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August 21, 2025 

ATTN: Javier Mendivil 
Regional Project Manager, State Route 37 
Caltrans District 4 
Email: Javier.mendivil@dot.ca.gov 

SUBJECT: Caltrans State Route 37 Project, Sears Point to Mare Island Tolay Creek Bridge 
Replacement ‐ Questions regarding materials sent for second ECRB meeting on 
September 24, 2025 (BCDC Pre‐Application) 

Dear Javier, 

This letter summarizes questions from the Engineering Criteria Review Board (ECRB) on design 
criteria for the Tolay Creek Bridge Replacement Project, provided to the ECRB by Caltrans on 
August 1, 2025. The ECRB requested that Caltrans come back for a second meeting to present 
and discuss these additional issues and materials requested. This second meeting is expected to 
occur in September of this year. 

Please provide responses to some general questions from the ECRB, listed below, regarding the 
materials provided for the second meeting. Ideally, responses will be provided in advance of 
the meeting to ensure that the meeting runs efficiently. 

1. Confirm that CalTrans defines the bridge as Ordinary Non‐Standard, which is why there
is no Project Specific Seismic Design Criteria for this bridge, per response to comment i.

2. Do we understand correctly that the positive attachment of the bridge deck to the
abutments and pile caps consists entirely of the pin connections, which are sacrificial
elements that will break under seismic loads that are less than the design level
loads. After the pin connections break the bridge deck would be free to slide around on
top of the pile caps for the duration of the earthquake and during aftershocks.

a. If this is not correct, please describe what the positive attachment is that
prevents the deck from sliding off the abutments and pile caps after the pin
connections break.

b. If this is correct, then the design would rely on the pile caps being wide enough
that there is plenty of room for the pier deck to slide around in all directions
without losing bearing capacity from the supports below. This would be an
unusual seismic design strategy for most structures and, if it is the intended
approach here, there should be a well‐established criteria for determining the
sliding displacement that must be accommodated in all directions, and possibly
other requirements as well. We have reviewed the Caltrans Seismic Design
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Criteria 2.0 document, and we are unable to find any mention of this as an 
acceptable seismic design strategy or any established criteria for deploying 
it. Please point out where in the Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria 2.0 document 
this strategy is discussed and where the appropriate criteria is defined. In the 
sketch provided with the draft responses to ECRB comments it appears that 
there is a total bearing width of 66 inches at the abutment in the longitudinal 
direction prior to any earthquake loading. Per the draft responses to ECRB 
comments, “ongoing seismic analysis shows longitudinal displacement demands 
are up to 52 in.” It remains unclear if the calculation of 52 inches recognizes that 
the fuses have broken at service level loads and the deck is sliding free for the 
duration of the earthquake, which could result in significantly larger 
displacements. It remains unclear if additional displacements due to torsional 
rotation of the deck, aftershocks, or other causes have been adequately 
considered and whether the remaining 14 inches of bearing support, beyond the 
52‐inch displacement is adequate. If this is the intended strategy, please provide 
an established criteria that supports the approach of allowing the deck to slide 
freely without positive attachment anywhere, defines the appropriate criteria for 
managing sliding displacements, and demonstrate how that criteria will be met. 

3. Caltrans provides the saturated surface dry unit weight of lightweight aggregate, but the
earth pressures this material exerts may be a function of the saturated unit weight.

a. Please provide the saturated unit weight of the lightweight aggregate.
4. The document “EPS 96‐1_02S_N11‐18‐22  2022.pdf” does not include the material unit

weight. It will presumably between 1 and 2 pcf, but this should be stated somewhere.
a. Please provide the unit weight of the proposed EPS.

5. CLIQ output looks good. However, Caltrans summarily state there is no liquefaction,
which is not quite true. A number of CPTs show liquefaction below about 50 feet: these
should be discussed, but can probably be dismissed as being deep and so the deposits
are old and likely don’t present significant liquefaction hazard.

a. However, CPT‐23‐003 has about 4 feet that CLIQ identifies as liquefiable in the
upper 15 feet, with nearly 1.5 inches of liquefaction‐induced settlement.

b. The significance of the CLIQ‐identified liquefaction potential in the upper 15 feet
of CPT‐23‐003 should be discussed in greater detail.

c. Please clarify whether CPT‐23‐003 in the CLIQ report is the same as CPT‐22‐003
in the presentation slides from the previous meeting.

6. Soil parameters used in the LPILE analysis were provided in Appx IV. We did not see any
presentation of soil parameters used for the axial capacity (using SHAFT).

a. Please indicate what soil parameters were input in the SHAFT analyses.
7. We requested “design criteria and results (if available) for a slope stability evaluation on

slopes adjacent to the bridge and its landings.” What was provided was just the generic
Caltrans manual for embankments.

a. Please provide some discussion of stability of slopes around the project. These
are mainly underwater. If no analyses are considered necessary, please provide a
discussion justifying this decision.
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8. Regarding Item 2, a) Please elaborate on how vertical fault rupture is proposed to be
accommodated. The vertical offset is understood to be approximately 11 inches. Over
what span is this offset likely to occur? If the offset occurs between (say) adjacent pile
bents, how will the continuous superstructure deck be designed and detailed to
accommodate the forces imposed by this vertical movement at, presumably, one or
more, pile bents? Also, there was no response provided regarding the design of
barriers/guardrails to accommodate the fault movements.

9. Regarding Item 2, j, Please confirm that the bridge is not required to support any utility
lines or other critical infrastructure.

Please do not hesitate to contact Julie Garren or Harriet Ross with any questions at 
Julie.Garren@bcdc.ca.gov and Harriet.Ross@bcdc.ca.gov respectively. 

Sincerely, 

JULIE GARREN 
Bay Resources Program Manager 

cc: 
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