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Applicant: Shawn Shiralian) — October 17, 2017 Board Agenda ltem (Granicus
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' BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF MATERIALS:

.. Unclassified Conditional Use Permit No. 3528 (UCUP No. 3528) and Initial Study Application

.~ No. 7104, filed by Shawn Shiralian proposing an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial

. Development at I-5 and Nees, was presented to and unanimously approved by the Planning

- Commission on August 24, 2017. An appeal of the Commission’s approval of the Conditional

Use Permit and adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for Initial Study No.

7104 was subsequently filed by Beveridge and Diamond, a law firm representing Grand

Petroleum, Inc. .The Appellant represents a company that currently operates an existing

- commercial center consisting of a fueling station and fast-food restaurant immediately north of
- the subject application just on the other side of the County Line in Merced County.

Prior to the August 24, 2017 Planning Commission Hearing, the Appellant’s attorney submitted

. a22-page letter with 106 pages of attachments taking issue with the environmental work

- completed for UCUP No. 3528. In partial response to this August 18, 2017 letter, the Applicant’s
' traffic engineer submitted information on August 23, 2017 to.clarify and respond to the critiques
presented by Beveridge and Diamond. The August 18, 2017 letter by Beveridge and Diamond

-+ and the August 23, 2017 response by Peters Engineering Group are the first and second pieces

. of correspondence on the attached compact disk.

. Following the August 24, 2017 Planning Commission Hearing, a second letter was received
" from Beveridge and Diamond dated August 25, 2017 written by the attorney-who attended the-
hearing and presented testimony in opposition to the project. This letter indicated that new
. information was presented at the hearing related to water and traffic that had not been
~ previously analyzed in the environmental document.

". In response to Beveridge and Diamond’s August 25, 2017 letter, County staff drafted a letter

» maintaining the County’s position that the environmental document prepared for UCUP No. -

": - 3528'is adequate, and that -additional-information regarding traffic.is in fact not new analysis but
- . provided in response by the Applicant’s fraffic engineer to Beveridge and Diamond’s previous -

- letter. 'Regarding water, staff-acknowledged that a speaker representing-the Applicant
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misquoted the daily estimate of water to be used by the facility, but the quoted amount was less
than that analyzed in the environmental document. The August 25, 2017 letter from Beveridge
and Diamond and the September 5, 2017 response by the County of Fresno’s Department of
Public Works and Planning are attached as the third and fourth pieces of correspondence on
the attached compact disk. Also enclosed is a separate compact disk containing the August 24,
2017 Planning Commission Hearing Audio. This was included with the September 5, 2017
letter. ‘Testimony for UCUP No. 3528, which was Planning Commission Agenda Item No. 6,
begins at 1:56:06 on this disk. Please note this disk must be played on a PC.

Staff also received a letter on August 31, 2017 from the State Department of Transportation
(CALTRANS) formalizing verbal comments made at the August 24, 2017 Planning Commission
Hearing and restating the Agency’s concurrence with the Applicant’s Traffic Impact Study. A
copy of this letter is included as the fifth piece of Iate correspondence -related to this item.

This information i is beirig provided to the Board in advance of the scheduled October 17, 2017
Board hearing due to'its volume as post-Planning Commission correspondence. Staff
maintains, as stated in its September 5, 2017 response, that the environmental document
prepared for UCUP No. 3528 is adequate and that additional information that could jeopardize
the validity of that document was not presented at the August 24, 2017 Planning Commission
Hearing.

For additional questions regardmg the attached please contact Chl'lS Motta, Principal Planner-at
600- 4227

Attachments: '
~ Compact Disk Containing Five Pieces of Late Correspondence regarding Project
Compact Disk Containing August 24 2017 Planning Commission Audio

cc: Shawn Shiralian, Applicant ’
David McCray, Beveridge and D|amond Counsel for Appellant

WK:CM:;jem
G \43600evs&Pln\ADMIN\BOARD\Board Items\2017\10-17- 17\Appea| UCUP 3528\AA|\Advance Agenda Board Memo Final. docx doc
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BEVERIDGE ‘ David H. McCray
& DIAMONDPL 456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94104-1251
Direct: (415) 262-4025
DMccray@bdlaw.com

August 18, 2017

Submitted via email to dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning
Development Services Division

Attn: Derek Chambers

2220 Tulare Street, Suite A

Fresno, CA 93721

Re:  Comments on Initial Study 7104 relating to Conditional Use Permit
Application 3528

Dear Mr. Chambers:

We write on behalf of Grand Petroleum Inc., (“Grand Petroleum”) to comment on Initial
Study 7104 (“IS”) and the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared by the Fresno County
Planning Department (“County’) for the Conditional Use Permit Application 3528 (“CUP
3528”). The Applicant for CUP 3528, Shawn Shiralian, seeks to construct a large highway travel
center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees Avenue interchange in Fresno County,
California (the “Project”). There are several deficiencies in the Initial Study, and we urge the
Planning Commission to reject the Mitigated Negative Declaration and require the County to
either 1) prepare a revised initial study to determine whether a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required or 2) require the County
to prepare an EIR because there is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the Project
may cause significant adverse environmental impacts.

Several of the materials the applicant submitted in support of the Project are incomplete
or inaccurate and thus, the Initial Study and accompanying Mitigated Negative Declaration are
not supported by substantial evidence in the record. The decision as to whether a project may
have one or more significant effects must be based on substantial evidence in the record of the
lead agency. 14 CCR § 15064(f). The County’s Traffic Impact Study is flawed. Serious
questions exist about the water demands of the Project, the availability of water, the quality of
that water, and how wastewater will be managed for the Project. In these respects, the Applicant
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failed to put forth sufficient facts to enable the agency to meaningful evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Project.

The deficiencies of the Initial Study extend beyond the supporting documentation
provided by the Applicant. There are multiple instances in which the County did not respond to
the checklist questions it was required to address in the Initial Study. Elsewhere, the County
relied upon improper mitigation measures. Additionally, the County abdicated its responsibility
to analyze and determine whether cumulative impacts exist by merely stating in a single sentence
that no “cumulatively considerable impacts” were identified.

One purpose “of the initial study is to help to inform the choice between a negative
declaration and an environmental impact report.” Joshua Tree Downtown Business Alliance v.
County of San Bernardino (2016) 1 Cal.App. 5th 677, 684 (internal citations removed). A core
function of the initial study, is thus, meaningfully analyzing the questions presented based on
reliable evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063.

An initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1195. Moreover, an
initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient factual support for conclusions reached. City of
Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 404 (“the County failed to
gather facts necessary to perform an adequate environmental analysis”).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.”
Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1200 (internal citations removed).

For these reasons and for all the reasons more fully explained below, the County’s efforts
have fallen below what is required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should
not adopt the mitigated negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be
required to submit additional accurate data and information, and the County should prepare
either a revised Initial Study or an EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised below.

/!
/!
//
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Comments

1. There are Serious Deficiencies with the Applicant’s Information and Analysis
Regarding Water Use, Source, Quantity, and Quality Which Resulted in the
County’s Inability to Accurately Determine the Environmental Impacts Associated
with the Project

An initial study which omits material necessary to informed decision making subverts the
purpose of CEQA and is an abuse of agency discretion. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1202.
As explained below, there are several instances in which the County’s analysis and conclusions
regarding the water demands and requirements of the Project are incomplete and inaccurate and
fail to provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the Project will not cause
significant environmental impacts.

Water Use

Originally the Applicant stated that it would use approximately 2000 gallons of water per
day. Exhibit 1. This conclusion was unsupported except for a single sentence that “[bJased on
similar uses along I-5,” the Project would use 2000 gallons of fresh water. The County received
comments from various state agencies that the water estimate was too low. For example, on
April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Division estimated wastewater flow of 15,980
gallons/day, not including proposed laundry and shower facilities. Exhibit 2. That is nearly
eight-times the daily water use the applicant proposed. On March 6, 2017, the Environmental
Health Division commented that “[f]Jrom experience on other Travel Centers along I-5, the
number of visitors per day is grossly underestimated at 1500 leading to water and wastewater
estimates to also be significantly underestimated.” Exhibit 3. Despite these comments, no
revised water use estimate was provided.

On May 25, 2017, the Water, Geology and Natural Resources Division requested
“additional information” as to how a water use estimate of 2000 gallons/day was calculated.
Exhibit 4. On June 2, 2017, the County requested the Applicant provide “data to support the
2,000 gallons per day usage.” Exhibit 5. The applicant replied that same day: “We drilled a
well that pumps 300 gallons a minute. I don’t know what CEQA is but whatever it is we should
be able to provide that. We didn’t wait for Water Board.” Exhibit 6. The County explained
how critical water use and supply analysis and estimates were, as the Project is located in a
water-short area. Exhibit 7.

Finally, the applicant provided an updated water use estimate to the County on June 7,
2017, which has been included as part of the Initial Study Routing Package. Now the Applicant
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estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons per day.! There is no explanation for why the
water use estimate is now 10-times greater than it was previously. Tellingly, the Applicant did
not provide additional information to the County in support of its original 2000 gallon/day water
use estimate, which the Applicant appears to have abandoned.

The Applicant’s revised calculation is a single page and allegedly supported by IAPMO
Water Usage Tables. Grand Petroleum retained Carollo Engineers (“Carollo”) to review several
aspects of the Applicant’s Project relating to water. As Carollo explains, IAPMO tables are not
typically used to calculate a daily water use amount. Rather, these tables are used to identify
maximum flow rates in a building structure which in turn are used for sizing the plumbing
pipelines and fixtures. See Exhibit 8. Accordingly, Applicant’s revised estimate is also not
supported by substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064(f)(5).

Using the site plans provided by the Applicant, Carollo calculated the daily water use for
a Project of this size with the number of visitors that the Applicant has estimated. Carollo
calculated that the Project would use 43,585 gallons per day, and that number increases to 46,938
gallons per day with irrigation. This is nearly twice as many gallons per day as the Applicant
estimated. Carollo identified activities with water demands that the Applicant failed to consider
entirely. See Exhibit 8. Most obviously, Applicant’s estimate does not identify any water use
associated with restrooms; it only calculated water used with showers. But certainly at a truck
stop and restaurant facility, the majority of individuals will use the restroom before departing.
Oversights such as these underscore the unreliability of the Applicant’s water use estimate. As a
result, the conclusion that the Project will not have a significant environmental impact on
hydrology is not supported by substantial evidence.

Furthermore, comments in the record indicate that the number of Project trips is
underestimated, meaning that Carollo’s water usage estimate is likely too conservative because
more people will come to the Project and utilize its facilities. Exhibit 3. Carollo based its water
use estimates on the site plan provided by the Applicant. Therefore, to the extent the number of
visitors is underestimated, Carollo’s water use calculation is conservative even though the
calculation is almost double that of the Applicant’s estimate.

As aresult of the Applicant using unsupported and inaccurate estimates of the daily water
use, the Initial Study is fatally flawed. The County concluded that the Project would have either
a “less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated” or a “less than significant impact”

! From our review of the administrative record based on frequent Public Records Act Requests, state and federal
agencies have not previously had an opportunity to comment on the Applicant’s revised water use estimate as this
material was not circulated as a part of a previous “Routing Package.”
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for all topics regarding hydrology and water quality (section IX of the Initial Study). The
County never analyzed the environmental impact of a realistic daily water use. CEQA requires
the County to obtain a factual basis to support its conclusions as to the environmental effect of
the project and to engage in fully informed decision-making. Deep Creek Agr. Ass’n v. County
of San Bernardino (Cal. App. 4th 2008) 2008 WL 2316322, * 11. Such efforts were thwarted
here by the Applicant declining to provide the necessary underlying facts. The mitigated
negative declaration should be rejected and additional analysis should be conducted regarding
the environmental impact associated with an accurate daily water use.

Water Source and Supply

The Project is located in a Water Short Area. (Initial Study section IX.B.) San Luis
Water District has unequivocally stated that it will not provide water to the Project:

Upon review of the application, it appears that the proposed project is anticipating
utilizing a groundwater well for its water supply and will not need to depend upon the
San Luis Water District for a supply or conveyance. Although the San Luis Water District
is not requested to provide a Municipal and Infrastructure (M&I1) water supply. and to
make is abundantly clear to the applicant, the District will not provide a “can and will
serve” letter to the development if requested. The property in question does not receive
an M&l allocation from the United States Bureau of Reclamation's Central Valley
Project. This property may be eligible to receive an agricultural allocation. However, the
planned use as contemplated by the conditional use permit is not an agricultural
operation therefore the agricultural water supply is not an adequale supply.

In summary, and in accordance with District policy, the District will not pravide any new
development water supply from its current allocation andf/or supplemental water
supplies; it is the responsibility of the project proponent to secure its own supply of
water outside of the District. The project proponent must independently secure an
adequate water supply (quality and quantity) for the life of the project.

Exhibit 9. The Applicant has stated that it will rely on groundwater from two wells drilled
onsite to support the Project.

The Applicant asserts, and the County accepts in the Initial Study, that the public water
well will produce 300 gallons of water per minute. However, the well completion report was not
enclosed with the Initial Study Routing Package, and it is unclear if other agencies and interested
individuals providing comments have ever had the opportunity to review this material.

’ The date on the letter from the San Luis Water District conflicts with the date Fresno County received the letter.
The letter is dated March 14, 2016, but the letter was received by Fresno County March 6, 2017.
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Beveridge & Diamond PC obtained the public well drilling completion report and drilling
permits for both the public and private well at the Project through a California Public Records
Act Request (“CPRA”). Exhibit 10. While the well completion report does estimate well yield
at 300 gallons per minute, there are flaws with this conclusion and also significant shortcomings
in the County’s Initial Study regarding water supply.

As Carollo explains, best practices support conducting a pumping test at a constant rate
for 24 hours and recording the drawdown levels during the test. Exhibit 11. Pumping tests are
conducted to determine the yield of the well and hydraulic parameters of the aquifer. The
duration of the pumping test may be shortened if equilibrium conditions are reached before 24
hours, but there are no notes to indicate why the pumping test was conducted for only 12 hours.
Without drawdown data, neither the adequacy of the pumping test data nor the estimated well
yield can be objectively assessed.

This lack of information prevented the County from analyzing the potential
environmental impacts associated with drawing ground water for the Project. In Section IX.B. of
the Initial Study, the County had to determine if the Project would substantially deplete the
groundwater supplies of interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in the aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table. The County’s
response, which is included below in its entirety, failed to even address, let alone answer, the
question presented:

The subject parcel is located in a designated Water-Short Area and is currently devoid
of structural improvements; however, a Private water well and a Public water well have
been permitted and constructed thereon. Further, according to the Well Completion
Report prepared for the Public water well, said well has an estimated yield of 300
gallons of water per minute. According to the Operational Statement provided for this
project, it is estimated that the proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial
Development will utilize approximately 26,179 gallons of water per day.

The County concluded that the project would have a “less than significant impact” on
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge, but the County reached this conclusion with no
factual information or analysis. There are no materials accompanying the Initial Study that
analyze whether the wells would, or would not, interfere with the groundwater supply or
recharge. This illustrates both that the Applicant failed to put forward substantial evidence on
this issue and also that the County did not undertake a serious review of the associated
environmental impacts of using this groundwater supply. The County’s defunct conclusion falls
short of the environmental review required by CEQA in an Initial Study. Lighthouse, 131
Cal.App.4th at 1195 (an initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the project);
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City of Redlands, 96 Cal.App.4th at 404 (an initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient
factual support for conclusions reached).

Water Quality

The Applicant included a report for water quality analyses from BSK Associates to
support its Conditional Use Permit Application. There are inconsistencies with the report itself
and issues raised by the report that the Applicant, and the County, overlook.

First, there is nothing in the BSK Report that allows a reviewer to determine if the water
quality sample BSK analyzed is actually from the Project Site. The report identifies the location
of the sample as a “New Well” associated with “Gridley Farm Labor Camp.” No other materials
associated with this Conditional Use Permit application that our office received through CPRA
Requests or materials the County distributed as a part of the Initial Study Routing Package, use
the phrase “Gridley Farm Labor Camp” to describe the location of the Project. Indeed, the city
of Gridley, CA is approximately 200 miles north of Fresno, CA.

Second, Carollo reviewed the BSK data and identified internal discrepancies with the
chain of custody of the water sample:

The Sample Integrity checklist included with the laboratory report indicates that the measured temperature
of the samples at the time of receipt was less than 6 °C, but the sample temperature noted on the chain of
custody and case narrative is 12.9 °C. The sample integrity checklist also indicates that information on the
bottle labels agree with the chain of custody. However, a separate sample condition checklist completed by
Pace Analytical for subcontracted radiological analyses indicates that the sample lzbels did not match the
chain of custody and the sample date and time was not recorded on the sample bottles. The Pace Analytical
checklist also notes that no custody seal was present on the shipping container.

Exhibit 11.

Third, assuming that the well data is from a well drilled at the Project, there are
significant water quality issues that the Applicant does not address. Notably in the operations
statement, the Applicant passively acknowledged that the well water will be “tested and treated.”
However, the application lacks any meaningful acknowledgment of why the water needs to be
treated and how it will actually be treated, and the Initial Study does not evaluate the
environmental impacts associated with treatment.

//
//
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Carollo reviewed the BSK Report and concluded that total dissolved solids, specific
conductance, chloride, and sulfate were found in concentrations in excess of California’s
secondary drinking water standards. Table 1 below, prepared by Carollo, summarizes the
exceedances for these constituents and the full report is included as Exhibit 11.

Table 1. Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level Ranges and Reported Data

Short  Reported

Constituent, Units Recommended  Upper Term Value
Total Dissolved 500 1,000 1,500 3,200
Solids, mg/L
Specific 900 1,600 2,200 5,600
Conductance, uS/cm
Chloride, mg/L 250 500 600 1,100
Sulfate, mg/L 250 500 600 750

At a minimum, the water needs to be treated to a point where the values of total dissolved
solids, specific conductance, chloride, and sulfate comply with secondary drinking water
standards before the groundwater is suitable for potable uses. The Applicant was notified that
these requirements apply at least as far back as May 9, 2016, but no steps appear to have been
taken to addresses these exceedances. Exhibit 12. The Applicant did not provide information
about how the water is to be treated, and therefore, the County failed to analyze whether such
treatment will have a significant impact on the environment.

Additionally, the water is highly saline. While sodium is not regulated as a drinking
water contaminant, the United States Environmental Protection Agency recommends that sodium
concentration in drinking water not exceed a range of 30 to 60 mg/L. Exhibit 11. BSK’s
analysis shows that the water sample had an observed concentration of 1,100 mg/L. To illustrate

how saline the water is, its use even for irrigation or for livestock would be severely restricted.
1d.

If the BSK analysis is in fact representative of water that will be drawn from the well at
the site, then the water needs to be treated before it can be used as potable water. The County
acknowledged that the Applicant needed to comply with all requirements for the operation of a
Non-Transient Non-Community Water System. (Initial Study section XVII.D.) However, there
is no analysis of how treatment will be performed or whether that treatment will have a
significant impact on the environment.
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Moreover, using either reverse osmosis or electrodialysis to treat the water will result in
the generation of a highly concentrated brine waste. Exhibit 11. The amount of water the
Project uses, the method of treatment used, and the efficiency of the treatment method will
impact how much brine waste is generated. Highly saline brine waste must be properly handled
to prevent adverse environmental impacts, such as groundwater contamination, but these are not
discussed by the Applicant or in the Initial Study. See id. Brine waste can be handled and
disposed of in a variety of ways, but currently, the Applicant does not identify how the waste
will be managed. Handling concentrated brine water may cause significant adverse impacts to
the environment and both the Applicant and the County overlook this substantive issue entirely.
The Applicant has not designed a system that addresses the water quality issues associated with
groundwater use and the County never evaluated the environmental impacts associated with the
use and treatment of groundwater to support the Project.

Finally, as Carollo explains, “[b]ecause a portion of the raw water is lost as concentrate
from the treatment process, treatment may also significantly increase the volume of raw water
required to meet demands.” Exhibit 11. As explained in detail above, the Applicant has
significantly underestimated the daily water demands of the Project. Because the groundwater is
highly saline and has concentrations of contaminants in excess of California’s secondary
drinking water standards, it must be treated, and this treatment causes some portion of raw water
to be lost. This in turn drives the daily water demands of the Project even higher. Both the
Applicant and the County declined to engage with these facts or honestly assess their
environmental impact.

Handling Wastewater

The Project will manage its wastewater onsite. The Applicant submitted a report
prepared by O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. to demonstrate that it could manage the Project’s
wastewater by using a septic tank and a leach field. O.S.T. estimated the peak flow rate for
wastewater as 10,692 gallons per day and then based its calculations on designing a system that
could accommodate that amount of daily wastewater. For several reasons, O.S.T.’s conclusions
from July 5, 2016 cannot be relied upon in the Initial Study released in July 2017.

First, O.S.T. based its estimation for the peak flow rate of wastewater by referring to the
California Plumbing Code. However, four of the activities identified are not in the plumbing
code, and thus, are not supported by citation. Exhibit 13. Furthermore, the square-footage of
mini-mart space is different than the mini-mart square footage on the Applicant’s floor plan,
resulting in an inaccurate wastewater flow estimate. /d.
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Second, in Section 8, O.S.T. recommended “using time and pressure dosed Rock Leach
Lines to treat and disperse the wastewater generated by the proposed Travel Center.” However,
throughout the report, O.S.T. presents calculations, including the size of the leach field, based on
using gravity distribution. The O.S.T. report does not include a recommended volume for a
dosing tank or the design flow rate and discharge head of the associated dosing pump. O.S.T.
has made a recommendation about how to handle the wastewater, but then the report does not
actually explain how to design a system that comports with its recommendation. Exhibit 13.

Third, O.S.T’s wastewater daily flow rate estimate is internally inconsistent with the
daily water use estimate eventually put forward by the Applicant. As explained above, the
Applicant now estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons of water per day. The
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimates will generate approximately two-and-a-half times
as much wastewater as O.S.T. estimated and then designed a system to accommodate. See
Exhibit 13 (explaining the use of a 90% “to sewer” calculation). As O.S.T. admitted, its
conclusions about the ability of the Project to support the needed wastewater treatment system
are dependent on the amount of wastewater the Project generates, and its conclusions are not
valid if the wastewater flows change.

In the event that changes occur in the design of the project, this report’s recommendations will
not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed with O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. and
the conclusions and recommendations are modified or verified in writing. Examples of such
changes would include location and/or changes in the type of wastewater characteristics and an
increase in wastewater flows.

O.S.T. Report, section 2.0. Therefore, for this reason alone, the County’s conclusion that the use
of septic tanks or alternative disposal systems would have a “less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated” is not supported by substantial evidence.

Further, in April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Department commented that: “An
evaluation of the Operations Statement provided by the applicant and 2013 California Plumbing
Code Appendix H yields an estimated wastewater flow of 15,980 gallons per day not including
proposed laundry and shower facilities.” Exhibit 2. The O.S.T. report never considers this
higher estimate put forward by the Environmental Health Department or explains why its lower
estimate of approximately 10,700 gallons is more accurate.

Carollo reviewed the O.S.T. Report and calculated the size requirements for a wastewater
treatment system to accommodate both the daily water use estimated by the Applicant and the
daily water use calculated by Carollo. Carollo prepared the following table demonstrating the
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size requirements for leach fields in four different layouts based upon how the leach lines are

installed.
Table 1 - Leach Field Land Area Required for Various Daily Wastewater Flow Rates
Average Daily Length of Number of Area Area Area Area
Wastewater Flow Leach Line Leach Lines | Required | Required | Required | Required
(gallons per day) Required (count) (1) (2) 3) (4)
(linear feet) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

10,692 651 7 0.22 0.30 0.36 0.33
23,561 1,337 14 0.44 0.53 0.60 0.65
39,227 2,173 22 0.69 0.83 1.03 0.98

Table Notes:

1. Area Required (1) is based on a leach line configuration of one single long line of leach line
installation

2. Area Required (2) is based on a leach line configuration of two leach lines side by side

Area Required (3) is based on a leach line configuration of three leach lines side by side

4. Area Required (4) is based on a leach line configuration of four leach lines side by side

w

Exhibit 13. Furthermore, Fresno County mandates that an equal amount of land required for the
leach field be set aside and reserved for potential future use for septic tank effluent disposal. 7d.
Therefore, the Applicant needs to identify additional acreage to comply with the Fresno County
requirement.

CEQA requires Agencies to make informed decision-making and to make an honest
assessment of environmental impacts associated with proposed projects. See San Lorenzo Valley
Community Advocates for Responsible Educ. v. San Lorenzo Valley Unified School Dist. (2006)
139 Cal.App.4th 1356, 1375 (“an agency’s failure to comply with the procedural requirements of
CEQA is prejudicial when the violation thwarts the Act’s goals by precluding informed decision-
making and public participation.””). Here, the Applicant needs to revise its soils analysis and
sewage feasibility report to accurately reflect realistic wastewater flow projections for the
Project. Then the County needs to evaluate whether there will be a significant environmental
impact from this wastewater treatment. The construction of a significantly larger leach field and
septic tank may pose a substantial environmental impact that needs to be meaningfully evaluated.
0.S.T.’s wastewater treatment system also does not address how brine water, or the other liquid
generated after treating water to make it suitable for potable use, will be handled. The Applicant
must be required to put forward a plan for adequately managing all wastewater generated the Site
so the associated environmental impacts can be analyzed.
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Finally, the California Water Resources Control Board Discharge Order WQ 2014-0153-
DWQ requires that for wastewater flow rates greater than 20,000 gallons/day, the discharge must
be evaluated to determine if nitrogen effluent limits are required. As Carollo explains, the results
of a nitrogen effluent limit evaluation impacts the required wastewater treatment method.
Exhibit 13. For example, if the evaluation determines that nitrogen control is required then the
planned septic tank leach field system will not be permitted and aerobic treatment will be
required. As the wastewater flow rates will exceed 20,000 gallons/day based even on the
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimate, this additional type of wastewater treatment needs
to be evaluated at the Initial Study stage because handling wastewater with high nitrogen
concentration may have a significant environmental impact.

2. The Traffic Impact Study Prepared by the Applicant and Relied Upon by the
County is Flawed

In support of the Project, the Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study prepared by
Peters Engineer Group (“PEG”). PEG’s Traffic Impact Study has significant shortcomings and
several conclusions are based on inaccurate, incomplete, or misrepresented data. Elsewhere,
PEG failed to provide needed analysis, which results in substantial deficiencies in its Traffic
Impact Study. As a result of these inaccurate data issues, the County’s conclusions about the
environmental impacts associated with the transportation effects of the Project are not based on
substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064()(5).

Grand Petroleum retained MRO Engineers (“MRO”) to review PEG’s traffic impact
study. MRO’s report is attached as Exhibit 14. MRO identified several deficiencies in PEG’s
analysis, which are summarized below.

First, PEG did not analyze the correct peak traffic rates in its traffic impact study. PEG
addressed conditions using traffic data from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m. on Sunday, which it represented
was a peak-hour period. However, the vehicle count was slightly higher on Fridays, which raises
the question why the Friday peak hour was not analyzed. See Attachment A to Exhibit 14.
Moreover, based on PEG’s traffic count, Sunday from 3:00 — 4:00 p.m. actually had a higher
traffic volume than Sunday from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m., yet this timeframe on Sunday was excluded.
To accurately determine the environmental impacts of the Project associated with traffic, the
impacts associated with peak traffic rates must be analyzed. The traffic impact analysis should
be revised to incorporate an analysis of the actual Sunday peak hour as well as the Friday peak
hour.
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Also, highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-
5 ramps on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately
the same as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of
the vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period.
In particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the current location,
whereas the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and
westbound directions. PEG did not analyze the impacts associated with these changes in traffic
direction.

Second, there are several flaws regarding the Project trip estimates, which are presented
in PEG Table 6. PEG’s trip generation estimates for the Project were developed based upon
traffic counts conducted at an existing Chevron gas station on Paul Negra Road, just north of the
proposed Project site. Relying on a single data set is contrary to the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation Handbook. The Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the
preferred sample size for selecting appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the
ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE, Ninth Edition 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

o [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analysi is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

Exhibit 14. Furthermore, PEG does not explain why the Chevron gas station is a comparable
travel center to the Project. Specifically, the Project is designed to include a restaurant and
additional truckers’ services, such as laundry, a large restaurant, and showers, and nothing in the
record indicates that the Chevron station has similar services such that it is an appropriate
comparison. The MRO report states:

//
//
//
//

/!
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Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
impacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Exhibit 14. As MRO explains, PEG has taken steps to arbitrarily reduce the number of trips to
the Project for purposes of the Traffic Impact Study, resulting in an analysis that does not allow
for an honest assessment of the associated environmental impacts.

Third, PEG’s queue length results are not credible. As MRO explains in detail, PEG used
queue lengths of 5, 10, and 13 feet. However, no cars are this length, which results in inaccurate
conclusions.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary”™ for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/[-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach apnd a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard
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convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such|a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Queuing is a serious potential safety issue for the proposed Project, which is a truck stop.
Trucks are slow to stop and start and occupy significantly more length of a highway off-ramp
than passenger cars. If queues extend beyond highway off-ramps, it poses a safety concern on
the ramp and mainline freeway as well as the County roads. PEG’s incorrect queue length
calculations prohibit a meaningful analysis of whether a queuing issue is associated with the
Project.

Fourth, there are deficiencies with PEG’s freeway merge/diverge analysis. The analysis
results are simply wrong. Based on PEG’s analysis, the merge/diverge density is lower with the
Project being built than what exists currently:

The second 1ssue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in vellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

//
//
//
//
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Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density | LOS® | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 63,7 F 657 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 4.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

Exhibit 14. Plainly, the construction of the Project will not result in fewer merges or diverges
from the highway. This fundamental flaw calls into question PEG’s conclusion that “[t]he
construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction in the [levels
of service]. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to merging
and diverging at the ramps.”

Fifth, PEG failed to consider how traffic growth on I-5, the main (indeed, nearly
exclusive) source of visitors to the Project would impact cumulative traffic volumes at the
Project. PEG used an annual growth rate of 1.0 to estimate traffic volumes in 2037. This
approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue are linked
to traffic volumes on I-5. As MRO explains, PEG’s analysis in Figure 4 of the PEG report
acknowledges this point, as it shows that 90 percent of the Project-related traffic is oriented
to/from I-5. Therefore, as traffic on I-5 grows, traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road will also
grow.

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.

1

1

/!
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the I-5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Sixth, the MRO report identifies issues with PEGs analysis of the internal trip reduction
rates and the pass-by trips. The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal
trip reduction, based on information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June
2004) of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the
referenced tables are for trips from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak
hour of adjacent street traffic. Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it
would appear that the assumed 20 percent value does not apply.

The PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

The MRO Report thoroughly explains the shortcomings of the PEG report. In several
instances, the PEG report relies on “evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous or evidence
that is not credible,” which does constitute substantial evidence. § 15064(f)(5).

Based on the PEG report, the County concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway
Interchange Commercial Development will cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the
Traffic Index (TI) on Nees Avenue between the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5
northbound ramps by a significant amount (at least 0.5).” However, the County fails to identify
responsive mitigation for this impact as required by CEQA. The only mitigation measure
required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road
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between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound ramps and therefore, no analysis exists in the
PEG report or by the County that this mitigation measure will address the impacts associated
with additional traffic at the Project. Therefore, the County’s conclusion that with mitigation,
traffic would cause a less than significant impact is unsupported and flawed.

3. The County Failed to Respond to Questions Posed in the Initial Study

Using an “Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form,” the County completed an
“Evaluation of Environmental Impacts™ and concluded that a mitigated negative declaration was
appropriate for the Project. Both documents include the same series of questions to which the
County must respond. In several instances, the County failed to respond to the questions
proposed in the “Evaluation of Environmental Impacts” document.

First, as already explained above, the County failed to address the question presented
about the impact a groundwater well would have on the existing aquifer and groundwater
recharge. See Comment 1.

Second, in Section IX.E of the Initial Study, the County similarly failed to analyze or
answer the question put before it. In this section, the County had to determine if the project
would create or contribute run-off which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted run-off. The County
concluded that there would be a “less than significant impact” by stating:

According to the Development Engineering Section of the Fresno County Department of
Public Works and Planning, any additional runoff generated by development of the
proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development cannot be drained
across property lines and must be retained onsite per County Standards. This
mandatory requirement will be included as a Project Note.

The County’s response does not address how the water would be retained onsite and disposed.
There is no analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with polluted runoff.

Third, the County’s conclusion to section II titled Agricultural and Forestry Resources
similarly fails to address the questions presented. Here too, the County concluded that the
Project would have a “less than significant impact” on agricultural and forestry resources, but its
response does not address several of the questions presented. The County wrote that it will
require that “prior to occupancy, the owner of the subject parcel shall acknowledge the
inconveniences and discomforts associated with agricultural land uses.” Having a property
owner acknowledge the Fresno County Right-to-Farm Notice does not respond to the questions
posed.
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An initial study must meaningfully analyze the questions presented based on reliable
evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The Initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063. The County’s Initial Study must honestly assess the questions
presented to determine if the Project will have a significant impact or not. An initial study is
deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th 1170 at
1195 (initial study did not reflect that the City ever considered or assessed the environmental
effect of the revisions on city plans regarding future off-leash dog use at park).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.” Id. at
1200 (internal citations removed). The County’s efforts here have fallen short in many regards.
Accordingly, the decision to propose a mitigated negative declaration is based on incomplete
conclusions and should not be adopted.

4. The County Has Improperly Deferred Mitigation Measures

In Section XVIL.D of the Initial Study, the County analyzed whether the project had
sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources or whether new or
expanded entitlements are needed. The County concluded that the Project would have a “less
than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.” However, to mitigate the significant
impact, the County relied solely on the Applicant obtaining a permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water:

Prior to completion of the Site Plan Review (SPR) required for the proposed
Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development, the Applicant shall
submit for any permits required by the State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water for operation of a Non-Transient Non-Community
Water System. Additionally, the Applicant shall comply with State mandatory
permitting requirements as listed in the Project Notes for Unclassified Conditional
Use Permit No. 3528. Further, proof of acceptance by the State regarding the
design of the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System, and authorization
from the State to operate the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System must
be provided to the County prior to granting occupancy to the proposed Interstate
Freeway Interchange Commercial Development.

This response does not address the fundamental issue that there is no evidence to show
that the Project has sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources.
The San Luis Water District stated it will not issue a “will-serve” letter for the Project. Exhibit
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9. The County did not evaluate the environmental impacts associated with pumping groundwater
to meet the daily water demand of the Project nor how to treat the water, given its salinity and
concentrations in excess of California’s Secondary Drinking Water Standards, and thus the
mitigation measures are unresponsive to environmental impacts associated with those activities.

Similarly, in section VL.E, the County included a mitigation measure requiring the
Applicant to submit “[s]pecific design and capacity details for the” onsite wastewater treatment
system. As already explained above, there are serious shortcomings with the O.S.T. Report. By
including as a mitigation measure the requirement that the Applicant design and construct an
onsite wastewater treatment system that can address grey water and black water treatment, the
County is improperly using mitigation by allowing the Applicant to conduct another study at a
later time that will be free from public scrutiny and a robust inquiry into environmental effects.
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.

Generally, it’s improper for an Agency to defer mitigation by relying on future planning
or studies. Id. at 306-07; see also 14 CCR § 15126.4 (“formation of mitigation measures should
not be deferred until some future time.”). The ability to treat the wastewater onsite should be
meaningfully evaluated now, as a part of the Initial Study, and not deferred to a later date. “A
study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on
decision making. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the
sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in
decisions construcing CEQA.” Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 306.

Finally, as explained in comment 2, the mitigation measure proposed for addressing the
significant impact relating to traffic is non-responsive to the impact identified. The County
concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development will
cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the Traffic Index (TT) on Nees Avenue between
the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5 northbound ramps by a significant amount (at
least 0.5).” The only mitigation measure required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt
overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound
ramps. This mitigation measure is unresponsive to the impact identified because it does nothing
to alleviate the increase in traffic.

5. The County Failed to Meaningfully Analyze Whether the Project has Cumulatively
Considerable Impacts

The Initial Study concludes that “[n]o cumulatively considerable impacts were identified
in the project analysis.” (IS section XVIL.B.) Such a conclusory statement does not satisfy the
lead agency’s requirement to evaluate whether the Project would have a cumulative impact or
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presents cumulatively considerable impacts. The lead agency must analyze whether potentially
significant environmental impacts would have a cumulative impact—not merely state whether
the Applicant identified cumulatively considerable impacts in the project analysis.

Initial Studies are used to “[p]rovide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in
a Negative Declaration that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” 14
CCR § 15063(c)(5). Regarding cumulative impacts, the lead agency must consider whether the
cumulative impact is significant and whether the project’s incremental effect, though
individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. 14 CCR § 15064(h)(1). This includes an
evaluation of the effects of probable future projects. /d.

Here, the County’s analysis is merely perfunctory. In a single sentence the County stated
that cumulatively considerable impacts were not identified. This sentence appears to shift the
burden to the applicant to identify a cumulatively considerable impact for the County’s
consideration. But the County, as the lead agency, is charged with determining whether
cumulatively considerable impacts exists on such issues as water, air and traffic. /d. The County
failed to do so.

6. The County Did Not Address All Identified Endangered Species in the Proposed
Mitigation Measures

The Initial Study cited to a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) comment
letter dated May 17, 2016, which explained that the subject parcel contains vegetation indicative
of habitat suitable for the federally-listed endangered species San Joaquin Kit Fox, Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard and Giant Kangaroo. (IS section IV.F.) The County summarized the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment that was performed and then identified some mitigation
measures so that the Project would have a “less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated”:

//
//
//
//
//
//
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An Endangered Species Habitat Assessment was prepared for this proposal by Colibri
Ecological Consulting, LLC based upon literature review, database review [including the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society
Database (CNPS)], and a reconnaissance-level field survey of the subject parcel which
included a 250-foot area around the perimeter of the subject parcel. According to the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment prepared by Colibri Ecological Consulting,
LLC, no plant or wildlife species listed as endangered was observed within the
boundaries of the survey area. However, due to the potential for special status wildlife
species to occur on or adjacent to the subject parcel, Mitigation Measures are
recommended to ensure that project impacts to sensitive biological resources are
reduced to a less than significant level. These Mitigation Measures pertain to San
Joaquin Kit Fox, American Badger, Burrowing Owl and nesting birds.

The mitigation measures proposed by the County do not address the Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard or the Giant Kangaroo Rat. The County provided no support for why pre-
construction surveys were required for the San Joaquin Kit Fox, the American Badger, the
Burrowing Owl, and nesting birds but not for the Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard or the Giant
Kangaroo Rat even though there is “potential for special status wildlife species to occur on or
adjacent to the subject parcel.” Failure to provide an explanation for why there will be no
significant effect on biological resources, even at the initial study phrase, is impermissible. See
Deep Creek, 2008 WL 2316322, at *11 (“[T]he initial study’s conclusion that the project will
have no significant effect on biological resources, apart from the three species as to which it
concluded mitigation is or may be necessary, is based solely on general information that there is
a low probability that members of the identified plant and animal species will be found on or
near the project[,] which was found inadequate to discharge the “county’s duty under CEQA to
engage in fully informed decisionmaking.”).

Conclusion

For all of the reasons explained above, the County’s efforts have fallen below what is
required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should not adopt the mitigated
negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be required to submit additional
accurate data and information and the County should prepare either a revised Initial Study or an
EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised above.

) S\incerely,
QL T ﬁ/

David H. McCray
Enclosures
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1.

Operations Statement
N/W Corner of I-5 and Nees

AT Z 005~ \o- 4715

Nature of Operation

Proposed is an Interstate Highway Travel Center for automobiles and transport trucks.
Included is a +/- 12,000 square foot building that will have a Mini-mart for autos, a Mini-mart for
trucks, a full size QSR (Quick Serve Restaurant) with drive thru, Food Court with 3 or 4 mini
Quick Serve restaurants, trucker showers and laundry, and restrooms.

Outside to the East will be a 10 space covered fuel depot for transport trucks (Big Rigs). To the
West will be 2 auto fuel canopies with 6 MPD each, offering 2 fuel brands. North of the auto
fuel canopies will be a "LP for Sale" area and a truck/motorhome parking area of +/- 59 short
term spaces. To the South is a designated area for storm drainage and above ground fuel
storage tanks.

2. Operational Time Limits

The entire site will be open for business 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and 52 weeks a year.

3. Daily Customer Visits

On the East side truck fueling canopy, there will be approximately 300 visits for re-fueling and
300 stops for food and/or sundries from the Mini-mart.

On the West side automobile fueling canopies, the expectation is for 1500 combined fuel and
food visitors per day.

The total for the site is approximately 2100 trips per day, with an average of 87 vehicles per
hour.

4. Employees
Large QSR 16 daily employees
4 food court QSR's 16 daily employees
Truck Mini-mart 8 daily employees
Car Mini-mart 8 daily employees
Grounds Keepers 4 daily employees

Total 52 daily employees
+/- 4 shifts of 13 employees
There will be no employees who live on site.

5. Service and Delivery Vehicles

There will be at least 1 fuel delivery per day. Other deliveries include groceries, beverages and
sundries for both Mini-marts at 1 each per day. Also deliveries of food and supplies for each of
the Quick Serve Restaurants at 1 each per day.

Total of 7 per day during the week and none during the weekend.

~



6. Access to the Site
Proposed, there is 1 entrance to the site for trucks and 2 entrances for cars and RV's. There
are 4 additional access points to the site that will serve mostly as Exit points for the trucks &
RV's.

All Entrances and Exits front on Paul Negra Road, which is a continuation of Nees Avenue and
the On and Off ramps for North and South bound I-5.

7. Parking Spaces
There are 69 Auto Parking Spaces
24 Auto Refueling Spaces
2 L.P. Refueling Spaces
7 RV Only Spaces
59 Transport Truck Spaces
10 Transport Truck Refueling Spaces

171  Total Parking

8. Goods and Services Sold Onsite
Naturally, gasoline and diesel fuel are the main focus of the goods for sale.
The Mini-mart will sell typical Mini-mart grub and beverages.
The QSR's will serve foods associated with their brand names.
The trucker's laundry and showers, offer the named serves.

9. Equipment Used
Equipment used shall be fuel tanks, fuel pumps, mini-mart marketing equipment, QSR
cooking equipment and so on, as might be typical for the designated use.

10. Supplies Used
Supplies used will be typical for designated use.

11.Does Use Cause and Unsightly Appearance
Of all approximately 12 uses proposed on site none will be unsightly, cause glare, dust, or bad
odor.
Typical unmodified diesel transport trucks are not usually noisy or loud. If 20 or so were
running in one place on site it might get noisy. However, due to the sites proximity to I-5, the
onsite noise will be less. No matter what, there will be the ever present smell of burnt diesel
fuel (exhaust). Perhaps cloaked a bit by the smell of fried hamburgers and French fries that is
emitted by the hood exhaust at the QSR's.

12.Solid and Liquid Waste
In terms of trash (garbage), solid wastes will include un-eaten/un-used food, waste paper and
boxes. These items will be recycled and stored in one of several trash enclosures located on



Site. Several times a week a local refuge company will pick up these items and transport them
back to their facilities. This includes grease and oils from the QSR's.

Solid waste as in terms of sewers will be properly conditioned and treated then pumped to
leach areas where shown on site plan. Please note that the proposed owner wishes for any
sewer/sewage studies that will be required to be a condition of approval rather than be
required prior to approval.

Liquid waste as in the form of grey water will be pumped to a condition/treatment facility on
site. There, usable landscape irrigation water will be separated, treated and pumped to a
holding tank for use on landscape areas.

The remaining waste water will be combined back into the sewer system and deployed into the
leach field.

13.0n-site Water
Water will be coming from a newly developed onsite well. Water will be tested and treated per
Health Department Standards. The proposed owner wishes that testing and reports and
engineering be a condition of approval item (to be dealt with at permit phase....if it goes that
far).

Based on similar uses along 1-5 it is estimated that 2000 gallons of fresh water a day will be
used by the Mini-marts, QSR's, Restrooms and showers.

14. Advertising
An 80' tall pole sign is proposed at the Northern end of the property.
It will have the names of the onsite businesses on it, as well as pricing for fuel. Plans and
permits by others. A tall sign is needed to help notify travelers well enough in advance for them
to slow down and move safely to the off ramp.
Another sign will be between driveways on Paul Negra Road. This sign will be a monument
sign with the names of onsite businesses as well as fuel pricing. Plans and permits by others.
Other signs onsite will be the standard fuel canopy logos and names along with business
names on the building. Plans and permits by others.

15. Buildings
Currently, the site is vacant. All proposed buildings will be new. Please see proposed
elevations. (to be submitted)

16.Building
All buildings proposed will be for the use at this site. See proposed elevations (to be
submitted).

17.Outdoor Lighting



Outdoor lighting will be handled by 30’ tall parking lot lights in parking areas, wall packs on
buildings and recess lights in fuel canopies. All lighting shall meet the minimums for Title 24
and CalGreen.

18. Landscaping
Landscaping will consist of drought tolerant trees and shrubs.
Irrigation for landscaping will be drip and use recycled water when available.
The entire property (except in front of automobile fuel canopies) will be fenced with chain link.
Vinyl lats will be installed where visual barriers are needed to block the view of onsite
equipment and drainage ponds.

19. Other Information
The property is subject to Section 860 of the Zoning Ordinance.
Per that Ordinance all of I-5 thru Fresno County is identified as a "Scenic Highway in the Open
Space and Conservation Element”. The description of the "Scenic Corridor" is very vague as to
where it starts and ends.
Also, the site is listed as a minor Commercial Center per Section 860 A.2.a and requires a Site
Plan Review Application. The Site Plan as proposed may be subject to Policy 05-1.3.d.3.
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inter Office Memo

DATE: April 6, 2016 LU0018451
. PE 2611

TO: Derek Chambers, Development Services Division

FROM: Janet Gardner, Environmental Health Division

SUBJECT: CUP 3528, IS 7104; Shiralian, Interstate Highway Travel Center

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to allow an Interstate Freeway interchange Commercial
Development comprised of a restaurant, market, automobile fueling station, truck fueling station,
faundry facility, shower facility, liquefied petroleum gas sales, photovoltaic solar power generation
system on a 10.1-acre parcel in the AE-40 Zone District.

1. Is there sufficient information for you to evaluate the probable environmental impacts of this
project?
____Yes X__ No, the following information is needed:

See Additional Comments below

2. What potential adverse impacts will the project have on the vicinity or inhabitants of the project
itself?
3. Are the potential impacts, identified in Question 2, significant enough to warrant the preparation
of an EIR?
Yes No
4a. If the project is approved, what conditions of approval are necessary to implement County plans

and policies or to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare?

4b. Please identify specific existing regulations, standards, or routine processing procedures which
would mitigate the potential impacts identified in Question 2, or to implement the conditions
identified in Question 4a.

State of California, Water Code
State of California, Plumbing Code
State of California, Code of Regulations

5. Additional Comments:

An evaluation of the Operations Statement provided by the applicant and 2013 California
Plumbing Code Appendix H yields an estimated wastewater flow of 15,980 gallons per day
not including proposed laundry and shower facilities. The estimated sewage flows and
required disposal areas indicated on the site plan are grossly inadequate in addressing the area
required for wastewater treatment and/or disposal. Given the extent of proposed development,
the 10.1 acre parcel appears inadequate to accommodate the required wastewater disposal
needs of the project. In order to complete the Initial Study and Environmental Checklist, a
more comprehensive evaluation of the sewage treatment and disposal system must bhe
provided.



Derek Chambers
CUP 3528, 1S 7104
April 6, 2016

Page 2 of 2

CC.

There is another Interstate Commercial Center adjacent to this proposed project, across county
lines in Merced County. It is highly recommended the two developments connect for sewer and
water services.

Given the volume and extent of proposed operations, an Environmental Impact Report may be
warranted.

Prior to closure of the initial study, comments from the State Water Resources Control Board
and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) should be received and incorporated in
the initial study findings. Use of recycled, treated waste water is under the jurisdiction of the
State Water Resources Control Board. Discharge to land of treated waste water is under the
jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

The site plan shall clearly indicate the two water wells located on the parcel: one permitted as a
domestic private water well with a proposed 20-foot annual seal and the other as a public supply
water well with proposed 50-foot seal. (Water Well permits issued in 2015)

Betsy Lichti, California Water Resources Control Board
Scott Moore, Regional Water Quality Control Board
Scott Hatten, Regional Water Quality Control Board

CUP3528 EHD comments.doc
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Inter Office Memo

CEIVE
GOUKTY OF FRESHO
DATE: March 6, 2017 2 0F 201 LU0018451
T : PE 2611
TO: Derek Chambers, Development Services Division _—
EPARTMEN - _:: "WORKS
FROM: Janet Gardner, Environmental Health Division PR s

SUBJECT: CUP 3528, IS 7104, Shiralian, Interstate Highway Travel Center

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial
Development comprised of a restaurant, market, automobile fueling station, truck fueling station,
laundry facility, shower facility, liquefied petroleum gas sales, photovoltaic solar power generation
system on a 10.1-acre parcel in the AE-40 Zone District.

1. Is there sufficient information for you to evaluate the probable environmental impacts of this
project?
X __Yes No, the following information is needed:
2. What potential adverse impacts will the project have on the vicinity or inhabitants of the project
itself?

e The potential adverse impacts caused by this project could include (but are not limited to)
water quality degradation, noise, odors and vectors.

3. Are the potential impacts, identified in Question 2, significant enough to warrant the preparation
of an EIR?
Yes X No
4a. If the project is approved, what conditions of approval are necessary to implement County plans

and policies or to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare?

4b. Please identify specific existing regulations, standards, or routine processing procedures which
would mitigate the potential impacts identified in Question 2, or to implement the conditions
identified in Question 4a.

State of California, Water Code
State of California, Plumbing Code
State of California, Code of Regulations

5. Additional Comments:
From experience on other Travel Centers along 15, the number of visitors per day is

grossly underestimated at 1500 leading to water and wastewater estimates to also be
significantly underestimated.



Derek Chambers
CUP 3528, 1S 7104
March 6, 2017
Page 2 of 2

The following shall be included as a mitigation measure:

The sewage feasibility report submitted by O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. (dated July 5,
2016) indicates the parcel can support an Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS)
for the proposed project. Prior to the issuance of building permits for each structure
connecting to an OWTS, specific design and capacity details for the OWTS shall be
approved by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The following shall be included as project notes:

Prior to issuance of building permits for each food facility, the applicant shall submit
complete food facility plans and specifications to the Fresno County Department of Public
Health, Environmental Health Division, for review and approval. And prior to operations, the
operator shall apply for and obtain a permit to operate a food facility from the Fresno County
Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division Contact the Consumer Food
Protection Program at (659) 600-3357 for more information.

The applicant shall obtain their license to sell alcoholic beverages prior to alcohol sales.
Contact the California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at (559) 225-6334 for more
information.

Facilities proposing to use and/or store hazardous materials and/or hazardous wastes shall
meet the requirements set forth in the California Health and Safety Code (HSC), Division 20,
Chapter 6.95, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Division 4.5. Any
business that handles a hazardous material or hazardous waste may be required to submit
a Hazardous Materials Business Plan pursuant to the HSC, Division 20, Chapter 6.95
(http://cers.calepa.ca.gov/ or hitps://www.fresnocupa.com/). The default State reporting
thresholds that apply are: >55 gallons (liquids), >500 pounds (solids), >200 cubic feet
(gases), or at the threshold planning quantity for extremely hazardous substances.

A spill prevention control and countermeasure plan (SPCC) is required for aboveground
petroleum storage tanks with greater than or equal to 1320-gallons of storage capacity.
(Storage capacity means the aggregate capacity of all aboveground tanks and containers at
a tank facility.)

The applicant should contact their local Fire Authority concerning construction and installation
requirements for aboveground fuel storage tanks.

All hazardous waste shall be handled in accordance with requirements set forth in the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Division 4.5. This Division discusses proper
labeling, storage and handling of hazardous wastes.

CUP3528 EHD comments 3.doc
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Chambers, Derek

From: Parks, Jennifer

Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2017 3:17 PM

To: Chambers, Derek

Subject: RE: Revised project for review and comment - IS 7104 and CUP 3528

A Hydro-Study will likely be required but we are requesting further information about water quantity. The Water,
Geology and Natural Resources Division feels that the estimated water usage for the facility is low. We would like
additional information as to how as to how the applicant arrived upon 2000 gallons per day. Also if the applicant could
also submit a copy of the well drillers log.

Jennifer Parks

Engineering Tech IT

Department of Public Works and Planning
Division of Development Services

Ph: 559-600-4279

How are we doing?
Please take a couple minutes to complete our new Super Short Customer Service Survey.
Development Engineering

From: Chambers, Derek

Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2017 9:09 AM

To: Parks, Jennifer <jparks@co.fresno.ca.us>

Subject: FW: Revised project for review and comment - 1S 7104 and CUP 3528
Importance: High

Good morning Jennifer,

May I have Water comments for IS Application No. 7104 — CUP Application No. 3528? That’s the last thing | need to
complete processing.

The hyperlink in the email below will access the latest routing package for this application.
Thank you for your help,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 800-4200 fax



Public Works and Planning is continuing w work to improve customer services provided by uie Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey at the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey

From: Chambers, Derek

Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 4:43 PM

To: Ramirez, Augustine <auramirez@co.fresno.ca.us>; Mtunga, Tawanda <tmtunga@co.fresno.ca.us>; Ishii, Randy
<rishii@co.fresno.ca.us>; Daniele, Frank <FDaniele@co.fresno.ca.us>; Lopez, Nadia <nllopez@co.fresno.ca.us>; Alimi,
Mohammad <malimi@co.fresno.ca.us>; Siemer, Dale <DSiemer@co.fresno.ca.us>; Allen, Glenn
<glallen@co.fresno.ca.us>; Gardner, Janet <jgardner@co.fresno.ca.us>; Tsuda, Kevin <KTsuda@co.fresno.ca.us>; Padilla,
Dave@DOT <dave.padilla@dot.ca.gov>; Navarro, Michael@DOT <michael.navarro@dot.ca.gov>; Michael Corder
<Michael.Corder@vallevair.org>

Subject: Revised project for review and comment - IS 7104 and CUP 3528

Good day,

The Department of Public Works and Planning, Development Services Division is reviewing the subject applications
proposing to allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development comprised of a restaurant, market,
automobile fueling station, truck fueling station, laundry facility, shower facility, Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) sales,
photovoltaic solar power generation system to provide electricity to the proposal, and a 100-foot tall marquee sign on a
10.10-acre parcel in the AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parcel size) Zone District.

The subject parcel is located on the northwest corner of Interstate 5 (I-5) and Nees Avenue, approximately 17 miles
west of the nearest city limits of the City of Firebaugh (Sup. Dist. 1) (APN 005-100-47s).

Please utilize the following hyperlink to access information regarding this project:

-CUP3528 Routing Pkg 5.pdf

We must have your comments by March 17, 2017 and comments received after this date may not be used.

Please address any correspondence or questions related to environmental and/or policy/design issues to me, Derek
Chambers, Planner, Development Services Division, Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning, 2220 Tular
Street, Sixth Floor, Fresno, CA 93721, or call (559) 600-4205, or email dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Thank you,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey at the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey
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Chambers, Derek

From: Chambers, Derek

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 4:47 PM

To: 'Bob Shockley'

Ce: E-ZTRIP@msn.com; 'ty kharazi'

Subject: RE:1I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528
Sorry Bob,

We can’t proceed to Planning Commission Hearing without the CEQA analysis that is being held up by this water issue.

Regarding the water issue, the Operational Statement identifies 2,000 gallons per day as the water usage; however, staff
from the State Water Resources Control Board informed me that commercial developments comparable to that being
proposed utilize about 1,000 gallons of water per hour. This is a pretty substantial difference, and a serious issue as the
project site is located in a designated Water-Short Area.

Do you or your team have any data to support the 2,000 gallons per day usage? If you do, it would greatly help.
Thank you,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

{559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey at the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey

From: Bob Shockley [mailto:bshockiey@netptc.net]

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 12:11 PM

To: Chambers, Derek <dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us>

Cc: E-ZTRIP@msn.com; 'ty kharazi' <tkharazi@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528

Aloha Derek,

Ty is a good guy.
He is the owner’s attorney.
| have no clue who the other people are.

As far as the well and water goes.

If you will recall, Janet Gardner of Fresno county EH would not entertain commenting on the project until a well was dug
and water tested.

That was over a year and a half ago. The owner spent several hundred thousand dollars having a well bored by Nor-Cal
Pump.



Nor-Cal pulled a permit.

| do not know the results of the testing. All | know is that there is plenty of water to be had.

| think that waiting yet another 6 months and spending even more money to have the engineering done and approved
by the state...for an approved public water system, it should be a condition of approval.

Just to verify...we are still scheduled for Planning Commission on June 29'...correct.

Mabhalo,
Bob

From: Chambers, Derek [mailto:dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us]
Sent: Friday, June 2, 2017 10:58 AM

To: Bob Shockley

Cc: E-ZTRIP@msn.com

Subject: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528

Hello Bob,

| wanted to let you know that we received a letter on Wednesday from H. Ty Kharazi of the law firm Yarra, Kharazi,
Clason & Aniotzbehere requesting to be placed on the mailing list for public notice.

For informational purposes, the contact information | have for H. Ty Kharazi and the law firm Yarra, Kharazi, Clason &
Aniotzbehere is as follows:

2000 Fresno Street, Suite 300

Fresno, CA 93721

(559) 441-1214 voice
(559) 441-1215 fax
www.YKA-LAW.com

We have also been contacted by Kaitlyn D. Shannon of the law firm Beveridge & Diamond, who were provided a copy of
the CUP 3528 project folder contents in accordance with a Public Records Act (PRA) Request made by their firm.

For informational purposes, the contact information | have for Kaitiyn D. Shannon and the law firm Beveridge &
Diamond is as follows:

456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94104

(415)-262-4020 voice
(415)-262-4040 fax
KShannon@bdlaw.com

Additionally, with regard to status, while trying to finalize the Initial Study (IS} CEQA analysis | was informed that there
are some issues with the project site with regard to water availability and there may also be issues with the ability of the
water wells to be utilized for the project as the design of said wells may not be compatible with State permitting
requirements for non-residential drinking water. | am currently working with the County Health Department, our
Water/Geology/Natural Resources staff, and the State Water Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water to
resolve these issues as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Derek Chambers, Planner
Development Services Division



4Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice
(559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey at the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey
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Chambers, Derek

From: SHAWN SHIRALIAN <E-ZTRIP@msn.com>

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 5:32 PM

To: Chambers, Derek

Cc: Bob Shockley; ty kharazi

Subject: Re: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528
Dereck,

We drilled a well that pumps 300 gallons a minute. I don't know what CEQA is but whatever it is we should be
able to provide that. We didn't wait for Water Board.
Shawn Shiralian

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 2, 2017, at 4:47 PM, Chambers, Derek <dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us> wrote:

Sorry Bob,

We can’t proceed to Planning Commission Hearing without the CEQA analysis that is being held up by
this water issue.

Regarding the water issue, the Operational Statement identifies 2,000 gallons per day as the water
usage; however, staff from the State Water Resources Control Board informed me that commercial
developments comparable to that being proposed utilize about 1,000 gallons of water per hour. This is
a pretty substantial difference, and a serious issue as the project site is located in a designated Water-
Short Area.

Do you or your team have any data to support the 2,000 gallons per day usage? If you do, it would
greatly help.

Thank you,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
{559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your
feed back on how we are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short
Customer Service Survey at the following link: Short Customer Service Survey

From: Bob Shockley {maiito:bshockley@netptc.net]

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 12:11 PM

To: Chambers, Derek <dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us>

Cc: E-ZTRIP@msn.com; 'ty kharazi' <tkharazi@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528




Aloha Derek,

Ty is a good guy.
He is the owner’s attorney.
i have no clue who the other people are.

As far as the well and water goes.

If you will recall, Janet Gardner of Fresno county EH would not entertain commenting on the project
until a well was dug and water tested.

That was over a year and a half ago. The owner spent several hundred thousand dollars having a well
bored by Nor-Cal Pump.

Nor-Cal pulled a permit.

I do not know the results of the testing. All | know is that there is plenty of water to be had.

I think that waiting yet another 6 months and spending even more money to have the engineering done
and approved by the state...for an approved public water system, it should be a condition of approval.

Just to verify...we are still scheduled for Planning Commission on june 29™...correct.

Mahalo,
Bob

From: Chambers, Derek [mailto:dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us]
Sent: Friday, June 2, 2017 10:58 AM

To: Bob Shockley

Cc: E-ZTRIP@msn.com

Subject: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528

Hello Bob,

I wanted to let you know that we received a letter on Wednesday from H. Ty Kharazi of the law firm
Yarra, Kharazi, Clason & Aniotzbehere requesting to be placed on the mailing list for public notice.

For informational purposes, the contact information | have for H. Ty Kharazi and the law firm Yarra,
Kharazi, Clason & Aniotzbehere is as follows:

2000 Fresno Street, Suite 300

Fresno, CA 93721

(559) 441-1214 voice
{559) 441-1215 fax
www.YKA-LAW.com

We have also been contacted by Kaitlyn D. Shannon of the law firm Beveridge & Diamond, who were
provided a copy of the CUP 3528 project folder contents in accordance with a Public Records Act (PRA)
Request made by their firm.

For informational purposes, the contact information | have for Kaitlyn D. Shannon and the law firm
Beveridge & Diamond is as follows:

456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94104

(415)-262-4020 voice



(415)-262-4040 fax
KShannon@bdlaw.com

Additionally, with regard to status, while trying to finalize the Initial Study (IS) CEQA analysis | was
informed that there are some issues with the project site with regard to water availability and there may
also be issues with the ability of the water wells to be utilized for the project as the design of said wells
may not be compatible with State permitting requirements for non-residential drinking water. lam
currently working with the County Health Department, our Water/Geology/Natural Resources staff, and
the State Water Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water to resolve these issues as soon as
possible.

Sincerely,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your
feed back on how we are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short
Customer Service Survey at the following link: Short Customer Service Survey
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Cnambers, Derek

From: Chambers, Derek

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 5:31 PM

To: 'Bob Shockley'

Cc: 'E-ZTRIP@msn.com’; 'ty kharazi'; Kettler, William; Motta, Chris
Subject: I-5 / Nees commercial development - CUP 3528

Hello Bob,

While staff is appreciative of the concerns of you and your client, the issue of water supply to the project site is an
important one, and its resolution is necessary to finalize the project’s CEQA document and schedule the proposal before
the Planning Commission. In that regard, the Operational Statement identifies 2,000 gallons per day as the total water
usage for the proposal; however, the State Water Resources Control Board has informed us that commercial
developments comparable to that being proposed utilize a substantially greater amount of water. As anexample, the
“Firebaugh Travel Plaza” located northwesterly adjacent to your client’s project site, utilizes approximately 51,200
gallons of water per day for a gas station with mini mart, truck wash, and restaurant. Additionally, the “Sommerville
Almond Tree RV Park” located at the southwest corner of I-5 and Jayne Avenue utilizes approximately 24,240 gallons of
water per day for 85 RV spaces, two gas stations with mini marts, and a restaurant. Further, a prior land use application
filed on your client’s project site in 2002 (CUP Application No. 3013}, which ultimately was withdrawn by the applicant,
estimated 19,500 gallons per day of water usage for a gas station with mini mart, and a restaurant,

Considering the discrepancy between the proposed water usage and the water usage documented for similar
developments, it is requested that you provide a break-down of the estimated daily water for each use proposed with
CUP No. 3528 (i.e. mini mart, gas station, restaurant, shower facilities, laundromat}.

Staff thanks you for providing the water quality report prepared by BSK Associates; however, please be aware that said
report did not analyze the capacity (i.e. output) of the wells located on your client’s project site. Additional well
information is being reviewed with staff of the State Office of Drinking Water. | should note that the State has
requested if your client made any effort to pursue water system consolidation with the existing commercial center to
the north located in Merced County.

Staff appreciates your concerns regarding completion of CUP application processing; however, water sustainability is a
very important issue in this case as the project site is located in a designated Water-Short area. It is also important to
determine if this project will be able to satisfy State permitting requirements regarding drinking water as indicated
above.

We would appreciate receiving your updated information regarding estimates for on-site water consumption.

This water issue must be resolved in order to complete the Initial Study (IS) CEQA environmental analysis that must be
circulated for 30-day State Clearinghouse Review prior to Planning Commission Hearing. As such, CUP Application No.
3528 will not be scheduled for the June 29, 2017 Planning Commission Hearing.

Sincerely,

Derek Chambers, Planner

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 600-4200 fax



Public Works and Planning is continuing « work to improve customer services provided by ne Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey at the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey
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C car~lia

Engineers.. Working Wonders With Water 1 East Liberty Street, Suite 424, Reno, Nevada 89501
P.775.324.4427 F, 775.324.5128

August 11, 2017

Mr. Amin Salkhi, President

Grand Petroleum, Inc.

1451 Danville Boulevard, Suite 201
Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Applicant’s Water Use Estimate and Calculation of Daily Water Use for the
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, Fresno County, California

Dear Mr. Salkhi:

As requested, Carollo Engineers, Inc. has reviewed the Applicant’s water use estimate and calculated
the daily water use for the proposed truck stop facility in Fresno County, California. We calculate the
daily water demand as 43,585 gallons per day not including landscape irrigation and 46,938 gallons per
day including landscape irrigation. Our calculations and the support for those calculations are provided
in the following four attachments to this letter.

Engineer’s Calculation of Daily Water Use of Applicant’s Proposed Truck Stop

Footnotes to Engineer's Calculation of Daily Water Use of Applicant’s Proposed Truck Stop
Restroom Water Use per Day Calculation Sheet

Figure 1 - Reference Evapotranspiration Zones

~wW N R

Carollo’s calculated daily water use varies significantly from the water use estimate developed by the
Applicant. The Applicant initially estimated a daily water use of 2,000 gallons per day which was not
supported by quantification or narrative explanation. This number was later revised to 26,179 gallons
per day based on International Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials (IAPMO) water usage
tables. The water usage tables are more typically used to identify maximum flow rates in a building
structure which in turn are used for sizing the plumbing pipelines and fixtures in a building rather than
calculating daily water use.

Carollo’s calculations are based on quantities provided by the Applicant in their revised Operations
Statement dated February 3, 2017 and on information derived from the civil site plan, the landscaping
plan, and the architectural floor plan submitted by the Applicant with their Conditional Use Permit
application to Fresno County, California. Carollo used daily water demand values from reliable sources
including government agencies and trade associations along with conservatively projected use rates to
calculate a daily water use for the proposed truck stop.

Please feel free to contact at me at your convenience if you have any questions or need additional
information related to Carollo’s daily water use calculation.

WATER
OUR FOCUS
OUR BUSINESS

OUR PASSION

Project No 10677A 00



Mr. Amin Salkhi, President
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
August 11, 2017

Page 2

Sincerely,

CAROLLO ENGINEERS, INC.

Vel

Eric McGrath, P. E.
Project Manager

ETM: etm

Enclosures
1. Engineer’s Calculation of Daily Water Use of Applicant’s Proposed Truck Stop
2. Footnotes to Engineer’s Calculation of Daily Water Use of Applicant’s Proposed Truck Stop
3. Restroom Water Use per Day Calculation Sheet
4. Figure 1 - Reference Evapotranspiration Zones

cc:  Mr. Kenneth B. Finney, Beveridge & Diamond, P. C
Ms. Kaitfyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond P. C.

carollo.com



CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Engineer's Calculation of Daily Water Use of Applicant's Proposed Truck Stop

This document calculates daily water use of the Applicant's proposed truck stop in Fresno County, California. The calculation uses water use factors along with the count of various water use items

and a corresponding demand rate for each water use. The calculated daily water use results include subtotals for daily water demands for non-irrigation water use and irrigation water use. The quantity counts used

are from the Applicant's Operations Statement revised February 3, 2017 and the construction plan sheets submitted along with the Applicant's Conditional Use Permit application to Fresno County.
The footnote number column references footnote numbers detailing sources, projections and other relevant information related to the corresponding water use item.

(gallons per day)

Water U Daily Water U Footnot
a erA ?e Demand Rate Units Count Demand Rate a,l y Water Use ootnote
(description of count) Estimate (gallons) Number
Laundry
d per machine 4 500 2,000 1
(count of number of clothes washing machines) gpap
24 Hour Full Service Restaurant Meals Including Dishwashing
gpd per seat 204 100 20,400 2
(count of number of restaurant seats)
Mini-Mart C i St
\ni-Niart Lonvenience store gpd per 100 sq. ft. of retail space 70.5 60 4,230 3
(count per 100 square feet of floor space)
Showers
allons per day per shower facilit: 6 272 1,632 4
(count of number of shower facilities) & P VP v
Restroom Use by Men
. gallons per restroom use 2,494 2.15 5,362 5
(count by number of restroom facility uses by men)
Rest Use by Wi
estroom Tse by IWomen . gallons per restroom use 2,494 2.60 6,484 5
(count by number of restroom facility uses by women)
Ice Making Machi
ce Via |ng‘ ac |nfes X gallons per day per ice machine 2 1000 2,000 6
(number of ice making machines)
Floor Mopping foot d llon of water used 46,182 164 282 7
(count per square feet of floor, mopping 3 times per day) square footage mopped per gajlon of water use !
Exterior Cleaning inut fh teri hd 3 90 270 8
(count by number of wash downs per day at flow of 3 gpm) minutes of hose use per exterior wash cown
Employee Water Use " | 37 2 925 9
count by number of employees gaflons per employee
Subtotal
ubtotat 43,585 NA
(Not Including Irrigation)
Land: Irrigati
andscape frrigation gallons per day See Footnote See Footnote 3,353 10
(count by square footage of landscaped area)
Subtota.l ) 3,353 NA
(Landscape Irrigation)
Total Estimated
Daily Water Use 46,938 NA

8/11/2017




CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Footnotes to Engineer’s Calculation of Daily Water Use at Applicant’s Proposed Truck Stop

The following provides information supporting the count, the demand rate unit, and the demand rate
used in preparing the engineer’s calculation of daily water consumption for the Applicant’s proposed
truck stop in Fresno County, California. The daily water use item for each water use along with the
resultant value is provided in bold print.

1. Laundry
The count is the number of clothes washing machines at the truck stop = 4 (per Applicant’s floor plan)

The demand rate unit is gallons per day (gpd) per washing machine.

High efficiency washers use approximately 25 gallons per cycle, this value is near the average of the
values in the post-retrofit column of Table 4 in the following link to the California Urban Water
Conservation Council, http://www.cuwcc.org/Research-Portal/High-efficiency-washers. This value is
substantiated by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) which indicates newer washing machines
use 25 gallons per cycle whereas older washing machines use 40 gallons per cycle as discussed in the
following link https://water.usgs.gov/edu/ga-home-percapita.html A value of 25 gallons per wash cycle
was used in the calculation.

Conservatively projecting 20 uses per day per machine for determining the demand rate, the demand
rate = (25 gallons per cycle) x (20 cycles per day) = 500 gallons per day per washing machine use.

Using the count and the demand rate:
Laundry Daily Water Use = (4 washing machines) x (500 gpd/washing machine) = 2,000 gallons per day

2. 24 Hour Full Service Restaurant Meals Including Dishwashing
The count is the number of restaurant seats = 204 seats (per the Applicant’s Operations Statement)

The demand rate unit is gallons per day per restaurant seat.

The demand rate used is 100 gpd per seat for truck stop along freeway as provided in the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines for Design of Small Public Ground Water Systems published
by the Division of Drinking and Groundwaters dated 2015 which is provided in the following link
http://epa.ohio.gov/portals/28/documents/engineering/greenbook.pdf

Using the count and the demand rate:
Restaurant Daily Water Use = (204 seats) x (100 gpd per seat) = 20,400 gallons per day.

3. Mini-Mart Convenience Store
The count is per 100 square feet of floor space = 70.5 hundreds of square feet (per Applicant’s floor

plan).

The demand rate unit is gallons per day per 100 square feet of retail space.

8/11/2017
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The demand rate used is 60 gpd per 100 sq. ft. of retail space as provided in the North Carolina
Administrative Code, Title 15A Environmental Quality, Chapter 02 Environmental Management, Sub-
Chapter T, Section 02T.0114 entitled Wastewater Design Flow Rates which is available at the following
link.
http://reports.oah.state.nc.us/ncac/title%2015a%20-%20environmental%20quality/chapter%2002%20-
%20environmental%20management/subchapter%20t/15a%20ncac%2002t%20.0114.pdf

Using the count and the demand rate:
Mini-Mart Daily Water Use = (70.5 hundreds of sq. ft.) x (60 gpd/100 sq. ft.) = 4,230 gallons per day.

4. Showers
The count is the number of shower facilities = 6 shower facilities (per Applicant’s floor plan)

The demand rate unit is gallons per day per shower facility

The average shower uses approximately 17 gallons of water per the Portland Water Bureau of Portland
Oregon as provided in the following link https://www.portlandoregon.gov/water/article/305153.
Therefore the demand rate = (17 gallons/shower) x (16 showers/day/shower facility) = 272 gpd/shower
facility.

Using the count and the demand rate:
Showers Daily Water Use = (6 shower facilities) x (272 gpd/shower) = 1,632 gallons per day.

5. Restroom Use by Men and Women
The count is by number of restroom uses by men and women. The number of restroom uses by men is
2,494 per day and the number of restroom uses by women is 2,494 per day. See the Restroom Water
Use per Day Calculation Sheet for details.

The demand rate unit is gallons per restroom use. The demand rate = 2.15 gallons per use for men and
2.60 gallons per use by women. See the Restroom Water Use per Day Calculation Sheet for details.

Per the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Water Science School the current US standard is 1.6
gallons per toilet flush, the USGS also indicates that 1 gallon of water is used for each hand/face washing
as detailed in the following link https://water.usgs.gov/edu/qa-home-percapita.html

Per US Environmental Protection Agency the current US standard for bathroom urinals is 1.0 gallon per
flush as discussed in the following link https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-
01/documents/ws-products-factsheet-urinals.pdf

Using the counts and the demand rates:

Men’s Restroom Daily Water Use = (2,484 restroom uses) x (2.15 gallons/restroom use) = 5,362 gallons
per day

Women’s Restroom Daily Water Use = (2484 restroom uses) x (2.60 gallons/restroom use) = 6,484
gallons per day
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6. Ice Making Machines
The count is by number of ice making machines = 2 (per Applicant’s floor plan)

The demand rate unit is gallons per day per ice machine.

A study entitled A Field Study to Characterize Water and Energy Use of Commercial Ice-Cube Machines
and Quantity Savings Potential was prepared by Fisher and Nickel of San Ramon, California for the East
Bay Municipal Utility District, Pacific Gas and Electric, and Seattle Public Utilities, The report indicates
that water cooled ice making machines use approximately 200 gallons of water per 100 pounds of ice
produced as discussed on page 20 in the following link.
https://fishnick.com/publications/fieldstudies/Ice_Machine Field Study.pdf

Using 200 gallons of water required to produce 100 pounds of ice and conservatively projecting each ice
machine produces 500 pounds of ice per day the demand rate = (200 gallons/100 pounds ice) x (500
pounds ice per day) = 1,000 gpd per ice machine.

Using the count and the demand rate:
Ice Machine Daily Water Use = (2 ice making machines) x (1,000 gpd per ice machine) = 2,000 gallons
per day

7. Floor Mopping
The count is per square feet of floor mopped.

The floor area to be mopped is provided in Table 1.

Table 1 - Floor Area to be Mopped
Location Area (square feet)
Restaurant 2,500
Restrooms (four total) 5,844
Mini-Mart 7,050
Total 15,394

Table Note: The square footage is per the Applicant’s floor plan.

Conservatively projecting floors being mopped 3 times per day = (15,394 sq. ft.) x (3 times per day) =
46,182 sq. ft./day

The demand rate unit is square footage mopped per gallon of water used.
The demand rate = 164 square feet mopped per gallon of water used per an analysis performed by

Sanitary Maintenance magazine and detailed in the following link.
http://www.cleanlink.com/cleanlinkminute/details/Water-Usage-During-Restroom-Mopping--50493

Using the count and the demand rate:

Floor Mopping Daily Water Use = (46,182 sq. ft./day) / (164 sq. ft. mopped/gallon water used) = 282
gallons per day
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8. Exterior Cleaning
Exterior cleaning involves the use of a garden hose at a flow rate of 3 gallons per minutes to wash down
hardscape surfaces adjacent to the truck stop main building structure. The main building of the truck
stop has sidewalks of varying width on three sides of the building and a parking on the fourth side and
there are 8 separate entrances into the building. These are the hardscape surfaces that will require daily
cleaning.

The count is the number of hose wash downs per day = 3 hose wash downs/day
The demand rate unit is minutes of hose wash down per day (at flow rate of 3 gpm)
The demand rate = (30 minutes/hose wash down) x ( 3 gallons/minute) = 90 gallons/hose wash down

Using the count and the demand rate:
Exterior Cleaning Daily Water Use = (3 hose wash downs/day) x (90 gallons/hose wash down) = 270
gallons per day.

9. Employee Water Use
The count is by the number of employees = 37 (per the Applicant’s Operations Statement dated
February, 2017)

The demand rate used is 25 gpd per employee per shift as provided in the North Carolina Administrative
Code, Title 15A Environmental Quality, Chapter 02 Environmental Management, Sub-Chapter T, Section
02T.0114 entitled Wastewater Design Flow Rates which is available at the following link.
http://reports.oah.state.nc.us/ncac/title%2015a%20-%20environmental%20quality/chapter%2002%20-
%20environmental%20management/subchapter%20t/15a%20ncac%2002t%20.0114.pdf

Using the count and the demand rate:
Employee Daily Water Use = (37 employees) x (25 gallons/employee) = 925 gallons per day

10. Landscape Irrigation Water Use Estimation
The count is by square footage of landscaped area = 113,172 square feet as provided in the Site
Statistics of the project site plan, sheet 1.1 dated 15 January 2017

The demand rate unit is gallons per day per square foot of landscaped area

The irrigation water demand estimate is per ANSI/ASABE S623 which is jointly published by the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the American Society of Agricultural and Biological
(ASABE) Engineers as provided in the following link though the University of California Division of
Agriculture and Natural Resources Center for Landscape and Urban Horticulture and is available at the
following link.

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UrbanHort/Water Use of Turfgrass and Landscape Plant Materials/SLIDE _Si
mplified Irrigation Demand Estimation/

The landscape water use calculation method uses ANSI/ASABE S623 and the associated Simplified
Landscape Irrigation Demand Estimation (SLIDE) Equation.
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The SLIDE Equation is as follows.

Landscape Water Demand (gallons) = ET, x PF x LA x 0.623
Where:
ET, = Evapotranspiration (inches)
PF = Plant Factor per ANSI/ASABE S623 Table 1 (unitless)
LA = Landscape Area (square feet)
0.623 = Conversion factor (for inches to gallons)

ETo=57.9 inches/year

The ET, value is the evapotranspiration rate in units of inches per year. The rate is for Zone 15 per the
State of California Department of Water Resources, California Irrigation Management Information
System, see Figure 1.

PF=0.3
(Plant factor used is for desert adapted plants)

LA =113,172 square feet
(Per Site Statistics provided on project site plan, sheet 1.1 dated 15 January 2017

Irrigation Daily Water Use = ET, x PF x LA x 0.623 = (57.9) x (0.3) x (113,172) x (0.623) = 1,224,691
gallons/year = 3,353 gallons per day
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CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Restroom Water Use per Day Calculation Sheet

Vehicle Stops

Vehicle Stop Type

Vehicle Stops

Number of People

Number of People

per Day per Vehicle per Day
Trucks Fueling Stops 300 1 300
Trucks Mini-Mart Stops 300 1 300
Auto Fueling Stops 1,500 3.5 5,250
Restaurant Customers 400 2 800
Total 2,500 Not Applicable 6,650

Notes:

(1) Vehicle Stops per Day taken from Applicant's Operations Statement dated February 3, 2017
(2) For automobile fueling stops, the calculation takes into account that multiple people can be within a vehicle.

Additionally, buses and vans are included in the automobile fueling stops category which can carry more people than a car.

Water Demand Rate

User Toilet Percentage Toilet Use Urinal Percentage Urinal Use Lavatory Restroom Water Use
(gallons per use) (percent) (gallons per use) (percent) (gallons per use) (gallons per use)
Male 1.6 25% 1.0 75% 1.0 2.15
Female 1.6 100% Not Applicable Not Applicable 1.0 2.60

Notes:

(1) Toilet and urinal gallons per use per current US national standards
(2) Each toilet or urinal use includes a lavatory use

Water Use
Percentage Using Number of Restroom Restroom Water Use Restroom Water Use per Day
Sex Number per Day
Restroom Uses (gallon/use) (gallons/day)
Male 3,325 75% 2,494 2.15 5,362
Female 3,325 75% 2,494 2.60 6,484
Total 4,988 Not Applicable 11,845
Notes:

(1) The number of males and females used is a 50/50 split of total number of people per day.
(2) Percentage of people using the bathroom is conservatively projected. It is reasonable to assume that the majority of people stopping at the truck stop are on long haul road trips
and will likely use the restroom facilities.
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WF@WEWE‘? R Tom Teixeira

Biil Diedrich

President wio tarp/Treasurer
_ ¥ AWATER DISTRIC - AR 0 6 2017

Mike Wood b ’ \ _ MAR Grant Craven
Vice President . ! FRESNO COUNTY Director

o EPT. OF
WORKS & PLANNING

Chris Hurd FUBLIC Lon Martin
Tax Assessor/Collector General Manager

Date: March 15, 2016

To:  Derek Chambers, Development Services Division, Fresno County Department of
Public Works and Planning

Re: Initial Study Application No. 7104 and Unclassified Conditional Use Permit
No. 3528 — Revised Site Plan and Revised Operational Statement

Dear Mr. Chambers,

Thank you for providing San Luis Water District (SLWD or District) the opportunity to
comment on the possible impacts for the proposed project; we have reviewed your letter
dated March 2, 2017 discussing the proposed development at Paul Negra Road and 1-5.

Upon review of the application, it appears that the proposed project is anticipating
utilizing a groundwater well for its water supply and will not need to depend upon the
San Luis Water District for a supply or conveyance. Although the San Luis Water District
is not requested to provide a Municipal and Infrastructure (M&l) water supply, and to
make is abundantly clear to the applicant, the District will not provide a “can and will
serve” letter to the development if requested. The property in question does not receive
an M&l allocation from the United States Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Valley
Project. This property may be eligible to receive an agricultural allocation. However, the
planned use as contemplated by the conditional use permit is not an agricultural
operation therefore the agricultural water supply is not an adequate supply.

In summary, and in accordance with District policy, the District will not provide any new
development water supply from its current allocation and/or supplemental water
supplies; it is the responsibility of the project proponent to secure its own supply of
water outside of the District. The project proponent must independently secure an
adequate water supply (quality and quantity) for the life of the project.

If you have any questions or comments in regards to this letter, please don’t hesitate to
contact the District, (209) 826-4043.

Kindest Regards,

=

Vince Lucchesi, PE
District Engineer, San Luis Water District

Office: 1015 Sixth Street ¢ Mail: P.O. Box 2135 Los Banos, CA 93635 e Telephone: (209) 826-4043 o Fax: (209) 826-0524
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*The Iree Adobe Reader may be used to view and complete this form. However, software must be purchased to complete, save, and reuse a saved form.

File Original with DWR

Page 1 of 1

State of California

Well Completion Report

Reler to Instruction Pamphlel

DWR Use Only — Do Not Fil In

|

| I I

J

1
State Well Number/Site Number

Owner's Well Number No. e0332118 . ) y N Lt 1 1 W
Date Work Began 09/01/2015 Date Work Ended 9/23/2015 Latitude Longitude
Local Permit Agency Fresno County Lt N R !
Permit Number WP0035766 ~  Permit Date 9/11/15 APN/TRS/Olher
Geologic Log Well Owner
Orientation ®Vertical O Horizonlal OAngle  Specify Name
Drilting Method Reverse Circulation Rotary Drilling Fluid _Fresh Water "
Depth from Surface Description M,a“m Address -
Feet to  Feet Describe material, grain size, color, etc Cit State {
12 top soil ' Well Location
12 35 brown clay Address paul neara rd. west of -5 ramp
-134 79 clay with sand City Firebough County Fresno
79 225 brown clay w/sand Latilude 36 51 15 N Longitude 120 _ 46 37 w
225 300 small gravel and sand Dea.  Min.  Sec. Dea.  Mn.  Sec.
300 350 sandy clay Datum Dec. Lat. Dec. Long.
350 460 brownn clay APN Book 005 Page 100 Parcel A7
460 470 sand Township Range Section
470 500 pea gravel and sand < Location Skcitc‘h I Activity
{Sketch must be drawn by hand aftes form is printed. @ New Well
5 550 rown cl -—l—f
00 b 2y North O Moadification/Repair
550 575 small gravel O Deepen
575 620 clay/sand O Other
: Dest
620 900 St|Cky Clay O D?si;?z'oadums -nd_ malerisls
800 1,040  |small gravel/sand snder SpoIooiog
1040 1,000 clay Planned Uses
10890 1,130  |sand/small gravel © Wg‘e’ S”{PP'{:’IP o
1130 [1,160 _ |clay/sand - gl Spomeste HPute.
3 E4 lerigation  [Jindustrial
1160 1,200 sand = w ) .
1200 1340 proe QO Cathodic Protection
> Y O Dewatering
1340 1,350 sand QO Heat Exchange
1350 1,430 clay/silt QO Injection
1430 1,470 sand/gravel O Monitoring
1470 1,500 clay O Remediation
1500 [1,540 _ |sand/sil 8 Sparging
1540 |1,650 |[clay South st
itustrate or doscribo distance of wek frarn roads, buildings, fences, O Vapor Extraction
1650 1|660 sand tivers, alc. and eitach 8 map Use eddillonal papar d necasaary O Other
1660 1 ,71 0 Clay H:lnn bo accurate and comphtt.
1710 1720 sand [Water Level and Yield of Completed Well
1720 1'750 sand/sil/cla Depth to first water 900 (Feet below surface)
' y Depth to Static
‘ Water Level 600 (Feet) Date Measured 09/23/2015
Total Depth of Boring 1750 Feet Estimated Yield * 300 (GPM) Test Type Constant Rate
120
Total Depth of Completed Well 1750 Feet :I'esl Length . (Hou'rs) Total Dra\f«down____(Feet)
L - - 1 |°May not be representative of a well's long term yield. _
Casings Annular Material
Depth from Borehole Type Material Wall Outside Screen Slot Size Depth from
Surface Diameter yp e Thickness Diameter Type if Any Surface Fill Description
feet to Feet (inches) {inches)  (inches) (inches) Feet 10 Feel
10 50 36 Conductor  |tow Carbon Steet .250 20 0 50 Cement 10.3
0 950 17.6 Blank Low Carbon Steel 250 8 50 1,750 |Filter Pack gravel
950 1,750 117.5 Screen PVC Sch. 80 .250 8 Milled Stots  {0.080
Attachments - Certification Statement - ]
[ Geologic Log 1, the undersigned, certify that this report is complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief
[ Well Construction Diagram Name NorCal pump and well drilling
. Person, Firm_.or Corporation .
[ Geophysical Log(s) 1325 Barry rd.  — Yuba City CA 95993
[T soil/water Chemical Analyses ] Addess City State Zip
Other _google map Signed Q G 12/20/2016 908591
Attach additional informalion, if il exisls. C'57 Licensed Walér Well Conlractor Date Signed C-57 License Number

DWR 188 REV. 12006

IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, USE NEXT CONSECUTIVELY NUMBERED FORM



Well Completion Reports

CA gov

i
== NOME  NEWSRGOM & EVENTS  193LES ABOUT US

Groundwater Information Center

Page 1 of 2
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Well Completion Reports

DWR is responsible for maintaming a file of well completion reports, which must be submitted whenever a dnller
construcls, alters, or destroys a well This is a valuable resource and serv'ce to landowners who want to find out
about subsurface geotogic conditions on their property or lo determine particular wetl construction details for their
water wells. The information is also valuable to researchers trying to belter understand the groundwater basin.

Public Access to Well Completion Reports

In June 2015, Senate Bill 83 amended California Water Code §13752 (see below) to allow public access to Well
Completion Reports However, the taw requires the Depariment of Water Resources to comply with The
Information Practices Act of 1977 redacling personal information from the Well Completion Reports before
making them public Since there are about 800,000 reports on file with the Department, it requires a significant
effort to redact the personal data from afl reports. DWR is in the process of redacting the personal information with
the goa! of making all Well Completion Reports available online at no charge within the next year. if you need
access lo the reports before they are available online, the Department can process your request, but a fee may be
charged as provided by the law. If you are interested im receiving Well Completion Reports before free ontine
access is available, please contact your DWR Region Office representative for an estimate of charges.

California Water Code §13752.
(a) Reports made in accordance with paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of Section 13751 shall be
made available as follows:

(1) To governmental agencies

{2) To the public, upon request, in accordance wilh subdivision{b).

(b} (1) The department may charge a fee for the provision of a report pursuant to paragraph (2) of
subdivision (a) that does not exceed the reasonable costs to the department of providing the report,
including costs of promulgating any regulations to implement this section.

{2) Notwithstanding subdivision (g) of Section 1798 24 of the Civil Code, the disclosure of a
report in accordance with paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) in the possession of the department or
another governmental agency shall comply with the Information Practices Act of 1977 (Chapter 1
{commencing with Section 1798) of Title 1 8 of Part 4 of Division 3 of the Clvil Code).

Well Completion Report Request Form

P ge of S
available here.

Bill 83 necessitated a revtsion to the Well Completion Request form. The updated formis

Well Completion Report Request Form (updated September 2015)

Please note that req
and plete inf tion is y top
the processing of your request

{s for Well Completion Reports are numerous and the availability of staff is limited Clear
your request. Unclear and/or incomplete information will delay

Other Well Forms for Well Drillers, Water Well Contractors, and Well Owners

To protect the Slate's groundwater supplies, the Legislature authorized the establishment of well standards
(Department of Water Resources Bulletins 74 81 and 74-90) and regulations pertaining to the construction,
alteration. and destruction of wells California Water Code Section 13750.5 requires that those responsible for the
construction. alteration, or destruction of water wells, cathodic protection wells, groundwater monitoring wells, or

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/wells/well _completion_reports.cfm

GROUNDWATER HOME

GROUNDWATER
INFORMATION CENTER
Groundwater Bas cs
Maps and Reports
GIC Interactive Map App! calion
Groundwater Management

Well Information
Californ'a Well Standards

Well Completion Reports
OSWCR

Well Basics

Well Permtting Agenc s

DWR We | Inquiry Contacls
Monitor'ng and Data Collecton

CASGEM

Water Data Library

Groundwater Contacts

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER

MANAGEMENT
CASGEM
BULLETIN 118

Highilights

NASA Subsdence Report
Water Mgmt Planning Tool

Intial Basin Prioritizat on for SGM

Geology of the Northern
Sacramento Valley

G0
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Well Completion Reports

geothermal heat exchange welils possess a C-57 Water Well Conlractor's License This iicense is tssued by the
Contraclors State License Board. California Water Code Section 13751 requires that anyone who conslirucls.
alters_or destroys a water well_cathodi¢ protection well, groundwater monitoring well. or geothermal heat
exchange well must file vith the Depariment of Water Resources a report of completion within 60 days of the
compietion of the work

Well Completion Report Form - DWR 188 (PDF 437KB)
The free Adobe Reader inay be used 10 v.evy and complete this form However, software must be purchased to
complete save, and reuse a saved form

How to Get the Well Completion Report Form to Work (PDF 881KB)

These instructions are how to use the above-linked PDF form . these instruclions detail the process of making a
PDF document a 'trusted document” {o allow the system to populate the Well Completion Report number before
you print the PDF

How to Fill Out a Well Completion Report-instructional Pamphlet (PDF 887 KB)

The California Water Code (Section 13700) recognizes thal improperly constructed and abandoned water welis
can be a source of groundwater contamination and a threat to public heallth. The purpose of this insiruction
pamphlet is to assist Water Well Contractors waih fiing out a Well Complet on Report (WCR) to meet the
requirements of Calfornia law. The Water Code requires Waler Well Contractors file a WCR form with the
Canformia Department of Water Resources (Section 13751)

Well Data (PDF 249KB)
Well owners are encouraged o maintain records of ther wells. The Well Data Form is 8 form on which well owners
can record vital statistics about their well for their personal records

@

e

Back to Top | He!o | Contad Us | Document Viewers | Conditions of Use | Privacy Pol cy

Copyright © 2017 State of Calfornia
Last hlodified: 09/1872015

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/wells/well_completion_reports.cfm

Page 2 of 2
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH - ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

P.O. Box 11867 Zip 93775, 1221 Fulton Mall, Fresno, California 93721

Telephone: (559) 600-3357  Fax: (559) 600-7629 Website: www.fcdph.org/water
PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT, DEEPEN, DESTROY, RECONDITION, OR REPAIR A WELL

LS50 __ OFFICE USE ONLY
Well Permit#'”f()‘) 5 7 (lp FA#

9/11/2015 ASAP
Application Date Estimated Start Date
§ ' o | )
T_ Al SR 4) S_ad& %Epfcialist cT BY05.
Corcoran Clay Depth /U0 Ft
APN 02;# prom -_100 3l (see Special Corcoran Clay Annular Seal Requirements on attachment)
(e iy ) [] Well Location in Flood Zone. (Extend Casing above known flood level; Flood

Contractor Nor-Cal Pump and Well

Elevation Certificate required to be submitted to the Fresno Co. Public Works. Dept. prior to
approval of the well electrical permit.)

Approved LL*S Date ﬁr’ﬁE (T Seal Inspection

Date

License # 908591

Date

Phone 530 674 5861

530 674 1525 Final Inspection Supervisor

FAX

Job Address/Location Paul Negra Road West Of I-5 Ramp Parcel Size 10.10 Acres

Owner Name Bholay LLC Owner Phone 559 994 3558

Owner Address 2416 Pinecrest Court City Fullerton State CA Zip 92835
Well Construction
Type of Work Type of Well Intended Use = :
e CfCasngbrven | ClDomestcpate | Wol Casnaiaorl_stesd 250
[ Replacement Well [] cable Tool 2 Domestic Public Well Casing B i 250 I
[] Reconstruction/Deepening | [[] Hardrock [ Agricultural g bauge__. <. T )
[ Test Hole 0 Auger O] Industrial Conductor Caang M'atenal Mi Stee .
(] Destruction [] Direct Rotary [J Cathodic Condu e e P
[A Reverse Rotary 0] Test Hole Conductor Casing Depth___ 20 Ft
[ Monitoring Annular Seal Depth 50 Ft
) Other Borehole Diameter 17 1/2 in
Gravel Pack [X] Yes [J No

Weli Destruction

Type L] Gravel Pack [] Open Bottom [] Uncased [] Other Sealing Material/Seal Placement Method

Well Diameter In Total Depth Ft [J Neat Cement [X) Sand Cement [ Concrete
Depth to Water Ft :
Casing to be Perforated Ft to Ft [ Bentonite ~ Product Name

[® Pumped [] Free Fall (allowed only when the
interval to be sealed is dry and less than 30 Ft depth)

[T Casing cut off Ft Below Grade (6ft max allowed)
[ Oil lubricated pump (Any oil in the well shall be removed and properly
disposed of prior to destruction)

Setbacks [X] All setbacks exceed 300 Feet [] Other Wells Ft

[ Leach Lines Ft [] Septic Tank Ft [] Cesspool Ft [] Seepage Pits Ft
[ Sewer Lines Ft [T] Animal/Fowl Enclosure Ft [] Designated Sewage Replacement Area Ft
[ Flood Control Basins Ft [] Waste Water Disposal Ponds Ft [ Lakes/Streams Ft

FEE $605 (Domestic/Agricultural/ Cathodic/Test Hole PE4650, Public/Industrial PE4652 ) [] $407 (Well Destruction PE4651)
No Charge (Monitoring Well/Soil Boring PE4653)
PAYMENT METHOD [] Cash [X Check [] Credit Card (Authorization on file with Dept. of Public Health, Env. Health Division)

| hereby certify that the information described herein is correct. | understand that all work is to be done in accordance with the California Well Standards
Ordinance and the conditions of this permit application, including any conditions which are added by the Environmental Heaith Division upon review of this
application and issuance of the permit. | certify that | have a current C-57 Contractor’s License and, if | employ workers, a current certificate of Workers’
Compensation Insurance. 1 further understand that any permit issued pursuant to this application is subject to such further conditions as may be deemed
necessary to ensure compliance with the Ordinance. Note: This permit is non-transferable and is valid for 180 days.

%
CONTRACTOR SIGNATURE: %/ /
& 1~

DATE: 9/11/2015

OFFICE USE ONLY - ENVISION CLERICAL: ;

Invoice# (}9076?/

Date C{ ‘5.[57/ -
Faxed by CL\S\S b%

Account#
Entered By h\{) :
SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS:




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH - ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION
P.O. Box 11867 Zip 93775, 1221 Fulton Mall, Fresno, California 93721
Telephone: {559) 600-3357 Fax: (559) 600-7629 Website: www.fcdph.org/water
PLOTPLAN TO ACCOMPANY PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT, DEEPEN, DESTROY,
RECONDITION,. OR REPAIR A WELL

Note: This permit is non-transferable and is valid for 180 days

Job Address / Location: Paul Negra Road West Of I-5 Ramp APN: 005 /100 /47 PERMIT #

Indicate distances in feet. Provide the names of streets or roads nearest to the property. Provide dimensions of the
property and all existing or proposed structures. Provide locations of existing or proposed sewage disposal systems,
including expansion or repair areas, within 250 feet of the new well. Provide locations of all other wells within 300 feet
of the new well. Location information shall include all adjacent parcels, if within setbacks.
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County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
DAVID POMAVILLE, M.B.A,, R.E.H.S.
INTERIM DIRECTOR

SPECIAL SEALING REQUIREMENTS FOR WELLS LOCATED IN AREAS OF
CORCORAN CLAY WITHIN FRESNO COUNTY

Drilling Contractor Mor —(ac /)um,a 3 L L.

Location ‘?),qw, / Cyva el

Owner: P)sz,co(cjr. Lec

WPt 0035 766 APN_ 00S-sfev-¢ 7

The well location for this permit has been determined to be within an area where special

sealing requirements exist. Fresno County Ordinance Code 14.08.060. "Sealing-off strata”
requires special sealing procedures if the well penetrates more than one aquifer separated
by Corcoran Clay. The Corcoran Clay in the area where this well is located is

estimated by the Water Resources Control Board to be located at ft deep.

Bulletin No. 74-6, Water Well Standards-Fresno County was written by the California
Department of Water Resources. This Bulletin describes the various geological conditions
where water is found in Fresno County and ways to prevent water contamination. The
Bulletin divides the county into four areas, Area lll or the Valley Trough runs north to south
along the west side of Fresno County, east of the coast range and west of the city of
Fresno. Within this area is a layer of confining clay called Corcoran Clay that separates
the water aquifers and keeps their water quality different. The upper aquifer in this area
has more salts and minerals than the water below the Corcoran Clay. Water with high
salts and minerals can be detrimental to crops and undesirable to drink. It is a benefit to
the citizens of the county to keep the two aquifers separated and maintain the better water
quality found in the lower aquifer.

Within Area Il are three water bearing aquifers; (1) a confined aquifer below the Corcoran
Clay, (2) an unconfined aquifer above the Corcoran Clay and (3) a perched aquifer near
the ground surface. Wells constructed in these areas have special sealing requirements
that are intended to preclude the water in these aquifers from mixing (Bulletin 74-6, Water
Well Standards Fresno County).

Fresno County Ordinance Code Title 14 Section 14.08.060 in part reads:
“In areas where a well penetrates more than one water bearing stratum and any of the

stratum contains water of a quality such that, if allowed to mix with water of another
stratum, will in the judgment of the Health Officer result in a significant deterioration, the

Dedicated to Public Health
1221 Fuiton Mall / P.O. Box 11867, Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 600-3357/ FAX (559) 600-7629 Az
Equal Employment Opportunity * Affirmative Action * Disabled Employer
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stratum producing such inferior water shall be sealed off to prevent entrance of the water
into the well or its vertical migration to other Strata.

A. The undesirable water bearing stratum shall be sealed off by placing
impervious material opposite the stratum and opposite the confining bed for a
sufficient vertical distance (but not less than 10 ft) in either direction to prevent
the vertical movement of water from the producing formation. Sufficient
sealing material shall be applied to fill the annular space between the casing
and the wall of the drilled hole in the interval to be sealed, and to fill the voids
which might absorb the selling material.

B. Sealing material shall consist of neat cement, cement grout, or other suitable
impervious material (Section 14.08.160-E-1).

C. Sealing shall be accomplished by a method approved by the health officer.

D. In areas of Fresno County underlain by Corcoran Clay, wells which extend
through this clay shall not be perforated both above and below the clay except
in the following instances:

1. Where the Corcoran Clay is less than twenty feet in thickness;

2. In areas where the difference in water quality above and below the clay
is approximately seven hundred micromhos (five hundred ppm TDS) or
less,

3. In the area east of the Fresno Slough and south of the Murphy Slough.”

Perched Water
Fresno County Ordinance Code Section 14.08.060 G

“G. Wells which penetrate perched waters shall meet the following requirements:

1. Perched waters, including those retained on the A Clay, shall be
excluded from all wells except when the well is drilled expressly for the
extraction of perched waters for ground water level control, or water
quality control, or where it can be demonstrated that the transfer of such
water will not in the judgment of the Health Officer cause a significant
deterioration of the quality of water in underlying water strata.

2. Wells drilled for extraction of perched waters for ground water level
control or for water quality control shall not penetrate any usable ground
water body lying below the perched water.

3. Inrotary type wells penetrating the A Clay, a positive seal at least twenty
feet or at least the thickness of the A Clay shall be provided in the
annular space of each well.”

Water Well Contractors drilling wells within Area lll where the Corcoran Clay is
located are required to follow the sealing requirements listed above to ensure that
the well is constructed in such a way that both aquifers in this area do not mix.

If you have any questions please contact Fresno County Environmental Health Division at
(559) 600-3357.

Dedicated to Public Health
1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867, Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 600-3357/ FAX (559) 600-7629
Equa! Employment Opportunity - Affirmative Action - Disabled Employer
www.fcdph.org



WATER WELL CHECK LIST

Well Permit Number:

WP 003576

Well Location:

DATE | INITIAL
Permit Received
Fee Paid i{?f /%
Permit information Approved A
Lot < 1.5 acres (Review)| ___.
Land Use Check| , -
Site Review Completed  (Yes/No)
B & S File Review (Yes/No)
Dairy-reviewed by Dairy insp.| _.——
Parcel map attached| |
Existing wells (Yes/No)
Lat. Lon.
Existing wells Permit#  (Yes/No)
Lat. Lon.
=
Within Flood Zone (Yes(No)

cLig & oo’

o
Corcoran Clay Layer Ce)mo)

Permit Approved

9)istis]

Well Seal Inspection

Well Log Received

Final Inspection

GPS Coordinates

Lat.

Lon.

Bacteriological Sample Taken

Chemical Sample Taken

Results Sent to Owner

File Completed

File Incomplete




~qd 0%
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH - ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION m % e ’
P.0. Box 11867 Zip 93775, 1221 Fulton Mall, Fresno, California 93721 V/
Telephone: (5569) 600-3357  Fax: (559) 600-7628 Website: www.fcdph.orgfwater

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT, DEEPEN, DESTROY, RECONDITION, OR REPAIR A WELL

~4RE AR
6/5// S 5 Y/ W@ﬁ?yrmmg a0 L eYs Y
_‘r\PPh/? ﬂOJ(OH DaRte Eﬁl e Sﬂﬂ,?za;? Specialist CTJLF ‘ 0 a

S

aenN O DS 400 d7] [J Corcoran Clay Depth Ft
) e

see Special Corcoran Clay Annular Seal Requirements on attachment)
(exteiils 4t {see Spec

[T Well Location in Flood Zone. (Extend Casing above known flood level; Flood
Contractor Elevation Certificate required to be submitted to the Fresno Co. Public Works. Dept. priot to

approval of the well electrical permit.)
License # Y\faDC\D

Phone ’a—‘Dq’ l,\\gq//m OQ Approved MS  Date (p=11~15 Seal Inspection Date

PAX QYT\ o \) '\Dd\{'\\\_ CDYV\ Final Inspection _Date Supervisor

Job Address/Location Wéf‘/ ﬁ'f:es M 7 %l/( ' ) Né@ roL % . arcel Size /d' //VC/"C-{
Owner Name 6’49 la ) (L C Owner Phone :
Owner Address _2.5/6 finec e St CA City F///(’Yﬁ“ﬂ state (X zip 72535

Well Construction
| Type of Work Type of Well intended Use Well Casing Materi: Casing Material SedeA go /'[;(_
New Well [} Casing Driven omestic Private Well Casing Diameter 77 L o
Replacement Well [ Cable Tool [] Domestic Public Well Casing Gauge. S Zent S
[ Reconstruction/Deepening | [_] Hardrock L] Agricultural Conducto r%asin g Vaterial_ DI
L] Test Hole L] Auger [ Industrial Conductor Casing Diameter____ /£ in
{] Destruction ~ Direct Rotary [ Cathodic )
Conductor Casing Depth z.? Ft
] Reverse Rotary ] Test Hole Annular Seal Deoth =¢S5 Ft
[ Monitoring al Uep S s .
[ Other Borehole Diameter /[ = in
Gravel Packmes 1 No
Well Destruction . .
—Type [ Gravel Pack [] Open Bottom [] Uncased [J Other Sealing Material/Seal Placement Method
Well Diameter In Total Depth Ft ﬂNeat Cement [ Sand Cement []Concrete
Depth to Water, Ft .
Casing to be Perforated Ft to Ft [ Bentonite - Product Name
[] Casing cut off Ft Below Grade (6t max allowed) ﬁPumped [T Free Fatt (allowed only when the
(3 Oil lubricated pump (Any oil in the weli shall be removed and properiy | .
disposed of prior to destruction) interval to be sealed is dry and less than 30 Ft depth)
Setbacks P All setbacks exceed 300 Feet [] Other Wells Ft
[] Leach Lines Ft [] Septic Tank Ft [J Cesspool Ft [J Seepage Pits Ft
[] Sewer Lines Ft 1 Animal/Fow Enclosure Ft [J Designated Sewage Replacement Area Ft
[7J Flood Control Basins Ft [ Waste Water Disposal Ponds Ft [ Lakes/Streams Ft

EEE 1 $605 (Domestic/Agricultural/ Cathodic/Test Hole PE4650, Public/Industrial PE4652 ) [] $407 (Well Destruction PE4651)
[[] No Charge (Monitoring Well/Soil Boring PE4653)

PAYMENT METHOD [ Cash [[] Check [] Credit Card (Authorization on file with Dept. of Public Health, Env. Health Division)

| hereby certify that the information described herein is correct. | understand that ail work is to be done in accordance with the California Well Standards
Ordinance and the conditions of this permit application, including any conditions which are added by the Environmental Health Division upon review of this
application and issuance of the permit. | certify that | have a current C-57 Contractor's License and, if | employ workers, a current certificate of Workers’
Compensation Insurance. | further understand that any permit issued pursuant to this application is subject to such further conditions as may be deemed

necessary to ensure compliance with the Ordinance. Note: This perrpit |§ nop_transferabie and is valid for 180 days.
2 Lirmdent AD Wor £ wed o VRO DAllng I -
CONTRACTOR SIGNATURE: VA DATE: qu}T \ (
Vol

OFFICE USE ONLY - ENVISION CLERICAL: ¢>
Account# Invoice#ﬁgﬂ 4@# !
Entered Bya% ;ggw pate_ (" [[-{H
SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS: Faxed by YA2Sna Ceiswel
b-\2 - \_S “a
AN ~BoL-70\D




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH - ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION
P.0O. Box 11867 Zip 93775, 1221 Fulton Mall, Fresno, California 93721
Telephone: (559) 600-3357 Fax: (559) 600-7629 Website: www.fcdph.org/water
PLOT PLAN TO ACCOMPANY PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT, DEEPEN, DESTROY
RECONDITION, OR REPAIRA WELL

Note: This permit is pon-transferable and is valid for 180 days

Job Address / Location:-T:S + WS A!&(.w) +pw)( NC‘)!‘{ M APN:OOS’ /lo /O(ILg PERMIT #

Indicate distances in feet. Provide the names of streets or roads nearest to the property. Provide dimensions of the
property and all existing or proposed structures. Provide locations of existing or proposed sewage disposal systems,
including expansion or repair areas, within 250 feet of the new well. Provide locations of all other wells within 300 feet
of the new well. Location information shall include ali adjacent parcels, if within setbacks.
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County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
DAVID POMAVILLE, M.B.A,, R.E.H.S.
INTERIM DIRECTOR

SPECIAL SEALING REQUIREMENTS FOR WELLS LOCATED IN AREAS OF
CORCORAN CLAY WITHIN FRESNO COUNTY

Drilling Contractor vV ?9 W (.Dh%\”g’#—-

Location /{/é'e_fl / [auc/ V/, yre Ko,

Owner: 55ho Loy LC

WP#__ 0035135 APN__Q05= (0047

The well location for this permit has been determined to be within an area where special
sealing requirements exist. Fresno County Ordinance Code 14.08.060. “Sealing-off strata”
requires special sealing procedures if the well penetrates more than one aquifer separated
by Corcoran Clay. The Corcoran Clay in the area where this well is located is
estimated by the Water Resources Control Board to be located at _ /20 ft deep.

Bulletin No. 74-6, Water Well Standards-Fresno County was written by the California
Department of Water Resources. This Bulletin describes the various geological conditions
where water is found in Fresno County and ways to prevent water contamination. The
Bulletin divides the county into four areas, Area Il or the Valley Trough runs north to south
along the west side of Fresno County, east of the coast range and west of the city of
Fresno. Within this area is a layer of confining clay called Corcoran Clay that separates
the water aquifers and keeps their water quality different. The upper aquifer in this area
has more salts and minerals than the water below the Corcoran Clay. Water with high
salts and minerals can be detrimental to crops and undesirable to drink. It is a benefit to
the citizens of the county to keep the two aquifers separated and maintain the better water
quality found in the lower aquifer.

Within Area Il are three water bearing aquifers; (1) a confined aquifer below the Corcoran
Clay, (2) an unconfined aquifer above the Corcoran Clay and (3) a perched aquifer near
the ground surface. Wells constructed in these areas have special sealing requirements
that are intended to preclude the water in these aquifers from mixing (Bulletin 74-6, Water
Well Standards Fresno County).

Fresno County Ordinance Code Title 14 Section 14.08.060 in part reads:

“In areas where a well penetrates more than one water bearing stratum and any of the
stratum contains water of a quality such that, if allowed to mix with water of another
stratum, will in the judgment of the Health Officer result in a significant deterioration, the

Dedicated to Public Health
1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867, Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 600-3357/ FAX (559) 600-7629
Equal Employment Opportunity - Affirmative Action - Disabled Employer
www.fcdph.org



stratum producing such inferior water shall be sealed off to prevent entrance of the water
into the well or its vertical migration to other Strata.

A. The undesirable water bearing stratum shall be sealed off by placing
impervious material opposite the stratum and opposite the confining bed for a
sufficient vertical distance (but not less than 10 ft) in either direction to prevent
the vertical movement of water from the producing formation. Sufficient
sealing material shall be applied to fill the annular space between the casing
and the wall of the drilled hole in the interval to be sealed, and to fill the voids
which might absorb the selling material.

B. Sealing material shall consist of neat cement, cement grout, or other suitable

impervious material (Section 14.08.160-E-1).

Sealing shall be accomplished by a method approved by the health officer.

In areas of Fresno County underlain by Corcoran Clay, wells which extend

through this clay shall not be perforated both above and below the clay except

in the following instances:

1. Where the Corcoran Clay is less than twenty feet in thickness;

2. In areas where the difference in water quality above and below the clay
is approximately seven hundred micromhos (five hundred ppm TDS) or
less;

3. In the area east of the Fresno Slough and south of the Murphy Slough.”

OO

Perched Water
Fresno County Ordinance Code Section 14.08.060 G

“G. Wells which penetrate perched waters shall meet the following requirements:

1. Perched waters, including those retained on the A Clay, shall be
excluded from all wells except when the well is drilled expressly for the
extraction of perched waters for ground water level control, or water
quality control, or where it can be demonstrated that the transfer of such
water will not in the judgment of the Health Officer cause a significant
deterioration of the quality of water in underlying water strata.

2. Wells drilled for extraction of perched waters for ground water level
control or for water quality control shall not penetrate any usable ground
water body lying below the perched water.

3. In rotary type wells penetrating the A Clay, a positive seal at least twenty
feet or at least the thickness of the A Clay shall be provided in the
annular space of each well.”

Water Well Contractors drilling wells within Area lll where the Corcoran Clay is
located are required to follow the sealing requirements listed above to ensure that
the well is constructed in such a way that both aquifers in this area do not mix.

If you have any questions please contact Fresno County Environmental Health Division at
(5659) 600-3357.

Dedicated to Public Health
1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867, Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 600-3357/ FAX (559) 600-7629
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WATER WELL CHECK LIST

Well Permit Number:

WE 003512S

Well Location:

%Y, NMS‘// PﬁabNélfrx Aol

DATE

INITIAL

Permit Received

Gfis)is

mS§

Fee Paid

605

Permit information Approved

-—

Lot < 1.5 acres (Review)

—

Land Use Check

v

Wwee most b

Site Review Completed  (Yes/No)

B & S File Review (Yes/No)

1 B Pollic we.

Dairy-reviewed by Dairy Insp.

Parcel map attached

Existing wells (Yes/No)

Lat.

Lon.

Existing wells Permit#  (Yes/No)

Lat

Lon.

Within Flood Zone

RO

Corcoran Clay Layer

R

’

/00

Permit Approved

b-\\-\S

Well Seal Inspection

Well Log Received

Final Inspection

GPS Coordinates

Lat.

Lon.

Bacteriological Sample Taken

Chemical Sample Taken

Results Sent to Owner

File Completed

File Incomplete
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EXHIBIT 11



: 710 W. Pinedale Avenue, Fresno, California 93711

Engineers...Working Wonders With Water® P 559 436.6616 F. 559.436.1191

August 7, 2017

Mr. Amin Salkhi, President

Grand Petroleum, Inc.

1451 Danville Boulevard, Suite 201
Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Groundwater Data for Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3528
Dear Mr. Salkhi:

Carollo Engineers, Inc. (Carollo) has reviewed the groundwater and well information associated with
Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3528. This letter provides our opinion regarding the potential yield
of the well and suitability of the groundwater for public consumption at the proposed highway travel center.

The information reviewed comprises two County of Fresno, California, well construction permits for the
subject property located on the northwest corner of Interstate 5 and Nees Avenue (Assessor's Parcel
Number 005-100-47s), a State of California Well Completion Report, a laboratory report for water quality
analyses from BSK Associates Fresno, correspondence from the State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Drinking Water dated May 9, 2016, and the County of Fresno’s Evaluation of Environmental
Impacts and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (Initial Study).

Well Information

Based on the two well construction permits, the County of Fresno Department of Public Health-
Environmental Health Division approved the construction of a domestic private well on the subject property
on June 11, 2015, permit number WP0035125, and a domestic public well on September 15, 2015, permit
number WP0035766. California Water Code Section 13751 requires the licensed well drilling contractor to file
a report of completion with the Department of Water Resources within 60 days of the completion of the
work. No well completion report associated with permit number WP0035125 was received, but the Initial
Study states that a private well was drilled on the property. A Well Completion Report associated with
permit number WP0035766 indicates the domestic public well was completed on September 23, 2015.
However, this Well Completion Report is dated December 20, 2016, nearly 15 months after the stated well
completion date. The owner's name is redacted. The signature on the report s illegible, but the company
name is "NorCal pump and well drilling" with matching C-57 license number.

The Well Completion Report states that the well was completed using 8-inch diameter carbon steel casing
set within a 17.5-inch diameter borehole with 8-inch Schedule 80 PVC slotted screen. The well was drilled
and completed to a total depth of 1,750 feet below ground surface (bgs) and was screened across multiple
sand, gravel, and clay layers from 950 feet to 1,750 feet bgs. The borehole annulus was filled with a gravel
filter pack from 50 feet to 1,750 feet bgs and with cement from the ground surface to 50 feet bgs. The report
states that water was first encountered at 900 feet bgs and subsequently rose to 600 feet bgs after well
completion indicating the aquifer is confined at this depth. The estimated well yield is stated to be 300
gallons per minute based on a 12-hour constant rate pumping test. The observed drawdown during the
pumping test was not reported.

WATER
OUR FOCUS
OUR BUSINESS
OUR PASSION

10677A.00 | Well Data Review_20170807.docx




Mr. Salkhi
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
August 7, 2017

Page2

Pumping tests are conducted to determine the yield of the well and hydraulic parameters of the aquifer; this
information can be used to select an appropriately sized pump for the well and to evaluate the effects of new
withdrawals on existing wells. For a confined aquifer, the pumping test should be conducted at a constant
rate for 24 hours while recording the drawdown in the well. The duration of the pumping test may be
shortened if equilibrium conditions are reached before 24 hours. The Well Completion Report does not
provide the drawdown at the conclusion of the pumping test nor any intermediate measured drawdown
data. Without drawdown data, the adequacy of the pumping test duration and estimated well yield cannot
be assessed.

Water Quality Data

A laboratory report for water quality analyses from BSK Associates Fresno was included with the Conditional
Use Permit application. This report is dated December 8, 2015 and is addressed to Nar Heer of Nor-Cal Pump
and Well Service. Several discrepancies are noted within the lab report which lead to questions regarding the
origination and representativeness of the samples. The laboratory report and chain of custody identify the
samples as collected from "New Well" associated with the "Gridley Farm Labor Camp" project; no other
identifying information for the samples is provided. No information on the chain of custody or lab report
indicates any association with either of the wells permitted by the County of Fresno on the subject property.

The Sample Integrity checklist included with the laboratory report indicates that the measured temperature
of the samples at the time of receipt was less than 6 °C, but the sample temperature noted on the chain of
custody and case narrative is 12.9 °C. The sample integrity checklist also indicates that information on the
bottle labels agree with the chain of custody. However, a separate sample condition checklist completed by
Pace Analytical for subcontracted radiological analyses indicates that the sample labels did not match the
chain of custody and the sample date and time was not recorded on the sample bottles. The Pace Analytical
checklist also notes that no custody seal was present on the shipping container.

Based on lack of clear documentation, there is no indication or assurance that the samples received at BSK
Associates Fresno were collected from a well on the subject property or that the samples were properly
handled either during the sample collection process or when received at the laboratory.

None of the available information provides a description of the sample collection process including the
sampling collection method, purging of the well prior to sample collection, or well and site conditions at the
time of sampling. Because all of these factors can affect how well a sample represents ambient groundwater
in the aquifer, these samples cannot be relied upon to represent the groundwater without additional
supporting documentation.

Water quality analyses included in the laboratory report from BSK Associates Fresno include general water
chemistry, metals, organics, perchlorate, hexavalent chromium, dioxins, asbestos, and radionuclides.
Analyses for asbestos were subcontracted to LA Testing in South Pasadena, California, analyses for dioxins
were subcontracted to Maxxam Analytics International Corporation in Mississauga, Ontario, Canada, and
analyses for radium were subcontracted to Pace Analytical Services, Inc. in Greensburg, Pennsylvania.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Primary Drinking Water
Regulations that set mandatory water quality standards for drinking water contaminants to protect the
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public against consumption of drinking water contaminants that present a risk to human health. EPA has
also established National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations that set non-mandatory water quality
standards for 15 contaminants; these contaminants are not considered to present a risk to human health at
the secondary standard. The State of California has established mandatory secondary drinking water
standards based on EPA's secondary standards. The results indicate that the water meets primary drinking
water standards for all analytes; however, the water does not meet the State of California's secondary
drinking water standards for total dissolved solids, specific conductance, chloride, or sulfate. The State of
California has established ranges of maximum contaminant levels for these constituents including
Recommended, Upper, and Short Term levels as shown in Table 1. According to comments provided by the
State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water, both primary and secondary water quality
standards apply. The observed concentrations for all four constituents exceed all of the established
contaminant level ranges. Thus, the water does not meet drinking water standards and treatment would be
required for use as a potable water supply. Although sodium is not regulated as a drinking water
contaminant, the U.S. EPA recommends that sodium concentration in drinking water not exceed a range of
30 to 60 mg/L and has stated that sodium concentrations greater than 120 mg/L can have an effect on blood
pressure (U.S. EPA Drinking Water Advisory: Consumer Acceptability Advice and Health Effects Analysis on
Sodium, 2003). The observed concentration of 1,100 mg/L is almost ten times higher than the benchmark
level of 120 mg/L.

In addition, the use of this water for irrigation would be severely restricted based on the salinity of the water
(United States Department of Agriculture National Engineering Handbook, Part 623). Based on the total
dissolved solids concentration, the water would be considered satisfactory for livestock watering although it
may cause temporary diarrhea or be refused by animals not accustomed to the water, and would be
considered poor for poultry causing watery feces, increasing mortality, and decreased growth (National
Research Council Water Quality Criteria 1972).

Table 1. Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level Ranges and Reported Data

Short  Reported

Constituent, Units = Recommended  Upper Term Value
Total Dissolved 500 1,000 1,500 3,200
Solids, mg/L
Specific 900 1,600 2,200 5,600
Conductance, uS/cm
Chloride, mg/L 250 500 600 1,100
Sulfate, mg/L 250 500 600 750

Treatment options for lowering total dissolved solids content in drinking water include reverse osmosis,
electrodialysis, and distillation processes. Both reverse osmosis and electrodialysis generate highly
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concentrated brine waste because a portion of the water entering the treatment unit is discharged as waste
carrying the concentrated salts removed from the product water. Because a portion of the raw water is lost
as concentrate from the treatment process, treatment may also significantly increase the volume of raw
water required to meet demands. For example, reverse osmosis systems typically recover about 50 to 90
percent of the raw water as treated product water meaning that the volume of raw water required could be
from 11 to 100 percent greater than the projected potable water demand. Reverse osmosis systems with
higher recovery produce a brine waste that is more highly concentrated with removed salt, e.g. a reverse
osmosis system with 90 percent recovery generates a brine that is ten time more concentrated than the raw
feed water. Although distillation processes produce less waste, these systems have much greater energy,
space, and maintenance requirements.

Disposal of the brine waste is a primary factor in selection of a treatment technology to reduce total
dissolved solids. Disposal options include discharge to the onsite wastewater treatment system, onsite
evaporation ponds, subsurface disposal such as deep well injection or percolation, and storage and offsite
disposal. All of these options include potential environmental concerns such as failure of the onsite
wastewater treatment system or groundwater contamination. Therefore, the proposed brine waste
discharge method should be reviewed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. No discussion of
potential water treatment technologies, potential impact on projected potable water demands, or brine/salt
waste management was found in the Conditional Use Permit application.

Sincerely,
0N Q. 1
\/_/}wj“.{’ J}rf_”ij :;1,.’}.‘
Jeff Stovall, Ph.D.

W@Y

Bronwyn Kelly, P.G.
CAROLLO ENGINEERS, INC.

cc:  Mr. Kenneth B. Finney, Beveridge & Diamond, P. C
Ms. Kaitlyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond P. C.
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Chambers, Derek

A |
From: Lichti, Betsy@Waterboards <Betsy.Lichti@waterboards.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:27 AM
To: Chambers, Derek
Cc: Hatton, Scott@Waterboards; Gardner, Janet; Motta, Chris; Allen, Glenn; Tsuda, Kevin;
Wass, Lonnie@Waterboards; Chauhan, Kassy@Waterboards
Subject: RE: SWRCB-DDW Comments to IS 7104 and CUP 3528
Attachments: 2015 NCSGA - (GWVLT33NewSource).pdf

Derek — please replace my prior email comments with these. There was one minor correction related to the water
quality monitoring requirements, and | have attached the required monitoring schedule.

Bets Y Lichtl, PE

District Engineer, Fresno District

State Water Resources Control Board
Direct 559.447.3485 Main Ofc 559.447.3300 Fax 559.447.3304

From: Lichti, Betsy@Waterboards

Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 8:57 AM

To: Chambers, Derek

Cc: Hatton, Scott@Waterboards; Gardner, Janet@co.fresno.ca.us; Motta, Chris; Allen, Glenn; Tsuda, Kevin; Wass,
Lonnie@Waterboards; Chauhan, Kassy

Subject: RE: SWRCB-DDW Comments to IS 7104 and CUP 3528

Derek — in addition to the RWQCB comments provided below, the SWRCB-Division of Drinking Water (DDW) has the
following comments:

At Time of Permitting by SWRCB-DDW:

1. The planned facility will be a public water system, classified as a nontransient noncommunity water system. As
such, the facility must be permitted by the State Water Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water
(SWRCB-DDW) as a public water system. A domestic water supply permit application, technical report and
application fee must be submitted prior to operation of the water system.

2. The SWRCB-DDW must review the plans for the well construction and water distribution system prior to
construction. The proponent should submit the permit application, accompanied by the plans for the domestic
water system distribution mains and water system facilities prior to construction. All of the permit application forms
may be obtained from our office.

3. Asthe legal owner of a public water system, Millennium Acquisitions must be able to demonstrate that it has
adequate technical, managerial and financial capacity to operate and maintain the water system in compliance with
all state and federal laws and regulations. An assessment of the Technical, Managerial and Financial (TMF) capacity
of the proposed water system must be completed and submitted with the permit application

As condition of receiving CUP approval:

4. The proposed well(s) planned for use as a domestic source of water must be constructed in accordance with the
California Well Standards and County well requirements. The applicant must be able to document the construction
features of the well(s) by submittal of the Well Completion Report or Well Drillers Report. Additionally, the
following separation criteria apply to any well(s) proposed for use as a domestic source of water:

1



Potential Pollution Minimum Horizontal Separation
or Distance Between Well and Known
Contamination Source or Potential Source

Any sewer line (sanitary, industrial, or 50 feet

storm; main or lateral}
Watertight septic tank or subsurface 100 feet

sewage leaching field
Cesspool or seepage pit 150 feet
Animal or fowl enclosure 100 feet

(Information obtained from the DWR California Water Well Standards Bulletin 74-90.)

5. The proposed well(s) planned for use as a domestic source of water must be demonstrated to meetdrinking water
standards. The applicant shall conduct water quality testing of the proposed well(s} in accordance with the
requirements for a nontransient noncommunity water system (see attached). Where water quality standards are
not met, treatment or an alternative solution must be proposed.

6. The SWRCB-DDW strongly encourages the applicant to consider construction of at least two wells fo ensure
reliability of supply. Additionally, the California Waterworks Standards requires water systems serving fewer than
1,000 service connections to have a storage capacity equal to or greater than the maximum day demand (IMDD),
unless the system can demonstrate that it has an additional source of supply that can meet the MDD requirement.

7. The TMF assessment identified in comment no. 2 above requires the evaluation of the feasibility of consoiidation
with another public water system. It is noted that the proposed facility is-adjacent to the Firebaugh Travel Plaza,
which is a regulated transient noncommunity water system. The applicant must evaluate the feasibility of obtaining
its domestic forming a consolidated water supply with this existing water system. The Firebaugh Travel Plaza uses
surface water treated through an aging surface water treatment plant, and a consolidated water system using the
groundwater supply proposed by Millennium Acquisitions would provide improved public health protection.

Please contact me for any needed clarification or questions regarding these comments,

Bets Y Lichtl, PE

District Engineer, Fresno District

State Water Resources Control Board
Direct 559,447.3485 Main Ofc 559.447.3300 Fax 559.447.3304

From: Hatton, Scott@Waterboards

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 4:24 PM

To: Chambers, Derek

Cc: Gardner, Janet@co.fresno.ca.us; Motta, Chris; Allen, Glenn; Lichti, Betsy@Waterboards; Tsuda, Kevin; Wass,
Lonnie@Waterboards

Subject: RE: Documents for review and request for comments - IS 7104 and CUP 3528

it appears the applicant for the proposed project could get coverage under General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Small Domestic Wastewater Treatment Systems, Order No. WQ 2014-0153-DWQ, which would require the submittal of
a complete Report of Waste Discharge (as described in the General Order). A copy of the General Orderis found at the
foliowing link:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water quality/2014/wgo2014 0153 dwq.pdf



ff they propose to use the treated domestic wastewater {or recycled water) on land, they would need to get coverage
under General Order WQ 2014-00380-DWQ, which can be found here:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water guality/2014/wqo2014 0090 dwg revised.p
df

Please note that an updated General Order for recycled water reuse in currently in draft form. See the fink below for the
status of the draft permit.

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking water/certlic/drinkingwater/reguirements.shtmi

The Resolution {found at the following link) would support this facility and the one just to the north to consolidate
wastewater treatment and disposal.

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/resolutions/r5-2009-0028.pdf

Please call or email if you have any questions.

Scott J. Hatton, PE

Senior Engineer

CA Regional Water Quality Control Board
1685 E Street

Fresno, CA 93706

(559) 445-5116 Main

(559) 444-2502 Direct

(559) 445-5910 Fax
scott.hatton@waterboards.ca.gov

From: Chambers, Derek [mailto;dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:29 AM

To: Kettler, William; Motta, Chris; Khorsand, Mohammad; Ramirez, Augustine; Navarro, Thomas; Janes, Jeff; Ishii,
Randy; Daniele, Frank; Lopez, Nadia; Alimi, Mchammad; Siemer, Dale; Allen, Glenn; Gardner, Janet@co.fresno.ca.us;
Tsuda, Kevin; Wright, Les@CDPR; Gularte, Greg; Reynolds, John; Hernandez, Louis; Curtice, Kathy@Fresno; Hushaw,
Ryan; thomas leeman@fws.gov; 'dana_herman@fws.gov'; WB-RB5F-CentralValleyFresno; Padilla, Dave@DQT; Lichti,
Betsy@Waterboards; 'rpennell@tmr.org’; CEQA E-mail; Watkins, Eric@CALFIRE; dfalaschi@aol.com; Bob Shockley
Subject: Documents for review and request for comments - IS 7104 and CUP 3528

Good day,

The Department of Public Works and Planning, Development Services Division is reviewing the subject applications
proposing to allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development comprised of a restaurant, market,
automobile fueling station, truck fueling station, laundry facility, shower facility, Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) sales,
photovoltaic solar power generation system to provide electricity to the proposal, and a 100-foot tall marquee sign on a
10.10-acre parce! in the AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parce! size) Zone District.

The subject parcel is located on the northwest corner of interstate 5 (I-5) and Nees Avenue, approximately 17 miles west
of the nearest city limits of the City of Firebaugh (Sup. Dist. 1) (APN 005-100-47s).

Please utilize the following hyperlink to access information regarding this proposal:

-CUP3528 Routing Pkg.pdf




We must have your comments by April 14, 2016 and comments received after this date may not be used.

Please address any correspondence or questions related to environmental and/or policy/design issues to me, Derek
Chambers, Planner, Development Services Division, Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning, 2220
Tulare Street, Sixth Floor, Fresno, CA 93721, or call {(559) 600-4205, or email dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Thank you,

Derek Chambers, Planner ii

Development Services Division

Fresno County Public Works and Planning
(559) 600-4205 voice

(559) 600-4200 fax

Public Works and Planning is continuing to work to improve customer services provided by the Department. Your feed back on how we
are doing would be greatly appreciated. Please take a few minutes to complete our short Customer Service Survey alt the following
link: Short Customer Service Survey




NEW WELL WATER QUALITY MONITORING SCHEDULE
Comm. Systemn, <3300 pop., groundwater/agricufture (NCSGA)
UPDATED September 2015

Chemical - Title 22 MCL (ma/L) EPA Method Frequency (1}
Primary Inorganics - Section 84432
Aluminum 1 Every 3 years
Antimony 0.008 Every 3 years
Arsenic 0.010 Every 3 years
Barium : 1 Every 3 years
Beryllium 0.004 Every 3 years
Cadmium 0.005 Every 3 years
Chromium (Total Chromium) 0.05 Every 3 years (2)
Hexavalent Chromium (Chrome 6) 0.010 218.6 or 218.7 1 sample (2} (3}
Cyanide 0.15 Waived
Fluoride 2.0 Every 3 years
Mercury 0.002 Every 3 years
Nickel 0.1 Every 3 years
Perchlorate 0.006 2 Samples, 5 to 7 months apart {4)
Selenium 0.05 Every 3 vears
Thallium 0.002 Every 3 years
Asbestos - Section 64432.2
Asbeslos - Source Water 7 MFL Waived
Asbestos - Distribution System sampling 7 MFL Every § years
if Asbestos-Cement pipe used if Agaressive Index<11.5
{Nitrate/Nitrite - Sectlon 64432.1
Nitrate {as N) 10 Annually if <5 mglL (5)
Nitrite (as nitrogen) 1 Every 3 years if < 0.5 mg/L (6)
Nitrate + Nitrite {sum as nitrogen) 10 N/A
Secondary Standards - Table 64449-A
Aluminum 0.2 Every 3 years
Color 15 Every 3 years
Copper 1.0 Every 3 years
Foaming Agents 0.5 Every 3 years
iron 0.3 Every 3 years
Manganese 0.05 Every 3 vears
Methyl-tert -butyl ether (MTBE) 0.005 502.2, 524.2 See MTBE frequencyon page 2
Qdor 3 Every 3 years
Silver 0.1 Every 3 years
Thiobencarb 0.001 . Waived
Turbidity 5 Every 3 vears
Zing 5 Every 3 years
General Minerals - Sectlon 64449
Bicarbonate N/A Every 3 years
Carbonate N/A Every 3 years
Hydroxide Alkalinity N/A Every 3 years
Calcium N/A Every 3 years
Magnesium N/A Every 3 years
Sodium N/A Every 3 years
Hardness N/A Every 3 years
pH N/A Every 3 years
Secondary Standards - Table 64449-B
TDS 500-1000;1500 Every 3 years
Specific Conductance 800-1600; 2200 Every 3 years
Chloride 250-500,600 Every 3 years
Sulfate 250-500,600 Every 3 years
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level Contact your district office with any questions.

(1) Sampling shall be increased to quarterly following any result > MCL.

(2) After initial hexavalent chromium monitoring, total chromium may be used if total chromium resuits are < 0.010 mg/L.
If total chromium result is > 0.010 mg/L, monitoring for hexavalent chromium will be required.

(3) Hexavalent chromium shall be increased to quarterly sampling following any result > 0.010 mg/L.

(4) Perchlorate: At least 1 sample must be collected during the period from May 1 through September 30. If none detected, subsequent
monitoring frequency will be every 3 years.

(5) Nitrate (as N) replaces Nitrate (as NO3). Nitrate (as N) sampling shall increase to quarterly following any result > 5 mg/L.
Upon request, this may be reduced to an annua!l frequency after 4 quarters of monitoring. Beginning with Jan. 1, 2016,
water systems shall comply with the Nitrate (as N) requirement.

(6) Nitrite sampling shall be increased to quarterly following any result > 0.5 mg/L. Upon request, this may be reduced to an annual
frequency after 4 quarters of monitoring.
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NEW WELL WATER QUALITY MONITORING SCHEDULE

Comm. System, <3300 pop., groundwater/agriculture (NCSGA)
UPDATED September 2015

Chemical - Title 22 MCL (mg/L) EPA Method Frequency (1)

VOGs - Table 64444-A{a}

Benzene 0.001 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 8 years
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.0005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.8 §02.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,1-Dichioroethane 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1.2-Dichloroethane 0.00058 502.2, 624.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.006 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 0.006 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 0.01 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Dichloromethane 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then svery 6 years
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,3-Dichloropropene 0.0005 802.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Ethylbenzene 0.3 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 yvears
Methyl-tert -butyl ether (MTBE) 0.013 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Monochlorobenzene 0.07 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Styrene 0.1 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1.1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.001 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Tetrachloroethyviene (PCE) 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Toluene 0.15 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 8 years
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.200 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, thenevery 6 years
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 0.005 502.2, 524.2 3 annua! samples, then every 6 years
Trichloroflucromethane 0.15 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane 1.2 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
Vinyl Chloride 0.0005 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples. thenevery 6 yvears
Xylenes {total) 1.750 502.2, 524.2 3 annual samples, then every 6 years
SOCs - Table 64444-A (b)

Alachlor 0.002 505, 507, 508.1, 525.2 . 3 annual samples, then every 3 years
Atrazine 0.001 505, 507, 508.1, 525.2 3 annual samples, thenevery 3 years
Bentazon 0.018 Waived
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.0002 Waived

Carbofuran 0.018 Waived -

Chlordane 0.0001 Waived

2,4-D 0.07 Waived

Dalapon 0.2 Waived
Dibromochloropropane (DBCP) 0.0002 504.1, 551.1 3 annual samples, then every 3 years
Di(2-sthylhexyl)adipate 0.4 Waived
Di{2-ethythexyl)phthalate 0.004 Waived

Dinoseb 0.007 Waived

Diquat 0.02 Waived

Endothall 0.1 Waived

Endrin 0.002 Waived

Ethylene Dibromide {(EDB) 0.00005 504.1, 551.1 3 annual samples, thenevery 3 years
Glyphosate 0.7 Waived

Heptachlor 0.00001 Waived

Heptachlor Epoxide 0.00001 Waived
Hexachlorobenzene 0.001 Waived
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 0.05 Waived

Lindane 0.0002 Waived
Methoxychior 0.03 Waived

Molinate 0.02 Waived

Oxamy! 0.05 Waived
Pentachlorophenol 0.001 Waived

Picloram 0.5 Waived
Polychlorinated Biphenyls 0.0005 Waived

Simazine 0.004 5085, 507, 508.1, 525.2 3 annual samples, thenevery 3 years
Thiobencarb 0.07 Waived

Toxaphene 0.003 Waived
2,3,7.8-TCDD (Dioxin) 0.00000003 Waived

2,4,5-TP {Silvex) 0.05 Waived

(1) This frequency applies only to chemicals for which previous results have shown no detectable resuits (ND). Contact your district office for
a special monitoring schedule when detectable resuils are found. Also, please contact your district office if you wouid like to collect
4 consecutive quarters in lieu of 3 annual samples to satisfy the initial monitoring requirement.
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NEW WELL WATER QUALITY MONITORING SCHEDULE

Comm. System, <3300 pop., groundwater/agriculture (NCSGA)
UPDATED September 2015

Radiological Monitoring

Initial Monitoring Reguirements

Radioactivity - Section 64442 MCL EPA Method Freguency

Gross Alpha 15 pCill. 4 quarters initial monitoring * (1)
Radium-226 5 pCiL Combined When é?)é'"lf_r(az")'”m)
Radium-228 Radium-226 + 228 4 guarters initial moniloring ™ (1)
Uranium 20 pCiil. When GA > 5 pCilL (2)
Man Made Radioactivity - Section 64443 .

Tritium 20000 pCi/L. Not Required
Strontium 8 pCi/l. Not Required

Gross Beta 50 pCifl. Not Required

* If the results from the first two (2) quarters of initial monitoring are below the detection limit for the purposes of reporting (DLR),
the final two (2) quarters of initial monitoring may be waived.

1. _Routine Monitoring
a) Subsequent monitoring frequency for Gross Alpha is based on last sample collected.

Gross Alpha Monitaring Frequency
Less than 3 pCilL 1 sample every 9 years
>3 and <7.5pCi/lL | 1sample every 6 years
>7.5and < 15 pCi/lL | 1 sample every 3 years

b} Subsequent monitoring frequency for Radium-228 will be waived if there is no MCL exceedance.

2. Triggered Monitoring
A frequency is generally not assigned to radium-226 or uranium as the monitoring for these constituents is dependent
on the gross alpha resuits.

a) lfthe Gross Alpha particle activity is less than or equal to 5 pCi/L, analysis for Uranium is not required.

b} If the Gross Alpha particle activity for any single sample is greater than 5 pCi/L, analysis for Uranium in
that same sample is required. if any single sampie for Uranium is greater than 20 pCi/L, monitor at least
4 quarters far Uranium.

c) Ilf the Gross Alpha particle activity is > 5 pCilL, analysis for uranium may be used to obtain the
radium-226 activity (GA - Uranium = Radium-226). If GA - Uranium > 0, contact your district office.
If GA - Uranium < 0, report only the GA and Uranium resuits.

Contact your district office if the MCL is exceeded, or for clarification on monitoring frequencies.
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C car~lin

Enginesrs... Working WondersyitiWarer® 1 East Liberty Street, Suite 424, Reno, Nevada 89501
P.775.324.4427 F.775.324.5128

August 17, 2017

CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Mr. Amin Salkhi, President

Grand Petroleum, Inc.

1451 Danville Boulevard, Suite 201

Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Applicant’s Wastewater System Planning
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, Fresno County, California

Dear Mr. Salkhi:

As requested, Carollo Engineers, Inc. has reviewed and analyzed the Applicant’s wastewater system plan for
the proposed travel center facility in Fresno County, California. Our review included a review of documents
associated with the Applicant’s Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3528. The documents reviewed
include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Soils Analysis and Sewage Feasibility for the Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center Located at the N/W
Corner of I-5 and West Nees Avenue, Firebaugh CA, County of Fresno dated July 5, 2016 (herein
after referred to as the sewage feasibility report) and prepared by O.S.T. System Designs, Inc.
("0.5.T.") It should be noted that the cover letter for the report is presumably incorrectly dated as
July 5, 2015.

2. The Applicant’s Operation Statement dated February 3, 2017.

3. The Applicant’s Site Plan dated January 15, 2017

4. The Applicant’s Floor Plan dated January 31, 2017

The sewage feasibility report calculates the daily wastewater flow rate of 10,692 gpd which exceeds the
permit level of the Fresno County Environmental Health Department and therefore the onsite wastewater
treatment system will have to be permitted through the California Water Resources Control Board
Discharge Order WQ 2014-0153-DWQ.

This letter provides our opinion regarding the accuracy of the findings in the sewage feasibility report and
the wastewater treatment needs at the highway travel center.

1. Review of Applicant’s Planned Wastewater System

0.5.T.'s sewage feasibility report indicates that the project will generate an estimated wastewater flow rate
of 10,692 gallons per day. As explained in detail below, this daily wastewater flow rate is considerably lower
than what would be expected at major travel center. The implications of this lower than expected value
potentially include insufficient land area set aside to provide adequate wastewater treatment and disposal in
full compliance with regulatory requirements.

However, there are inconsistencies and inaccuracies with O.5.T’s calculations, even using the 10,692 gallon
per day value.

WATER
OUR FOCUS
OUR BUSINESS

OUR PASSION

10677A.00| 2017-08-17 Carollo Wastewater Analysis Letter Repoi;



Mr. Amin Salkhi
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
August 17, 2017
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1A - Daily Wastewater Flow Estimation

tn Table C - Estimated Daily Flow Rate, O.S.T. relied on the 2013 Edition of the California Plumbing Code,
Appendix H, Page 407, Table H.2 (1) to calculate the daily wastewater flow. However 4 of the 10 estimated
flow rate unit line items used are not California Plumbing Code published flow rates, and no citation is
provided for the source of the flow rates used.

The following four line items are not included in the California Plumbing Code referenced by O.5.T:

1. AutoMini-Mart of 2120 square feet at 1 gpd/10 sq. ft = 240 gpd
2. Trucker Mini-Mart of 2400 square feet at 1 gpd/sq. ft. = 240 gpd
3. Trucker Showers 15 showers/day at 20 gpd/shower = 600 gpd

4. Laundry 2 units at 100 gpd/washing machines = 200 gpd.

Additionally, the square footage of mini-mart space is different than the mini-mart square footage indicated
on the Applicant’s floor plan. The 4,520 square feet of mini-mart space (provided in Table C) does not match
the floor plan provided by the applicant which indicates 7,050 +/-square feet of mini-mart floor space. The
smaller square footage that was used results in underestimation of the wastewater flow rate of the facility
and in turn under-sizing of the septic tank effluent disposal area.

1B - Leach Field Line Length and Areal Requirement Calculations

0.5.T.'s calculation of the minimum leach line length is incorrect in section 10 of their report. The
calculations correctly establish the minimum square footage of absorption area required as 9,144
square feet. However in calculating the required minimum leach line length (based on the minimum
square footage of absorption area required) the calculations transpose the 9,144 number with the
number 10,692, which is in fact the daily wastewater flow rate. This results in an incorrectly calculated
required leach line length of 763 linear feet. The required leach line length is 651 linear feet. A corrected
calculation and the calculation methodology is attached as Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing
Calculation Sheet — 10,692 gpd.

1C - Wastewater Dispersal Method

Section 8 of O.5.T.’s report titled Wastewater Dispersal Recommendation states it “recommends using time
and pressure dosed Rock Leach Lines to treat and disperse the wastewater generated by the proposed Travel
Center”. However the absorption field (aka leach field) sizing is based on gravity distribution because no
calculations are provided for dosing tank sizing, dosing rates, or dosing pump flow and head requirements.
Thus the supporting calculations are incomplete for the recommended dispersal method. The dosing rate
has an affect on the required absorption area and in turn the space to be set aside for wastewater
management.

carollo.com
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2. Impacts of Actual Daily Water Use on the Planned Wastewater System

The daily water demand has a direct relationship to the amount of wastewater generated. For planning
purposes it is relatively common to assume a certain percentage of water supplied will become wastewater
flow and often a 90% “ to sewer” factor is used as the amount of wastewater generated of total water
supplied. Changing the amount of wastewater generated impacts the size of the septic tank needed as well
as the amount of land set aside for wastewater disposalfdispersal to provide effective, regulatory compliant
wastewater management.

Regarding daily water use, the Applicant indicated in their first operations statement submitted with their
conditional use permit application to Fresno County that the daily water use is 2,000 gallons per day.
Applying the 90% factor the daily wastewater flow is 1,800 gallons per day.

The sewage feasibility report calculated a daily wastewater flow of 10,692 gallons per day which requires a
daily water demand of more than 10,692 gallons per day. The Applicant later submitted to Fresno County
an updated daily water use of 26,179 gallons per day. In Carollo’s water demand analysis we calculated a
daily water demand of 43,585 gallons per day not including irrigation demand.

Applying the 90% to sewer factor to the Applicant’s updated 26,179 gallon per day water use resultsin a
daily wastewater flow rate of 23,561 gallons per day, which is more than double the flow rate of the planned
wastewater system. Applying the same 90% factor to Carollo’s calculated water use 43,585 gallons per day
results in a daily wastewater flow of 39,227 gallons per day, which is nearly four times the flow rate of the
planned wastewater system.

0.5.T.'s sewage feasibility report does not indicate the amount of land required for leach disposal, but the
Sewage Feasibility Report Site Plan attached to the O. S. T. report provides a layout of the leach lines along
the southwestern edge of the site. The Sewage Feasibility Report Site Plan shows a total of eight leach lines
grouped two side by side with leach line spacing of 15 feet. The actual amount of land set aside for
wastewater management is not indicated and had to be derived. To assess the impact on the site of higher
wastewater flow rates based upon 0.5.T.'s wastewater daily volume calculation, the Applicant’s revised
water use estimate, and Carollo’s calculated daily water use, Carollo prepared a calculation sheet that
determines the leach field requirements using the same formula used in the O. S. T. sewage feasibility
report. Carollo also calculated the land area required for four different leach line configuration layouts. For
comparative purposes Carollo also calculated the land area requirement for the 10,692 gallon per day daily
wastewater flow rate used in the O.5.T. Report. The calculation sheet for three different flow rates are
provided as enclosures to this letter report with the results tabulated in Table. 1. The average daily
wastewater flow values presented in Table 1 include (1) 10,692 gpd as estimated in the sewage feasibility
report prepared by OST, (2) 23,561 gpd, which is 90% of the daily water use of 26,179 gpd recently provided
by the Application and (3) 39,227 gpd, which is 90% of Carollo’s calculated daily wastewater flow rate.

carollo.com
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Table 1 - Leach Field Land Area Required for Various Daily Wastewater Flow Rates
Average Daily Length of Number of Area Area Area Area
Wastewater Flow Leach Line Leach Lines Required | Required | Required | Required
(gallons per day) Required (count) 1) 2) (3) (&)
(linear feet) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
10,692 651 7 0.22 0.30 0.36 0.33
23,561 1,337 14 0.44 0.53 0.60 0.65
39,227 2,173 22 0.69 0.83 1.03 0.98
Table Notes:
1. Area Required (1) is based on a leach line configuration of one single long line of leach line
installation

2. AreaRequired (2) is based on a leach line configuration of two leach lines side by side
3. AreaRequired (3) is based on a leach line configuration of three leach lines side by side
4, AreaRequired (4)is based on a leach line configuration of four leach lines side by side

The leach line spacing used for the development of Table 1 is based on regulatory requirements as provided
in the 2016 edition of the California Plumbing Code, Appendix H. Section H 601.9 requires 4 foot minimum
leach line spacing plus two feet for each additional foot of depth in excess of 1 foot below the bottom of the
leach line. Table H 101.6 Location of Sewage Disposal Field, requires a minimum side clearance of 5 feet to
property lines and other features. The leach line length regulation is provided in the 2016 edition of the
California Plumbing Code, Appendix H Table H 601.9 General Disposal Field Requirements which allows a
maximum leach line length of 100 feet.

Analysis of Table 1 indicates designing a wastewater treatment system to handle the daily wastewater flow
calculated by Carollo requires approximately three times the amount of land area that O.S.T. identified.

Fresno County requires that an amount of land equal to the calculated amount of land required for the leach
field be set aside and reserved for potential future use for septic tank effluent disposal. The requirement is
provided in the 2016 California Plumbing Code Appendix H, Article H 101.6. Thus, regardless of leach line
configuration, double the amount of area identified in Table 1 will be required to construct a compliant
wastewater management area.

3. The Applicant’s Planned Wastewater System May Not Comply with California Water Resources
Control Board Reguirements

0.5.T.'s sewage feasibility report assumes that a wastewater management system using a septic tank and
leach field will be acceptable to regulators. This may not be an accurate assumption. As indicated in 0.S5.T’s
Sewage Feasibility Report, the wastewater system must be permitted through the California Water
Resources Control Board Discharge Order WQ 2014-0153-DWAQ. This discharge order is applicable to
wastewater generators with flow rates less than 100,000 gallons per day. For wastewater systems handling
more than 20,000 gallons per day, the discharge order requires a nitrogen effluent limit evaluation. The
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results of a nitrogen effluent limit evaluation determines the allowable amount of nitrogen in the treated
wastewater and essentially determines the necessary wastewater treatment method to be utilized. If the
evaluation determines that nitrogen control is required then the planned septic tank leach field system will
not be permitted and aerobic treatment or some other treatment method will be required to meet nitrogen
limits on the treated wastewater effluent. The O.S.T. report does not address this potential requirement.

The conclusion in the O.S.T. Report that there is adequate primary and secondary area for sewage dispersal
using conventional time and pressured dosed rock leach lines, is only valid based upon the daily flow rate
contained in the report. “In the event that changes occur in the design of the project, this report’s
recommendations will not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed with O.5.T. System Designs,
Inc. and the conclusions and recommendations are modified or verified in writing.” There is nothing in the
record indicating that O.S.T. has reviewed the Applicant’s higher daily water use estimate or confirmed that
the associated higher wastewater flows can be properly managed onsite.

Please feel free to contact at me at your convenience if you have any questions or need additional
information related to Carollo’s analysis of the planned wastewater system for the Applicant’s proposed
travel center.

Sincerely,

CAROLLO ENGINEERS, INC.

v CE_(_

T o

Eric McGrath P. E.
Project Manager

<

ETM:etm

Enclosures:
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing Calculation Sheet - 10,692 gpd
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing Calculation Sheet — 23,561 gpd
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing Calculation Sheet — 39,227 gpd

cc:  Mr. Kenneth B. Finney, Beveridge & Diamond, P. C
Ms. Kaitlyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond P. C.

carollo.com



CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
EZ Trip Travel Center - Fresno County, California
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing - 10,692 GPD

Average Day Flow (ADF)
ADF= 10,692 gallons/day From: Soils Analysis and Sewage Feasibility Report
prepared by OST Systems Designs, Inc. Dated July 5, 2016

Septic Tank Sizing
Per 2016 California Plumbing Code Appendix H Table H201.1 (2) Note 1(b)

Vmin= (ADF) x 0.75 + 1125
Where:
Vmin = Minimum Septic Tank Volume (gallons)
ADF = Average Day Flow (gallons/day)
Vin= 9,144 gallons

Leach Field Sizing

Per County of Fresno Department of Public Health

Guidance Document for the Preparation of Engineered Sewage Disposal System and Sewage Feasibility Reports
and the California Plumbing Code

Leach Field Application Rate - Q
Q=5/vt

Where:
Q = Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ft)
t = Average Percolation Rate (minutes/inch)
t= 24.81 minutes/inch From Soils Analysis and Sewage Feasibility Report
for the Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center
Located at the N/W Corner of I-15 and West Nees Avenue
Firebaugh, CA County of Fresno
Dated July 5, 2016
Q= 1.00 gpd/ft’

Leach Field Loading Factor - C
C=100/Q
Where:
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
Q=Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ft?)
C=99.6 ft°/100 gallons of septic tank capacity

Leach Field Absorption Area - A
A = C x Septic Tank Volume/100
Where:
A = Absorption Area (ft%)
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
A= 9,109.2 ft’

8/18/2017
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Leach Line Sizing

Winax= 3 feet Leach Line Trench Width (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)
d=6.5 feet Depth of Drain Rock (under leach line)
dmax= NA feet Governed by distance from the groundwater table
or bedrock and is not applicable
lmax 100 feet Maximum Leach Line Length (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)
dgen 5.5 feet Absorption Area of Leach Line Trench Sidewall
(per Guidance Document Section Ill Other Criteria)
A= 14 ftz/foot of trench  Absorption area per foot of leach line trench
L= 651 ft Total length of Leach Lines Required
n=7 count Number of Leach Lines Use
Smin= 4 feet Minimum spacing between leach lines (2016 CPC Section H 601.9)
Sada= 2 feet Add 2 feet for each additional foot of depth in excess

of 1 foot below the bottom
of the drain pipe (2016 CPC Appendix H Section H 6.9)
Sgen= 15 feet Center to center design spacing of leach line trenches
Ssidge= 5 feet Minimum side clearance from property (2016 CPC Table H 101.8)

Leach Area Sizing (One Long Line Layout)

L,= 740 feet Length of one leach line long layout area
W= 13 feet Width of one leach line long layout area
A= 9,620 square feet Area of one leach line long layout area
A= 0.22 acres Area of one leach line long layout area

Leach Area Sizing (Two Side by Side Layout)

L,= 425 feet Length of two leach line long layout area
W,= 31 feet Width of two leach line long layout area
A,= 13,175 square feet Area of two leach line long layout area
A,=0.30 acres Area of two leach line long layout area

Leach Area Sizing (Three Side by Side Layout)

L= 320 feet Length of three leach line long layout area
W, 49 feet Width of three leach line long layout area
A;= 15,680 square feet Area of three leach line long layout area
A;=0.36 acres Area of three leach line long layout area

Leach Area Sizing (Four Side by Side Layout)

L,= 215 feet Length of four leach line long layout area
W,= 67 feet Width of four leach line long layout area
A,= 14,405 square feet Area of four leach line long layout area
A,= 0.33 acres Area of four leach line long layout area

8/18/2017
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CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
EZ Trip Travel Center - Fresno County, California
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing - 23,561 GPD

Average Day Flow (ADF)

Daily Water Use= 26179 gallons/day From: Applicant's Updated Water Usage Estimate (not dated)
To Sewer Factor= 90% percent Conservative estimate based on engineering judgement
ADF= 23,561 gallons/day Calculated from Daily Water Use and To Sewer Factor

Septic Tank Sizing
Per 2016 California Plumbing Code Appendix H Table H201.1 (2) Note 1(b)
Vin= (ADF) x 0.75 + 1125

Where:

Vmin = Minimum Septic Tank Volume (gallons)

ADF = Average Day Flow (gallons/day)
Vmin= 18,796 gallons

Leach Field Sizing

Per County of Fresno Department of Public Health

Guidance Document for the Preparation of Engineered Sewage Disposal System and Sewage Feasibility Reports
and the California Plumbing Code

Leach Field Application Rate - Q
Q=5/vt

Where:
Q = Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ft’)
t = Average Percolation Rate (minutes/inch)
t= 24.81 minutes/inch From Soils Analysis and Sewage Feasibility Report
for the Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center
Located at the N/W Corner of I-15 and West Nees Avenue
Firebaugh, CA County of Fresno
Dated July 5, 2016
Q= 1.00 gpd/ft’

Leach Field Loading Factor - C
C=100/Q

Where:
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
Q=Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ftz)

C=99.6 ft°/100 gallons of septic tank capacity

Leach Field Absorption Area - A
A = C x Septic Tank Volume/100
Where:
A = Absorption Area (ftz)
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
A= 18,724.3 ft*

8/18/2017
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Leach Line Sizing
Wmax= 3
d= 6.5
dmax= NA

| ax 100
dyen 5.5

A= 14

L= 1337

n= 14
Siin= 4
S.dg= 2

Sgen= 15
Ssidez: 5

feet
feet
feet

feet
feet

ft’/foot of trench
ft
count
feet
feet

feet
feet

Leach Area Sizing (One Long Line Layout)

L= 1475
W,= 13

A,= 19,175

A,= 0.44

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Two Side by Side Layout)

L,= 740
W,= 31

A,= 22,940

A,= 0.53

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Three Side by Side Layout)

Ls= 530
W, 49

As= 25,970

As= 0.60

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Four Side by Side Layout)

L,= 425
W,= 67

A,= 28,475

A,= 0.65
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feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Line Trench Width (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)

Depth of Drain Rock (under leach line)

Governed by distance from the groundwater table

bedrock and is not applicable

Maximum Leach Line Length (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)
Absorption Area of Leach Line Trench Sidewall

(per Guidance Document Section Il Other Criteria)

Absorption area per foot of leach line trench

Total length of Leach Lines Required

Number of Leach Lines Used

Minimum spacing between leach lines (2016 CPC Section H 601.9)
Add 2 feet for each additional foot of depth in excess

of 1 foot below the bottom

of the drain pipe (2016 CPC Appendix H Section H 601.9)

Center to center design spacing of leach line trenches

Minimum side clearance from property (2016 CPC Table H 101.8)

Length of one leach line long layout area
Width of one leach line long layout area
Area of one leach line long layout area
Area of one leach line long layout area

Length of two leach line long layout area
Width of two leach line long layout area
Area of two leach line long layout area
Area of two leach line long layout area

Length of three leach line long layout area
Width of three leach line long layout area
Area of three leach line long layout area
Area of three leach line long layout area

Length of four leach line long layout area
Width of four leach line long layout area
Area of four leach line long layout area
Area of four leach line long layout area



CONFIDENTIAL - ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
EZ Trip Travel Center - Fresno County, California
Septic Tank and Leach Field Sizing - 39,227 GPD

Average Day Flow (ADF)

Daily Water Use= 43585 gallons/day From Carollo's water use calculation sheet
To Sewer Factor= 90% percent Conservative estimate baaed on engineering judgement
ADF= 39,227 gallons/day Calculated from daily water use and to sewer factor

Septic Tank Sizing
Per 2016 California Plumbing Code Appendix H Table H201.1 (2) Note 1(b)

Vin= (ADF) x 0.75 + 1125
Where:
Vimin = Minimum Septic Tank Volume (gallons)
ADF = Average Day Flow (gallons/day)
Vimin= 30,545 gallons

Leach Field Sizing
Per County of Fresno Department of Public Health

Guidance Document for the Preparation of Engineered Sewage Disposal System and Sewage Feasibility Reports
and the 2016 California Plumbing Code

Leach Field Application Rate - Q
Q=5/Vt

Where:
Q = Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ftz)
t = Average Percolation Rate (minutes/inch)
t= 24.81 minutes/inch From Soils Analysis and Sewage Feasibility Report
for the Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center
Located at the N/W Corner of |-15 and West Nees Avenue
Firebaugh, CA County of Fresno
Dated July 5, 2016
Q= 1.00 gpd/ft’

Leach Field Loading Factor - C
C=100/Q

Where:
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
Q=Leach Field Application Rate (gpd/ft)

C=99.6 ft*/100 gallons of septic tank capacity

Leach Field Absorption Area - A
A = C x Septic Tank Volume/100
Where:
A = Absorption Area (ft?)
C= Loading Factor (ft2/100 gallons of septic tank capacity)
A= 30,428.6 ft’
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Leach Line Sizing
Wmax= 3
d=6.5
dmax= NA

l;nax 100
dyen 5.5

A= 14

L= 2173

n= 22
Smin= 4
Sada= 2

Sdsn= 15
Sside= 5

feet
feet
feet

feet
feet

ft?/foot of trench
ft
count
feet
feet

feet
feet

Leach Area Sizing (One Long Line Layout)

L,= 2315
W,= 13

A,= 30,095

A= 0.69

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Two Side by Side Layout)

L,= 1160

W,= 31

A,= 35,960

A,= 0.83

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Three Side by Side Layout)

L,= 915
W,. 49

A,= 44,835

As= 1.03

feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Area Sizing (Four Side by Side Layout)

L,= 635
W,= 67

A,= 42,545

A,= 0.98
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feet

feet
square feet

acres

Leach Line Trench Width (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)

Depth of Drain Rock (under leach line)

Governed by distance from groundwater table

or bedrock and is not applicable

Maximum Leach Line Length (2016 CPC Table H 601.9)
Absorption Area of Leach Line Trench Sidewall

(per Guidance Document Section Il Other Criteria)

Absorption area per foot of leach line trench

Total length of Leach Lines Required

Number of Leach Lines Used

Minimum spacing between leach lines (2016 CPC Section H 601.9)
Add 2 feet for each additional foot of depth in excess

of 1 foot below the bottom

of the drain pipe (2016 CPC Appendix H Section H 601.9)

Center to center design spacing of leach line trenches

Minimum side clearance from property (2016 CPC Table H 101.8)

Length of one leach line long layout area
Width of one leach line long layout area
Area of one leach line long layout area
Area of one leach line long layout area

Length of two leach line long layout area
Width of two leach line long layout area
Area of two leach line long layout area
Area of two leach line long layout area

Length of three leach line long layout area
Width of three leach line long layout area
Area of three leach line long layout area
Area of three leach line long layout area

Length of four leach line long layout area
Width of four leach line long layout area
Area of four leach line long layout area
Area of four leach line long layout area
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ENGINEERS

660 Auburn Folsom Rd.

Suite 201B
Auburn, California

95603
PHONE (916) 783-3838

FAX (916) 783-5003

June 29, 2017 PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY/CLIENT COMMUNICATION

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Mr. Amin Salkhi, President
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
1451 Danville Blvd., Suite 201
Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, Fresno County, California

Dear Mr. Salkhi:

As requested, MRO Engineers, Inc., (MRO) has reviewed the traffic impact analysis prepared with
respect to the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project (“Project”) in Fresno County, California.
(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center,
November 16, 2016). Our review focused on the technical adequacy of the analysis, including the
detailed procedures and conclusions documented in the Peters Engineering Group (“PEG”) study.

BACKGROUND

The Project will consist of a highway travel center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees
Avenue interchange in Fresno County, California. According to the PEG study (p. 1) and
information provided by the applicant, specific components of the Project include:

e A 12,550-square-foot (SF) building, including:
o Mini-mart oriented toward automobile patrons — 2,120 SF,
o Mini-mart oriented toward truck drivers — 2,400 SF,
o Truckers’ services — 3,240 SF,
o Sit-down restaurant — 4,800 SF,
e 24 automobile fueling positions, and
e 10 diesel fueling positions.

A total of 174 parking spaces will be provided, including 83 for automobiles and 91 for trucks,
buses, and recreational vehicles.

Vehicular access is proposed via four driveways to be located along Paul Negra Road.
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REVIEW

Our review of the traffic impact analysis revealed the following potentially significant deficiencies
that should be addressed prior to approval of the Project by Fresno County.

1. Analysis Time Periods — The PEG traffic impact analysis addressed conditions in a single peak-
hour period — Sundays between 4:00 and 5:00 PM. (PEG, pp. 5 — 6) This determination was
based on the results of 24-hour traffic volume counts, which are summarized in PEG Table 4 (p.
6). As shown in that table, the total daily traffic volume on Nees Avenue west of the Interstate 5
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(I-5) interchange on the count day (September 18, 2016) was 2,564 vehicles. The table also
shows that on Friday, September 16, 2016, the total daily volume between the northbound and
southbound I-5 ramps was 2,578 vehicles, a slightly higher volume.

This raises the obvious question as to why the Friday peak hour was not also analyzed.

The detailed traffic count data sheets are presented in Appendix A of the PEG report. Because
the 24-hour count sheets are extremely difficult to read, we have excerpted key information and
summarized it in a table, which is presented as Attachment A.

The daily totals shown in the table match those described above. Highlighted within the table is
the analysis period of Sunday between 4:00 and 5:00 PM (west of the I-5 interchange), when a
total of 204 vehicles were counted. Interestingly, the previous hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM) at the
same location actually had a higher traffic volume (213 vs. 204). However, when we examined
the intersection turning movement counts that were presented in PEG Appendix A, we found
that the Sunday 3:00 — 4:00 PM hour was not even counted, as the counts were performed from
3:30 — 6:00 PM. Thus, the analysis didn’t even address the true peak hour on a Sunday.

Also highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-5 ramps
on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately the same
as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of the
vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period. In
particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the count location, whereas
the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and westbound
directions.

The information presented here strongly suggests that, in order to ensure a conservative analysis
and, in particular, to ensure that all potential traffic impacts are identified, traffic operations
during the Friday peak hour should also be evaluated. In addition to the fact that the total
volumes are very similar to the Sunday analysis peak hour, the different directional distribution
of the traffic during the Friday peak hour suggests the possibility that additional impacts would
be identified, as different critical movements would likely be found at the study intersections.

Consequently, the traffic impact analysis should be revised to incorporate an analysis of traffic
operations during the actual Sunday peak hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM), as well as the Friday peak hour
(5:00 - 6:00 PM).

Project Trip Generation — The trip generation estimates for the Project are presented in PEG
Table 6 (p. 8). The trip generation rates for the automobile and truck fueling facilities were
developed based on counts conducted at the existing Chevron station on Paul Negra Road, a
short distance north of the Project site. We have several concerns regarding the validity of the
Project trip generation estimates.

A. Sample Size and Data Collection Requirements

First, we are concerned that the trip rates for the two fueling facilities are based on a sample size
of one; that is, the data used to develop the trip rates was collected at a single location on a single
occasion. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook (Third
Edition, August 2014, p. 26) says to collect local data when the:

Data plot has only one or two data points (and, preferably, when five or fewer)[.]
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Further, the Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the preferred sample size for selecting
appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE,
Ninth Edition, 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

e [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analyst is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

In summary, only if the sample size is six or more does the ITE handbook indicate that it is
acceptable to proceed with the analysis. Obviously, a single data point is inadequate to represent
a valid indication of the trip generation characteristics of any land use.

B. Existing Gas Station is Not Comparable to Project

We also question whether the existing Chevron station is sufficiently similar to the Project. For
example, the Project includes over 3,200 SF for “truckers’ services.” This represents about one-
quarter of the total square footage of the Project. Does the existing station include any such
services? If not, then substantial questions could be raised regarding the appropriateness of the
derived trip generation rates.

C. Improper Trip Generation Analysis for Truckers’ Services and Restaurant

Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
1mmpacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Further, the trip generation rate applied to the proposed restaurant, which was taken from the
ITE Trip Generation Manual, is based on data collected at only three locations, with trip rates
ranging from 9.79 to 43.20 trips per 1,000 SF. (For ease of reference, the pertinent page from the
ITE document is presented here as Attachment B.) The PEG traffic study used the weighted
average rate of 18.46 trips per 1,000 SF, which is less than half of the highest rate documented in
the ITE publication. While we are not suggesting that the highest trip rate should be used, this
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huge disparity among the highest, lowest, and average rates provides further evidence as to the
importance of having an adequate sample size. As described above, the ITE Trip Generation
Handbook calls for a minimum sample size of six data points. In fact, the excerpt presented in
Attachment B contains the notation, “Caution — Use Carefully — Small Sample Size.”

Considering the two previous points, if the proposed restaurant generated trips at the highest rate
documented in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the resulting trip generation estimate would be
207 Sunday peak-hour trips instead of the 71 trips shown in PEG Table 6. While we again
acknowledge that it might not be appropriate to employ the highest documented trip rate,
insufficient data are available to ensure that the weighted average rate used in the analysis is
meaningful.

D. Internal Trip Reduction

The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal trip reduction, based on
information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June 2004) of the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the referenced tables are for trips
from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic.
Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it would appear that the assumed
20 percent value does not apply.

E. Pass-by Trips

Finally, the PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

In summary, we believe that the trip generation estimate prepared for the Project lacks
credibility, as it is based on insufficient data. Further, several of the specific factors applied in
developing the estimate have not been adequately substantiated and are, therefore, speculative.
These numerous deficiencies raise significant questions regarding the validity of the Project trip
generation estimate.

Project-Generated Vehicle Classification — Appendix A of the PEG traffic study report presents
the results of vehicle classification counts performed in conjunction with the analysis. Such
counts indicate the types and sizes of vehicles passing by the count location.

In addition, the peak-hour turning movement counts performed at the two study intersections
indicated the truck percentages at those locations. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps
intersection, 13.7 percent of the vehicles counted were trucks during the Sunday PM peak hour.
At Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps, 16.9 percent of the peak-hour vehicles were trucks.

Based on this, the PEG analysis applied a 17 percent “heavy vehicle” factor at both locations in
the intersection level of service calculations; the same factor was applied for all analysis
scenarios. This parameter is intended to reflect the reduced operating characteristics of trucks
relative to passenger vehicles (e.g., slower acceleration, greater braking distances, etc.).
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While this would seem to represent a conservative approach to consideration of truck traffic
within the analysis, it fails to recognize that the Project is a “truck stop.” As such, a significant
proportion of the traffic attracted to the Project will be trucks and other heavy vehicles (e.g.,
buses and recreation vehicles). This suggests that the truck percentage will be higher in the
“with project” analysis scenarios than was found for existing conditions.

By using a consistent truck percentage in all analysis scenarios, the analysis fails to reflect the
type of traffic to be generated by the Project, particularly with respect to increased truck
volumes. In doing so, it understates the impacts of the Project at the study intersections.

Project Traffic Assignment is Flawed — Figure 5 in the PEG study illustrates the assignment of
Project-generated trips to the study intersections. For ease of reference, that figure is presented
here as Attachment C, with the total peak-hour volume of Project-generated traffic west of the
Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps intersection noted in red. As shown there, Figure 5 shows
223 westbound project trips traveling toward the Project site and 215 eastbound trips departing
the Project site.

However, PEG Table 6 (p. 8), which summarizes the Project trip generation estimate employed
in the analysis, shows that the Project is estimated to generate 228 inbound trips and 222
outbound trips. Consequently, the Project traffic assignment values shown in Figure 5 represent
a shortage of 5 inbound trips and 7 outbound trips. This is summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Project Traffic Comparison'
Project Trips
Source In Out Total

PEG Table 6 228 222 450
PEG Figure 5° 223 215 438

Difference 5 7 12
Notes:

Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip
Travel Center, November 16, 2016.

Ibid., “Table 6 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Trip Generation,” p. 8.

Ibid., “Figure 5 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Traffic Volumes,” p. 28.

2

Although these are seemingly small differences, the lack of consistency within the analysis is a
concern, as it raises additional questions regarding the accuracy of the work. Furthermore,
because the Project-related traffic volumes assigned to the study intersections are less than the
actual estimate of Project-generated traffic, the impacts of the Project are understated.

Pending Project Trip Generation Estimate — PEG Table 7 (p. 9) presents the trip generation
estimate for the one assumed pending project, a 2,000 SF fast food restaurant to be located north
of the Project on Paul Negra Road. Similar to the Project, the estimate includes application of a
15 percent pass-by trip reduction. As noted in Comment 2.E. above (p. 4), this pass-by trip
reduction factor is unsubstantiated.
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6. Cumulative Traffic Volumes — The approach to estimating year 2037 traffic volumes is
described at PEG p. 9:

The Fresno Council of Governments (COG) maintains a travel model that is typically
used to forecast future traffic volumes. The model predicts no growth in traffic volumes
on Nees Avenue between 2015 and 2035. . . . Since some regional growth typically
occurs, the analyses assume an annual growth rate of 1.0 percent applied to the existing
traffic volumes through the year 2037.

But this approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue in
the study area are directly linked to traffic volumes on I-5, as there are virtually no other land
uses nearby to act as origins for trips using those roadways. In fact, at this time, virtually the
only reason to be on Paul Negra Road is to travel to or from the existing Chevron station, and the
bulk of the traffic doing so is oriented to/from I-5. This is confirmed by the Project trip
distribution presented at PEG Figure 4, which shows 90 percent of the Project-related traffic
being oriented to/from I-5. It is reasonable to expect that as traffic volumes on I-5 grow, so will
traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road.

The primary source of information regarding projected traffic growth on I-5 is the Interstate 5
Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, February 2013).
That document provides daily and peak-hour traffic volume information for the years 2011,
2020, and 2035. For the segment of I-5 containing the Project (i.e., Segment 16, from Russell
Avenue to the Merced County line), Table 2 summarizes the traffic volume information
presented in Summary Chart 2A in the Transportation Concept Report (which is presented here
as Attachment D).

Table 2
Traffic Volume Summary'
Interstate S — Russell Avenue to Merced County Line

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Peak Hour Traffic
Traffic Traffic Percent Traffic Traffic Percent

Year Volume Growth Growth? Volume Growth Growth?

2011 34,500 -- - 5,200 -- -
44.1% 44.2%

2020 49,700 15,200 (4.9%/Year) 7,500 2,300 (4.9%/Year)
180.0% 180.0%

2035 96,600 62,100 (7.5%/Year) 14,560 9,360 (7.5%/Year)

Notes:
' Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, February 2013.

> Qverall growth percentage and average annual growth percentage (shown in parentheses).

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the -5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Cumulative Project Trip Generation — The volume of Project-generated traffic is also directly
linked to the volume of traffic on I-5, as 90 percent of the vehicles traveling to or from the
Project originate on I-5, according to the PEG study. Because of the extremely rural nature of the
area surrounding the project site, virtually no one is on Paul Negra Road unless they are passing
by on I-5 and need fuel or food.

This direct linkage between I-5 and Project-related traffic volumes means that as traffic grows on
I-5, the Project will attract more patrons. The PEG traffic analysis, though, assumes that Project-
generated traffic will not change over time, no matter how many potential patrons are passing by
the site on I-5. This assumption is illogical and inappropriate. If, as described above, the pool of
potential patrons increases at an average rate of 7.5 percent per year, it is reasonable to expect
that the number of customers at the Project will increase at approximately the same rate. This
suggests that between now and the year 2037, traffic at the Project (and, therefore, at the study
intersections) will increase by 150 percent (i.e., 20 years at an average rate of 7.5 percent per
year).

Because the Project trip generation has been underestimated, the cumulative traffic impacts of
the Project have been substantially understated. A revised traffic analysis must be prepared,
which more accurately reflects the future volume of traffic at the Project.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary” for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach and a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard
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convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Project Driveway Operations — Four driveways are planned to serve the Project, all of which
will be on Paul Negra Road. Page 1 of the PEG traffic report says that:

The southernmost driveway will be the first driveway encountered by vehicles driving
from the interchange and will be an entrance only for trucks only.

Recognizing that a large proportion of the patrons at the Project will be first-time or, perhaps,
occasional visitors, it is unclear how the restrictions described here will be enforced or
controlled.

Passenger car drivers approaching the site from I-5 will naturally be inclined to enter at the first
available opportunity, as they will be unfamiliar with the layout of the project. Review of the
Project site plan suggests that such drivers might have difficulty finding their way to the
automobile fuel pumps. What will be the effect of mixing confused automobile drivers with the
large number of trucks expected on-site?

Moreover, we note that no analysis was presented in the PEG study to address traffic operations
at the four driveways. Such an analysis would, at a minimum, address the following questions:

e How long will delays be for drivers exiting the site?
¢ How long will queues be for both entering and exiting traffic?

e [s there adequate sight distance at the driveways to ensure safe operation for entering
and exiting drivers?

The failure to provide such an analysis is a substantial deficiency in the analysis, which must be
revised to provide pertinent information.

10. Freeway Merge/Diverge Analyses — Two issues afflict the analysis of freeway merge and

diverge areas. The results of those analyses are summarized in PEG Table 17 (p. 19).
First, the analysis results are inadequately documented, as follows:

e No analysis results are shown for Near-Term No Project conditions, so it is impossible
to determine the incremental impact of the Project in the near-term scenario.

e Although levels of service (LOS) are presented, the traffic density values that lead to
determination of the LOS are not. Again, this makes it impossible to identify the specific
incremental impact of the Project.
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The second issue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in yellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density” | LOS’ | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 65.7 F 65.7 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 54.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

The analysis results presented above are incorrect because the traffic volumes used in the
analyses are wrong. The procedures for evaluating the merge (i.e., on-ramp) and diverge (i.e.,
off-ramp) areas are presented in Chapter 13 of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
(Transportation Research Board, Fifth Edition, December 2010). Exhibit 13-4 (p. 13-8) in that
document provides a flow chart summarizing the analysis procedures for on- and off-ramps.
With respect to off-ramps, Step 2 is to:

Compute demand flow rate [i.e., traffic volume] in Lanes 1 and 2 immediately upstream
of the diverge influence area.

In other words, the critical freeway volume for analysis of the off-ramps is the volume just prior
to reaching the off-ramp; it includes the traffic that will be exiting the freeway. (The second key
volume parameter is the amount of traffic actually using the ramp to exit the freeway.)

In this case, the freeway volume upstream of the off-ramp is unchanged by implementation of
the Project. In fact, no Project traffic is added to the freeway, as it is all derived from traffic
already on I-5. For that reason, the freeway traffic volumes in all of the off-ramp analyses should
be the same; only the off-ramp volumes will change as additional drivers choose to exit the
freeway for fuel or food at the Project.
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However, that is not how the off-ramp analyses were performed. Instead, the freeway volumes
used in the analyses were derived by subtracting the additional off-ramp traffic from the freeway
volume. To illustrate this, Table 4 summarizes the values used in the analysis, as well as the
correct values, for Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions.

Table 4
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Existing Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp
Existing Existing
Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Project

Off-Ramp 75 175 33 183
Volume (+100) (+100)
Freeway Volume 2,414 1,932
As Analyzed 2,514 (-100) 2,032 (-100)
Correct Freeway 2,514 2,514 2,032 2,032
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Table 5 shows similar information for cumulative conditions.

Table 5
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Cumulative Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project
Off-Ramp 202 219
Volume 102 (+100) 19 (+100)
Freeway Volume 5,840 4,900
As Analyzed 3,940 (-100) 3,000 (-100)
Correct Freeway 5,940 5,940 5,000 5,000
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Although we have focused on the off-ramp analyses, the freeway volumes employed in the on-
ramp analyses are also flawed, although not to the same extent.

In summary, because the “with project” freeway volumes used in the merge/diverge analyses are
wrong, the analysis results are wrong and misleading. Consequently, there is no certainty that
the conclusion presented in the PEG report (p. 19) is valid. That conclusion states that:
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The construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction
in the LOS. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to
merging and diverging at the ramps.

We should also note that this conclusion seems to reflect a misinterpretation of the Caltrans
significance standard for facilities that operate at deficient levels of service under “no project”
conditions. That standard is presented at page 1 in the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002):

If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS,
the existing MOE [Measure of Effectiveness] should be maintained.

In this case, the MOE (as described above) is density and the target LOS is the transition
between LOS C and LOS D (PEG, p. 5). As shown in Table 3 above (and PEG Table 17, p. 19),
all of the ramps will operate at LOS F in 2037, both with and without the Project, thereby falling
short of the target LOS. Thus, if addition of the Project-generated traffic were to cause an
increase in density (i.e., cause the MOE not to be maintained), then a significant impact would
occur. This will not be known until the merge/diverge calculations are corrected, as described
above.

Therefore, as noted above, the PEG conclusion with respect to impacts related to merging and
diverging at the ramps is incorrect. Until the analysis has been corrected to incorporate accurate
freeway traffic volumes, the extent of any Project-related impact will be unknown.

Finally, review of the freeway traffic volumes shown in Tables 4 and 5 above reveals one
interesting side note. Comparison of the Existing volumes and the Cumulative No Project
volumes indicates that substantial traffic growth was assumed, as suggested in our earlier
comments. Specifically, at the northbound off-ramp, the increase in traffic from 2,514 “Existing”
vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,940 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5) represents
growth of 136 percent between now and 2037. In the southbound direction, growth from 2,032
“Existing” vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,000 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5)
indicates a 146 percent increase.

Although these factors are slightly lower than indicated in the Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, they generally confirm our point regarding the magnitude of future traffic on I-
5, which we assert will lead to greater traffic on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road as well as
greater patronage at the Project, neither of which has been accounted for in the PEG analysis.

Traffic Index Analysis — According to the PEG report (p. 21):

The Project is expected to cause the traffic index to increase by a significant amount on
Nees Avenue between the Project site and the I-5 northbound ramps. Mitigation will
include pavement improvements on Nees Avenue.

The report fails to state the Project responsibility for this mitigation measure. Is the Project fully
responsible for the cost of the required pavement improvements? This must be clarified.
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CONCLUSION

Our review of the traffic impact study prepared for the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project on
Paul Negra Road in Fresno County, California revealed several issues affecting the validity of the
conclusions presented in that document. A modified traffic impact analysis must be prepared.

We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning anything presented here,
please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838.

Sincerely,
MRO ENGINEERS, INC.

Lo 5 G

Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.
Traffic Engineering Manager

cc: Mr. David H. McCray, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
Ms. Kaitlyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
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TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY TABLE




ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS
September 16 & 18, 2016

WEST OF I-5 INTERCHANGE

TIME
Mid
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

Noon
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

TOTAL

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
28 38 66
21 16 37
28 24 52
18 27 45
31 16 47
23 22 45
25 23 48
32 32 64
44 45 89
45 63 108
58 54 112
60 56 116
64 68 132
67 64 131
69 77 146
89 81 170
73 85 158
88 69 157
62 68 130
75 83 158
71 61 132
58 62 120
46 39 85
41 42 83

1,216 1,215 2,431

SUNDAY
EB wB TOTAL
24 23 47
17 16 33
20 16 36
12 11 23
13 13 26
3 7 10
12 15 27
30 33 63
31 30 61
35 40 75
49 61 110
100 94 194
91 81 172
67 77 144
79 90 169
110 103 213
99 105 204
109 89 198
83 98 181
92 77 169
65 64 129
51 49 100
36 36 72
50 58 108
1,278 1,286 2,564

<<== Analyzed

BETWEEN THE I-5 RAMPS

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
39 32 71
22 12 34
29 18 47
21 21 42
28 9 37
27 14 41
46 17 63
58 19 77
55 20 75
58 51 109
54 30 84
89 27 116
92 34 126
115 35 150
110 50 160
138 58 196
149 45 194
153 47 200
136 29 165
111 45 156
77 31 108
66 30 9%
118 27 145
56 30 86

1,347 731 2,578



ATTACHMENT B

HIGH TURNOVER (SIT-DOWN) RESTAURANT TRIP GENERATION
SUNDAY PEAK HOUR OF GENERATOR

(Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers,
Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition, 2012.)



High-Turnover (Sit-DoWh) Restaurant
' (932)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
On a: Sunday,
Peak Hour of Generator

Number of Studies: 3
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4
Directional Distribution: 55% entering, 45% exiting

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
18.46 9.79 - 43.20 13.74
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GENERATION
MANUAL

9th Edition *» Volume 3: Data

Trip Generation Rates, Plots and Equations

e Institutional (Land Uses 500-599)
¢ Medical (Land Uses 600-699)

¢ Office (Land Uses 700-799)

¢ Retail (Land Uses 800-899)

e Services (Land Uses 900-999)

ite=

Institute of Transportation Engineers



ATTACHMENT C
FIGURE 5 - SUNDAY PEAK-HOUR PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES

(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, November 16, 2016)
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ATTACHMENT D
SUMMARY CHART 2A

(Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6,
Interstate 5 Transportation Concept Report, February 2013.)
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PETERS ENGINEERING GROUP

A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION

MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. Shawn Shiralian
From: John Rowland, PE, TE

Subject:  Response to Comments on Traffic Impact Study
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center

Date: August 23, 2017

Introduction

This memorandum presents responses to the Beveridge & Diamond comment letter dated
August 18, 2017 (attached). Peters Engineering Group prepared a traffic impact study for the
project and presented the results in a report dated November 16, 2016 (TIS). The comment
letter identifies six concerns that are generally identified in the list below and addressed in
the following sections.

Peak Hour

Trip Generation and Pass-By Adjustments

Queue Lengths

Merge / Diverge Analysis

Growth Rates

Mitigation Measures Based on Traffic Index Analysis

ocoarwnE

Responses

1. Peak Hour

The peak hours counted and analyzed are appropriate. Typical traffic studies are performed
for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However, for this study it was acknowledged that
the actual peak hours likely occur either on a Friday or Sunday. Therefore, careful
consideration was given to choosing the appropriate weekend peak periods.

The intersection turning movement counts were performed between 3:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on Sunday, September 25, 2016. The count time period was selected after review of the 24-
hour traffic counts performed Friday, September 15, 2016 through Sunday, September 18,
2016, and after a review of Interstate 5 (I-5) mainline traffic volumes north of Nees Avenue
provided by Caltrans staff for portions of April and May 2016. The Caltrans data revealed
that the combined (northbound plus southbound) mainline peak hour on I-5 near Nees
Avenue typically occurs between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays, with the 5:00 to 6:00 hour

952 Pollasky Avenue ¢ Clovis, California 93612 ¢ (559) 299-1544 ¢ www.peters-engineering.com
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typically being greater than the 3:00 to 4:00 hour. In coordination with Caltrans it was
determined that the manual intersection turning movement counts should begin at 3:30 p.m.
on a Sunday to maximize the chances of capturing the peak hour. The intersection turning
movement counts at both ramp intersections clearly revealed a peak hour that began at 4:00
p.m. for the interchange as a whole and for each of the individual intersections within the
interchange.

If the traffic counts had revealed a peak hour beginning at 3:30 p.m., there would have been
cause for concern. However, since the peak hour was captured within time period counted
there is no cause for concern and Caltrans, the owner of the facility, did not dispute the peak
hours analyzed.

It is also worth noting that the magnitude of the difference between the 3:00 and 4:00 peak
hours is insignificant, and is well within the fluctuation that would be expected from one day
to the next. The commenter points out that the combined eastbound and westbound volume
west of the interchange is 213 vehicles during the 3:00 to 4:00 peak hour, and the volume at
the same location during the 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. peak hour is 204 vehicles. The difference is
only nine vehicles during an entire hour. Considering that the volumes are for both
directions combined, the difference is an average of about four to five vehicles in each
direction over the course of an hour. This volume is within anticipated fluctuations and
would likely be imperceptible to motorists who regularly travel the roadway. Furthermore,
the peak hour of the facility as a whole (the interchange) does not necessarily coincide with
the peak hour of every individual leg or approach.

The peak hour analyzed was appropriate and represents a worst-case scenario for traffic
analyses within expected fluctuations in traffic volumes. Traffic volumes on the order of 200
trips per hour were identified west of the interchange, which is actually a very low volume of
traffic adjacent to a freeway interchange. Therefore, the TIS does not need to be revised
based on the peak hour analyzed.

2. Trip Generation

Very little data is available for travel centers such as the proposed project, and particularly
those located in remote locations such as the 1-5/Nees Avenue interchange. Trip generation
estimates have utilized the best available information, including trip generation
characteristics of an existing gas station near the project site, which likely provides the best
estimation of trip generation characteristics at a similar site for a similar use.

We have reviewed available trip generation data for three Love’s Travel Stop facilities
referenced in the traffic analysis performed for the Madera Love’s Travel Stop and found that
the trip generation information used in the TIS (480 trips before the pass-by reduction was
applied) is very similar to the value that would have been calculated using the Love’s p.m.
peak hour trip generation rate of 39.00 trips per 1,000 square feet, which would have been
490 trips before pass by reduction. This is a difference of only 10 peak hour trips. This is
well within the range that could be expected when estimating trip generation using typical
ITE averages. Therefore, it is our opinion that the trip generation rates and methods used in
the traffic study report are appropriate and do not require revision.
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With respect to the use of a 15-percent pass-by reduction, such a pass-by reduction is not
uncommon, and the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies states that
the use of pass-by percentages greater than 15 percent “requires consultation and acceptance
by Caltrans. The justification for exceeding a 15% reduction should be discussed in the
TIS.” The use of a 15-percent pass-by reduction requires no justification per the Caltrans
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. Therefore, it is our opinion that the trip
generation rates and methods used in the traffic study report are appropriate and do not
require revision.

3. Queue Lengths

The 95™-percentile queue length is a calculated value that can be interpreted as a maximum
probable queue length based on a statistical equation presented in the Highway Capacity
Manual 2010 (see Attachment 2). Most traffic engineering software programs commonly
used nationwide report the 95™-percentile queue length to the nearest foot. Other traffic
engineers do so as well. As an example, the traffic impact study prepared for the El Paseo
Project EIR in northwest Fresno, which was prepared by the reputable traffic engineering
firm DKS & Associates, reports 95™-percentile queue lengths to the nearest foot.

The 95™-percentile queue length is useful for designing turn lanes and as a tool for estimating
probable maximum queues. The TIS does not purport that the calculated 95"-percentile
queue length reported to the nearest foot represents the actual queue length that would be
measured at an intersection, or that some vehicles are “5, 10, or even 13 feet long” as the
commenter suggests. The TIS reports the values as “calculated” because they are obtained
directly from the software analysis output attached to the report.

The calculated 95™-percentile queue is also useful for estimating how a project will impact
an intersection. For example, if the calculated 95"-percentile queue length in a no-project
scenario is 13 feet, and the calculated 95"-percentile queue length with a project is 48 feet,
the hypothetical project has increased the calculated maximum probable queue length by 48 -
13 = 35 feet, which best corresponds to two vehicles. If the value for the no-project queue is
reported as 25 feet by rounding up from 13 (as the commenter suggests) and the with-project
queue length is reported as 50 feet by rounding up from 48, the apparent impact of the
hypothetical project would only be one additional vehicle, thereby understating the impact.

It is the responsibility of the traffic engineer and designer to interpret the calculated 95™-
percentile queue length correctly. Traffic engineers typically assume that a passenger vehicle
requires 25 feet of storage length, with adjustments for larger trucks if necessary. As an
example, if the calculated 95™-percentile queue length is 90 feet, the designer of a turn lane
would typically round up to the nearest 25-foot increment and design a 100-foot-long turn
lane. Section 16 of the TIS discusses queue lengths in 25-foot increments. Therefore, it is
better to work with actual calculated values for purposes of impact studies and then round up
to the nearest 25-foot increment for purposes of design or stating the number of vehicles in a
queue.

The discussion above illustrates that the analyses are based on typical engineering practices,
including statistical calculations and their interpretation, and are neither incorrect nor
irrational. Therefore, the TIS does not need to be revised based queue lengths.
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4. Merge / Diverge Analysis

Based on the comments provided, a review of the merge/diverge analyses was conducted and
revised merge/diverge analyses have been performed because vi, was inadvertently
transposed with v¢ in the data entry for the with-project diverge analyses. The revised
analyses are attached and are summarized in the table below. No changes from the LOS
presented in the TIS occurred, and the conclusions and recommendations presented in the
TIS remain unchanged.
Table 17 (Revised)
Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Summary — 1-5 / Nees Avenue Interchange

LOS (Density)
. 2037 No- 2037 With-
Ramp Existing Plﬁzﬁtrlcg}gect V’f,ﬁ";‘{;,tg}gt Project Project
Conditions Conditions
NB Off ramp D (32.5) D (32.5) D (32.5) F (72.9) F (72.9)
NB On ramp D (29.0) D (29.0) D (29.1) F (65.7) F (65.7)
SB Off ramp C (26.8) C (26.8) C (26.8) F (61.8) F (61.8)
SB On Ramp C (22.9) C (22.9) C (22.8) F (54.5) F (54.8)

It is noted that there is a decrease in calculated density between the existing-plus-Project and
near-term with-Project conditions because the mainline freeway volume decreases as trips to
the travel center and pending restaurant are primarily taken from freeway traffic. This result
is not indicative of an oversight or error, and similar results have been published and
explained by other traffic engineers, including the reputable firm of Kittelson & Associates,
Inc. in a Freeway and Ramps analysis performed for the City of Alameda dated June 30,
2013.

5. Growth Rates

The TIS used a growth rate of one percent per year for trips that access Nees Avenue and a
growth rate in excess of four percent per year for the freeway mainline. The four-percent
annual growth rate can be observed by reviewing the freeway volumes in the merge and
diverge data sheets. Those volumes were obtained from information in the Transportation
Concept Report as discussed in the TIS. The Fresno County travel model does not provide
evidence that growth rates on Nees Avenue will exceed one percent per year. Furthermore,
the additional growth on Nees Avenue within the interchange and west of the interchange is
being generated primarily by the proposed Project and the pending restaurant project
included in the study, and those increases are in response to the larger increases projected on
the freeway mainline. Therefore, the future traffic volume projections presented in the report
are appropriate both on Nees Avenue and on the freeway mainline, and no revision of the
report is required based on growth rates.

6. Mitigation Measures Based on Traffic Index Analysis

The commenter questions the mitigation measure requiring a pavement overlay on Nees
Avenue to mitigate the Traffic Index impact because it does not address additional traffic at
the project. Since the Traffic Index is a measure of the volume of truck traffic and is directly
related to the required pavement thickness, the required mitigation measure to increase the
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pavement thickness on Nees Avenue appears to specifically mitigate the impact to less than
significant.

Attachments: Attachment 1: Beveridge & Diamond comment letter dated August 18, 2017
(with Exhibit 14)

Attachment 2: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, page 19-30

Attachment 3: Merge / Diverge Analyses
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BEVERIDGE ‘ David H. McCray
& DIAMONDPL 456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94104-1251
Direct: (415) 262-4025
DMccray@bdlaw.com

August 18, 2017

Submitted via email to dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning
Development Services Division

Attn: Derek Chambers

2220 Tulare Street, Suite A

Fresno, CA 93721

Re:  Comments on Initial Study 7104 relating to Conditional Use Permit
Application 3528

Dear Mr. Chambers:

We write on behalf of Grand Petroleum Inc., (“Grand Petroleum”) to comment on Initial
Study 7104 (“IS”) and the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared by the Fresno County
Planning Department (“County’) for the Conditional Use Permit Application 3528 (“CUP
3528”). The Applicant for CUP 3528, Shawn Shiralian, seeks to construct a large highway travel
center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees Avenue interchange in Fresno County,
California (the “Project”). There are several deficiencies in the Initial Study, and we urge the
Planning Commission to reject the Mitigated Negative Declaration and require the County to
either 1) prepare a revised initial study to determine whether a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required or 2) require the County
to prepare an EIR because there is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the Project
may cause significant adverse environmental impacts.

Several of the materials the applicant submitted in support of the Project are incomplete
or inaccurate and thus, the Initial Study and accompanying Mitigated Negative Declaration are
not supported by substantial evidence in the record. The decision as to whether a project may
have one or more significant effects must be based on substantial evidence in the record of the
lead agency. 14 CCR § 15064(f). The County’s Traffic Impact Study is flawed. Serious
questions exist about the water demands of the Project, the availability of water, the quality of
that water, and how wastewater will be managed for the Project. In these respects, the Applicant
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failed to put forth sufficient facts to enable the agency to meaningful evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Project.

The deficiencies of the Initial Study extend beyond the supporting documentation
provided by the Applicant. There are multiple instances in which the County did not respond to
the checklist questions it was required to address in the Initial Study. Elsewhere, the County
relied upon improper mitigation measures. Additionally, the County abdicated its responsibility
to analyze and determine whether cumulative impacts exist by merely stating in a single sentence
that no “cumulatively considerable impacts” were identified.

One purpose “of the initial study is to help to inform the choice between a negative
declaration and an environmental impact report.” Joshua Tree Downtown Business Alliance v.
County of San Bernardino (2016) 1 Cal.App. 5th 677, 684 (internal citations removed). A core
function of the initial study, is thus, meaningfully analyzing the questions presented based on
reliable evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063.

An initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1195. Moreover, an
initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient factual support for conclusions reached. City of
Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 404 (“the County failed to
gather facts necessary to perform an adequate environmental analysis”).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.”
Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1200 (internal citations removed).

For these reasons and for all the reasons more fully explained below, the County’s efforts
have fallen below what is required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should
not adopt the mitigated negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be
required to submit additional accurate data and information, and the County should prepare
either a revised Initial Study or an EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised below.

/!
/!
//
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Comments

1. There are Serious Deficiencies with the Applicant’s Information and Analysis
Regarding Water Use, Source, Quantity, and Quality Which Resulted in the
County’s Inability to Accurately Determine the Environmental Impacts Associated
with the Project

An initial study which omits material necessary to informed decision making subverts the
purpose of CEQA and is an abuse of agency discretion. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1202.
As explained below, there are several instances in which the County’s analysis and conclusions
regarding the water demands and requirements of the Project are incomplete and inaccurate and
fail to provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the Project will not cause
significant environmental impacts.

Water Use

Originally the Applicant stated that it would use approximately 2000 gallons of water per
day. Exhibit 1. This conclusion was unsupported except for a single sentence that “[bJased on
similar uses along I-5,” the Project would use 2000 gallons of fresh water. The County received
comments from various state agencies that the water estimate was too low. For example, on
April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Division estimated wastewater flow of 15,980
gallons/day, not including proposed laundry and shower facilities. Exhibit 2. That is nearly
eight-times the daily water use the applicant proposed. On March 6, 2017, the Environmental
Health Division commented that “[f]Jrom experience on other Travel Centers along I-5, the
number of visitors per day is grossly underestimated at 1500 leading to water and wastewater
estimates to also be significantly underestimated.” Exhibit 3. Despite these comments, no
revised water use estimate was provided.

On May 25, 2017, the Water, Geology and Natural Resources Division requested
“additional information” as to how a water use estimate of 2000 gallons/day was calculated.
Exhibit 4. On June 2, 2017, the County requested the Applicant provide “data to support the
2,000 gallons per day usage.” Exhibit 5. The applicant replied that same day: “We drilled a
well that pumps 300 gallons a minute. I don’t know what CEQA is but whatever it is we should
be able to provide that. We didn’t wait for Water Board.” Exhibit 6. The County explained
how critical water use and supply analysis and estimates were, as the Project is located in a
water-short area. Exhibit 7.

Finally, the applicant provided an updated water use estimate to the County on June 7,
2017, which has been included as part of the Initial Study Routing Package. Now the Applicant
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estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons per day.! There is no explanation for why the
water use estimate is now 10-times greater than it was previously. Tellingly, the Applicant did
not provide additional information to the County in support of its original 2000 gallon/day water
use estimate, which the Applicant appears to have abandoned.

The Applicant’s revised calculation is a single page and allegedly supported by IAPMO
Water Usage Tables. Grand Petroleum retained Carollo Engineers (“Carollo”) to review several
aspects of the Applicant’s Project relating to water. As Carollo explains, IAPMO tables are not
typically used to calculate a daily water use amount. Rather, these tables are used to identify
maximum flow rates in a building structure which in turn are used for sizing the plumbing
pipelines and fixtures. See Exhibit 8. Accordingly, Applicant’s revised estimate is also not
supported by substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064(f)(5).

Using the site plans provided by the Applicant, Carollo calculated the daily water use for
a Project of this size with the number of visitors that the Applicant has estimated. Carollo
calculated that the Project would use 43,585 gallons per day, and that number increases to 46,938
gallons per day with irrigation. This is nearly twice as many gallons per day as the Applicant
estimated. Carollo identified activities with water demands that the Applicant failed to consider
entirely. See Exhibit 8. Most obviously, Applicant’s estimate does not identify any water use
associated with restrooms; it only calculated water used with showers. But certainly at a truck
stop and restaurant facility, the majority of individuals will use the restroom before departing.
Oversights such as these underscore the unreliability of the Applicant’s water use estimate. As a
result, the conclusion that the Project will not have a significant environmental impact on
hydrology is not supported by substantial evidence.

Furthermore, comments in the record indicate that the number of Project trips is
underestimated, meaning that Carollo’s water usage estimate is likely too conservative because
more people will come to the Project and utilize its facilities. Exhibit 3. Carollo based its water
use estimates on the site plan provided by the Applicant. Therefore, to the extent the number of
visitors is underestimated, Carollo’s water use calculation is conservative even though the
calculation is almost double that of the Applicant’s estimate.

As aresult of the Applicant using unsupported and inaccurate estimates of the daily water
use, the Initial Study is fatally flawed. The County concluded that the Project would have either
a “less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated” or a “less than significant impact”

! From our review of the administrative record based on frequent Public Records Act Requests, state and federal
agencies have not previously had an opportunity to comment on the Applicant’s revised water use estimate as this
material was not circulated as a part of a previous “Routing Package.”
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for all topics regarding hydrology and water quality (section IX of the Initial Study). The
County never analyzed the environmental impact of a realistic daily water use. CEQA requires
the County to obtain a factual basis to support its conclusions as to the environmental effect of
the project and to engage in fully informed decision-making. Deep Creek Agr. Ass’n v. County
of San Bernardino (Cal. App. 4th 2008) 2008 WL 2316322, * 11. Such efforts were thwarted
here by the Applicant declining to provide the necessary underlying facts. The mitigated
negative declaration should be rejected and additional analysis should be conducted regarding
the environmental impact associated with an accurate daily water use.

Water Source and Supply

The Project is located in a Water Short Area. (Initial Study section IX.B.) San Luis
Water District has unequivocally stated that it will not provide water to the Project:

Upon review of the application, it appears that the proposed project is anticipating
utilizing a groundwater well for its water supply and will not need to depend upon the
San Luis Water District for a supply or conveyance. Although the San Luis Water District
is not requested to provide a Municipal and Infrastructure (M&I1) water supply. and to
make is abundantly clear to the applicant, the District will not provide a “can and will
serve” letter to the development if requested. The property in question does not receive
an M&l allocation from the United States Bureau of Reclamation's Central Valley
Project. This property may be eligible to receive an agricultural allocation. However, the
planned use as contemplated by the conditional use permit is not an agricultural
operation therefore the agricultural water supply is not an adequale supply.

In summary, and in accordance with District policy, the District will not pravide any new
development water supply from its current allocation andf/or supplemental water
supplies; it is the responsibility of the project proponent to secure its own supply of
water outside of the District. The project proponent must independently secure an
adequate water supply (quality and quantity) for the life of the project.

Exhibit 9. The Applicant has stated that it will rely on groundwater from two wells drilled
onsite to support the Project.

The Applicant asserts, and the County accepts in the Initial Study, that the public water
well will produce 300 gallons of water per minute. However, the well completion report was not
enclosed with the Initial Study Routing Package, and it is unclear if other agencies and interested
individuals providing comments have ever had the opportunity to review this material.

’ The date on the letter from the San Luis Water District conflicts with the date Fresno County received the letter.
The letter is dated March 14, 2016, but the letter was received by Fresno County March 6, 2017.
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Beveridge & Diamond PC obtained the public well drilling completion report and drilling
permits for both the public and private well at the Project through a California Public Records
Act Request (“CPRA”). Exhibit 10. While the well completion report does estimate well yield
at 300 gallons per minute, there are flaws with this conclusion and also significant shortcomings
in the County’s Initial Study regarding water supply.

As Carollo explains, best practices support conducting a pumping test at a constant rate
for 24 hours and recording the drawdown levels during the test. Exhibit 11. Pumping tests are
conducted to determine the yield of the well and hydraulic parameters of the aquifer. The
duration of the pumping test may be shortened if equilibrium conditions are reached before 24
hours, but there are no notes to indicate why the pumping test was conducted for only 12 hours.
Without drawdown data, neither the adequacy of the pumping test data nor the estimated well
yield can be objectively assessed.

This lack of information prevented the County from analyzing the potential
environmental impacts associated with drawing ground water for the Project. In Section IX.B. of
the Initial Study, the County had to determine if the Project would substantially deplete the
groundwater supplies of interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in the aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table. The County’s
response, which is included below in its entirety, failed to even address, let alone answer, the
question presented:

The subject parcel is located in a designated Water-Short Area and is currently devoid
of structural improvements; however, a Private water well and a Public water well have
been permitted and constructed thereon. Further, according to the Well Completion
Report prepared for the Public water well, said well has an estimated yield of 300
gallons of water per minute. According to the Operational Statement provided for this
project, it is estimated that the proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial
Development will utilize approximately 26,179 gallons of water per day.

The County concluded that the project would have a “less than significant impact” on
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge, but the County reached this conclusion with no
factual information or analysis. There are no materials accompanying the Initial Study that
analyze whether the wells would, or would not, interfere with the groundwater supply or
recharge. This illustrates both that the Applicant failed to put forward substantial evidence on
this issue and also that the County did not undertake a serious review of the associated
environmental impacts of using this groundwater supply. The County’s defunct conclusion falls
short of the environmental review required by CEQA in an Initial Study. Lighthouse, 131
Cal.App.4th at 1195 (an initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the project);
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City of Redlands, 96 Cal.App.4th at 404 (an initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient
factual support for conclusions reached).

Water Quality

The Applicant included a report for water quality analyses from BSK Associates to
support its Conditional Use Permit Application. There are inconsistencies with the report itself
and issues raised by the report that the Applicant, and the County, overlook.

First, there is nothing in the BSK Report that allows a reviewer to determine if the water
quality sample BSK analyzed is actually from the Project Site. The report identifies the location
of the sample as a “New Well” associated with “Gridley Farm Labor Camp.” No other materials
associated with this Conditional Use Permit application that our office received through CPRA
Requests or materials the County distributed as a part of the Initial Study Routing Package, use
the phrase “Gridley Farm Labor Camp” to describe the location of the Project. Indeed, the city
of Gridley, CA is approximately 200 miles north of Fresno, CA.

Second, Carollo reviewed the BSK data and identified internal discrepancies with the
chain of custody of the water sample:

The Sample Integrity checklist included with the laboratory report indicates that the measured temperature
of the samples at the time of receipt was less than 6 °C, but the sample temperature noted on the chain of
custody and case narrative is 12.9 °C. The sample integrity checklist also indicates that information on the
bottle labels agree with the chain of custody. However, a separate sample condition checklist completed by
Pace Analytical for subcontracted radiological analyses indicates that the sample lzbels did not match the
chain of custody and the sample date and time was not recorded on the sample bottles. The Pace Analytical
checklist also notes that no custody seal was present on the shipping container.

Exhibit 11.

Third, assuming that the well data is from a well drilled at the Project, there are
significant water quality issues that the Applicant does not address. Notably in the operations
statement, the Applicant passively acknowledged that the well water will be “tested and treated.”
However, the application lacks any meaningful acknowledgment of why the water needs to be
treated and how it will actually be treated, and the Initial Study does not evaluate the
environmental impacts associated with treatment.

//
//
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Carollo reviewed the BSK Report and concluded that total dissolved solids, specific
conductance, chloride, and sulfate were found in concentrations in excess of California’s
secondary drinking water standards. Table 1 below, prepared by Carollo, summarizes the
exceedances for these constituents and the full report is included as Exhibit 11.

Table 1. Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level Ranges and Reported Data

Short  Reported

Constituent, Units Recommended  Upper Term Value
Total Dissolved 500 1,000 1,500 3,200
Solids, mg/L
Specific 900 1,600 2,200 5,600
Conductance, uS/cm
Chloride, mg/L 250 500 600 1,100
Sulfate, mg/L 250 500 600 750

At a minimum, the water needs to be treated to a point where the values of total dissolved
solids, specific conductance, chloride, and sulfate comply with secondary drinking water
standards before the groundwater is suitable for potable uses. The Applicant was notified that
these requirements apply at least as far back as May 9, 2016, but no steps appear to have been
taken to addresses these exceedances. Exhibit 12. The Applicant did not provide information
about how the water is to be treated, and therefore, the County failed to analyze whether such
treatment will have a significant impact on the environment.

Additionally, the water is highly saline. While sodium is not regulated as a drinking
water contaminant, the United States Environmental Protection Agency recommends that sodium
concentration in drinking water not exceed a range of 30 to 60 mg/L. Exhibit 11. BSK’s
analysis shows that the water sample had an observed concentration of 1,100 mg/L. To illustrate

how saline the water is, its use even for irrigation or for livestock would be severely restricted.
1d.

If the BSK analysis is in fact representative of water that will be drawn from the well at
the site, then the water needs to be treated before it can be used as potable water. The County
acknowledged that the Applicant needed to comply with all requirements for the operation of a
Non-Transient Non-Community Water System. (Initial Study section XVII.D.) However, there
is no analysis of how treatment will be performed or whether that treatment will have a
significant impact on the environment.
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Moreover, using either reverse osmosis or electrodialysis to treat the water will result in
the generation of a highly concentrated brine waste. Exhibit 11. The amount of water the
Project uses, the method of treatment used, and the efficiency of the treatment method will
impact how much brine waste is generated. Highly saline brine waste must be properly handled
to prevent adverse environmental impacts, such as groundwater contamination, but these are not
discussed by the Applicant or in the Initial Study. See id. Brine waste can be handled and
disposed of in a variety of ways, but currently, the Applicant does not identify how the waste
will be managed. Handling concentrated brine water may cause significant adverse impacts to
the environment and both the Applicant and the County overlook this substantive issue entirely.
The Applicant has not designed a system that addresses the water quality issues associated with
groundwater use and the County never evaluated the environmental impacts associated with the
use and treatment of groundwater to support the Project.

Finally, as Carollo explains, “[b]ecause a portion of the raw water is lost as concentrate
from the treatment process, treatment may also significantly increase the volume of raw water
required to meet demands.” Exhibit 11. As explained in detail above, the Applicant has
significantly underestimated the daily water demands of the Project. Because the groundwater is
highly saline and has concentrations of contaminants in excess of California’s secondary
drinking water standards, it must be treated, and this treatment causes some portion of raw water
to be lost. This in turn drives the daily water demands of the Project even higher. Both the
Applicant and the County declined to engage with these facts or honestly assess their
environmental impact.

Handling Wastewater

The Project will manage its wastewater onsite. The Applicant submitted a report
prepared by O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. to demonstrate that it could manage the Project’s
wastewater by using a septic tank and a leach field. O.S.T. estimated the peak flow rate for
wastewater as 10,692 gallons per day and then based its calculations on designing a system that
could accommodate that amount of daily wastewater. For several reasons, O.S.T.’s conclusions
from July 5, 2016 cannot be relied upon in the Initial Study released in July 2017.

First, O.S.T. based its estimation for the peak flow rate of wastewater by referring to the
California Plumbing Code. However, four of the activities identified are not in the plumbing
code, and thus, are not supported by citation. Exhibit 13. Furthermore, the square-footage of
mini-mart space is different than the mini-mart square footage on the Applicant’s floor plan,
resulting in an inaccurate wastewater flow estimate. /d.
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Second, in Section 8, O.S.T. recommended “using time and pressure dosed Rock Leach
Lines to treat and disperse the wastewater generated by the proposed Travel Center.” However,
throughout the report, O.S.T. presents calculations, including the size of the leach field, based on
using gravity distribution. The O.S.T. report does not include a recommended volume for a
dosing tank or the design flow rate and discharge head of the associated dosing pump. O.S.T.
has made a recommendation about how to handle the wastewater, but then the report does not
actually explain how to design a system that comports with its recommendation. Exhibit 13.

Third, O.S.T’s wastewater daily flow rate estimate is internally inconsistent with the
daily water use estimate eventually put forward by the Applicant. As explained above, the
Applicant now estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons of water per day. The
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimates will generate approximately two-and-a-half times
as much wastewater as O.S.T. estimated and then designed a system to accommodate. See
Exhibit 13 (explaining the use of a 90% “to sewer” calculation). As O.S.T. admitted, its
conclusions about the ability of the Project to support the needed wastewater treatment system
are dependent on the amount of wastewater the Project generates, and its conclusions are not
valid if the wastewater flows change.

In the event that changes occur in the design of the project, this report’s recommendations will
not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed with O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. and
the conclusions and recommendations are modified or verified in writing. Examples of such
changes would include location and/or changes in the type of wastewater characteristics and an
increase in wastewater flows.

O.S.T. Report, section 2.0. Therefore, for this reason alone, the County’s conclusion that the use
of septic tanks or alternative disposal systems would have a “less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated” is not supported by substantial evidence.

Further, in April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Department commented that: “An
evaluation of the Operations Statement provided by the applicant and 2013 California Plumbing
Code Appendix H yields an estimated wastewater flow of 15,980 gallons per day not including
proposed laundry and shower facilities.” Exhibit 2. The O.S.T. report never considers this
higher estimate put forward by the Environmental Health Department or explains why its lower
estimate of approximately 10,700 gallons is more accurate.

Carollo reviewed the O.S.T. Report and calculated the size requirements for a wastewater
treatment system to accommodate both the daily water use estimated by the Applicant and the
daily water use calculated by Carollo. Carollo prepared the following table demonstrating the
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size requirements for leach fields in four different layouts based upon how the leach lines are

installed.
Table 1 - Leach Field Land Area Required for Various Daily Wastewater Flow Rates
Average Daily Length of Number of Area Area Area Area
Wastewater Flow Leach Line Leach Lines | Required | Required | Required | Required
(gallons per day) Required (count) (1) (2) 3) (4)
(linear feet) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

10,692 651 7 0.22 0.30 0.36 0.33
23,561 1,337 14 0.44 0.53 0.60 0.65
39,227 2,173 22 0.69 0.83 1.03 0.98

Table Notes:

1. Area Required (1) is based on a leach line configuration of one single long line of leach line
installation

2. Area Required (2) is based on a leach line configuration of two leach lines side by side

Area Required (3) is based on a leach line configuration of three leach lines side by side

4. Area Required (4) is based on a leach line configuration of four leach lines side by side

w

Exhibit 13. Furthermore, Fresno County mandates that an equal amount of land required for the
leach field be set aside and reserved for potential future use for septic tank effluent disposal. 7d.
Therefore, the Applicant needs to identify additional acreage to comply with the Fresno County
requirement.

CEQA requires Agencies to make informed decision-making and to make an honest
assessment of environmental impacts associated with proposed projects. See San Lorenzo Valley
Community Advocates for Responsible Educ. v. San Lorenzo Valley Unified School Dist. (2006)
139 Cal.App.4th 1356, 1375 (“an agency’s failure to comply with the procedural requirements of
CEQA is prejudicial when the violation thwarts the Act’s goals by precluding informed decision-
making and public participation.””). Here, the Applicant needs to revise its soils analysis and
sewage feasibility report to accurately reflect realistic wastewater flow projections for the
Project. Then the County needs to evaluate whether there will be a significant environmental
impact from this wastewater treatment. The construction of a significantly larger leach field and
septic tank may pose a substantial environmental impact that needs to be meaningfully evaluated.
0.S.T.’s wastewater treatment system also does not address how brine water, or the other liquid
generated after treating water to make it suitable for potable use, will be handled. The Applicant
must be required to put forward a plan for adequately managing all wastewater generated the Site
so the associated environmental impacts can be analyzed.
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Finally, the California Water Resources Control Board Discharge Order WQ 2014-0153-
DWQ requires that for wastewater flow rates greater than 20,000 gallons/day, the discharge must
be evaluated to determine if nitrogen effluent limits are required. As Carollo explains, the results
of a nitrogen effluent limit evaluation impacts the required wastewater treatment method.
Exhibit 13. For example, if the evaluation determines that nitrogen control is required then the
planned septic tank leach field system will not be permitted and aerobic treatment will be
required. As the wastewater flow rates will exceed 20,000 gallons/day based even on the
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimate, this additional type of wastewater treatment needs
to be evaluated at the Initial Study stage because handling wastewater with high nitrogen
concentration may have a significant environmental impact.

2. The Traffic Impact Study Prepared by the Applicant and Relied Upon by the
County is Flawed

In support of the Project, the Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study prepared by
Peters Engineer Group (“PEG”). PEG’s Traffic Impact Study has significant shortcomings and
several conclusions are based on inaccurate, incomplete, or misrepresented data. Elsewhere,
PEG failed to provide needed analysis, which results in substantial deficiencies in its Traffic
Impact Study. As a result of these inaccurate data issues, the County’s conclusions about the
environmental impacts associated with the transportation effects of the Project are not based on
substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064()(5).

Grand Petroleum retained MRO Engineers (“MRO”) to review PEG’s traffic impact
study. MRO’s report is attached as Exhibit 14. MRO identified several deficiencies in PEG’s
analysis, which are summarized below.

First, PEG did not analyze the correct peak traffic rates in its traffic impact study. PEG
addressed conditions using traffic data from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m. on Sunday, which it represented
was a peak-hour period. However, the vehicle count was slightly higher on Fridays, which raises
the question why the Friday peak hour was not analyzed. See Attachment A to Exhibit 14.
Moreover, based on PEG’s traffic count, Sunday from 3:00 — 4:00 p.m. actually had a higher
traffic volume than Sunday from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m., yet this timeframe on Sunday was excluded.
To accurately determine the environmental impacts of the Project associated with traffic, the
impacts associated with peak traffic rates must be analyzed. The traffic impact analysis should
be revised to incorporate an analysis of the actual Sunday peak hour as well as the Friday peak
hour.



BEVERIDGE & DIAMOND:«

August 18, 2017
Page 13

Also, highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-
5 ramps on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately
the same as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of
the vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period.
In particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the current location,
whereas the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and
westbound directions. PEG did not analyze the impacts associated with these changes in traffic
direction.

Second, there are several flaws regarding the Project trip estimates, which are presented
in PEG Table 6. PEG’s trip generation estimates for the Project were developed based upon
traffic counts conducted at an existing Chevron gas station on Paul Negra Road, just north of the
proposed Project site. Relying on a single data set is contrary to the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation Handbook. The Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the
preferred sample size for selecting appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the
ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE, Ninth Edition 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

o [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analysi is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

Exhibit 14. Furthermore, PEG does not explain why the Chevron gas station is a comparable
travel center to the Project. Specifically, the Project is designed to include a restaurant and
additional truckers’ services, such as laundry, a large restaurant, and showers, and nothing in the
record indicates that the Chevron station has similar services such that it is an appropriate
comparison. The MRO report states:

//
//
//
//

/!
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Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
impacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Exhibit 14. As MRO explains, PEG has taken steps to arbitrarily reduce the number of trips to
the Project for purposes of the Traffic Impact Study, resulting in an analysis that does not allow
for an honest assessment of the associated environmental impacts.

Third, PEG’s queue length results are not credible. As MRO explains in detail, PEG used
queue lengths of 5, 10, and 13 feet. However, no cars are this length, which results in inaccurate
conclusions.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary”™ for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/[-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach apnd a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard
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convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such|a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Queuing is a serious potential safety issue for the proposed Project, which is a truck stop.
Trucks are slow to stop and start and occupy significantly more length of a highway off-ramp
than passenger cars. If queues extend beyond highway off-ramps, it poses a safety concern on
the ramp and mainline freeway as well as the County roads. PEG’s incorrect queue length
calculations prohibit a meaningful analysis of whether a queuing issue is associated with the
Project.

Fourth, there are deficiencies with PEG’s freeway merge/diverge analysis. The analysis
results are simply wrong. Based on PEG’s analysis, the merge/diverge density is lower with the
Project being built than what exists currently:

The second 1ssue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in vellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

//
//
//
//
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Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density | LOS® | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 63,7 F 657 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 4.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

Exhibit 14. Plainly, the construction of the Project will not result in fewer merges or diverges
from the highway. This fundamental flaw calls into question PEG’s conclusion that “[t]he
construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction in the [levels
of service]. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to merging
and diverging at the ramps.”

Fifth, PEG failed to consider how traffic growth on I-5, the main (indeed, nearly
exclusive) source of visitors to the Project would impact cumulative traffic volumes at the
Project. PEG used an annual growth rate of 1.0 to estimate traffic volumes in 2037. This
approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue are linked
to traffic volumes on I-5. As MRO explains, PEG’s analysis in Figure 4 of the PEG report
acknowledges this point, as it shows that 90 percent of the Project-related traffic is oriented
to/from I-5. Therefore, as traffic on I-5 grows, traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road will also
grow.

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.

1

1

/!
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the I-5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Sixth, the MRO report identifies issues with PEGs analysis of the internal trip reduction
rates and the pass-by trips. The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal
trip reduction, based on information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June
2004) of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the
referenced tables are for trips from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak
hour of adjacent street traffic. Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it
would appear that the assumed 20 percent value does not apply.

The PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

The MRO Report thoroughly explains the shortcomings of the PEG report. In several
instances, the PEG report relies on “evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous or evidence
that is not credible,” which does constitute substantial evidence. § 15064(f)(5).

Based on the PEG report, the County concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway
Interchange Commercial Development will cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the
Traffic Index (TI) on Nees Avenue between the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5
northbound ramps by a significant amount (at least 0.5).” However, the County fails to identify
responsive mitigation for this impact as required by CEQA. The only mitigation measure
required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road
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between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound ramps and therefore, no analysis exists in the
PEG report or by the County that this mitigation measure will address the impacts associated
with additional traffic at the Project. Therefore, the County’s conclusion that with mitigation,
traffic would cause a less than significant impact is unsupported and flawed.

3. The County Failed to Respond to Questions Posed in the Initial Study

Using an “Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form,” the County completed an
“Evaluation of Environmental Impacts™ and concluded that a mitigated negative declaration was
appropriate for the Project. Both documents include the same series of questions to which the
County must respond. In several instances, the County failed to respond to the questions
proposed in the “Evaluation of Environmental Impacts” document.

First, as already explained above, the County failed to address the question presented
about the impact a groundwater well would have on the existing aquifer and groundwater
recharge. See Comment 1.

Second, in Section IX.E of the Initial Study, the County similarly failed to analyze or
answer the question put before it. In this section, the County had to determine if the project
would create or contribute run-off which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted run-off. The County
concluded that there would be a “less than significant impact” by stating:

According to the Development Engineering Section of the Fresno County Department of
Public Works and Planning, any additional runoff generated by development of the
proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development cannot be drained
across property lines and must be retained onsite per County Standards. This
mandatory requirement will be included as a Project Note.

The County’s response does not address how the water would be retained onsite and disposed.
There is no analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with polluted runoff.

Third, the County’s conclusion to section II titled Agricultural and Forestry Resources
similarly fails to address the questions presented. Here too, the County concluded that the
Project would have a “less than significant impact” on agricultural and forestry resources, but its
response does not address several of the questions presented. The County wrote that it will
require that “prior to occupancy, the owner of the subject parcel shall acknowledge the
inconveniences and discomforts associated with agricultural land uses.” Having a property
owner acknowledge the Fresno County Right-to-Farm Notice does not respond to the questions
posed.
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An initial study must meaningfully analyze the questions presented based on reliable
evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The Initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063. The County’s Initial Study must honestly assess the questions
presented to determine if the Project will have a significant impact or not. An initial study is
deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th 1170 at
1195 (initial study did not reflect that the City ever considered or assessed the environmental
effect of the revisions on city plans regarding future off-leash dog use at park).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.” Id. at
1200 (internal citations removed). The County’s efforts here have fallen short in many regards.
Accordingly, the decision to propose a mitigated negative declaration is based on incomplete
conclusions and should not be adopted.

4. The County Has Improperly Deferred Mitigation Measures

In Section XVIL.D of the Initial Study, the County analyzed whether the project had
sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources or whether new or
expanded entitlements are needed. The County concluded that the Project would have a “less
than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.” However, to mitigate the significant
impact, the County relied solely on the Applicant obtaining a permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water:

Prior to completion of the Site Plan Review (SPR) required for the proposed
Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development, the Applicant shall
submit for any permits required by the State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water for operation of a Non-Transient Non-Community
Water System. Additionally, the Applicant shall comply with State mandatory
permitting requirements as listed in the Project Notes for Unclassified Conditional
Use Permit No. 3528. Further, proof of acceptance by the State regarding the
design of the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System, and authorization
from the State to operate the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System must
be provided to the County prior to granting occupancy to the proposed Interstate
Freeway Interchange Commercial Development.

This response does not address the fundamental issue that there is no evidence to show
that the Project has sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources.
The San Luis Water District stated it will not issue a “will-serve” letter for the Project. Exhibit
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9. The County did not evaluate the environmental impacts associated with pumping groundwater
to meet the daily water demand of the Project nor how to treat the water, given its salinity and
concentrations in excess of California’s Secondary Drinking Water Standards, and thus the
mitigation measures are unresponsive to environmental impacts associated with those activities.

Similarly, in section VL.E, the County included a mitigation measure requiring the
Applicant to submit “[s]pecific design and capacity details for the” onsite wastewater treatment
system. As already explained above, there are serious shortcomings with the O.S.T. Report. By
including as a mitigation measure the requirement that the Applicant design and construct an
onsite wastewater treatment system that can address grey water and black water treatment, the
County is improperly using mitigation by allowing the Applicant to conduct another study at a
later time that will be free from public scrutiny and a robust inquiry into environmental effects.
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.

Generally, it’s improper for an Agency to defer mitigation by relying on future planning
or studies. Id. at 306-07; see also 14 CCR § 15126.4 (“formation of mitigation measures should
not be deferred until some future time.”). The ability to treat the wastewater onsite should be
meaningfully evaluated now, as a part of the Initial Study, and not deferred to a later date. “A
study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on
decision making. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the
sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in
decisions construcing CEQA.” Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 306.

Finally, as explained in comment 2, the mitigation measure proposed for addressing the
significant impact relating to traffic is non-responsive to the impact identified. The County
concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development will
cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the Traffic Index (TT) on Nees Avenue between
the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5 northbound ramps by a significant amount (at
least 0.5).” The only mitigation measure required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt
overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound
ramps. This mitigation measure is unresponsive to the impact identified because it does nothing
to alleviate the increase in traffic.

5. The County Failed to Meaningfully Analyze Whether the Project has Cumulatively
Considerable Impacts

The Initial Study concludes that “[n]o cumulatively considerable impacts were identified
in the project analysis.” (IS section XVIL.B.) Such a conclusory statement does not satisfy the
lead agency’s requirement to evaluate whether the Project would have a cumulative impact or
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presents cumulatively considerable impacts. The lead agency must analyze whether potentially
significant environmental impacts would have a cumulative impact—not merely state whether
the Applicant identified cumulatively considerable impacts in the project analysis.

Initial Studies are used to “[p]rovide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in
a Negative Declaration that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” 14
CCR § 15063(c)(5). Regarding cumulative impacts, the lead agency must consider whether the
cumulative impact is significant and whether the project’s incremental effect, though
individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. 14 CCR § 15064(h)(1). This includes an
evaluation of the effects of probable future projects. /d.

Here, the County’s analysis is merely perfunctory. In a single sentence the County stated
that cumulatively considerable impacts were not identified. This sentence appears to shift the
burden to the applicant to identify a cumulatively considerable impact for the County’s
consideration. But the County, as the lead agency, is charged with determining whether
cumulatively considerable impacts exists on such issues as water, air and traffic. /d. The County
failed to do so.

6. The County Did Not Address All Identified Endangered Species in the Proposed
Mitigation Measures

The Initial Study cited to a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) comment
letter dated May 17, 2016, which explained that the subject parcel contains vegetation indicative
of habitat suitable for the federally-listed endangered species San Joaquin Kit Fox, Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard and Giant Kangaroo. (IS section IV.F.) The County summarized the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment that was performed and then identified some mitigation
measures so that the Project would have a “less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated”:

//
//
//
//
//
//
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An Endangered Species Habitat Assessment was prepared for this proposal by Colibri
Ecological Consulting, LLC based upon literature review, database review [including the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society
Database (CNPS)], and a reconnaissance-level field survey of the subject parcel which
included a 250-foot area around the perimeter of the subject parcel. According to the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment prepared by Colibri Ecological Consulting,
LLC, no plant or wildlife species listed as endangered was observed within the
boundaries of the survey area. However, due to the potential for special status wildlife
species to occur on or adjacent to the subject parcel, Mitigation Measures are
recommended to ensure that project impacts to sensitive biological resources are
reduced to a less than significant level. These Mitigation Measures pertain to San
Joaquin Kit Fox, American Badger, Burrowing Owl and nesting birds.

The mitigation measures proposed by the County do not address the Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard or the Giant Kangaroo Rat. The County provided no support for why pre-
construction surveys were required for the San Joaquin Kit Fox, the American Badger, the
Burrowing Owl, and nesting birds but not for the Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard or the Giant
Kangaroo Rat even though there is “potential for special status wildlife species to occur on or
adjacent to the subject parcel.” Failure to provide an explanation for why there will be no
significant effect on biological resources, even at the initial study phrase, is impermissible. See
Deep Creek, 2008 WL 2316322, at *11 (“[T]he initial study’s conclusion that the project will
have no significant effect on biological resources, apart from the three species as to which it
concluded mitigation is or may be necessary, is based solely on general information that there is
a low probability that members of the identified plant and animal species will be found on or
near the project[,] which was found inadequate to discharge the “county’s duty under CEQA to
engage in fully informed decisionmaking.”).

Conclusion

For all of the reasons explained above, the County’s efforts have fallen below what is
required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should not adopt the mitigated
negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be required to submit additional
accurate data and information and the County should prepare either a revised Initial Study or an
EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised above.

) S\incerely,
QL T ﬁ/

David H. McCray
Enclosures
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ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Mr. Amin Salkhi, President
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
1451 Danville Blvd., Suite 201
Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, Fresno County, California

Dear Mr. Salkhi:

As requested, MRO Engineers, Inc., (MRO) has reviewed the traffic impact analysis prepared with
respect to the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project (“Project”) in Fresno County, California.
(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center,
November 16, 2016). Our review focused on the technical adequacy of the analysis, including the
detailed procedures and conclusions documented in the Peters Engineering Group (“PEG”) study.

BACKGROUND

The Project will consist of a highway travel center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees
Avenue interchange in Fresno County, California. According to the PEG study (p. 1) and
information provided by the applicant, specific components of the Project include:

e A 12,550-square-foot (SF) building, including:
o Mini-mart oriented toward automobile patrons — 2,120 SF,
o Mini-mart oriented toward truck drivers — 2,400 SF,
o Truckers’ services — 3,240 SF,
o Sit-down restaurant — 4,800 SF,
e 24 automobile fueling positions, and
e 10 diesel fueling positions.

A total of 174 parking spaces will be provided, including 83 for automobiles and 91 for trucks,
buses, and recreational vehicles.

Vehicular access is proposed via four driveways to be located along Paul Negra Road.
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REVIEW

Our review of the traffic impact analysis revealed the following potentially significant deficiencies
that should be addressed prior to approval of the Project by Fresno County.

1. Analysis Time Periods — The PEG traffic impact analysis addressed conditions in a single peak-
hour period — Sundays between 4:00 and 5:00 PM. (PEG, pp. 5 — 6) This determination was
based on the results of 24-hour traffic volume counts, which are summarized in PEG Table 4 (p.
6). As shown in that table, the total daily traffic volume on Nees Avenue west of the Interstate 5
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(I-5) interchange on the count day (September 18, 2016) was 2,564 vehicles. The table also
shows that on Friday, September 16, 2016, the total daily volume between the northbound and
southbound I-5 ramps was 2,578 vehicles, a slightly higher volume.

This raises the obvious question as to why the Friday peak hour was not also analyzed.

The detailed traffic count data sheets are presented in Appendix A of the PEG report. Because
the 24-hour count sheets are extremely difficult to read, we have excerpted key information and
summarized it in a table, which is presented as Attachment A.

The daily totals shown in the table match those described above. Highlighted within the table is
the analysis period of Sunday between 4:00 and 5:00 PM (west of the I-5 interchange), when a
total of 204 vehicles were counted. Interestingly, the previous hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM) at the
same location actually had a higher traffic volume (213 vs. 204). However, when we examined
the intersection turning movement counts that were presented in PEG Appendix A, we found
that the Sunday 3:00 — 4:00 PM hour was not even counted, as the counts were performed from
3:30 — 6:00 PM. Thus, the analysis didn’t even address the true peak hour on a Sunday.

Also highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-5 ramps
on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately the same
as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of the
vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period. In
particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the count location, whereas
the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and westbound
directions.

The information presented here strongly suggests that, in order to ensure a conservative analysis
and, in particular, to ensure that all potential traffic impacts are identified, traffic operations
during the Friday peak hour should also be evaluated. In addition to the fact that the total
volumes are very similar to the Sunday analysis peak hour, the different directional distribution
of the traffic during the Friday peak hour suggests the possibility that additional impacts would
be identified, as different critical movements would likely be found at the study intersections.

Consequently, the traffic impact analysis should be revised to incorporate an analysis of traffic
operations during the actual Sunday peak hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM), as well as the Friday peak hour
(5:00 - 6:00 PM).

Project Trip Generation — The trip generation estimates for the Project are presented in PEG
Table 6 (p. 8). The trip generation rates for the automobile and truck fueling facilities were
developed based on counts conducted at the existing Chevron station on Paul Negra Road, a
short distance north of the Project site. We have several concerns regarding the validity of the
Project trip generation estimates.

A. Sample Size and Data Collection Requirements

First, we are concerned that the trip rates for the two fueling facilities are based on a sample size
of one; that is, the data used to develop the trip rates was collected at a single location on a single
occasion. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook (Third
Edition, August 2014, p. 26) says to collect local data when the:

Data plot has only one or two data points (and, preferably, when five or fewer)[.]
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Further, the Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the preferred sample size for selecting
appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE,
Ninth Edition, 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

e [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analyst is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

In summary, only if the sample size is six or more does the ITE handbook indicate that it is
acceptable to proceed with the analysis. Obviously, a single data point is inadequate to represent
a valid indication of the trip generation characteristics of any land use.

B. Existing Gas Station is Not Comparable to Project

We also question whether the existing Chevron station is sufficiently similar to the Project. For
example, the Project includes over 3,200 SF for “truckers’ services.” This represents about one-
quarter of the total square footage of the Project. Does the existing station include any such
services? If not, then substantial questions could be raised regarding the appropriateness of the
derived trip generation rates.

C. Improper Trip Generation Analysis for Truckers’ Services and Restaurant

Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
1mmpacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Further, the trip generation rate applied to the proposed restaurant, which was taken from the
ITE Trip Generation Manual, is based on data collected at only three locations, with trip rates
ranging from 9.79 to 43.20 trips per 1,000 SF. (For ease of reference, the pertinent page from the
ITE document is presented here as Attachment B.) The PEG traffic study used the weighted
average rate of 18.46 trips per 1,000 SF, which is less than half of the highest rate documented in
the ITE publication. While we are not suggesting that the highest trip rate should be used, this
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huge disparity among the highest, lowest, and average rates provides further evidence as to the
importance of having an adequate sample size. As described above, the ITE Trip Generation
Handbook calls for a minimum sample size of six data points. In fact, the excerpt presented in
Attachment B contains the notation, “Caution — Use Carefully — Small Sample Size.”

Considering the two previous points, if the proposed restaurant generated trips at the highest rate
documented in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the resulting trip generation estimate would be
207 Sunday peak-hour trips instead of the 71 trips shown in PEG Table 6. While we again
acknowledge that it might not be appropriate to employ the highest documented trip rate,
insufficient data are available to ensure that the weighted average rate used in the analysis is
meaningful.

D. Internal Trip Reduction

The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal trip reduction, based on
information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June 2004) of the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the referenced tables are for trips
from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic.
Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it would appear that the assumed
20 percent value does not apply.

E. Pass-by Trips

Finally, the PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

In summary, we believe that the trip generation estimate prepared for the Project lacks
credibility, as it is based on insufficient data. Further, several of the specific factors applied in
developing the estimate have not been adequately substantiated and are, therefore, speculative.
These numerous deficiencies raise significant questions regarding the validity of the Project trip
generation estimate.

Project-Generated Vehicle Classification — Appendix A of the PEG traffic study report presents
the results of vehicle classification counts performed in conjunction with the analysis. Such
counts indicate the types and sizes of vehicles passing by the count location.

In addition, the peak-hour turning movement counts performed at the two study intersections
indicated the truck percentages at those locations. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps
intersection, 13.7 percent of the vehicles counted were trucks during the Sunday PM peak hour.
At Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps, 16.9 percent of the peak-hour vehicles were trucks.

Based on this, the PEG analysis applied a 17 percent “heavy vehicle” factor at both locations in
the intersection level of service calculations; the same factor was applied for all analysis
scenarios. This parameter is intended to reflect the reduced operating characteristics of trucks
relative to passenger vehicles (e.g., slower acceleration, greater braking distances, etc.).
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While this would seem to represent a conservative approach to consideration of truck traffic
within the analysis, it fails to recognize that the Project is a “truck stop.” As such, a significant
proportion of the traffic attracted to the Project will be trucks and other heavy vehicles (e.g.,
buses and recreation vehicles). This suggests that the truck percentage will be higher in the
“with project” analysis scenarios than was found for existing conditions.

By using a consistent truck percentage in all analysis scenarios, the analysis fails to reflect the
type of traffic to be generated by the Project, particularly with respect to increased truck
volumes. In doing so, it understates the impacts of the Project at the study intersections.

Project Traffic Assignment is Flawed — Figure 5 in the PEG study illustrates the assignment of
Project-generated trips to the study intersections. For ease of reference, that figure is presented
here as Attachment C, with the total peak-hour volume of Project-generated traffic west of the
Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps intersection noted in red. As shown there, Figure 5 shows
223 westbound project trips traveling toward the Project site and 215 eastbound trips departing
the Project site.

However, PEG Table 6 (p. 8), which summarizes the Project trip generation estimate employed
in the analysis, shows that the Project is estimated to generate 228 inbound trips and 222
outbound trips. Consequently, the Project traffic assignment values shown in Figure 5 represent
a shortage of 5 inbound trips and 7 outbound trips. This is summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Project Traffic Comparison'
Project Trips
Source In Out Total

PEG Table 6 228 222 450
PEG Figure 5° 223 215 438

Difference 5 7 12
Notes:

Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip
Travel Center, November 16, 2016.

Ibid., “Table 6 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Trip Generation,” p. 8.

Ibid., “Figure 5 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Traffic Volumes,” p. 28.

2

Although these are seemingly small differences, the lack of consistency within the analysis is a
concern, as it raises additional questions regarding the accuracy of the work. Furthermore,
because the Project-related traffic volumes assigned to the study intersections are less than the
actual estimate of Project-generated traffic, the impacts of the Project are understated.

Pending Project Trip Generation Estimate — PEG Table 7 (p. 9) presents the trip generation
estimate for the one assumed pending project, a 2,000 SF fast food restaurant to be located north
of the Project on Paul Negra Road. Similar to the Project, the estimate includes application of a
15 percent pass-by trip reduction. As noted in Comment 2.E. above (p. 4), this pass-by trip
reduction factor is unsubstantiated.
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6. Cumulative Traffic Volumes — The approach to estimating year 2037 traffic volumes is
described at PEG p. 9:

The Fresno Council of Governments (COG) maintains a travel model that is typically
used to forecast future traffic volumes. The model predicts no growth in traffic volumes
on Nees Avenue between 2015 and 2035. . . . Since some regional growth typically
occurs, the analyses assume an annual growth rate of 1.0 percent applied to the existing
traffic volumes through the year 2037.

But this approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue in
the study area are directly linked to traffic volumes on I-5, as there are virtually no other land
uses nearby to act as origins for trips using those roadways. In fact, at this time, virtually the
only reason to be on Paul Negra Road is to travel to or from the existing Chevron station, and the
bulk of the traffic doing so is oriented to/from I-5. This is confirmed by the Project trip
distribution presented at PEG Figure 4, which shows 90 percent of the Project-related traffic
being oriented to/from I-5. It is reasonable to expect that as traffic volumes on I-5 grow, so will
traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road.

The primary source of information regarding projected traffic growth on I-5 is the Interstate 5
Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, February 2013).
That document provides daily and peak-hour traffic volume information for the years 2011,
2020, and 2035. For the segment of I-5 containing the Project (i.e., Segment 16, from Russell
Avenue to the Merced County line), Table 2 summarizes the traffic volume information
presented in Summary Chart 2A in the Transportation Concept Report (which is presented here
as Attachment D).

Table 2
Traffic Volume Summary'
Interstate S — Russell Avenue to Merced County Line

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Peak Hour Traffic
Traffic Traffic Percent Traffic Traffic Percent

Year Volume Growth Growth? Volume Growth Growth?

2011 34,500 -- - 5,200 -- -
44.1% 44.2%

2020 49,700 15,200 (4.9%/Year) 7,500 2,300 (4.9%/Year)
180.0% 180.0%

2035 96,600 62,100 (7.5%/Year) 14,560 9,360 (7.5%/Year)

Notes:
' Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, February 2013.

> Qverall growth percentage and average annual growth percentage (shown in parentheses).

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the -5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Cumulative Project Trip Generation — The volume of Project-generated traffic is also directly
linked to the volume of traffic on I-5, as 90 percent of the vehicles traveling to or from the
Project originate on I-5, according to the PEG study. Because of the extremely rural nature of the
area surrounding the project site, virtually no one is on Paul Negra Road unless they are passing
by on I-5 and need fuel or food.

This direct linkage between I-5 and Project-related traffic volumes means that as traffic grows on
I-5, the Project will attract more patrons. The PEG traffic analysis, though, assumes that Project-
generated traffic will not change over time, no matter how many potential patrons are passing by
the site on I-5. This assumption is illogical and inappropriate. If, as described above, the pool of
potential patrons increases at an average rate of 7.5 percent per year, it is reasonable to expect
that the number of customers at the Project will increase at approximately the same rate. This
suggests that between now and the year 2037, traffic at the Project (and, therefore, at the study
intersections) will increase by 150 percent (i.e., 20 years at an average rate of 7.5 percent per
year).

Because the Project trip generation has been underestimated, the cumulative traffic impacts of
the Project have been substantially understated. A revised traffic analysis must be prepared,
which more accurately reflects the future volume of traffic at the Project.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary” for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach and a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard



9.

Mr. Amin Salkhi
June 29, 2017
Page 8

convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Project Driveway Operations — Four driveways are planned to serve the Project, all of which
will be on Paul Negra Road. Page 1 of the PEG traffic report says that:

The southernmost driveway will be the first driveway encountered by vehicles driving
from the interchange and will be an entrance only for trucks only.

Recognizing that a large proportion of the patrons at the Project will be first-time or, perhaps,
occasional visitors, it is unclear how the restrictions described here will be enforced or
controlled.

Passenger car drivers approaching the site from I-5 will naturally be inclined to enter at the first
available opportunity, as they will be unfamiliar with the layout of the project. Review of the
Project site plan suggests that such drivers might have difficulty finding their way to the
automobile fuel pumps. What will be the effect of mixing confused automobile drivers with the
large number of trucks expected on-site?

Moreover, we note that no analysis was presented in the PEG study to address traffic operations
at the four driveways. Such an analysis would, at a minimum, address the following questions:

e How long will delays be for drivers exiting the site?
¢ How long will queues be for both entering and exiting traffic?

e [s there adequate sight distance at the driveways to ensure safe operation for entering
and exiting drivers?

The failure to provide such an analysis is a substantial deficiency in the analysis, which must be
revised to provide pertinent information.

10. Freeway Merge/Diverge Analyses — Two issues afflict the analysis of freeway merge and

diverge areas. The results of those analyses are summarized in PEG Table 17 (p. 19).
First, the analysis results are inadequately documented, as follows:

e No analysis results are shown for Near-Term No Project conditions, so it is impossible
to determine the incremental impact of the Project in the near-term scenario.

e Although levels of service (LOS) are presented, the traffic density values that lead to
determination of the LOS are not. Again, this makes it impossible to identify the specific
incremental impact of the Project.
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The second issue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in yellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density” | LOS’ | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 65.7 F 65.7 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 54.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

The analysis results presented above are incorrect because the traffic volumes used in the
analyses are wrong. The procedures for evaluating the merge (i.e., on-ramp) and diverge (i.e.,
off-ramp) areas are presented in Chapter 13 of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
(Transportation Research Board, Fifth Edition, December 2010). Exhibit 13-4 (p. 13-8) in that
document provides a flow chart summarizing the analysis procedures for on- and off-ramps.
With respect to off-ramps, Step 2 is to:

Compute demand flow rate [i.e., traffic volume] in Lanes 1 and 2 immediately upstream
of the diverge influence area.

In other words, the critical freeway volume for analysis of the off-ramps is the volume just prior
to reaching the off-ramp; it includes the traffic that will be exiting the freeway. (The second key
volume parameter is the amount of traffic actually using the ramp to exit the freeway.)

In this case, the freeway volume upstream of the off-ramp is unchanged by implementation of
the Project. In fact, no Project traffic is added to the freeway, as it is all derived from traffic
already on I-5. For that reason, the freeway traffic volumes in all of the off-ramp analyses should
be the same; only the off-ramp volumes will change as additional drivers choose to exit the
freeway for fuel or food at the Project.
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However, that is not how the off-ramp analyses were performed. Instead, the freeway volumes
used in the analyses were derived by subtracting the additional off-ramp traffic from the freeway
volume. To illustrate this, Table 4 summarizes the values used in the analysis, as well as the
correct values, for Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions.

Table 4
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Existing Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp
Existing Existing
Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Project

Off-Ramp 75 175 33 183
Volume (+100) (+100)
Freeway Volume 2,414 1,932
As Analyzed 2,514 (-100) 2,032 (-100)
Correct Freeway 2,514 2,514 2,032 2,032
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Table 5 shows similar information for cumulative conditions.

Table 5
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Cumulative Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project
Off-Ramp 202 219
Volume 102 (+100) 19 (+100)
Freeway Volume 5,840 4,900
As Analyzed 3,940 (-100) 3,000 (-100)
Correct Freeway 5,940 5,940 5,000 5,000
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Although we have focused on the off-ramp analyses, the freeway volumes employed in the on-
ramp analyses are also flawed, although not to the same extent.

In summary, because the “with project” freeway volumes used in the merge/diverge analyses are
wrong, the analysis results are wrong and misleading. Consequently, there is no certainty that
the conclusion presented in the PEG report (p. 19) is valid. That conclusion states that:
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The construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction
in the LOS. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to
merging and diverging at the ramps.

We should also note that this conclusion seems to reflect a misinterpretation of the Caltrans
significance standard for facilities that operate at deficient levels of service under “no project”
conditions. That standard is presented at page 1 in the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002):

If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS,
the existing MOE [Measure of Effectiveness] should be maintained.

In this case, the MOE (as described above) is density and the target LOS is the transition
between LOS C and LOS D (PEG, p. 5). As shown in Table 3 above (and PEG Table 17, p. 19),
all of the ramps will operate at LOS F in 2037, both with and without the Project, thereby falling
short of the target LOS. Thus, if addition of the Project-generated traffic were to cause an
increase in density (i.e., cause the MOE not to be maintained), then a significant impact would
occur. This will not be known until the merge/diverge calculations are corrected, as described
above.

Therefore, as noted above, the PEG conclusion with respect to impacts related to merging and
diverging at the ramps is incorrect. Until the analysis has been corrected to incorporate accurate
freeway traffic volumes, the extent of any Project-related impact will be unknown.

Finally, review of the freeway traffic volumes shown in Tables 4 and 5 above reveals one
interesting side note. Comparison of the Existing volumes and the Cumulative No Project
volumes indicates that substantial traffic growth was assumed, as suggested in our earlier
comments. Specifically, at the northbound off-ramp, the increase in traffic from 2,514 “Existing”
vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,940 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5) represents
growth of 136 percent between now and 2037. In the southbound direction, growth from 2,032
“Existing” vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,000 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5)
indicates a 146 percent increase.

Although these factors are slightly lower than indicated in the Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, they generally confirm our point regarding the magnitude of future traffic on I-
5, which we assert will lead to greater traffic on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road as well as
greater patronage at the Project, neither of which has been accounted for in the PEG analysis.

Traffic Index Analysis — According to the PEG report (p. 21):

The Project is expected to cause the traffic index to increase by a significant amount on
Nees Avenue between the Project site and the I-5 northbound ramps. Mitigation will
include pavement improvements on Nees Avenue.

The report fails to state the Project responsibility for this mitigation measure. Is the Project fully
responsible for the cost of the required pavement improvements? This must be clarified.
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CONCLUSION

Our review of the traffic impact study prepared for the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project on
Paul Negra Road in Fresno County, California revealed several issues affecting the validity of the
conclusions presented in that document. A modified traffic impact analysis must be prepared.

We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning anything presented here,
please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838.

Sincerely,
MRO ENGINEERS, INC.

Lo 5 G

Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.
Traffic Engineering Manager

cc: Mr. David H. McCray, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
Ms. Kaitlyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
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ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS
September 16 & 18, 2016

WEST OF I-5 INTERCHANGE

TIME
Mid
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

Noon
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

TOTAL

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
28 38 66
21 16 37
28 24 52
18 27 45
31 16 47
23 22 45
25 23 48
32 32 64
44 45 89
45 63 108
58 54 112
60 56 116
64 68 132
67 64 131
69 77 146
89 81 170
73 85 158
88 69 157
62 68 130
75 83 158
71 61 132
58 62 120
46 39 85
41 42 83

1,216 1,215 2,431

SUNDAY
EB wB TOTAL
24 23 47
17 16 33
20 16 36
12 11 23
13 13 26
3 7 10
12 15 27
30 33 63
31 30 61
35 40 75
49 61 110
100 94 194
91 81 172
67 77 144
79 90 169
110 103 213
99 105 204
109 89 198
83 98 181
92 77 169
65 64 129
51 49 100
36 36 72
50 58 108
1,278 1,286 2,564

<<== Analyzed

BETWEEN THE I-5 RAMPS

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
39 32 71
22 12 34
29 18 47
21 21 42
28 9 37
27 14 41
46 17 63
58 19 77
55 20 75
58 51 109
54 30 84
89 27 116
92 34 126
115 35 150
110 50 160
138 58 196
149 45 194
153 47 200
136 29 165
111 45 156
77 31 108
66 30 9%
118 27 145
56 30 86

1,347 731 2,578



ATTACHMENT B

HIGH TURNOVER (SIT-DOWN) RESTAURANT TRIP GENERATION
SUNDAY PEAK HOUR OF GENERATOR

(Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers,
Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition, 2012.)



High-Turnover (Sit-DoWh) Restaurant
' (932)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
On a: Sunday,
Peak Hour of Generator

Number of Studies: 3
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4
Directional Distribution: 55% entering, 45% exiting

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
18.46 9.79 - 43.20 13.74
Data Plot and Equation Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not given R?

Trip Generation, 9th Edition e Institute of Transportation Engineers
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GENERATION
MANUAL

9th Edition *» Volume 3: Data

Trip Generation Rates, Plots and Equations

e Institutional (Land Uses 500-599)
¢ Medical (Land Uses 600-699)

¢ Office (Land Uses 700-799)

¢ Retail (Land Uses 800-899)

e Services (Land Uses 900-999)

ite=

Institute of Transportation Engineers



ATTACHMENT C
FIGURE 5 - SUNDAY PEAK-HOUR PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES

(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, November 16, 2016)
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ATTACHMENT D
SUMMARY CHART 2A

(Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6,
Interstate 5 Transportation Concept Report, February 2013.)




Transportation Conespt Report LTI SUMMARY CHART 2A

ot

Interstate @

LEGEND
Existing Lanes e Freeway Kern Co Line SR 41 Fre Co Line SR 198 SR 33 Manning Ave Russe Ave Merced Co Line
Planned or Programmed by 2035 _
Add Through Lanes Add Auxiliary Lanes Number of Lanes
y — 4 PM R0.0 PM 16.6 PM 0.0 PM14.9 PM 30.0 PM 45.8 PM52.7 PM 66.2
* Length of segments not to scale I:l 8 irection: South - North
Segment: Is self-explanatory except for several SEGMENT 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
e Couny/nterstate _ | KINGS/5 | KINGS/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/S | FRESNO/S |
I/Urban: Indi hether th isii
analacas oy imo. o [DescriptonBegn_ | KERNCOUNE | sman separamion | KNGS COUNE | 100 seeamamion| sk za seraraion | wame ave_ | musseuave_
i : . MERCED COUNTY
Terrain: Shows the general highway grade: | e eription End SR 41 SEPARATION | FRESNO COLINE |sp 198 SEPARATION| SR 33 SEPARATION |  MANNING AVE RUSSELL AVE LINE
minimal grade = level; modgrale grade =rolling; 1s.symie s - -~ 14---------4--------+-------\{ - ----------------'--------9Q9----"—"—"F---1
and severe grade = mountainous BeginEnd (PM) _ _ _ | _ | RO.0/166_|_ 166/267 | _ 00/149 | 149/30.0 | 30.0/458_ | 458/527 | 52.7/662_|
: ight-of- d
B e ays Ronorway (ROW) an Length (MI) 16.6 10.1 14.9 15.1 15.8 6.9 135
Shoulder Range: Is arange of treated surface  |Rural /Urban 1 E{Lil’fﬂ_ ______ BLI_I’§| _______ F\il.l_l’§| _______ R _Ul’a_| _______ R _u[a_l R BEI r_al_ ______ _RBVEIL ]
(8' standard), both inside and outside shoulders. - . Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat
errain
; . . ROW: Range Existing
Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC): Is the
typical ROW needed for the ultimate facilty,i.e. 8 |E 2 = — — — — — — = § = - 208/208 _ | __ 2087240 _| _: 208/208_ | _208/208 | 208/208 | _208/208 | _208/208 _|
lane freeway(8F) 218 feet is the standard typical |Median Range (FT) 84 /84 74/ 84 82/84 84 / 99P 84 / 99P 84 /84 84 /84
UTC ROW - will be updated upon corridor plan Shoulder lsaﬁgg (l_:T_) ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
lining by specific sections of highway. Treated. ______ | __5/10 | __ 5/10 ] __ 10/10 | ___ 2/10 | 5/10 | ¢ 5/10 ]| __5/10 |
Facility: Shows the Existing Facility, the desired |Lane Width (FT) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
facility type (2035 Concept) by 2035- RTPAsand}~ ~ -~~~ "~ "~~~ -~~~ -~ -~ -~ =~ ="}~~~ ~"~"~"~"“"“"{~"~"~"“~"“*“"*"“~"“"¥[f°~"“~"*"*"*""“"“"¥|°~"°"°*~"**¥"”/""“"“"“"“*}NF°~~"~"‘“"HF" ""“"”""”7"7"77
Caltrans, and the Ultimate Facility to preserve Ultimate ROW (FT) + + + + + + +
ROW and plan line beyond 2035. 2C(l) indicates N o
that the highway has been improved in select Facility: Existing | 4F | 4F 1 4F |/ 4F L ___ 4 4k | 4F |
locations with operational or safety improvements., 2035 C " 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F
s Coneept Y __ % _______ % ___}___° _ - O]
LOS: The current (2011) LOS (level of service), uTc 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F
along with the expected calculated LOS in 2020
and 2035. The 2035 Concept is the target LOS LOS: 2011 C C C C C C C
desired, i.e.,, LOS C, for attainmentby 2035 |- =-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-4--"=-"=-"=-"-=-"--J--"-"-"---—--—-ft--"----—-—-—-}F-—--—---—-—--pF - - - - - - === === —
calvans. tosi2o20 ___f ___ D ___f ___ o ___}____ O____}--_- E___ .. D___ ... b___J _..b___]
Deficiency: Occurs when the target LOS is
degraded, i.e., LOS D worse than LOS C, with the |;O_S_ 2095_ e A ___ _F_ e ___ _F _________ E _________ E _________ F_ _________ F___| ___F Fo___]
year of occurrence shown. It also shows whether )
a capacity improving project is in the STIP, and LOS: Concept 2035 c c c c c c c
what the LOS would be with the 2035 COnceRt |1, iciencyrvear Deficient 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020
Projectin STPRRTP- ~ -~~~ "~~~ ~"“"{-~"~"~"~"~"*"*"~“"“"§("~"“~"~"*“"*"*"*"“"° ¥r-~"~"&">"7""""""}Ff°~"~“~"*"°*"¥‘""“"“"“""*N"~""“""F "“"7""7""7"7"77
Directional Split: Denotes the split in the peak | (Y/N) No No No No No No No
hour traffic flow on a directional basis (NB/SB or || os w/ Concept N N N N N N N
WBJ/EB) either in the morning (AM) or evening t N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
(PM). irectional Spli
oy | St ek 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 55/45
AUX++ Auxiliary lanes are Truck Climbing lanes. éALDII_Z_Ol_l ________ 3_2’_599 ______ 3 §’_590_ . _3§’_590_ 1l _341190_0 ______ §3_’5_0_0 ______ 3:3_’0_09 ______ 3_4L5_OQ ]
AADT: signifies Annual Average Daily Traffic. éPLDIZ_Z_OZ_O ________ 4_5’_399 ______ 4 _7’_89(1 s _42,_890_ . _5(_)’§0_0 ______ 4_17_,8_0_0 ______ 47_’1_09 ______ 4_9L7_OQ ]
Peak Hour: Indicates a representation of the .
maximum hour of traffic flow during the day. AADT: 2035 68,500 74,400 74,400 83,800 74,400 73,300 96,600
() Defiient i mprovement Peak Hour: 2011 _ | _ 5200 __|___ 5400 _ _|___ 5400 _ | __ 5900 _ | __4800__ ) 5100 _ _ | __ 5200 __ |
N/A* - Deficient, no project recommended. Ee_ak_H_OEr_ gogo ______ Z'g‘lo _______ 7_]20_0 _______ 7_’7_0_0 _______ 9 _,0_89 _______ 6 ,_8_4(_) e _YLZZQ ______ Z,_SO_O_ ]
e oG SOW 1S generall/ (e $3Me 85 peak Hour: 2035 10,960 11,990 11,990 15,070 10,660 11,330 14,560
99P Median i iable width ters than 100
oo e rucks: asor. | 30w | 30w | 3% | % | 3% | 3% | 30%___|
* Concept Facility meets Concept LOS. % Trucks: Peak Hour 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2439 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 116 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 2439 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3340
Ramp 116 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 166
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3340 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3506 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3506 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.0 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.409 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 615 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

HCS2010™  Version 6.90

Generated: 11/16/2016 11:24 AM



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2342 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 213 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 2342 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3207
Ramp 213 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 305
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3207 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3512 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3512 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.0 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.410 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 615 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

HCS2010™  Version 6.90

Generated: 11/16/2016 11:23 AM



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L, No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2325 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V, 238 Laoun = ft
\ = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/hn) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,,, X fp
Freeway 2325 0.95 Level 3 0.809 0.95 3184
Ramp 238 0.85 Level 3 0.865 0.95 341
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3184 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,q,>2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3525  |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3525 |Exnibit138] 4600l No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v , +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.1 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.411 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 614 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 5838 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 154 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 5838 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 7995
Ramp 154 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 220
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vip= Ve (Pey) Vi, =V * (Ve - VR)Pep
Leq = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) Lo = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
= 7995 pc/h Vi, = pe/h
30MVyay 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V3 0r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVjorV,.,>2700pch?  Yes ; No IsVyorV, 5, >2700pch?  Yes . No
Is V3 or Vav34 >15% V12/2 . Yes . No Is V3 or Vav34 >15* V12/2 ~ Yes No
- 7995 pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13- - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 18, or 13-19) If Yes,V,,, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 8215  |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- VR Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 8215 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 65.7 (pc/mifln) D = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg=  14.693 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

Se=  -409.9 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = -409.9 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information

Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB

IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue

Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans

Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037

Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions

Inputs

Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp

. Yes . On -
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
Deceleration Lane Length L
No . Off 9o No off

Freeway Volume, V. 5741

L = ft Ramp Volume, V, 251 Laoun = ft

v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0

Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions

\Y . _

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 5741 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 7862
Ramp 251 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 359
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas

Estimation of Vio

V12 = Ve (Pey)

Estimation of Vi,

Vi, =V * (Ve - VR)Pep

Leq = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) Lo = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
= 7862 pc/h Vi, = pe/h
30MVyaum 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V3 0r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVjorV,.,>2700pch?  Yes ; No IsVy0rV,,>2700pch?  Yes | No

IsVaorV,,>15*V,2 . Yes | No
7862 pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-

Is V3 orvV
If Yes,V

aat>15*Vl2  Yes | No

If Yes V pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or

122" 18, or 13-19) 122™ 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vo 8221 |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- VR Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Ve 8221 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |

Level of Service Determination (if not F)

Level of Service Determination (if not F)

Dy = 5.475 +0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L,
Dy = 65.7 (pc/mifln)
LOS = F (Exhibit 13-2)

Dg = 4.252 + 0.0086 V/,, - 0.009 L,
D = (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)

Speed Determination

Speed Determination

Mg = 14.780 (Exibit 13-11)

Sp= -412.7 mph (Exhibit 13-11)
So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-11)
S = -412.7 mph (Exhibit 13-13)

D,=  (Exhibit13-12)

Si=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S=  mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1949 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 32 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1949 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2669
Ramp 32 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 46
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2669 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2715 | Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 27115 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.9 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1852 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 129 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1852 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2536
Ramp 129 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 185
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2536 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2721 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 2121 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.9 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS = C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1824 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 157 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1824 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2498
Ramp 157 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 225
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2498 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2723 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 2723 |Exnibit136] 4600l No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.8 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS = C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 4881 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 60 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 4881 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6685
Ramp 60 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 86
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 6685 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 6770 |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 6771 |Exnibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 54.5 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 3.681 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

Se=  -46.5 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = -46.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 4784 ;
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 157 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
(pclh) (Ve\r{/hr) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 4784 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6552
Ramp 157 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 225
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 6552 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No IsVs0rV,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No IsVa0rV,,>15*V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 6777 | Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Ve 6777 |Exnibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 54.5 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)
LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 3.701 (Exibit 13-11) Dy= (Exhibit 13-12)
Se=  -47.1 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  NIA mph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = -47.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, Vg 2514 '
Lp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 75 Lgoun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 75 0.85 Level 15 0.865 0.95 107
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vi = Ve (Pey) Vi, = Ve + (Ve - VR)Pep
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 3336 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 107 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.438 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.6 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.6 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2514 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 175 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 175 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 251
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 3192 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 251 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.451 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2514 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 199 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 199 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 285
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 3158 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 285 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.454 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5940 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 102 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5940 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 8135
Ramp 102 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 146
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 8135 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 8135 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 7989 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 146 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 8135 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 72.9 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.441 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5940 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 202 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5940 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 8135
Ramp 202 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 289
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 8135 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 8135 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 7846 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 289 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 8135 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 72.9 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.454 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp = ft Ramp Volume, V 83 domn = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 83 0.85 Level 15 0.865 0.95 119
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = Ve-Vg| 2664 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 119 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.439 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.5 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 183 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 183 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 262
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Ve| 2521 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 262 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.452 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 209 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 209 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 299
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 2484 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 299 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg=  (Exibit 13-11) o= 0.455 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5000 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 119 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5000 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6848
Ramp 119 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 170
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 6848 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 6848 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 6678 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 170 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 6848 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 61.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.443 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5000 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 219 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5000 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6848
Ramp 219 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 314
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vi = Ve (Pey) Vi, = Ve + (Ve - VR)Pep
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 6848 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 6848 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 6534 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 314 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 6848 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 61.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.456 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 59.9 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 59.9 mph (Exhibit 13-13)

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS2010™  version 6.90 Generated: 8/23/2017 2:55 PM



August 25, 2017 Letter
Beveridge and Diamond

Two Pages



BEVERIDGE <&

& DIAMOND:¢
David H. McCray
456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104-1251
Direct: (415) 262-4025
Dmccray@bdlaw.com
August 25, 2017
VIA EMAIL
Art Wille

Fresno County Counsel
awille@co.fresno.ca.us

Derek Chambers
Fresno County Public Works and Planning
dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Re:  Documents Not Provided to Beveridge & Diamond PC Regarding Initial Study
7104/Conditional Use Permit Application 3528

Dear Art and Derek,

| attended the August 24, 2017 Fresno County Planning Commission Meeting on behalf
of Grand Petroleum, Inc. During the discussion of Initial Study 7104 and Conditional Use
Permit 3528 (“CUP 3528”), there was reference to new information and revised documents
relating to water and traffic issues that Fresno County received but that Beveridge & Diamond
(“B&D”) had not been provided. | write to object to Fresno County’s and the Planning
Commission’s use and reliance on information that was neither shared publicly nor made
available for public comment through the circulated Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration.

B&D had continuously sought information from the Fresno County Planning Department
about CUP 3528. B&D submitted five California Public Records Act (“CPRA”) requests
seeking documents the County has sent or received relating to CUP 3528. Specifically, B&D
sent CPRA requests on December 20, 2016, February 2, 2017, May 12, 2017, June 12, 2017, and
July 25, 2017. B&D received documents in response to all five CPRA requests. B&D also
requested, and received confirmation that it was placed on the notice list for CUP 3528.

Certainly through B&D’s multiple CPRA requests and its request to be placed on the
notice list, Fresno County was aware that B&D had an interest in this matter and B&D should
have been provided with new information regarding the proposed project as it became available.

Austin, TX  Baltimore, MD  Boston, MA  Englewood, NJ
New York, NY  San Francisco, CA  Seattle, WA  Washington, DC
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Furthermore, the County had a legal obligation to provide to the public at the time of its
initiation of the 30-day public comment period all documents that it would present to the
Planning Commission in support of the staff recommendation that the proposed project be
approved. While B&D received the Initial Study Routing Package, the Notice of Intent to Adopt
a Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Notice of Public Hearing relating to the Initial Study
and CUP 3528, those documents were apparently incomplete. It was the circulation to the public
and the submission to the State Clearinghouse of this — now understood to be incomplete — set of
documents that triggered a 30-day public comment period.

B&D prepared detailed comments raising issues that the environmental review
undertaken by Fresno County violated the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).
These comments were based upon the documents B&D received through its numerous CPRA
requests and the Initial Study materials and the documents triggering the 30-day comment
period. If the County Planning Department or the Planning Commission relied on documents
and information that were not publicly circulated and made available for comment, B&D objects
to the reliance on such information. A core tenant of CEQA is to make the public aware of
proposed projects and the associated environmental impacts as well as ensuring informed
decision making by requiring a lead agency to solicit comments from local, state, and federal
government agencies. Any circumvention of that process, even if it was not deliberate, violates
the Administrative Procedures Act and CEQA. We believe that the Planning Commission is
obligated to re-notice and reconsider the Project application and related documents.

B&D will be filing an appeal of the Planning Commission decision to grant the CUP
application to the Board of Supervisors. B&D will raise this issue as a component of the
forthcoming appeal. Please let me know if you would like to discuss this issue further.

Best regards,
Q! W ///{{/

David H. McCray
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County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING
STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR

September 5, 2017

VIA EMAIL

David H. McCray

Beveridge & Diamond PC

456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104-1251

Subject: Letter from Beveridge & Diamond PC concerning Initial Study Application No. 7104
and Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3528 (the “Application”)

Dear Mr. McCray:

This letter responds to your letter regarding the Application, dated August 25, 2017'. In
addition, | am informed that you have requested a copy of the audio recording of the August 24
Planning Commission meeting at which the Application was considered. Enclosed you will find
a DVD with copy of the audio recording saved to it.

Your letter concludes that the Planning Commission’s approval of the Application on
August 24, violated the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) and the Administrative
Procedures Act, and must be reconsidered by the Planning Commission. In reaching this
conclusion, your letter makes several factual and legal assertions, which are in error, as
explained below. If your client wishes to challenge the Planning Commission’s approval of the
application your client may file an appeal with the Clerk to the Board of Supervisors.?

Assertions Regarding Production and Public Review of Documents

In your August 24 letter, you make the following assertions in support of your claims of
error:

1. “there was reference to new information and revised documents relating
to water and traffic issues that Fresno County received but that Beveridge
& Diamond (“B&D”) had not been provided.” (Letter dated August 25 by
David McCray [“Letter”], p. 1, ][ 1.)

2. You object to the Planning Commission’s use and reliance on information
that was neither shared publicly nor made available for public comment
through the circulated Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration.
(Letter, p. 1, 1.)

T All date references are to 2017 unless otherwise noted.
2] am informed that the Clerk to the Board received your client’s appeal documents earlier today.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION
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3. B&D should have been provided with the information which you claim was
not provided to B&D either through one of your firm’s five Public Records
Act requests, or as a result of “its request to be placed on a notice list” as
such information became available.

4. The “County had a legal obligation to provide to the public at the time of
its initiation of the 30-day public comment period all documents that it
would present to the Planning Commission in support of the staff
recommendation that the proposed project be approved. . . It was the
circulation to the public and the submission to the State Clearinghouse of
this — now understood to be incomplete — set of documents that triggered
a 30-day public comment period.”

5. “If the County Planning Department or the Planning Commission relied on
documents and information that were not publicly circulated and made
available for comment, B&D objects to the reliance on such information. A
core tenant of CEQA is to make the public aware of proposed projects
and the associated environmental impacts as well as ensuring informed
decision making by requiring a lead agency to solicit comments from
local, state, and federal government agencies. Any circumvention of that
process, even if it was not deliberate, violates the Administrative
Procedures Act and CEQA. We believe that the Planning Commission is
obligated to re-notice and reconsider the Project application and related
documents.”

Assertions 1, 2, and 5 — Information/documents about traffic and water not received by B&D

Staff with the Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning (“Department”)
provided B&D with copies of all the documents submitted by the Applicant in support of the
Application to the Department. This was accomplished by Staff through its responses to Public
Records Act (PRA) Requests made by B&D on the following dates: December 20, 2016,
February 2, May 12, June 12, and July 25. In addition, Staff sent an email to you, Kaitlyn D.
Shannon of B&D and Kenneth B. Finney of B&D on August 18 which provided a hyperlink by
which an electronic copy of the finalized Staff Report with Exhibits could be accessed.

With regard to water, the Applicant provided the Department with a revised water usage
estimate (the “Revised Water Estimate”) of 26,179 gallons-per-day (GPD) on June 7, which was
utilized by Staff in its preparation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis.
Staff provided a copy of this Revised Water Estimate to B&D on June 27, in satisfaction of
B&D’s June 12 PRA request.

Further, the CEQA analysis prepared by Staff identifies 26,179 GPD as the estimated
water usage for the project. Additionally, the Applicant provided a revised Operational
Statement on June 28, identifying the Revised Water Estimate of 26,179 GPD, which was
utilized by Staff for preparation of the Staff Report. A copy of the Revised Water Estimate was
included as Exhibit 8 in the finalized Staff Report made available to B&D on August 18 via
emailed hyperlink.

Staff acknowledges that the estimated water usage was mistakenly identified as 21,000
GPD by an advocate for approval of the Application at the August 24 Planning Commission
hearing. However, as discussed above, 26,179 GPD was the estimated water usage utilized by

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION
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Staff from the Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning for preparation of the IS
CEQA analysis and Staff Report.

With regard to traffic, the Applicant provided a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) on November
17, 2016, prepared by Peters Engineering Group, which was utilized by Staff in its preparation
of the IS CEQA analysis and the Staff Report. Staff produced a copy of the TIS to B&D on
December 22, 2016, in satisfaction of B&D’s December 20, 2016, PRA Request.

On August 18 after the Staff Report had been finalized and mailed to the Planning
Commissioners, you sent a letter to the attention of the undersigned, asserting that the TIS was
flawed. A copy of this letter was provided to the Applicant, and in response, Peters Engineering
Group provided a letter to Staff and David Padilla with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) on August 23, defending the TIS methodology. Copies of the August
23, response letter from Peters Engineering Group, were provided to the public at the August 24
Planning Commission hearing, and to the Planning Commissioners prior to the commencement
of that hearing.

Staff is not aware of any other documents referred to during the aforementioned
Planning Commission hearing. Therefore, staff is confident you received all documents that you
requested in a timely manner. As a result, there was no attendant procedural or substantive
flaw in the August 24 Planning Commission hearing.

Assertion 3 — County responses to PRA requests and request for notice

As explained in detail above, Staff believes you and/or B&D were provided with copies of
all documents submitted by the Applicant in support of the Application to the Department. Staff
understands your reference to being placed on a “notice list” to be your request made pursuant
to Public Resources Code (“PRC”) section 21092.2 to receive copies of notices required by
PRC sections 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108, 21152, and 21161. Staff’s records indicate you
were provided with applicable notices and your letter acknowledges that you received them.

Again, you received all records you requested from the Department in a timely manner.

Assertion 4 — “legal obligation to provide to the public at the time of its initiation of the 30-day
public comment period all documents that it would present to the Planning
Commission in support of the staff recommendation that the proposed project be
approved”.

You cite no legal authority for the statement above. It appears you are claiming that
when the Department initiated the public review period for the proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration, it was required to publish all documents to the public that it would rely upon for its
recommendation that the Planning Commission adopt the MND. If this is your contention, Staff
is not aware of any provision of CEQA or other applicable law which supports it.

Staff satisfied the requirements of CEQA in preparing and circulating the Notice of Intent
to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration in compliance with the requirements of CEQA.
Moreover, any interested person or organization was able to request and receive documents
from the Application file through PRA requests, as your firm did on five separate occasions.

*kk
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In conclusion, Staff is unaware of any procedural or substantive errors which would
affect the validity of the Planning Commission’s approval of the Application. Nevertheless,
when your client’s appeal is heard, the Board of Supervisors will conduct a de novo review of
the Application and available evidence and reach its own decision.

Sincerely,

Derek Chambers, Planner
Development Services Division

Enclosures

C: William M. Kettler, Development Services Division Manager
Arthur Wille, Sr. Deputy County Counsel

DC:
G:\4360Devs&PIN\PROJSEC\PROJDOCS\CUP\3500-3599\3528\CUP3528 Response to BD 8-25-2017 Ltr.doc
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& DIAMOND:¢
David H. McCray
456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104-1251
Direct: (415) 262-4025
Dmccray@bdlaw.com
August 25, 2017
VIA EMAIL
Art Wille

Fresno County Counsel
awille@co.fresno.ca.us

Derek Chambers
Fresno County Public Works and Planning
dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Re:  Documents Not Provided to Beveridge & Diamond PC Regarding Initial Study
7104/Conditional Use Permit Application 3528

Dear Art and Derek,

| attended the August 24, 2017 Fresno County Planning Commission Meeting on behalf
of Grand Petroleum, Inc. During the discussion of Initial Study 7104 and Conditional Use
Permit 3528 (“CUP 3528”), there was reference to new information and revised documents
relating to water and traffic issues that Fresno County received but that Beveridge & Diamond
(“B&D”) had not been provided. | write to object to Fresno County’s and the Planning
Commission’s use and reliance on information that was neither shared publicly nor made
available for public comment through the circulated Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration.

B&D had continuously sought information from the Fresno County Planning Department
about CUP 3528. B&D submitted five California Public Records Act (“CPRA”) requests
seeking documents the County has sent or received relating to CUP 3528. Specifically, B&D
sent CPRA requests on December 20, 2016, February 2, 2017, May 12, 2017, June 12, 2017, and
July 25, 2017. B&D received documents in response to all five CPRA requests. B&D also
requested, and received confirmation that it was placed on the notice list for CUP 3528.

Certainly through B&D’s multiple CPRA requests and its request to be placed on the
notice list, Fresno County was aware that B&D had an interest in this matter and B&D should
have been provided with new information regarding the proposed project as it became available.

Austin, TX  Baltimore, MD  Boston, MA  Englewood, NJ
New York, NY  San Francisco, CA  Seattle, WA  Washington, DC
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Furthermore, the County had a legal obligation to provide to the public at the time of its
initiation of the 30-day public comment period all documents that it would present to the
Planning Commission in support of the staff recommendation that the proposed project be
approved. While B&D received the Initial Study Routing Package, the Notice of Intent to Adopt
a Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Notice of Public Hearing relating to the Initial Study
and CUP 3528, those documents were apparently incomplete. It was the circulation to the public
and the submission to the State Clearinghouse of this — now understood to be incomplete — set of
documents that triggered a 30-day public comment period.

B&D prepared detailed comments raising issues that the environmental review
undertaken by Fresno County violated the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).
These comments were based upon the documents B&D received through its numerous CPRA
requests and the Initial Study materials and the documents triggering the 30-day comment
period. If the County Planning Department or the Planning Commission relied on documents
and information that were not publicly circulated and made available for comment, B&D objects
to the reliance on such information. A core tenant of CEQA is to make the public aware of
proposed projects and the associated environmental impacts as well as ensuring informed
decision making by requiring a lead agency to solicit comments from local, state, and federal
government agencies. Any circumvention of that process, even if it was not deliberate, violates
the Administrative Procedures Act and CEQA. We believe that the Planning Commission is
obligated to re-notice and reconsider the Project application and related documents.

B&D will be filing an appeal of the Planning Commission decision to grant the CUP
application to the Board of Supervisors. B&D will raise this issue as a component of the
forthcoming appeal. Please let me know if you would like to discuss this issue further.

Best regards,
Q! W ///{{/

David H. McCray



PETERS ENGINEERING GROUP

A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION

MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. Shawn Shiralian
From: John Rowland, PE, TE

Subject:  Response to Comments on Traffic Impact Study
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center

Date: August 23, 2017

Introduction

This memorandum presents responses to the Beveridge & Diamond comment letter dated
August 18, 2017 (attached). Peters Engineering Group prepared a traffic impact study for the
project and presented the results in a report dated November 16, 2016 (TIS). The comment
letter identifies six concerns that are generally identified in the list below and addressed in
the following sections.

Peak Hour

Trip Generation and Pass-By Adjustments

Queue Lengths

Merge / Diverge Analysis

Growth Rates

Mitigation Measures Based on Traffic Index Analysis

ocoarwnE

Responses

1. Peak Hour

The peak hours counted and analyzed are appropriate. Typical traffic studies are performed
for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However, for this study it was acknowledged that
the actual peak hours likely occur either on a Friday or Sunday. Therefore, careful
consideration was given to choosing the appropriate weekend peak periods.

The intersection turning movement counts were performed between 3:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on Sunday, September 25, 2016. The count time period was selected after review of the 24-
hour traffic counts performed Friday, September 15, 2016 through Sunday, September 18,
2016, and after a review of Interstate 5 (I-5) mainline traffic volumes north of Nees Avenue
provided by Caltrans staff for portions of April and May 2016. The Caltrans data revealed
that the combined (northbound plus southbound) mainline peak hour on I-5 near Nees
Avenue typically occurs between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays, with the 5:00 to 6:00 hour

952 Pollasky Avenue ¢ Clovis, California 93612 ¢ (559) 299-1544 ¢ www.peters-engineering.com
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typically being greater than the 3:00 to 4:00 hour. In coordination with Caltrans it was
determined that the manual intersection turning movement counts should begin at 3:30 p.m.
on a Sunday to maximize the chances of capturing the peak hour. The intersection turning
movement counts at both ramp intersections clearly revealed a peak hour that began at 4:00
p.m. for the interchange as a whole and for each of the individual intersections within the
interchange.

If the traffic counts had revealed a peak hour beginning at 3:30 p.m., there would have been
cause for concern. However, since the peak hour was captured within time period counted
there is no cause for concern and Caltrans, the owner of the facility, did not dispute the peak
hours analyzed.

It is also worth noting that the magnitude of the difference between the 3:00 and 4:00 peak
hours is insignificant, and is well within the fluctuation that would be expected from one day
to the next. The commenter points out that the combined eastbound and westbound volume
west of the interchange is 213 vehicles during the 3:00 to 4:00 peak hour, and the volume at
the same location during the 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. peak hour is 204 vehicles. The difference is
only nine vehicles during an entire hour. Considering that the volumes are for both
directions combined, the difference is an average of about four to five vehicles in each
direction over the course of an hour. This volume is within anticipated fluctuations and
would likely be imperceptible to motorists who regularly travel the roadway. Furthermore,
the peak hour of the facility as a whole (the interchange) does not necessarily coincide with
the peak hour of every individual leg or approach.

The peak hour analyzed was appropriate and represents a worst-case scenario for traffic
analyses within expected fluctuations in traffic volumes. Traffic volumes on the order of 200
trips per hour were identified west of the interchange, which is actually a very low volume of
traffic adjacent to a freeway interchange. Therefore, the TIS does not need to be revised
based on the peak hour analyzed.

2. Trip Generation

Very little data is available for travel centers such as the proposed project, and particularly
those located in remote locations such as the 1-5/Nees Avenue interchange. Trip generation
estimates have utilized the best available information, including trip generation
characteristics of an existing gas station near the project site, which likely provides the best
estimation of trip generation characteristics at a similar site for a similar use.

We have reviewed available trip generation data for three Love’s Travel Stop facilities
referenced in the traffic analysis performed for the Madera Love’s Travel Stop and found that
the trip generation information used in the TIS (480 trips before the pass-by reduction was
applied) is very similar to the value that would have been calculated using the Love’s p.m.
peak hour trip generation rate of 39.00 trips per 1,000 square feet, which would have been
490 trips before pass by reduction. This is a difference of only 10 peak hour trips. This is
well within the range that could be expected when estimating trip generation using typical
ITE averages. Therefore, it is our opinion that the trip generation rates and methods used in
the traffic study report are appropriate and do not require revision.



Response to Comments on Traffic Impact Study — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center August 23, 2017
Northwest of the Interstate 5 / Nees Avenue Interchange, Fresno County, California Page 3

With respect to the use of a 15-percent pass-by reduction, such a pass-by reduction is not
uncommon, and the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies states that
the use of pass-by percentages greater than 15 percent “requires consultation and acceptance
by Caltrans. The justification for exceeding a 15% reduction should be discussed in the
TIS.” The use of a 15-percent pass-by reduction requires no justification per the Caltrans
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. Therefore, it is our opinion that the trip
generation rates and methods used in the traffic study report are appropriate and do not
require revision.

3. Queue Lengths

The 95™-percentile queue length is a calculated value that can be interpreted as a maximum
probable queue length based on a statistical equation presented in the Highway Capacity
Manual 2010 (see Attachment 2). Most traffic engineering software programs commonly
used nationwide report the 95™-percentile queue length to the nearest foot. Other traffic
engineers do so as well. As an example, the traffic impact study prepared for the El Paseo
Project EIR in northwest Fresno, which was prepared by the reputable traffic engineering
firm DKS & Associates, reports 95™-percentile queue lengths to the nearest foot.

The 95™-percentile queue length is useful for designing turn lanes and as a tool for estimating
probable maximum queues. The TIS does not purport that the calculated 95"-percentile
queue length reported to the nearest foot represents the actual queue length that would be
measured at an intersection, or that some vehicles are “5, 10, or even 13 feet long” as the
commenter suggests. The TIS reports the values as “calculated” because they are obtained
directly from the software analysis output attached to the report.

The calculated 95™-percentile queue is also useful for estimating how a project will impact
an intersection. For example, if the calculated 95"-percentile queue length in a no-project
scenario is 13 feet, and the calculated 95"-percentile queue length with a project is 48 feet,
the hypothetical project has increased the calculated maximum probable queue length by 48 -
13 = 35 feet, which best corresponds to two vehicles. If the value for the no-project queue is
reported as 25 feet by rounding up from 13 (as the commenter suggests) and the with-project
queue length is reported as 50 feet by rounding up from 48, the apparent impact of the
hypothetical project would only be one additional vehicle, thereby understating the impact.

It is the responsibility of the traffic engineer and designer to interpret the calculated 95™-
percentile queue length correctly. Traffic engineers typically assume that a passenger vehicle
requires 25 feet of storage length, with adjustments for larger trucks if necessary. As an
example, if the calculated 95™-percentile queue length is 90 feet, the designer of a turn lane
would typically round up to the nearest 25-foot increment and design a 100-foot-long turn
lane. Section 16 of the TIS discusses queue lengths in 25-foot increments. Therefore, it is
better to work with actual calculated values for purposes of impact studies and then round up
to the nearest 25-foot increment for purposes of design or stating the number of vehicles in a
queue.

The discussion above illustrates that the analyses are based on typical engineering practices,
including statistical calculations and their interpretation, and are neither incorrect nor
irrational. Therefore, the TIS does not need to be revised based queue lengths.
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4. Merge / Diverge Analysis

Based on the comments provided, a review of the merge/diverge analyses was conducted and
revised merge/diverge analyses have been performed because vi, was inadvertently
transposed with v¢ in the data entry for the with-project diverge analyses. The revised
analyses are attached and are summarized in the table below. No changes from the LOS
presented in the TIS occurred, and the conclusions and recommendations presented in the
TIS remain unchanged.
Table 17 (Revised)
Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Summary — 1-5 / Nees Avenue Interchange

LOS (Density)
. 2037 No- 2037 With-
Ramp Existing Plﬁzﬁtrlcg}gect V’f,ﬁ";‘{;,tg}gt Project Project
Conditions Conditions
NB Off ramp D (32.5) D (32.5) D (32.5) F (72.9) F (72.9)
NB On ramp D (29.0) D (29.0) D (29.1) F (65.7) F (65.7)
SB Off ramp C (26.8) C (26.8) C (26.8) F (61.8) F (61.8)
SB On Ramp C (22.9) C (22.9) C (22.8) F (54.5) F (54.8)

It is noted that there is a decrease in calculated density between the existing-plus-Project and
near-term with-Project conditions because the mainline freeway volume decreases as trips to
the travel center and pending restaurant are primarily taken from freeway traffic. This result
is not indicative of an oversight or error, and similar results have been published and
explained by other traffic engineers, including the reputable firm of Kittelson & Associates,
Inc. in a Freeway and Ramps analysis performed for the City of Alameda dated June 30,
2013.

5. Growth Rates

The TIS used a growth rate of one percent per year for trips that access Nees Avenue and a
growth rate in excess of four percent per year for the freeway mainline. The four-percent
annual growth rate can be observed by reviewing the freeway volumes in the merge and
diverge data sheets. Those volumes were obtained from information in the Transportation
Concept Report as discussed in the TIS. The Fresno County travel model does not provide
evidence that growth rates on Nees Avenue will exceed one percent per year. Furthermore,
the additional growth on Nees Avenue within the interchange and west of the interchange is
being generated primarily by the proposed Project and the pending restaurant project
included in the study, and those increases are in response to the larger increases projected on
the freeway mainline. Therefore, the future traffic volume projections presented in the report
are appropriate both on Nees Avenue and on the freeway mainline, and no revision of the
report is required based on growth rates.

6. Mitigation Measures Based on Traffic Index Analysis

The commenter questions the mitigation measure requiring a pavement overlay on Nees
Avenue to mitigate the Traffic Index impact because it does not address additional traffic at
the project. Since the Traffic Index is a measure of the volume of truck traffic and is directly
related to the required pavement thickness, the required mitigation measure to increase the
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pavement thickness on Nees Avenue appears to specifically mitigate the impact to less than
significant.

Attachments: Attachment 1: Beveridge & Diamond comment letter dated August 18, 2017
(with Exhibit 14)

Attachment 2: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, page 19-30

Attachment 3: Merge / Diverge Analyses
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BEVERIDGE ‘ David H. McCray
& DIAMONDPL 456 Montgomery Street, Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94104-1251
Direct: (415) 262-4025
DMccray@bdlaw.com

August 18, 2017

Submitted via email to dchambers@co.fresno.ca.us

Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning
Development Services Division

Attn: Derek Chambers

2220 Tulare Street, Suite A

Fresno, CA 93721

Re:  Comments on Initial Study 7104 relating to Conditional Use Permit
Application 3528

Dear Mr. Chambers:

We write on behalf of Grand Petroleum Inc., (“Grand Petroleum”) to comment on Initial
Study 7104 (“IS”) and the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared by the Fresno County
Planning Department (“County’) for the Conditional Use Permit Application 3528 (“CUP
3528”). The Applicant for CUP 3528, Shawn Shiralian, seeks to construct a large highway travel
center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees Avenue interchange in Fresno County,
California (the “Project”). There are several deficiencies in the Initial Study, and we urge the
Planning Commission to reject the Mitigated Negative Declaration and require the County to
either 1) prepare a revised initial study to determine whether a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required or 2) require the County
to prepare an EIR because there is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the Project
may cause significant adverse environmental impacts.

Several of the materials the applicant submitted in support of the Project are incomplete
or inaccurate and thus, the Initial Study and accompanying Mitigated Negative Declaration are
not supported by substantial evidence in the record. The decision as to whether a project may
have one or more significant effects must be based on substantial evidence in the record of the
lead agency. 14 CCR § 15064(f). The County’s Traffic Impact Study is flawed. Serious
questions exist about the water demands of the Project, the availability of water, the quality of
that water, and how wastewater will be managed for the Project. In these respects, the Applicant
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failed to put forth sufficient facts to enable the agency to meaningful evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Project.

The deficiencies of the Initial Study extend beyond the supporting documentation
provided by the Applicant. There are multiple instances in which the County did not respond to
the checklist questions it was required to address in the Initial Study. Elsewhere, the County
relied upon improper mitigation measures. Additionally, the County abdicated its responsibility
to analyze and determine whether cumulative impacts exist by merely stating in a single sentence
that no “cumulatively considerable impacts” were identified.

One purpose “of the initial study is to help to inform the choice between a negative
declaration and an environmental impact report.” Joshua Tree Downtown Business Alliance v.
County of San Bernardino (2016) 1 Cal.App. 5th 677, 684 (internal citations removed). A core
function of the initial study, is thus, meaningfully analyzing the questions presented based on
reliable evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063.

An initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1195. Moreover, an
initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient factual support for conclusions reached. City of
Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 404 (“the County failed to
gather facts necessary to perform an adequate environmental analysis”).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.”
Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1200 (internal citations removed).

For these reasons and for all the reasons more fully explained below, the County’s efforts
have fallen below what is required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should
not adopt the mitigated negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be
required to submit additional accurate data and information, and the County should prepare
either a revised Initial Study or an EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised below.

/!
/!
//
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Comments

1. There are Serious Deficiencies with the Applicant’s Information and Analysis
Regarding Water Use, Source, Quantity, and Quality Which Resulted in the
County’s Inability to Accurately Determine the Environmental Impacts Associated
with the Project

An initial study which omits material necessary to informed decision making subverts the
purpose of CEQA and is an abuse of agency discretion. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th at 1202.
As explained below, there are several instances in which the County’s analysis and conclusions
regarding the water demands and requirements of the Project are incomplete and inaccurate and
fail to provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the Project will not cause
significant environmental impacts.

Water Use

Originally the Applicant stated that it would use approximately 2000 gallons of water per
day. Exhibit 1. This conclusion was unsupported except for a single sentence that “[bJased on
similar uses along I-5,” the Project would use 2000 gallons of fresh water. The County received
comments from various state agencies that the water estimate was too low. For example, on
April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Division estimated wastewater flow of 15,980
gallons/day, not including proposed laundry and shower facilities. Exhibit 2. That is nearly
eight-times the daily water use the applicant proposed. On March 6, 2017, the Environmental
Health Division commented that “[f]Jrom experience on other Travel Centers along I-5, the
number of visitors per day is grossly underestimated at 1500 leading to water and wastewater
estimates to also be significantly underestimated.” Exhibit 3. Despite these comments, no
revised water use estimate was provided.

On May 25, 2017, the Water, Geology and Natural Resources Division requested
“additional information” as to how a water use estimate of 2000 gallons/day was calculated.
Exhibit 4. On June 2, 2017, the County requested the Applicant provide “data to support the
2,000 gallons per day usage.” Exhibit 5. The applicant replied that same day: “We drilled a
well that pumps 300 gallons a minute. I don’t know what CEQA is but whatever it is we should
be able to provide that. We didn’t wait for Water Board.” Exhibit 6. The County explained
how critical water use and supply analysis and estimates were, as the Project is located in a
water-short area. Exhibit 7.

Finally, the applicant provided an updated water use estimate to the County on June 7,
2017, which has been included as part of the Initial Study Routing Package. Now the Applicant
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estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons per day.! There is no explanation for why the
water use estimate is now 10-times greater than it was previously. Tellingly, the Applicant did
not provide additional information to the County in support of its original 2000 gallon/day water
use estimate, which the Applicant appears to have abandoned.

The Applicant’s revised calculation is a single page and allegedly supported by IAPMO
Water Usage Tables. Grand Petroleum retained Carollo Engineers (“Carollo”) to review several
aspects of the Applicant’s Project relating to water. As Carollo explains, IAPMO tables are not
typically used to calculate a daily water use amount. Rather, these tables are used to identify
maximum flow rates in a building structure which in turn are used for sizing the plumbing
pipelines and fixtures. See Exhibit 8. Accordingly, Applicant’s revised estimate is also not
supported by substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064(f)(5).

Using the site plans provided by the Applicant, Carollo calculated the daily water use for
a Project of this size with the number of visitors that the Applicant has estimated. Carollo
calculated that the Project would use 43,585 gallons per day, and that number increases to 46,938
gallons per day with irrigation. This is nearly twice as many gallons per day as the Applicant
estimated. Carollo identified activities with water demands that the Applicant failed to consider
entirely. See Exhibit 8. Most obviously, Applicant’s estimate does not identify any water use
associated with restrooms; it only calculated water used with showers. But certainly at a truck
stop and restaurant facility, the majority of individuals will use the restroom before departing.
Oversights such as these underscore the unreliability of the Applicant’s water use estimate. As a
result, the conclusion that the Project will not have a significant environmental impact on
hydrology is not supported by substantial evidence.

Furthermore, comments in the record indicate that the number of Project trips is
underestimated, meaning that Carollo’s water usage estimate is likely too conservative because
more people will come to the Project and utilize its facilities. Exhibit 3. Carollo based its water
use estimates on the site plan provided by the Applicant. Therefore, to the extent the number of
visitors is underestimated, Carollo’s water use calculation is conservative even though the
calculation is almost double that of the Applicant’s estimate.

As aresult of the Applicant using unsupported and inaccurate estimates of the daily water
use, the Initial Study is fatally flawed. The County concluded that the Project would have either
a “less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated” or a “less than significant impact”

! From our review of the administrative record based on frequent Public Records Act Requests, state and federal
agencies have not previously had an opportunity to comment on the Applicant’s revised water use estimate as this
material was not circulated as a part of a previous “Routing Package.”
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for all topics regarding hydrology and water quality (section IX of the Initial Study). The
County never analyzed the environmental impact of a realistic daily water use. CEQA requires
the County to obtain a factual basis to support its conclusions as to the environmental effect of
the project and to engage in fully informed decision-making. Deep Creek Agr. Ass’n v. County
of San Bernardino (Cal. App. 4th 2008) 2008 WL 2316322, * 11. Such efforts were thwarted
here by the Applicant declining to provide the necessary underlying facts. The mitigated
negative declaration should be rejected and additional analysis should be conducted regarding
the environmental impact associated with an accurate daily water use.

Water Source and Supply

The Project is located in a Water Short Area. (Initial Study section IX.B.) San Luis
Water District has unequivocally stated that it will not provide water to the Project:

Upon review of the application, it appears that the proposed project is anticipating
utilizing a groundwater well for its water supply and will not need to depend upon the
San Luis Water District for a supply or conveyance. Although the San Luis Water District
is not requested to provide a Municipal and Infrastructure (M&I1) water supply. and to
make is abundantly clear to the applicant, the District will not provide a “can and will
serve” letter to the development if requested. The property in question does not receive
an M&l allocation from the United States Bureau of Reclamation's Central Valley
Project. This property may be eligible to receive an agricultural allocation. However, the
planned use as contemplated by the conditional use permit is not an agricultural
operation therefore the agricultural water supply is not an adequale supply.

In summary, and in accordance with District policy, the District will not pravide any new
development water supply from its current allocation andf/or supplemental water
supplies; it is the responsibility of the project proponent to secure its own supply of
water outside of the District. The project proponent must independently secure an
adequate water supply (quality and quantity) for the life of the project.

Exhibit 9. The Applicant has stated that it will rely on groundwater from two wells drilled
onsite to support the Project.

The Applicant asserts, and the County accepts in the Initial Study, that the public water
well will produce 300 gallons of water per minute. However, the well completion report was not
enclosed with the Initial Study Routing Package, and it is unclear if other agencies and interested
individuals providing comments have ever had the opportunity to review this material.

’ The date on the letter from the San Luis Water District conflicts with the date Fresno County received the letter.
The letter is dated March 14, 2016, but the letter was received by Fresno County March 6, 2017.
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Beveridge & Diamond PC obtained the public well drilling completion report and drilling
permits for both the public and private well at the Project through a California Public Records
Act Request (“CPRA”). Exhibit 10. While the well completion report does estimate well yield
at 300 gallons per minute, there are flaws with this conclusion and also significant shortcomings
in the County’s Initial Study regarding water supply.

As Carollo explains, best practices support conducting a pumping test at a constant rate
for 24 hours and recording the drawdown levels during the test. Exhibit 11. Pumping tests are
conducted to determine the yield of the well and hydraulic parameters of the aquifer. The
duration of the pumping test may be shortened if equilibrium conditions are reached before 24
hours, but there are no notes to indicate why the pumping test was conducted for only 12 hours.
Without drawdown data, neither the adequacy of the pumping test data nor the estimated well
yield can be objectively assessed.

This lack of information prevented the County from analyzing the potential
environmental impacts associated with drawing ground water for the Project. In Section IX.B. of
the Initial Study, the County had to determine if the Project would substantially deplete the
groundwater supplies of interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in the aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table. The County’s
response, which is included below in its entirety, failed to even address, let alone answer, the
question presented:

The subject parcel is located in a designated Water-Short Area and is currently devoid
of structural improvements; however, a Private water well and a Public water well have
been permitted and constructed thereon. Further, according to the Well Completion
Report prepared for the Public water well, said well has an estimated yield of 300
gallons of water per minute. According to the Operational Statement provided for this
project, it is estimated that the proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial
Development will utilize approximately 26,179 gallons of water per day.

The County concluded that the project would have a “less than significant impact” on
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge, but the County reached this conclusion with no
factual information or analysis. There are no materials accompanying the Initial Study that
analyze whether the wells would, or would not, interfere with the groundwater supply or
recharge. This illustrates both that the Applicant failed to put forward substantial evidence on
this issue and also that the County did not undertake a serious review of the associated
environmental impacts of using this groundwater supply. The County’s defunct conclusion falls
short of the environmental review required by CEQA in an Initial Study. Lighthouse, 131
Cal.App.4th at 1195 (an initial study is deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the project);
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City of Redlands, 96 Cal.App.4th at 404 (an initial study is inadequate if there is insufficient
factual support for conclusions reached).

Water Quality

The Applicant included a report for water quality analyses from BSK Associates to
support its Conditional Use Permit Application. There are inconsistencies with the report itself
and issues raised by the report that the Applicant, and the County, overlook.

First, there is nothing in the BSK Report that allows a reviewer to determine if the water
quality sample BSK analyzed is actually from the Project Site. The report identifies the location
of the sample as a “New Well” associated with “Gridley Farm Labor Camp.” No other materials
associated with this Conditional Use Permit application that our office received through CPRA
Requests or materials the County distributed as a part of the Initial Study Routing Package, use
the phrase “Gridley Farm Labor Camp” to describe the location of the Project. Indeed, the city
of Gridley, CA is approximately 200 miles north of Fresno, CA.

Second, Carollo reviewed the BSK data and identified internal discrepancies with the
chain of custody of the water sample:

The Sample Integrity checklist included with the laboratory report indicates that the measured temperature
of the samples at the time of receipt was less than 6 °C, but the sample temperature noted on the chain of
custody and case narrative is 12.9 °C. The sample integrity checklist also indicates that information on the
bottle labels agree with the chain of custody. However, a separate sample condition checklist completed by
Pace Analytical for subcontracted radiological analyses indicates that the sample lzbels did not match the
chain of custody and the sample date and time was not recorded on the sample bottles. The Pace Analytical
checklist also notes that no custody seal was present on the shipping container.

Exhibit 11.

Third, assuming that the well data is from a well drilled at the Project, there are
significant water quality issues that the Applicant does not address. Notably in the operations
statement, the Applicant passively acknowledged that the well water will be “tested and treated.”
However, the application lacks any meaningful acknowledgment of why the water needs to be
treated and how it will actually be treated, and the Initial Study does not evaluate the
environmental impacts associated with treatment.

//
//
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Carollo reviewed the BSK Report and concluded that total dissolved solids, specific
conductance, chloride, and sulfate were found in concentrations in excess of California’s
secondary drinking water standards. Table 1 below, prepared by Carollo, summarizes the
exceedances for these constituents and the full report is included as Exhibit 11.

Table 1. Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level Ranges and Reported Data

Short  Reported

Constituent, Units Recommended  Upper Term Value
Total Dissolved 500 1,000 1,500 3,200
Solids, mg/L
Specific 900 1,600 2,200 5,600
Conductance, uS/cm
Chloride, mg/L 250 500 600 1,100
Sulfate, mg/L 250 500 600 750

At a minimum, the water needs to be treated to a point where the values of total dissolved
solids, specific conductance, chloride, and sulfate comply with secondary drinking water
standards before the groundwater is suitable for potable uses. The Applicant was notified that
these requirements apply at least as far back as May 9, 2016, but no steps appear to have been
taken to addresses these exceedances. Exhibit 12. The Applicant did not provide information
about how the water is to be treated, and therefore, the County failed to analyze whether such
treatment will have a significant impact on the environment.

Additionally, the water is highly saline. While sodium is not regulated as a drinking
water contaminant, the United States Environmental Protection Agency recommends that sodium
concentration in drinking water not exceed a range of 30 to 60 mg/L. Exhibit 11. BSK’s
analysis shows that the water sample had an observed concentration of 1,100 mg/L. To illustrate

how saline the water is, its use even for irrigation or for livestock would be severely restricted.
1d.

If the BSK analysis is in fact representative of water that will be drawn from the well at
the site, then the water needs to be treated before it can be used as potable water. The County
acknowledged that the Applicant needed to comply with all requirements for the operation of a
Non-Transient Non-Community Water System. (Initial Study section XVII.D.) However, there
is no analysis of how treatment will be performed or whether that treatment will have a
significant impact on the environment.
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Moreover, using either reverse osmosis or electrodialysis to treat the water will result in
the generation of a highly concentrated brine waste. Exhibit 11. The amount of water the
Project uses, the method of treatment used, and the efficiency of the treatment method will
impact how much brine waste is generated. Highly saline brine waste must be properly handled
to prevent adverse environmental impacts, such as groundwater contamination, but these are not
discussed by the Applicant or in the Initial Study. See id. Brine waste can be handled and
disposed of in a variety of ways, but currently, the Applicant does not identify how the waste
will be managed. Handling concentrated brine water may cause significant adverse impacts to
the environment and both the Applicant and the County overlook this substantive issue entirely.
The Applicant has not designed a system that addresses the water quality issues associated with
groundwater use and the County never evaluated the environmental impacts associated with the
use and treatment of groundwater to support the Project.

Finally, as Carollo explains, “[b]ecause a portion of the raw water is lost as concentrate
from the treatment process, treatment may also significantly increase the volume of raw water
required to meet demands.” Exhibit 11. As explained in detail above, the Applicant has
significantly underestimated the daily water demands of the Project. Because the groundwater is
highly saline and has concentrations of contaminants in excess of California’s secondary
drinking water standards, it must be treated, and this treatment causes some portion of raw water
to be lost. This in turn drives the daily water demands of the Project even higher. Both the
Applicant and the County declined to engage with these facts or honestly assess their
environmental impact.

Handling Wastewater

The Project will manage its wastewater onsite. The Applicant submitted a report
prepared by O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. to demonstrate that it could manage the Project’s
wastewater by using a septic tank and a leach field. O.S.T. estimated the peak flow rate for
wastewater as 10,692 gallons per day and then based its calculations on designing a system that
could accommodate that amount of daily wastewater. For several reasons, O.S.T.’s conclusions
from July 5, 2016 cannot be relied upon in the Initial Study released in July 2017.

First, O.S.T. based its estimation for the peak flow rate of wastewater by referring to the
California Plumbing Code. However, four of the activities identified are not in the plumbing
code, and thus, are not supported by citation. Exhibit 13. Furthermore, the square-footage of
mini-mart space is different than the mini-mart square footage on the Applicant’s floor plan,
resulting in an inaccurate wastewater flow estimate. /d.
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Second, in Section 8, O.S.T. recommended “using time and pressure dosed Rock Leach
Lines to treat and disperse the wastewater generated by the proposed Travel Center.” However,
throughout the report, O.S.T. presents calculations, including the size of the leach field, based on
using gravity distribution. The O.S.T. report does not include a recommended volume for a
dosing tank or the design flow rate and discharge head of the associated dosing pump. O.S.T.
has made a recommendation about how to handle the wastewater, but then the report does not
actually explain how to design a system that comports with its recommendation. Exhibit 13.

Third, O.S.T’s wastewater daily flow rate estimate is internally inconsistent with the
daily water use estimate eventually put forward by the Applicant. As explained above, the
Applicant now estimates that the Project will use 26,179 gallons of water per day. The
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimates will generate approximately two-and-a-half times
as much wastewater as O.S.T. estimated and then designed a system to accommodate. See
Exhibit 13 (explaining the use of a 90% “to sewer” calculation). As O.S.T. admitted, its
conclusions about the ability of the Project to support the needed wastewater treatment system
are dependent on the amount of wastewater the Project generates, and its conclusions are not
valid if the wastewater flows change.

In the event that changes occur in the design of the project, this report’s recommendations will
not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed with O.S.T. System Designs, Inc. and
the conclusions and recommendations are modified or verified in writing. Examples of such
changes would include location and/or changes in the type of wastewater characteristics and an
increase in wastewater flows.

O.S.T. Report, section 2.0. Therefore, for this reason alone, the County’s conclusion that the use
of septic tanks or alternative disposal systems would have a “less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated” is not supported by substantial evidence.

Further, in April 6, 2016, the Environmental Health Department commented that: “An
evaluation of the Operations Statement provided by the applicant and 2013 California Plumbing
Code Appendix H yields an estimated wastewater flow of 15,980 gallons per day not including
proposed laundry and shower facilities.” Exhibit 2. The O.S.T. report never considers this
higher estimate put forward by the Environmental Health Department or explains why its lower
estimate of approximately 10,700 gallons is more accurate.

Carollo reviewed the O.S.T. Report and calculated the size requirements for a wastewater
treatment system to accommodate both the daily water use estimated by the Applicant and the
daily water use calculated by Carollo. Carollo prepared the following table demonstrating the
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size requirements for leach fields in four different layouts based upon how the leach lines are

installed.
Table 1 - Leach Field Land Area Required for Various Daily Wastewater Flow Rates
Average Daily Length of Number of Area Area Area Area
Wastewater Flow Leach Line Leach Lines | Required | Required | Required | Required
(gallons per day) Required (count) (1) (2) 3) (4)
(linear feet) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

10,692 651 7 0.22 0.30 0.36 0.33
23,561 1,337 14 0.44 0.53 0.60 0.65
39,227 2,173 22 0.69 0.83 1.03 0.98

Table Notes:

1. Area Required (1) is based on a leach line configuration of one single long line of leach line
installation

2. Area Required (2) is based on a leach line configuration of two leach lines side by side

Area Required (3) is based on a leach line configuration of three leach lines side by side

4. Area Required (4) is based on a leach line configuration of four leach lines side by side

w

Exhibit 13. Furthermore, Fresno County mandates that an equal amount of land required for the
leach field be set aside and reserved for potential future use for septic tank effluent disposal. 7d.
Therefore, the Applicant needs to identify additional acreage to comply with the Fresno County
requirement.

CEQA requires Agencies to make informed decision-making and to make an honest
assessment of environmental impacts associated with proposed projects. See San Lorenzo Valley
Community Advocates for Responsible Educ. v. San Lorenzo Valley Unified School Dist. (2006)
139 Cal.App.4th 1356, 1375 (“an agency’s failure to comply with the procedural requirements of
CEQA is prejudicial when the violation thwarts the Act’s goals by precluding informed decision-
making and public participation.””). Here, the Applicant needs to revise its soils analysis and
sewage feasibility report to accurately reflect realistic wastewater flow projections for the
Project. Then the County needs to evaluate whether there will be a significant environmental
impact from this wastewater treatment. The construction of a significantly larger leach field and
septic tank may pose a substantial environmental impact that needs to be meaningfully evaluated.
0.S.T.’s wastewater treatment system also does not address how brine water, or the other liquid
generated after treating water to make it suitable for potable use, will be handled. The Applicant
must be required to put forward a plan for adequately managing all wastewater generated the Site
so the associated environmental impacts can be analyzed.
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Finally, the California Water Resources Control Board Discharge Order WQ 2014-0153-
DWQ requires that for wastewater flow rates greater than 20,000 gallons/day, the discharge must
be evaluated to determine if nitrogen effluent limits are required. As Carollo explains, the results
of a nitrogen effluent limit evaluation impacts the required wastewater treatment method.
Exhibit 13. For example, if the evaluation determines that nitrogen control is required then the
planned septic tank leach field system will not be permitted and aerobic treatment will be
required. As the wastewater flow rates will exceed 20,000 gallons/day based even on the
Applicant’s revised daily water use estimate, this additional type of wastewater treatment needs
to be evaluated at the Initial Study stage because handling wastewater with high nitrogen
concentration may have a significant environmental impact.

2. The Traffic Impact Study Prepared by the Applicant and Relied Upon by the
County is Flawed

In support of the Project, the Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study prepared by
Peters Engineer Group (“PEG”). PEG’s Traffic Impact Study has significant shortcomings and
several conclusions are based on inaccurate, incomplete, or misrepresented data. Elsewhere,
PEG failed to provide needed analysis, which results in substantial deficiencies in its Traffic
Impact Study. As a result of these inaccurate data issues, the County’s conclusions about the
environmental impacts associated with the transportation effects of the Project are not based on
substantial evidence. 14 CCR § 15064()(5).

Grand Petroleum retained MRO Engineers (“MRO”) to review PEG’s traffic impact
study. MRO’s report is attached as Exhibit 14. MRO identified several deficiencies in PEG’s
analysis, which are summarized below.

First, PEG did not analyze the correct peak traffic rates in its traffic impact study. PEG
addressed conditions using traffic data from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m. on Sunday, which it represented
was a peak-hour period. However, the vehicle count was slightly higher on Fridays, which raises
the question why the Friday peak hour was not analyzed. See Attachment A to Exhibit 14.
Moreover, based on PEG’s traffic count, Sunday from 3:00 — 4:00 p.m. actually had a higher
traffic volume than Sunday from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m., yet this timeframe on Sunday was excluded.
To accurately determine the environmental impacts of the Project associated with traffic, the
impacts associated with peak traffic rates must be analyzed. The traffic impact analysis should
be revised to incorporate an analysis of the actual Sunday peak hour as well as the Friday peak
hour.
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Also, highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-
5 ramps on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately
the same as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of
the vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period.
In particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the current location,
whereas the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and
westbound directions. PEG did not analyze the impacts associated with these changes in traffic
direction.

Second, there are several flaws regarding the Project trip estimates, which are presented
in PEG Table 6. PEG’s trip generation estimates for the Project were developed based upon
traffic counts conducted at an existing Chevron gas station on Paul Negra Road, just north of the
proposed Project site. Relying on a single data set is contrary to the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation Handbook. The Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the
preferred sample size for selecting appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the
ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE, Ninth Edition 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

o [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analysi is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

Exhibit 14. Furthermore, PEG does not explain why the Chevron gas station is a comparable
travel center to the Project. Specifically, the Project is designed to include a restaurant and
additional truckers’ services, such as laundry, a large restaurant, and showers, and nothing in the
record indicates that the Chevron station has similar services such that it is an appropriate
comparison. The MRO report states:

//
//
//
//

/!
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Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
impacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Exhibit 14. As MRO explains, PEG has taken steps to arbitrarily reduce the number of trips to
the Project for purposes of the Traffic Impact Study, resulting in an analysis that does not allow
for an honest assessment of the associated environmental impacts.

Third, PEG’s queue length results are not credible. As MRO explains in detail, PEG used
queue lengths of 5, 10, and 13 feet. However, no cars are this length, which results in inaccurate
conclusions.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary”™ for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/[-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach apnd a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard
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convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such|a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Queuing is a serious potential safety issue for the proposed Project, which is a truck stop.
Trucks are slow to stop and start and occupy significantly more length of a highway off-ramp
than passenger cars. If queues extend beyond highway off-ramps, it poses a safety concern on
the ramp and mainline freeway as well as the County roads. PEG’s incorrect queue length
calculations prohibit a meaningful analysis of whether a queuing issue is associated with the
Project.

Fourth, there are deficiencies with PEG’s freeway merge/diverge analysis. The analysis
results are simply wrong. Based on PEG’s analysis, the merge/diverge density is lower with the
Project being built than what exists currently:

The second 1ssue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in vellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

//
//
//
//
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Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density | LOS® | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 63,7 F 657 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 4.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

Exhibit 14. Plainly, the construction of the Project will not result in fewer merges or diverges
from the highway. This fundamental flaw calls into question PEG’s conclusion that “[t]he
construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction in the [levels
of service]. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to merging
and diverging at the ramps.”

Fifth, PEG failed to consider how traffic growth on I-5, the main (indeed, nearly
exclusive) source of visitors to the Project would impact cumulative traffic volumes at the
Project. PEG used an annual growth rate of 1.0 to estimate traffic volumes in 2037. This
approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue are linked
to traffic volumes on I-5. As MRO explains, PEG’s analysis in Figure 4 of the PEG report
acknowledges this point, as it shows that 90 percent of the Project-related traffic is oriented
to/from I-5. Therefore, as traffic on I-5 grows, traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road will also
grow.

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.

1

1

/!
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the I-5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Sixth, the MRO report identifies issues with PEGs analysis of the internal trip reduction
rates and the pass-by trips. The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal
trip reduction, based on information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June
2004) of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the
referenced tables are for trips from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak
hour of adjacent street traffic. Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it
would appear that the assumed 20 percent value does not apply.

The PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

The MRO Report thoroughly explains the shortcomings of the PEG report. In several
instances, the PEG report relies on “evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous or evidence
that is not credible,” which does constitute substantial evidence. § 15064(f)(5).

Based on the PEG report, the County concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway
Interchange Commercial Development will cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the
Traffic Index (TI) on Nees Avenue between the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5
northbound ramps by a significant amount (at least 0.5).” However, the County fails to identify
responsive mitigation for this impact as required by CEQA. The only mitigation measure
required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road
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between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound ramps and therefore, no analysis exists in the
PEG report or by the County that this mitigation measure will address the impacts associated
with additional traffic at the Project. Therefore, the County’s conclusion that with mitigation,
traffic would cause a less than significant impact is unsupported and flawed.

3. The County Failed to Respond to Questions Posed in the Initial Study

Using an “Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form,” the County completed an
“Evaluation of Environmental Impacts™ and concluded that a mitigated negative declaration was
appropriate for the Project. Both documents include the same series of questions to which the
County must respond. In several instances, the County failed to respond to the questions
proposed in the “Evaluation of Environmental Impacts” document.

First, as already explained above, the County failed to address the question presented
about the impact a groundwater well would have on the existing aquifer and groundwater
recharge. See Comment 1.

Second, in Section IX.E of the Initial Study, the County similarly failed to analyze or
answer the question put before it. In this section, the County had to determine if the project
would create or contribute run-off which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted run-off. The County
concluded that there would be a “less than significant impact” by stating:

According to the Development Engineering Section of the Fresno County Department of
Public Works and Planning, any additional runoff generated by development of the
proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development cannot be drained
across property lines and must be retained onsite per County Standards. This
mandatory requirement will be included as a Project Note.

The County’s response does not address how the water would be retained onsite and disposed.
There is no analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with polluted runoff.

Third, the County’s conclusion to section II titled Agricultural and Forestry Resources
similarly fails to address the questions presented. Here too, the County concluded that the
Project would have a “less than significant impact” on agricultural and forestry resources, but its
response does not address several of the questions presented. The County wrote that it will
require that “prior to occupancy, the owner of the subject parcel shall acknowledge the
inconveniences and discomforts associated with agricultural land uses.” Having a property
owner acknowledge the Fresno County Right-to-Farm Notice does not respond to the questions
posed.
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An initial study must meaningfully analyze the questions presented based on reliable
evidence to determine whether an EIR, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative
declaration is required. See generally 14 CCR § 15063. The Initial study provides
“documentation of the factual basis for finding” that a mitigated negative declaration is
appropriate. 14 CCR § 15063. The County’s Initial Study must honestly assess the questions
presented to determine if the Project will have a significant impact or not. An initial study is
deficient if it fails to analyze a component of the Project. Lighthouse, 131 Cal.App.4th 1170 at
1195 (initial study did not reflect that the City ever considered or assessed the environmental
effect of the revisions on city plans regarding future off-leash dog use at park).

“When the informational requirements of CEQA are not complied with, an agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has therefore abused its discretion.” Id. at
1200 (internal citations removed). The County’s efforts here have fallen short in many regards.
Accordingly, the decision to propose a mitigated negative declaration is based on incomplete
conclusions and should not be adopted.

4. The County Has Improperly Deferred Mitigation Measures

In Section XVIL.D of the Initial Study, the County analyzed whether the project had
sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources or whether new or
expanded entitlements are needed. The County concluded that the Project would have a “less
than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.” However, to mitigate the significant
impact, the County relied solely on the Applicant obtaining a permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water:

Prior to completion of the Site Plan Review (SPR) required for the proposed
Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development, the Applicant shall
submit for any permits required by the State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water for operation of a Non-Transient Non-Community
Water System. Additionally, the Applicant shall comply with State mandatory
permitting requirements as listed in the Project Notes for Unclassified Conditional
Use Permit No. 3528. Further, proof of acceptance by the State regarding the
design of the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System, and authorization
from the State to operate the Non-Transient Non-Community Water System must
be provided to the County prior to granting occupancy to the proposed Interstate
Freeway Interchange Commercial Development.

This response does not address the fundamental issue that there is no evidence to show
that the Project has sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources.
The San Luis Water District stated it will not issue a “will-serve” letter for the Project. Exhibit
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9. The County did not evaluate the environmental impacts associated with pumping groundwater
to meet the daily water demand of the Project nor how to treat the water, given its salinity and
concentrations in excess of California’s Secondary Drinking Water Standards, and thus the
mitigation measures are unresponsive to environmental impacts associated with those activities.

Similarly, in section VL.E, the County included a mitigation measure requiring the
Applicant to submit “[s]pecific design and capacity details for the” onsite wastewater treatment
system. As already explained above, there are serious shortcomings with the O.S.T. Report. By
including as a mitigation measure the requirement that the Applicant design and construct an
onsite wastewater treatment system that can address grey water and black water treatment, the
County is improperly using mitigation by allowing the Applicant to conduct another study at a
later time that will be free from public scrutiny and a robust inquiry into environmental effects.
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.

Generally, it’s improper for an Agency to defer mitigation by relying on future planning
or studies. Id. at 306-07; see also 14 CCR § 15126.4 (“formation of mitigation measures should
not be deferred until some future time.”). The ability to treat the wastewater onsite should be
meaningfully evaluated now, as a part of the Initial Study, and not deferred to a later date. “A
study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on
decision making. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the
sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in
decisions construcing CEQA.” Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 306.

Finally, as explained in comment 2, the mitigation measure proposed for addressing the
significant impact relating to traffic is non-responsive to the impact identified. The County
concluded that the “proposed Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development will
cause a “significant traffic impact by increasing the Traffic Index (TT) on Nees Avenue between
the subject parcel and the Interstate Highway 5 northbound ramps by a significant amount (at
least 0.5).” The only mitigation measure required was to add a two-inch Hot Mix Asphalt
overlay on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road between the subject parcel and the I-5 northbound
ramps. This mitigation measure is unresponsive to the impact identified because it does nothing
to alleviate the increase in traffic.

5. The County Failed to Meaningfully Analyze Whether the Project has Cumulatively
Considerable Impacts

The Initial Study concludes that “[n]o cumulatively considerable impacts were identified
in the project analysis.” (IS section XVIL.B.) Such a conclusory statement does not satisfy the
lead agency’s requirement to evaluate whether the Project would have a cumulative impact or
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presents cumulatively considerable impacts. The lead agency must analyze whether potentially
significant environmental impacts would have a cumulative impact—not merely state whether
the Applicant identified cumulatively considerable impacts in the project analysis.

Initial Studies are used to “[p]rovide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in
a Negative Declaration that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” 14
CCR § 15063(c)(5). Regarding cumulative impacts, the lead agency must consider whether the
cumulative impact is significant and whether the project’s incremental effect, though
individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. 14 CCR § 15064(h)(1). This includes an
evaluation of the effects of probable future projects. /d.

Here, the County’s analysis is merely perfunctory. In a single sentence the County stated
that cumulatively considerable impacts were not identified. This sentence appears to shift the
burden to the applicant to identify a cumulatively considerable impact for the County’s
consideration. But the County, as the lead agency, is charged with determining whether
cumulatively considerable impacts exists on such issues as water, air and traffic. /d. The County
failed to do so.

6. The County Did Not Address All Identified Endangered Species in the Proposed
Mitigation Measures

The Initial Study cited to a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) comment
letter dated May 17, 2016, which explained that the subject parcel contains vegetation indicative
of habitat suitable for the federally-listed endangered species San Joaquin Kit Fox, Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard and Giant Kangaroo. (IS section IV.F.) The County summarized the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment that was performed and then identified some mitigation
measures so that the Project would have a “less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated”:

//
//
//
//
//
//
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An Endangered Species Habitat Assessment was prepared for this proposal by Colibri
Ecological Consulting, LLC based upon literature review, database review [including the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society
Database (CNPS)], and a reconnaissance-level field survey of the subject parcel which
included a 250-foot area around the perimeter of the subject parcel. According to the
Endangered Species Habitat Assessment prepared by Colibri Ecological Consulting,
LLC, no plant or wildlife species listed as endangered was observed within the
boundaries of the survey area. However, due to the potential for special status wildlife
species to occur on or adjacent to the subject parcel, Mitigation Measures are
recommended to ensure that project impacts to sensitive biological resources are
reduced to a less than significant level. These Mitigation Measures pertain to San
Joaquin Kit Fox, American Badger, Burrowing Owl and nesting birds.

The mitigation measures proposed by the County do not address the Blunt-Nosed
Leopard Lizard or the Giant Kangaroo Rat. The County provided no support for why pre-
construction surveys were required for the San Joaquin Kit Fox, the American Badger, the
Burrowing Owl, and nesting birds but not for the Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard or the Giant
Kangaroo Rat even though there is “potential for special status wildlife species to occur on or
adjacent to the subject parcel.” Failure to provide an explanation for why there will be no
significant effect on biological resources, even at the initial study phrase, is impermissible. See
Deep Creek, 2008 WL 2316322, at *11 (“[T]he initial study’s conclusion that the project will
have no significant effect on biological resources, apart from the three species as to which it
concluded mitigation is or may be necessary, is based solely on general information that there is
a low probability that members of the identified plant and animal species will be found on or
near the project[,] which was found inadequate to discharge the “county’s duty under CEQA to
engage in fully informed decisionmaking.”).

Conclusion

For all of the reasons explained above, the County’s efforts have fallen below what is
required under CEQA. Accordingly, the Planning Commission should not adopt the mitigated
negative declaration or approve the CUP. The Applicant must be required to submit additional
accurate data and information and the County should prepare either a revised Initial Study or an
EIR for this Project incorporating the issues raised above.

) S\incerely,
QL T ﬁ/

David H. McCray
Enclosures
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June 29, 2017 PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY/CLIENT COMMUNICATION

ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Mr. Amin Salkhi, President
Grand Petroleum, Inc.
1451 Danville Blvd., Suite 201
Alamo, CA 94507

Subject:  Review of Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, Fresno County, California

Dear Mr. Salkhi:

As requested, MRO Engineers, Inc., (MRO) has reviewed the traffic impact analysis prepared with
respect to the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project (“Project”) in Fresno County, California.
(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center,
November 16, 2016). Our review focused on the technical adequacy of the analysis, including the
detailed procedures and conclusions documented in the Peters Engineering Group (“PEG”) study.

BACKGROUND

The Project will consist of a highway travel center at the northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/Nees
Avenue interchange in Fresno County, California. According to the PEG study (p. 1) and
information provided by the applicant, specific components of the Project include:

e A 12,550-square-foot (SF) building, including:
o Mini-mart oriented toward automobile patrons — 2,120 SF,
o Mini-mart oriented toward truck drivers — 2,400 SF,
o Truckers’ services — 3,240 SF,
o Sit-down restaurant — 4,800 SF,
e 24 automobile fueling positions, and
e 10 diesel fueling positions.

A total of 174 parking spaces will be provided, including 83 for automobiles and 91 for trucks,
buses, and recreational vehicles.

Vehicular access is proposed via four driveways to be located along Paul Negra Road.
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REVIEW

Our review of the traffic impact analysis revealed the following potentially significant deficiencies
that should be addressed prior to approval of the Project by Fresno County.

1. Analysis Time Periods — The PEG traffic impact analysis addressed conditions in a single peak-
hour period — Sundays between 4:00 and 5:00 PM. (PEG, pp. 5 — 6) This determination was
based on the results of 24-hour traffic volume counts, which are summarized in PEG Table 4 (p.
6). As shown in that table, the total daily traffic volume on Nees Avenue west of the Interstate 5
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(I-5) interchange on the count day (September 18, 2016) was 2,564 vehicles. The table also
shows that on Friday, September 16, 2016, the total daily volume between the northbound and
southbound I-5 ramps was 2,578 vehicles, a slightly higher volume.

This raises the obvious question as to why the Friday peak hour was not also analyzed.

The detailed traffic count data sheets are presented in Appendix A of the PEG report. Because
the 24-hour count sheets are extremely difficult to read, we have excerpted key information and
summarized it in a table, which is presented as Attachment A.

The daily totals shown in the table match those described above. Highlighted within the table is
the analysis period of Sunday between 4:00 and 5:00 PM (west of the I-5 interchange), when a
total of 204 vehicles were counted. Interestingly, the previous hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM) at the
same location actually had a higher traffic volume (213 vs. 204). However, when we examined
the intersection turning movement counts that were presented in PEG Appendix A, we found
that the Sunday 3:00 — 4:00 PM hour was not even counted, as the counts were performed from
3:30 — 6:00 PM. Thus, the analysis didn’t even address the true peak hour on a Sunday.

Also highlighted on the table in Attachment A is the 5:00 — 6:00 PM hour between the I-5 ramps
on Friday. The total volume during that hour was 200 vehicles, which is approximately the same
as the total during the selected analysis period. However, the directional orientation of the
vehicles in this period was somewhat different from that shown during the analysis period. In
particular, about three-quarters of the Friday volume is eastbound at the count location, whereas
the Sunday volumes are approximately evenly split between the eastbound and westbound
directions.

The information presented here strongly suggests that, in order to ensure a conservative analysis
and, in particular, to ensure that all potential traffic impacts are identified, traffic operations
during the Friday peak hour should also be evaluated. In addition to the fact that the total
volumes are very similar to the Sunday analysis peak hour, the different directional distribution
of the traffic during the Friday peak hour suggests the possibility that additional impacts would
be identified, as different critical movements would likely be found at the study intersections.

Consequently, the traffic impact analysis should be revised to incorporate an analysis of traffic
operations during the actual Sunday peak hour (3:00 — 4:00 PM), as well as the Friday peak hour
(5:00 - 6:00 PM).

Project Trip Generation — The trip generation estimates for the Project are presented in PEG
Table 6 (p. 8). The trip generation rates for the automobile and truck fueling facilities were
developed based on counts conducted at the existing Chevron station on Paul Negra Road, a
short distance north of the Project site. We have several concerns regarding the validity of the
Project trip generation estimates.

A. Sample Size and Data Collection Requirements

First, we are concerned that the trip rates for the two fueling facilities are based on a sample size
of one; that is, the data used to develop the trip rates was collected at a single location on a single
occasion. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook (Third
Edition, August 2014, p. 26) says to collect local data when the:

Data plot has only one or two data points (and, preferably, when five or fewer)[.]
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Further, the Trip Generation Handbook (p. 29) addresses the preferred sample size for selecting
appropriate trip generation rates from those available in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE,
Ninth Edition, 2012):

o [f the number of data points is one or two, either (1) consider the use of a different
independent variable and its associated data pages, or (2) collect local data and
establish a local or consolidated rate. Refer to Chapter 9 for guidance.

e [f the number of data points is three, four, or five, the analyst is encouraged to
collect local data and establish a local or consolidated rate . . . [Emphasis not
added]

In summary, only if the sample size is six or more does the ITE handbook indicate that it is
acceptable to proceed with the analysis. Obviously, a single data point is inadequate to represent
a valid indication of the trip generation characteristics of any land use.

B. Existing Gas Station is Not Comparable to Project

We also question whether the existing Chevron station is sufficiently similar to the Project. For
example, the Project includes over 3,200 SF for “truckers’ services.” This represents about one-
quarter of the total square footage of the Project. Does the existing station include any such
services? If not, then substantial questions could be raised regarding the appropriateness of the
derived trip generation rates.

C. Improper Trip Generation Analysis for Truckers’ Services and Restaurant

Moreover, we note that the Project trip generation estimate presented in PEG Table 6 fails to
account for the truckers’ services component of the Project. It seems to suggest that this activity
is fully accounted for within the 3.00 trips per diesel fueling position trip rate, but this
assumption is unsubstantiated. Similarly, the 2,400 SF mini-mart/convenience store oriented
toward the truck/diesel fuel pumps is unaccounted for, as there is no certainty that the small trip
rate directly associated with the diesel fuel pumps fully accounts for activity within the mini-
mart. Ignoring these two key components of the Project will likely lead to underestimation of the
Project’s trip generation, which could, in turn, result in understatement of the Project’s traffic
1mmpacts.

We also question the approach taken with regard to estimating the number of trips generated by
the proposed 4,800 SF sit-down restaurant. For trip generation purposes, the size of the proposed
restaurant has been arbitrarily reduced by 1,000 SF to reflect an apparent guess concerning the
size of the existing Subway sandwich shop within the Chevron station where trip data was
collected. In other words, the traffic analysis addresses a 3,800 SF restaurant, instead of the
actual 4,800 SF facility. While the intent is to account for the fact that the Subway trips are
included within the total number of trips counted at the Chevron driveway, the validity of the
specific adjustment is not adequately demonstrated.

Further, the trip generation rate applied to the proposed restaurant, which was taken from the
ITE Trip Generation Manual, is based on data collected at only three locations, with trip rates
ranging from 9.79 to 43.20 trips per 1,000 SF. (For ease of reference, the pertinent page from the
ITE document is presented here as Attachment B.) The PEG traffic study used the weighted
average rate of 18.46 trips per 1,000 SF, which is less than half of the highest rate documented in
the ITE publication. While we are not suggesting that the highest trip rate should be used, this
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huge disparity among the highest, lowest, and average rates provides further evidence as to the
importance of having an adequate sample size. As described above, the ITE Trip Generation
Handbook calls for a minimum sample size of six data points. In fact, the excerpt presented in
Attachment B contains the notation, “Caution — Use Carefully — Small Sample Size.”

Considering the two previous points, if the proposed restaurant generated trips at the highest rate
documented in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the resulting trip generation estimate would be
207 Sunday peak-hour trips instead of the 71 trips shown in PEG Table 6. While we again
acknowledge that it might not be appropriate to employ the highest documented trip rate,
insufficient data are available to ensure that the weighted average rate used in the analysis is
meaningful.

D. Internal Trip Reduction

The PEG trip generation estimate also includes a 20 percent internal trip reduction, based on
information presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 in Second Edition (June 2004) of the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook. However, the only 20 percent values in the referenced tables are for trips
from one retail use to another retail use in the weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic.
Of course, the PEG study addresses the Sunday peak hour, so it would appear that the assumed
20 percent value does not apply.

E. Pass-by Trips

Finally, the PEG analysis assumes that 15 percent of the trips at the Project will be “pass-by”
trips; that is, they represent vehicles that were already passing by the site on Paul Negra Road,
which enter the site rather than continuing on to the existing Chevron station. While the PEG
study correctly recognizes that the standard pass-by trip rates documented in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook do not apply (because of the limited volume of traffic passing by the site),
it does not adequately describe the derivation of or justify the use of the 15 percent value
employed in the analysis.

In summary, we believe that the trip generation estimate prepared for the Project lacks
credibility, as it is based on insufficient data. Further, several of the specific factors applied in
developing the estimate have not been adequately substantiated and are, therefore, speculative.
These numerous deficiencies raise significant questions regarding the validity of the Project trip
generation estimate.

Project-Generated Vehicle Classification — Appendix A of the PEG traffic study report presents
the results of vehicle classification counts performed in conjunction with the analysis. Such
counts indicate the types and sizes of vehicles passing by the count location.

In addition, the peak-hour turning movement counts performed at the two study intersections
indicated the truck percentages at those locations. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps
intersection, 13.7 percent of the vehicles counted were trucks during the Sunday PM peak hour.
At Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps, 16.9 percent of the peak-hour vehicles were trucks.

Based on this, the PEG analysis applied a 17 percent “heavy vehicle” factor at both locations in
the intersection level of service calculations; the same factor was applied for all analysis
scenarios. This parameter is intended to reflect the reduced operating characteristics of trucks
relative to passenger vehicles (e.g., slower acceleration, greater braking distances, etc.).
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While this would seem to represent a conservative approach to consideration of truck traffic
within the analysis, it fails to recognize that the Project is a “truck stop.” As such, a significant
proportion of the traffic attracted to the Project will be trucks and other heavy vehicles (e.g.,
buses and recreation vehicles). This suggests that the truck percentage will be higher in the
“with project” analysis scenarios than was found for existing conditions.

By using a consistent truck percentage in all analysis scenarios, the analysis fails to reflect the
type of traffic to be generated by the Project, particularly with respect to increased truck
volumes. In doing so, it understates the impacts of the Project at the study intersections.

Project Traffic Assignment is Flawed — Figure 5 in the PEG study illustrates the assignment of
Project-generated trips to the study intersections. For ease of reference, that figure is presented
here as Attachment C, with the total peak-hour volume of Project-generated traffic west of the
Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound Ramps intersection noted in red. As shown there, Figure 5 shows
223 westbound project trips traveling toward the Project site and 215 eastbound trips departing
the Project site.

However, PEG Table 6 (p. 8), which summarizes the Project trip generation estimate employed
in the analysis, shows that the Project is estimated to generate 228 inbound trips and 222
outbound trips. Consequently, the Project traffic assignment values shown in Figure 5 represent
a shortage of 5 inbound trips and 7 outbound trips. This is summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Project Traffic Comparison'
Project Trips
Source In Out Total

PEG Table 6 228 222 450
PEG Figure 5° 223 215 438

Difference 5 7 12
Notes:

Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip
Travel Center, November 16, 2016.

Ibid., “Table 6 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Trip Generation,” p. 8.

Ibid., “Figure 5 - Sunday Peak-Hour Project Traffic Volumes,” p. 28.

2

Although these are seemingly small differences, the lack of consistency within the analysis is a
concern, as it raises additional questions regarding the accuracy of the work. Furthermore,
because the Project-related traffic volumes assigned to the study intersections are less than the
actual estimate of Project-generated traffic, the impacts of the Project are understated.

Pending Project Trip Generation Estimate — PEG Table 7 (p. 9) presents the trip generation
estimate for the one assumed pending project, a 2,000 SF fast food restaurant to be located north
of the Project on Paul Negra Road. Similar to the Project, the estimate includes application of a
15 percent pass-by trip reduction. As noted in Comment 2.E. above (p. 4), this pass-by trip
reduction factor is unsubstantiated.
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6. Cumulative Traffic Volumes — The approach to estimating year 2037 traffic volumes is
described at PEG p. 9:

The Fresno Council of Governments (COG) maintains a travel model that is typically
used to forecast future traffic volumes. The model predicts no growth in traffic volumes
on Nees Avenue between 2015 and 2035. . . . Since some regional growth typically
occurs, the analyses assume an annual growth rate of 1.0 percent applied to the existing
traffic volumes through the year 2037.

But this approach ignores the fact that traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road and Nees Avenue in
the study area are directly linked to traffic volumes on I-5, as there are virtually no other land
uses nearby to act as origins for trips using those roadways. In fact, at this time, virtually the
only reason to be on Paul Negra Road is to travel to or from the existing Chevron station, and the
bulk of the traffic doing so is oriented to/from I-5. This is confirmed by the Project trip
distribution presented at PEG Figure 4, which shows 90 percent of the Project-related traffic
being oriented to/from I-5. It is reasonable to expect that as traffic volumes on I-5 grow, so will
traffic volumes on Paul Negra Road.

The primary source of information regarding projected traffic growth on I-5 is the Interstate 5
Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, February 2013).
That document provides daily and peak-hour traffic volume information for the years 2011,
2020, and 2035. For the segment of I-5 containing the Project (i.e., Segment 16, from Russell
Avenue to the Merced County line), Table 2 summarizes the traffic volume information
presented in Summary Chart 2A in the Transportation Concept Report (which is presented here
as Attachment D).

Table 2
Traffic Volume Summary'
Interstate S — Russell Avenue to Merced County Line

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Peak Hour Traffic
Traffic Traffic Percent Traffic Traffic Percent

Year Volume Growth Growth? Volume Growth Growth?

2011 34,500 -- - 5,200 -- -
44.1% 44.2%

2020 49,700 15,200 (4.9%/Year) 7,500 2,300 (4.9%/Year)
180.0% 180.0%

2035 96,600 62,100 (7.5%/Year) 14,560 9,360 (7.5%/Year)

Notes:
' Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6, Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, February 2013.

> Qverall growth percentage and average annual growth percentage (shown in parentheses).

For both daily and peak hour periods, Caltrans projects the volume on I-5 to grow by 180 percent
between 2011 and 2035. Over that 24-year period, that equates to an annual growth rate of 7.5
percent. This is obviously considerably higher than the 1.0 percent per year assumption in the
PEG traffic analysis.
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Consequently, PEG’s analysis substantially underestimated the year 2037 traffic volumes on
Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road. This will lead, in turn, to understatement of the vehicular
delay values at the study intersections, so that no meaningful indication of the future level of
service is provided for those locations. The degraded “no project” level of service that is certain
to result from the use of more realistic future traffic estimates increases the probability that
addition of the Project-generated traffic will result in a significant impact under Fresno County
significance criteria. That is, as traffic increases on Nees Avenue and the -5 freeway ramps, it
becomes increasingly likely that the critical movements at the study intersections will operate at
unacceptable levels of service and that addition of the Project traffic will cause the delays on
those critical movements to increase by 5.0 seconds or more.

The analysis must be revised to reflect the level of traffic growth projected by Caltrans and to
provide an accurate indication of the operating conditions at the study intersections.

Cumulative Project Trip Generation — The volume of Project-generated traffic is also directly
linked to the volume of traffic on I-5, as 90 percent of the vehicles traveling to or from the
Project originate on I-5, according to the PEG study. Because of the extremely rural nature of the
area surrounding the project site, virtually no one is on Paul Negra Road unless they are passing
by on I-5 and need fuel or food.

This direct linkage between I-5 and Project-related traffic volumes means that as traffic grows on
I-5, the Project will attract more patrons. The PEG traffic analysis, though, assumes that Project-
generated traffic will not change over time, no matter how many potential patrons are passing by
the site on I-5. This assumption is illogical and inappropriate. If, as described above, the pool of
potential patrons increases at an average rate of 7.5 percent per year, it is reasonable to expect
that the number of customers at the Project will increase at approximately the same rate. This
suggests that between now and the year 2037, traffic at the Project (and, therefore, at the study
intersections) will increase by 150 percent (i.e., 20 years at an average rate of 7.5 percent per
year).

Because the Project trip generation has been underestimated, the cumulative traffic impacts of
the Project have been substantially understated. A revised traffic analysis must be prepared,
which more accurately reflects the future volume of traffic at the Project.

Queue Length Results Are Not Credible — Table 10 (p. 10) in the PEG report provides the
“Intersection Queuing Summary” for Existing Conditions. At the Nees Avenue/I-5 Southbound
Ramps intersection, the table indicates a 13-foot queue on the southbound approach. At the
Nees Avenue/Northbound Ramps intersection, a 5-foot queue is shown on the eastbound
approach and a 10-foot queue on the northbound approach.

These results lack credibility, as there are no vehicles on the American road system that are as
little as 5, 10, or even 13 feet long. Similar errors are evident in PEG Table 11 (p. 10), which
presents the Existing Plus Project queue lengths (13 feet, for example). Even the Cumulative
2037 With Project queue lengths presented in PEG Table 14 (p. 11) are as short as 15 feet (on
the eastbound approach at Nees Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps).

We note that the “passenger car” design vehicle designated in Exhibit 2-3 (p. 21) in the
document, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, 2004) is 19-feet long. According to the User Guide
for the Synchro 9 software used to calculate the intersection levels of service, the standard
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convention is to assume that a passenger car in a queue consumes 25 feet. (Reference:
Trafficware, Synchro Studio 9 User Guide, August 18, 2015)

Of course, as noted in the PEG traffic study, 17 percent of the existing traffic at the study
intersections consists of trucks. According to Caltrans, trucks are as long as 72 feet. (Reference:
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, May 7, 2012, Figures 404.5A and 404.5B, pp. 400-15 and
400-16) Such a vehicle would consume at least 75 feet in a queue.

Claiming that the queues associated with development of the Project will be less than the length
of an average passenger car represents a substantial deficiency in the analysis. Such an irrational
result raises questions regarding the credibility of the analysis as a whole.

Project Driveway Operations — Four driveways are planned to serve the Project, all of which
will be on Paul Negra Road. Page 1 of the PEG traffic report says that:

The southernmost driveway will be the first driveway encountered by vehicles driving
from the interchange and will be an entrance only for trucks only.

Recognizing that a large proportion of the patrons at the Project will be first-time or, perhaps,
occasional visitors, it is unclear how the restrictions described here will be enforced or
controlled.

Passenger car drivers approaching the site from I-5 will naturally be inclined to enter at the first
available opportunity, as they will be unfamiliar with the layout of the project. Review of the
Project site plan suggests that such drivers might have difficulty finding their way to the
automobile fuel pumps. What will be the effect of mixing confused automobile drivers with the
large number of trucks expected on-site?

Moreover, we note that no analysis was presented in the PEG study to address traffic operations
at the four driveways. Such an analysis would, at a minimum, address the following questions:

e How long will delays be for drivers exiting the site?
¢ How long will queues be for both entering and exiting traffic?

e [s there adequate sight distance at the driveways to ensure safe operation for entering
and exiting drivers?

The failure to provide such an analysis is a substantial deficiency in the analysis, which must be
revised to provide pertinent information.

10. Freeway Merge/Diverge Analyses — Two issues afflict the analysis of freeway merge and

diverge areas. The results of those analyses are summarized in PEG Table 17 (p. 19).
First, the analysis results are inadequately documented, as follows:

e No analysis results are shown for Near-Term No Project conditions, so it is impossible
to determine the incremental impact of the Project in the near-term scenario.

e Although levels of service (LOS) are presented, the traffic density values that lead to
determination of the LOS are not. Again, this makes it impossible to identify the specific
incremental impact of the Project.
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The second issue is that the analysis results are wrong. Review of the merge/diverge calculations
presented in PEG Appendix F reveals that the addition of the project traffic results in lower
density values at the two off-ramps than under “no project” conditions (i.e., the additional traffic
results in improved operations). This is true for both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus
Project conditions. (Because Near-Term No Project results were not provided, it is not possible
to establish whether this issue applies to that time frame, as well.) To illustrate this point, we
have prepared Table 3, which presents the detailed density values for existing and cumulative
conditions, both with and without the Project.

We have highlighted in yellow the cells within the table that indicate improved operations
following the addition of Project-generated traffic. This result is illogical and should have
represented a red flag for the analyst that something is wrong.

Table 3
Detailed Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis Results'
Existing 2037
Existing Plus Project 2037 No Project Plus Project
Ramp Density” | LOS’ | Density | LOS | Density | LOS | Density | LOS

NB Off-Ramp 32.5 D 31.3 D 72.9 F 71.7 F
NB On-Ramp 29.0 D 29.0 D 65.7 F 65.7 F
SB Off-Ramp 26.8 C 25.7 C 61.8 F 60.6 F
SB On-Ramp 22.9 C 22.9 C 54.5 F 54.5 F
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Table 17, p. 19.
Passenger cars/mile/lane.
Level of service.

The analysis results presented above are incorrect because the traffic volumes used in the
analyses are wrong. The procedures for evaluating the merge (i.e., on-ramp) and diverge (i.e.,
off-ramp) areas are presented in Chapter 13 of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
(Transportation Research Board, Fifth Edition, December 2010). Exhibit 13-4 (p. 13-8) in that
document provides a flow chart summarizing the analysis procedures for on- and off-ramps.
With respect to off-ramps, Step 2 is to:

Compute demand flow rate [i.e., traffic volume] in Lanes 1 and 2 immediately upstream
of the diverge influence area.

In other words, the critical freeway volume for analysis of the off-ramps is the volume just prior
to reaching the off-ramp; it includes the traffic that will be exiting the freeway. (The second key
volume parameter is the amount of traffic actually using the ramp to exit the freeway.)

In this case, the freeway volume upstream of the off-ramp is unchanged by implementation of
the Project. In fact, no Project traffic is added to the freeway, as it is all derived from traffic
already on I-5. For that reason, the freeway traffic volumes in all of the off-ramp analyses should
be the same; only the off-ramp volumes will change as additional drivers choose to exit the
freeway for fuel or food at the Project.
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However, that is not how the off-ramp analyses were performed. Instead, the freeway volumes
used in the analyses were derived by subtracting the additional off-ramp traffic from the freeway
volume. To illustrate this, Table 4 summarizes the values used in the analysis, as well as the
correct values, for Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions.

Table 4
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Existing Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp
Existing Existing
Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Project

Off-Ramp 75 175 33 183
Volume (+100) (+100)
Freeway Volume 2,414 1,932
As Analyzed 2,514 (-100) 2,032 (-100)
Correct Freeway 2,514 2,514 2,032 2,032
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Table 5 shows similar information for cumulative conditions.

Table 5
Diverge Analysis Traffic Volumes'
Cumulative Conditions

Northbound Off-Ramp Southbound Off-Ramp

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project
Off-Ramp 202 219
Volume 102 (+100) 19 (+100)
Freeway Volume 5,840 4,900
As Analyzed 3,940 (-100) 3,000 (-100)
Correct Freeway 5,940 5,940 5,000 5,000
Volume
Notes:

' Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis — Proposed E-Z Trip  Travel

Center, November 16, 2016, Appendix F.

Although we have focused on the off-ramp analyses, the freeway volumes employed in the on-
ramp analyses are also flawed, although not to the same extent.

In summary, because the “with project” freeway volumes used in the merge/diverge analyses are
wrong, the analysis results are wrong and misleading. Consequently, there is no certainty that
the conclusion presented in the PEG report (p. 19) is valid. That conclusion states that:
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The construction of the Project and pending project is not expected to cause a reduction
in the LOS. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact with respect to
merging and diverging at the ramps.

We should also note that this conclusion seems to reflect a misinterpretation of the Caltrans
significance standard for facilities that operate at deficient levels of service under “no project”
conditions. That standard is presented at page 1 in the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002):

If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS,
the existing MOE [Measure of Effectiveness] should be maintained.

In this case, the MOE (as described above) is density and the target LOS is the transition
between LOS C and LOS D (PEG, p. 5). As shown in Table 3 above (and PEG Table 17, p. 19),
all of the ramps will operate at LOS F in 2037, both with and without the Project, thereby falling
short of the target LOS. Thus, if addition of the Project-generated traffic were to cause an
increase in density (i.e., cause the MOE not to be maintained), then a significant impact would
occur. This will not be known until the merge/diverge calculations are corrected, as described
above.

Therefore, as noted above, the PEG conclusion with respect to impacts related to merging and
diverging at the ramps is incorrect. Until the analysis has been corrected to incorporate accurate
freeway traffic volumes, the extent of any Project-related impact will be unknown.

Finally, review of the freeway traffic volumes shown in Tables 4 and 5 above reveals one
interesting side note. Comparison of the Existing volumes and the Cumulative No Project
volumes indicates that substantial traffic growth was assumed, as suggested in our earlier
comments. Specifically, at the northbound off-ramp, the increase in traffic from 2,514 “Existing”
vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,940 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5) represents
growth of 136 percent between now and 2037. In the southbound direction, growth from 2,032
“Existing” vehicles (see Table 4) to 5,000 “Cumulative No Project” vehicles (see Table 5)
indicates a 146 percent increase.

Although these factors are slightly lower than indicated in the Interstate 5 Transportation
Concept Report, they generally confirm our point regarding the magnitude of future traffic on I-
5, which we assert will lead to greater traffic on Nees Avenue and Paul Negra Road as well as
greater patronage at the Project, neither of which has been accounted for in the PEG analysis.

Traffic Index Analysis — According to the PEG report (p. 21):

The Project is expected to cause the traffic index to increase by a significant amount on
Nees Avenue between the Project site and the I-5 northbound ramps. Mitigation will
include pavement improvements on Nees Avenue.

The report fails to state the Project responsibility for this mitigation measure. Is the Project fully
responsible for the cost of the required pavement improvements? This must be clarified.
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CONCLUSION

Our review of the traffic impact study prepared for the proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center project on
Paul Negra Road in Fresno County, California revealed several issues affecting the validity of the
conclusions presented in that document. A modified traffic impact analysis must be prepared.

We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning anything presented here,
please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838.

Sincerely,
MRO ENGINEERS, INC.

Lo 5 G

Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.
Traffic Engineering Manager

cc: Mr. David H. McCray, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
Ms. Kaitlyn D. Shannon, Beveridge & Diamond, P.C.
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ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS
September 16 & 18, 2016

WEST OF I-5 INTERCHANGE

TIME
Mid
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

Noon
1:00
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00
7:00
8:00
9:00

10:00

11:00

TOTAL

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
28 38 66
21 16 37
28 24 52
18 27 45
31 16 47
23 22 45
25 23 48
32 32 64
44 45 89
45 63 108
58 54 112
60 56 116
64 68 132
67 64 131
69 77 146
89 81 170
73 85 158
88 69 157
62 68 130
75 83 158
71 61 132
58 62 120
46 39 85
41 42 83

1,216 1,215 2,431

SUNDAY
EB wB TOTAL
24 23 47
17 16 33
20 16 36
12 11 23
13 13 26
3 7 10
12 15 27
30 33 63
31 30 61
35 40 75
49 61 110
100 94 194
91 81 172
67 77 144
79 90 169
110 103 213
99 105 204
109 89 198
83 98 181
92 77 169
65 64 129
51 49 100
36 36 72
50 58 108
1,278 1,286 2,564

<<== Analyzed

BETWEEN THE I-5 RAMPS

FRIDAY
EB WB TOTAL
39 32 71
22 12 34
29 18 47
21 21 42
28 9 37
27 14 41
46 17 63
58 19 77
55 20 75
58 51 109
54 30 84
89 27 116
92 34 126
115 35 150
110 50 160
138 58 196
149 45 194
153 47 200
136 29 165
111 45 156
77 31 108
66 30 9%
118 27 145
56 30 86

1,347 731 2,578



ATTACHMENT B

HIGH TURNOVER (SIT-DOWN) RESTAURANT TRIP GENERATION
SUNDAY PEAK HOUR OF GENERATOR

(Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers,
Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition, 2012.)



High-Turnover (Sit-DoWh) Restaurant
' (932)

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
On a: Sunday,
Peak Hour of Generator

Number of Studies: 3
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4
Directional Distribution: 55% entering, 45% exiting

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
18.46 9.79 - 43.20 13.74
Data Plot and Equation Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size
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GENERATION
MANUAL

9th Edition *» Volume 3: Data

Trip Generation Rates, Plots and Equations

e Institutional (Land Uses 500-599)
¢ Medical (Land Uses 600-699)

¢ Office (Land Uses 700-799)

¢ Retail (Land Uses 800-899)

e Services (Land Uses 900-999)

ite=

Institute of Transportation Engineers



ATTACHMENT C
FIGURE 5 - SUNDAY PEAK-HOUR PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES

(Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Impact Analysis —
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, November 16, 2016)
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ATTACHMENT D
SUMMARY CHART 2A

(Reference: Caltrans, Office of System Planning, District 6,
Interstate 5 Transportation Concept Report, February 2013.)




Transportation Conespt Report LTI SUMMARY CHART 2A

ot

Interstate @

LEGEND
Existing Lanes e Freeway Kern Co Line SR 41 Fre Co Line SR 198 SR 33 Manning Ave Russe Ave Merced Co Line
Planned or Programmed by 2035 _
Add Through Lanes Add Auxiliary Lanes Number of Lanes
y — 4 PM R0.0 PM 16.6 PM 0.0 PM14.9 PM 30.0 PM 45.8 PM52.7 PM 66.2
* Length of segments not to scale I:l 8 irection: South - North
Segment: Is self-explanatory except for several SEGMENT 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
e Couny/nterstate _ | KINGS/5 | KINGS/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/5 | FRESNO/S | FRESNO/S |
I/Urban: Indi hether th isii
analacas oy imo. o [DescriptonBegn_ | KERNCOUNE | sman separamion | KNGS COUNE | 100 seeamamion| sk za seraraion | wame ave_ | musseuave_
i : . MERCED COUNTY
Terrain: Shows the general highway grade: | e eription End SR 41 SEPARATION | FRESNO COLINE |sp 198 SEPARATION| SR 33 SEPARATION |  MANNING AVE RUSSELL AVE LINE
minimal grade = level; modgrale grade =rolling; 1s.symie s - -~ 14---------4--------+-------\{ - ----------------'--------9Q9----"—"—"F---1
and severe grade = mountainous BeginEnd (PM) _ _ _ | _ | RO.0/166_|_ 166/267 | _ 00/149 | 149/30.0 | 30.0/458_ | 458/527 | 52.7/662_|
: ight-of- d
B e ays Ronorway (ROW) an Length (MI) 16.6 10.1 14.9 15.1 15.8 6.9 135
Shoulder Range: Is arange of treated surface  |Rural /Urban 1 E{Lil’fﬂ_ ______ BLI_I’§| _______ F\il.l_l’§| _______ R _Ul’a_| _______ R _u[a_l R BEI r_al_ ______ _RBVEIL ]
(8' standard), both inside and outside shoulders. - . Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat Flat
errain
; . . ROW: Range Existing
Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC): Is the
typical ROW needed for the ultimate facilty,i.e. 8 |E 2 = — — — — — — = § = - 208/208 _ | __ 2087240 _| _: 208/208_ | _208/208 | 208/208 | _208/208 | _208/208 _|
lane freeway(8F) 218 feet is the standard typical |Median Range (FT) 84 /84 74/ 84 82/84 84 / 99P 84 / 99P 84 /84 84 /84
UTC ROW - will be updated upon corridor plan Shoulder lsaﬁgg (l_:T_) ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
lining by specific sections of highway. Treated. ______ | __5/10 | __ 5/10 ] __ 10/10 | ___ 2/10 | 5/10 | ¢ 5/10 ]| __5/10 |
Facility: Shows the Existing Facility, the desired |Lane Width (FT) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
facility type (2035 Concept) by 2035- RTPAsand}~ ~ -~~~ "~ "~~~ -~~~ -~ -~ -~ =~ ="}~~~ ~"~"~"~"“"“"{~"~"~"“~"“*“"*"“~"“"¥[f°~"“~"*"*"*""“"“"¥|°~"°"°*~"**¥"”/""“"“"“"“*}NF°~~"~"‘“"HF" ""“"”""”7"7"77
Caltrans, and the Ultimate Facility to preserve Ultimate ROW (FT) + + + + + + +
ROW and plan line beyond 2035. 2C(l) indicates N o
that the highway has been improved in select Facility: Existing | 4F | 4F 1 4F |/ 4F L ___ 4 4k | 4F |
locations with operational or safety improvements., 2035 C " 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F 6F
s Coneept Y __ % _______ % ___}___° _ - O]
LOS: The current (2011) LOS (level of service), uTc 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F 8F
along with the expected calculated LOS in 2020
and 2035. The 2035 Concept is the target LOS LOS: 2011 C C C C C C C
desired, i.e.,, LOS C, for attainmentby 2035 |- =-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-4--"=-"=-"=-"-=-"--J--"-"-"---—--—-ft--"----—-—-—-}F-—--—---—-—--pF - - - - - - === === —
calvans. tosi2o20 ___f ___ D ___f ___ o ___}____ O____}--_- E___ .. D___ ... b___J _..b___]
Deficiency: Occurs when the target LOS is
degraded, i.e., LOS D worse than LOS C, with the |;O_S_ 2095_ e A ___ _F_ e ___ _F _________ E _________ E _________ F_ _________ F___| ___F Fo___]
year of occurrence shown. It also shows whether )
a capacity improving project is in the STIP, and LOS: Concept 2035 c c c c c c c
what the LOS would be with the 2035 COnceRt |1, iciencyrvear Deficient 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020
Projectin STPRRTP- ~ -~~~ "~~~ ~"“"{-~"~"~"~"~"*"*"~“"“"§("~"“~"~"*“"*"*"*"“"° ¥r-~"~"&">"7""""""}Ff°~"~“~"*"°*"¥‘""“"“"“""*N"~""“""F "“"7""7""7"7"77
Directional Split: Denotes the split in the peak | (Y/N) No No No No No No No
hour traffic flow on a directional basis (NB/SB or || os w/ Concept N N N N N N N
WBJ/EB) either in the morning (AM) or evening t N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
(PM). irectional Spli
oy | St ek 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 52/48 55/45
AUX++ Auxiliary lanes are Truck Climbing lanes. éALDII_Z_Ol_l ________ 3_2’_599 ______ 3 §’_590_ . _3§’_590_ 1l _341190_0 ______ §3_’5_0_0 ______ 3:3_’0_09 ______ 3_4L5_OQ ]
AADT: signifies Annual Average Daily Traffic. éPLDIZ_Z_OZ_O ________ 4_5’_399 ______ 4 _7’_89(1 s _42,_890_ . _5(_)’§0_0 ______ 4_17_,8_0_0 ______ 47_’1_09 ______ 4_9L7_OQ ]
Peak Hour: Indicates a representation of the .
maximum hour of traffic flow during the day. AADT: 2035 68,500 74,400 74,400 83,800 74,400 73,300 96,600
() Defiient i mprovement Peak Hour: 2011 _ | _ 5200 __|___ 5400 _ _|___ 5400 _ | __ 5900 _ | __4800__ ) 5100 _ _ | __ 5200 __ |
N/A* - Deficient, no project recommended. Ee_ak_H_OEr_ gogo ______ Z'g‘lo _______ 7_]20_0 _______ 7_’7_0_0 _______ 9 _,0_89 _______ 6 ,_8_4(_) e _YLZZQ ______ Z,_SO_O_ ]
e oG SOW 1S generall/ (e $3Me 85 peak Hour: 2035 10,960 11,990 11,990 15,070 10,660 11,330 14,560
99P Median i iable width ters than 100
oo e rucks: asor. | 30w | 30w | 3% | % | 3% | 3% | 30%___|
* Concept Facility meets Concept LOS. % Trucks: Peak Hour 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2439 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 116 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 2439 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3340
Ramp 116 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 166
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3340 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3506 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3506 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.0 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.409 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 615 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2342 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 213 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 2342 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3207
Ramp 213 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 305
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3207 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3512 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3512 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.0 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.410 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 615 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L, No off
Freeway Volume, V. 2325 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V, 238 Laoun = ft
\ = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/hn) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,,, X fp
Freeway 2325 0.95 Level 3 0.809 0.95 3184
Ramp 238 0.85 Level 3 0.865 0.95 341
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 3184 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,q,>2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 3525  |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 3525 |Exnibit138] 4600l No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v , +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 29.1 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.411 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.= 614 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 61.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 5838 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 154 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 5838 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 7995
Ramp 154 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 220
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vip= Ve (Pey) Vi, =V * (Ve - VR)Pep
Leq = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) Lo = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
= 7995 pc/h Vi, = pe/h
30MVyay 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V3 0r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVjorV,.,>2700pch?  Yes ; No IsVyorV, 5, >2700pch?  Yes . No
Is V3 or Vav34 >15% V12/2 . Yes . No Is V3 or Vav34 >15* V12/2 ~ Yes No
- 7995 pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13- - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 18, or 13-19) If Yes,V,,, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 8215  |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- VR Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 8215 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 65.7 (pc/mifln) D = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg=  14.693 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

Se=  -409.9 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = -409.9 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information

Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5NB

IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue

Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans

Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037

Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions

Inputs

Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp

. Yes . On -
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
Deceleration Lane Length L
No . Off 9o No off

Freeway Volume, V. 5741

L = ft Ramp Volume, V, 251 Laoun = ft

v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0

Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions

\Y . _

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 5741 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 7862
Ramp 251 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 359
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas

Estimation of Vio

V12 = Ve (Pey)

Estimation of Vi,

Vi, =V * (Ve - VR)Pep

Leq = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) Lo = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
= 7862 pc/h Vi, = pe/h
30MVyaum 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V3 0r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVjorV,.,>2700pch?  Yes ; No IsVy0rV,,>2700pch?  Yes | No

IsVaorV,,>15*V,2 . Yes | No
7862 pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-

Is V3 orvV
If Yes,V

aat>15*Vl2  Yes | No

If Yes V pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or

122" 18, or 13-19) 122™ 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vo 8221 |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- VR Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Ve 8221 |Exhibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |

Level of Service Determination (if not F)

Level of Service Determination (if not F)

Dy = 5.475 +0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L,
Dy = 65.7 (pc/mifln)
LOS = F (Exhibit 13-2)

Dg = 4.252 + 0.0086 V/,, - 0.009 L,
D = (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)

Speed Determination

Speed Determination

Mg = 14.780 (Exibit 13-11)

Sp= -412.7 mph (Exhibit 13-11)
So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-11)
S = -412.7 mph (Exhibit 13-13)

D,=  (Exhibit13-12)

Si=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S=  mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1949 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 32 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1949 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2669
Ramp 32 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 46
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2669 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2715 | Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 27115 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.9 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1852 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 129 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1852 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2536
Ramp 129 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 185
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2536 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2721 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 2121 |Exnibit136]  4600:Al No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.9 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS = C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 1824 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 157 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 1824 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2498
Ramp 157 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 225
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 2498 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 2723 |Exhibit 13-8 No  [Veo=Ve-Ve Exhibit 13-8
v Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 2723 |Exnibit136] 4600l No Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 22.8 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS = C (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 0.338 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

S.=  63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = 63.8 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 4881 '
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 60 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
\Y . —

(pcih) (Veh/h) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 4881 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6685
Ramp 60 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 86
UpStream
DownStream

Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 6685 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No ISV 0rV,q,>2700pch?  Yes No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No ISVa0rV,q,>15%V 2 Yes No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 6770 |Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?

Ve 6771 |Exnibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)

DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 54.5 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)

LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 3.681 (Exibit 13-11) D= (Exhibit 13-12)

Se=  -46.5 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  N/Amph (Exhibit 13-11) Sg= mph (Exhibit 13-12)

S = -46.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On :
Acceleration Lane Length, L, 600  Yes ~ On
No Off Deceleration Lane Length L) No off
Freeway Volume, V. 4784 ;
Lo = ft Ramp Volume, V 157 Laoun = ft
v, = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S, 75.0 v, = veh/h
Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
(pclh) (Ve\r{/hr) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fav fp v = VIPHF x f,, X fp
Freeway 4784 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6552
Ramp 157 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 225
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vi3 = Ve + (Ve - VeIPep
LEQ = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Pep = using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2= 6552 pc/h Vi, = pcrh
30MVya, 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) V30r Va4 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV, ., >2700 pch?  Yes No IsVs0rV,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
IsVa0rV, 2, >15*V,[2 Yes No IsVa0rV,,>15*V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or
If Yes,V,,, 13-19) IFYes,\Vyp, 13-19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve Exhibit 13-
Vo 6777 | Exhibit 13-8 ves  [Veo = Ve- Ve Exhibit 13-8
Vv Exhibit 13-
R 10
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Ve 6777 |Exnibit138]  4600:Al Yes Vi, Exhibit 13-8 |
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
DR =5.475+0.00734 v o +0.0078 V,, - 0.00627 L, Dg =4.252 +0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
Dy = 54.5 (pc/mifin) Dg = (pc/mi/ln)
LOS=  F (Exhibit 13-2) LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
M= 3.701 (Exibit 13-11) Dy= (Exhibit 13-12)
Se=  -47.1 mph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S,=  NIA mph (Exhibit 13-11) Se=  mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = -47.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13) S = mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, Vg 2514 '
Lp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 75 Lgoun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 75 0.85 Level 15 0.865 0.95 107
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vi = Ve (Pey) Vi, = Ve + (Ve - VR)Pep
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 3336 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 107 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.438 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.6 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.6 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2514 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 175 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 175 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 251
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 3192 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 251 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.451 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2514 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 199 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2514 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 3443
Ramp 199 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 285
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 3443 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 3443 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 3158 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 285 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 3443 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 32.5 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= D (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.454 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5940 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 102 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5940 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 8135
Ramp 102 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 146
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 8135 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 8135 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Veo Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 7989 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 146 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 8135 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 72.9 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.441 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13)

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS2010™  vVersion 6.90 Generated: 11/16/2016 1:51 PM



RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 NB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5940 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 202 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5940 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 8135
Ramp 202 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 289
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
1= pc/h Vi, = 8135 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 8135 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 7846 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 289 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 8135 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 72.9 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.454 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2016
Project Description  Existing Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp = ft Ramp Volume, V 83 domn = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 83 0.85 Level 15 0.865 0.95 119
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = Ve-Vg| 2664 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 119 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.439 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.5 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.5 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Existing Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 183 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 183 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 262
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Ve| 2521 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 262 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.452 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.1 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year Opening Year
Project Description  Near-Term Plus Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 2032 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 209 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 2032 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 2783
Ramp 209 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 299
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 2783 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 2783 Exhibit 13-8 4800 No
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo=Ve-Vg| 2484 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 No
Vg 299 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 2783 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All No
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 26.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= C (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg=  (Exibit 13-11) o= 0.455 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.0 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 11/16/2016 Jurisdiction Caltrans
Analysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 No-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5000 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 119 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5000 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6848
Ramp 119 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 170
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
V12 = Ve (Pey) Vip= Vg * (Ve - VR)Prp
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 6848 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 6848 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 6678 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 170 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 6848 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 61.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.443 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 60.4 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET
General Information Site Information
Analyst JR Freeway/Dir of Travel I-5 SB Off ramp
IAgency or Company Peters Engineering Group Junction Nees Avenue
Date Performed 8-23-17 Jurisdiction Caltrans
IAnalysis Time Period Sunday Peak Hour Analysis Year 2037
Project Description 2037 With-Project Conditions
Inputs
Upstream Adj Ramp Freeway Number of Lanes, N 2 Downstream Adj
Ramp Number of Lanes, N 1 Ramp
. Yes . On .
Acceleration Lane Length, L,  Yes - On
No . Off Deceleration Lane Length L 150 No off
Freeway Volume, V, 5000 '
Lyp= ft Ramp Volume, Vi, 219 Loun = ft
V. = veh/h Freeway Free-Flow Speed, S 75.0 Vp = veh/h
u Ramp Free-Flow Speed, S, 35.0
Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions
Vv . —
(pcih) (Veh/hi) PHF Terrain %Truck %Rv fov fp v = VIPHF x f,,, x fp
Freeway 5000 0.95 Level 23 3 0.809 0.95 6848
Ramp 219 0.85 Level 15 3 0.865 0.95 314
UpStream
DownStream
Merge Areas Diverge Areas
Estimation of v, Estimation of v,
Vi = Ve (Pey) Vi, = Ve + (Ve - VR)Pep
Leg = (Equation 13-6 or 13-7) LEQ = (Equation 13-12 or 13-13)
Pev = using Equation (Exhibit 13-6) Prp = 1.000 using Equation (Exhibit 13-7)
2° pc/h Vv, = 6848 pc/h
30MV, e pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17) Vo 0r Voo 0 pc/h (Equation 13-14 or 13-17)
IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No IsVy0rV,,4,>2700pch?  Yes . No
ISV50rV,5,>15*V 2 Yes . No ISV50rV, ., >15%V,2  Yes . No
- pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or - pc/h (Equation 13-16, 13-18, or 13-
If Yes,lea 13_19) If YeS,Vlza 19)
Capacity Checks Capacity Checks
Actual Capacity LOS F? Actual Capacity LOS F?
Ve 6848 Exhibit 13-8 4800 Yes
Vio Exhibit 13-8 Veo = VE-Vg| 6534 Exhibit 13-8 | 4800 Yes
Vg 314 Exhibit 13-10 2000 No
Flow Entering Merge Influence Area Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area
Actual Max Desirable Violation? Actual Max Desirable Violation?
Vi12 Exhibit 13-8| Vio 6848 Exhibit 13-8 | 4400:All Yes
Level of Service Determination (if not F) Level of Service Determination (if not F)
D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v , + 0.0078 V,,, - 0.00627 L, D, = 4.252 + 0.0086 V,, - 0.009 L
D = (pc/mi/ln) D = 61.8 (pc/mifin)
LOS=  (Exhibit 13-2) LOS= F (Exhibit 13-2)
Speed Determination Speed Determination
Mg = (Exibit 13-11) s = 0.456 (Exhibit 13-12)
S= mph (Exhibit 13-11) R™ 59.9 mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S mph (Exhibit 13-11) So= N/A mph (Exhibit 13-12)
S = mph (Exhibit 13-13) = 59.9 mph (Exhibit 13-13)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 6

1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE

P.0. BOX 12616

FRESNO, CA 93778-2616

PHONE (559) 444-2493 Making Conservation a
FAX (559) 445-5875 California way of life.
TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

August 31, 2017

06-FRE-5-65.782
CUP No. 3528
Travel Center

Mr. Derek Chambers
Planner

County of Fresno

Planning Department

2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Chambers:

The purpose of this comment letter is to formalize our response made at the August 24, 2017
Planning Commission hearing on CUP No. 3528 and its associated traffic impact study (TIS).

We provided comments on January 13, 2017 to the project proponent’s TIS dated November 16,
2016 prepared by Peters Engineering Group (PEG). In our January 13" comment letter we had
two outstanding concerns: the trip generation and the growth rate. On August 23, 2017, we
received an email correspondence from PEG in response to our January 13, 2017 comment letter.
In addition, on August 25, 2017 we received a memorandum from PEG titled: Response to
Comments on Traffic Impact Study, Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center dated August 23, 2017
formalizing PEG’s email correspondence. Caltrans has the following comments:

In regards to the trip generation, PEG had reviewed trip generation data from three Love’s Travel
Stop facilities that was used in a TIS from another travel center located in Madera County. PEG
found that the trip generation information used in the Love’s TIS are similar to that with the PEG
TIS. The value used in the Love’s P.M. peak hour trip generation rate of 39.00 trips per 1,000
square feet which calculated to be 490 trips (before pass by reduction) compared to 480 trips
used in PEG’s TIS. Therefore, it is our conclusion that the trip generation rates and methods
used in PEG’s TIS are reasonable.

In regards to the growth rate, PEG used a growth rate of 1% per year for trips on Nees Avenue
and a growth rate in excess of 4% per year for the freeway mainline. The 4% annual growth rate
was verified in reviewing the merge and diverge data sheets presented in in Appendix F of the
PEG TIS. These volumes were obtained from Caltrans Transportation Concept Report dated
February 2013 for Interstate 5. We concur with PEG that the additional growth on Nees Avenue
within the interchange and west of the interchange will be generated mainly by the proposed

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



Mr. Derek Chambers
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project and any other proposed projects. Therefore, we concur with PEG that the future traffic
volume projections presented in the TIS are appropriate.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (559) 444-2493.

Sincerely,

DAVID PADILLA
Associate Transportation Planner
Planning North Branch

c: Michael Navarro, Chief, Planning North Branch, Caltrans

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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