost of building the new bridge to the Town is $180,000 based on the remainin g
12% allocation of the $1 .5 million cost .
8. The new bridge can be designed with architectural features similar to the existing
bridge, safer for pedestrian, bicycles and vehicular traffic .
9. The new bridge can be striped for a one lane bridge with stop signs at both ends a s
before .



We would like the council to reconsider their decision and compile the facts . The
Main Street Bridge failed many years ago because of flooding . The town was aware 5
years before it happened that there was a possibility the Main Street Bridge would fall i f
nothing was done. It also cost the town more than it would have if they had fixed it
earlier . Do we want to wait until this bridge falls down and someone gets hurt before
something is done? Do we want to wait until the State can't afford to offer this deal an d
the town will have to pay for it out of its own pocket? There is an opportunity at a cost to
the town of $180,000 to create bridge with real historic significance . This council can
make its own history and build a beautiful bridge that will be safe for us and our familie s
for many years. Yet 3 of the council members have opted to ignore the wishes of th e
majority of the town's people most impacted, many of whom voted for them . Determine
the true facts and then make the right decision .

Concerned Voter and Resident,

Kim and Jim Gavin
132 Ohlone Ct .



To Whom It May Concern ,

We are the neighbors of the Los Gatos subdivision that are adjacent to th e
Vasona Park entrance on Ohlone Court . We enjoy the Fantasy of Lights
show every year in Vasona Park . However this year will be different for the
Ohlone Court residents . In the past, we were able to bypass the traffic
congestion on Blossom Hill Road by using the Roberts Road Bridge . This
year the Roberts Road Bridge is closed . In the past, the traffic directors
would not let us turn left onto Blossom Hill Road from Roberts Road . They
would only allow the residents to turn right . This is a major inconvenienc e
to the residents. We are requesting that you allow us to turn either way or if
possible have the Town open the bridge for the holidays .

The Residents of Los Gatos Glen



Oak Meadow Dental Cente r
Christina M. Fantino, D .D.S. & Robert E . Dyer, D .D.S.

210 Oak Meadow Drive, Los Gatos, CA 95030 - 4499
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Pef~ot on to Re=Open Roberts Rd rdge

The following residents and people feel that the ()bells

	

ridge should be open for use .

We feel that it makes more sense to spend $180,000 to build a whole new bridge using Caltrans grant s

rather than an estimated $220,000 to permanently close the bridge, or $1,000,000 to repair the existin g

bridge to proper safety and function .

Name Address Signature Date
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