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Recommendations:

Clearing and Grubbing: removal of existing vegetation

Ground Preparation: removal of topsoil and undocumented artificial fills; removal area should be scarified to a depth of 6 in
and watered or air-dried

Retaining Walls: required to maintain street subsoil slopes

TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC IMPACT

Proposed Stormwater Improvements
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Summary of Relationships and Main Activities within Each Phase Construction Phase Durations
Phase Duration (Work Days)
Phase Work Period Predecessor Successor Remarks/Main Activities
Phase 0 — Mobilization 3
1 Day Work Phase 0 Phase 2a Grading, Retaining Walls, Pavement Phase 1 - Roadway Construction Sta 0+00 to 6+00 60
Phase 2a — Construction of at-grade trolley crossing Sta 6+00 to 7+00 - i
2a Day & Night Work Phase 1 Phase 2b Concrete Pavement at Trolley-X g v g 3 (72-hour permit) MEET THE TEAM e
Phase 2b- Roadway Construction Sta 7+00 to 10+00 with overpass 50 Paths By Mode AutS
2b Day Work Phase 2a Phase 33 Grading, Overpass, Retaining Walls . t +
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