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Department of Public Works & Planning

COUNTY OF FRESNO
2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor
Fresno, CA 93721

Initial Study Application No. 7359; General Plan
Amendment Application No. 552; and Amendment
Application No. 3852

My law firm represents many of the residents who live near the property located
on North Grantland Avenue between North Parkway Drive and West Tenaya Avenue, Fresno
County Assessor’s Parcel No. 504-081-02S/03S (the “Subject Property”), including Gonzalo

Arias, Mark Brooks, Joseph Day, and Elisa Bilios.

On my clients’ behalf, I am writing in

response to the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for Initial Study Application No. 7359;
General Plan Amendment Application No. 552; and Amendment Application No. 3852 for the
Fresno Humane Animal Services project (collectively, the “Project”).

I have also enclosed the comments of Smith Engineering and Management, which
evaluate the near-term and cumulative traffic impacts of the Project. (See Exhibit “A.”)
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A. Introduction

The Project should be denied. The Project seeks to bring a land use that is
commonplace in industrial areas to a residential neighborhood surrounded by single-family
homes, churches, and an elementary school. The surrounding area sits on the boundary of the
City and the County, and development has far outpaced infrastructure necessary to support the
community. This is particularly true with local roadways, which currently experience gridlock
and unsafe conditions during a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The use is also inconsistent with
residential and school land uses, as it will result in adverse traffic, noise, odors, aesthetics, and
public safety conditions to the area. Stated simply, the Project should be denied on its merits.

But even if this were not the case, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (“IS/MND”) prepared for the Project does not pass muster under the California
Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Resources Code, § 21000, et seq. (“CEQA”). If the County
intends to consider the Project for approval, it must overhaul the IS/MND and commit to binding
mitigation and/or conditions of approval to ensure the Project would not adversely impact the
surrounding community.

Indeed, on the present record, substantial evidence of a “fair argument” exists that
the Project would result in significant environmental effects. This is based on expert opinion,
such as the opinions related to traffic and transportation by Smith Engineering and Management,
and fact, including the testimony and video/documentary evidence of the surrounding
community. As a result of this evidence, the County cannot approve the Project based on the
current environmental document.

In short, my clients respectfully request that the County decline to approve the
Project.

B. The Project is Not Appropriate for this Neighborhood, and Should be
Denied on the Merits

The Project is located on the boundary of the City and the County, and adjacent to
State Route 99. Due to the varied nature of the agencies with jurisdiction over land use and
roadway in the local area, local infrastructure has been developed in a manner that is haphazard.
Put simply, infrastructure and services have not kept up with the needs of the local community,
resulting in a lack of parks, gridlock on local roadways — particularly Grantland Avenue,
Parkway Drive, and Herndon Avenue — and other services. The surrounding land uses are
predominantly “sensitive receptors” such as single-family homes, schools, and churches. It is
therefore no surprise the experts in the field have stated animal shelters should preferably not be
located ““adjacent to a residential area.” (Exhibit “D.”)

The Project contemplates the rezoning of the Project site to allow the
development of an industrial land use — an animal shelter and hospital — adjacent to these
sensitive receptors. By intensifying the land use of the Project site from its current state, the
County would not only be placing a facility in the neighborhood that conflicts with the adjacent
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land uses, but also intensifying development in an area that is already strained from an
infrastructure perspective. Stated simply, there should be no intensification of land uses within
the vicinity of the Project site without critical infrastructure upgrades and services, including
most critically upgrades to the adjacent roadway network.

The Project is also not an appropriate land use for this community. In addition to
overtaxing local infrastructure, animal shelter uses are not appropriate for residential areas.
Animal shelters, for example, are heavily regulated by workplace safety agencies such as OSHA
because they have the potential to generate significant levels of noise, odors, and vectors. Left
unmitigated, these issues would interfere with the use and enjoyment of the adjacent properties,
including churches, residences, and a local school.

C. The IS/MND Fails to Disclose Important Information Needed to
Evaluate the Environmental Effects of the Project

While the County may need additional animal shelters, this is simply the wrong
location for this facility. The Project should be denied on the merits.

One of the fundamental problems with the IS/MND is that it merely presumes the
project would be developed and operated in a way that reduces or avoids the Project’s potential
environmental effects. The Project, however, merely comprises of a rezone and a general plan
amendment. The IS/MND does not analyze the full-range of environmental impacts that could
occur as a result of the Project; rather, the IS/MND analyzes a specific project-level design that
is not before the County. Then, to avoid analysis of particular impacts, the IS/MND simply
presumes various project features will ultimately be incorporated into the project that would
avoid or minimize potential environmental effects. By proceeding in this fashion, the IS/MND’s
project description avoids full discussion of the Project’s potential environmental effects, as well
as reasonable feasible mitigation necessary to ensure the Project would not have significant
environmental effects.

Inaccurate Project Description. CEQA requires that the project description must
include reasonably foreseeable future activities that are consequences of the project. (See Laurel
Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal., 47 Cal. 3d.) The IS/MND, however,
fails to provide a description of the Project sufficient to identify and evaluate its potential
environmental effects. Such information is necessary to evaluate whether the Project would have
significant environmental impacts.

These omissions hinder a complete and accurate environmental review (and result
in an invalid environmental document). Specifically, CEQA requires that the description of the
project be accurate and consistent throughout the environmental document. (See, e.g., County of
Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 195; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 738; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County
of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730; Santiago Water Dist. v. County if Orange (1981)
118 Cal.App.3d 818, 830; Christward Ministry v. County of San Diego (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th
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31, 45; Dusek v. Anaheim Redevelopment Agency (1986) 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1040.) As
explained in County of Inyo:

A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the objectives of
the reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may
affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s
benefit against the environmental cost, consider mitigation measures,
assess the advantage of terminating the proposal (i.e., the “no project”
alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance.

(County of Inyo, supra, 71 Cal.App.3d at 192-93.)

Here, the Project is simply a rezone and a general plan amendment. No specific
facility has been proposed or will be approved by the Board. This is of significant concern
because any future animal control facility, following the approval of the Project, would
constitute a by-right use. Indeed, it appears the site plan will change because the current design
shows the parking lot in a public right of way. (See Exhibit “A” at 6.) Despite this, the [IS/MND
actually discusses a different project, which is a specific animal control facility that is not before
the County. As a result, the project description is unstable, and the IS/MND must be modified to
be adequate under CEQA.

Failure to Include All Project Components. The entire project being proposed
(and not some smaller aspect of it), must be described in the environmental document. This
requirement reflects the CEQA Guideline’s definition of a “project” as the “whole of an action.”
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15378.) Here, the IS/MND does not describe the whole of the action, but
rather a future hypothetical facility that has not been specifically proposed. The Project itself is
merely a rezone and a change in the land use designation, meaning that an applicant in the future
could construct a vastly expanded animal control facility without adequate operational measures.
As a result, the IS/MND is inadequate because it does not identify all potential components of
the Project.

Piecemealing/Segmentation of Environmental Review. The failure to
adequately describe a project, or provide sufficient detail, results in the improper piecemealing or
segmentation of environmental review. Here, by omitting important details about the Project, the
IS/MND does just that. In Santiago Water District, for example, the court held the
environmental review for a mining operation inadequate because the project description omitted
mention of the construction of water delivery facilities that were an integral part of the project.
“Because of this omission, some important ramifications of the proposed project remained
hidden from view at the time the project was being discussed and approved. This frustrates one
of the core goals of CEQA.” (Santiago Water Dist., supra, 118 Cal.App.3d at 830.)

Here, the Project would allow a completely different and much larger project than
that described in the IS/MND. This is because the change in the zoning and the land use
designation could result in by-right uses — without subsequent environmental review — that are
much more intense than the facilities described in the IS/MND. And there is no dispute the site
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plan will need to change, as the current design shows the parking lot in a public right of way.
(See Exhibit “A” at 6.) By proceeding in this fashion, the IS/MND seeks to impermissibly
piecemeal or segment environmental review.

D. The IS/MND Impermissibly Relies Upon Non-Binding Project Design
Features to Reduce the Project’s Significant Environmental Effects

The IS/MND asserts the applicant would incorporate several design features into
the Project that are ultimately intended to prevent the occurrence of or minimize the significance
of adverse environmental effects. The IS/MND then applies these design features to the
Project’s unmitigated impacts on, inter alia, odors, noise, and traffic to conclude the Project’s
impacts are supposedly less than significant, without discussing the severity of the impact prior
to mitigation, and without incorporating the alleged design features as binding mitigation
measures.

For example, with regard to odors, the IS/MND states, “[t]he project has the
potential to cause objectionable odors from the use as an animal hospital and shelter.” (IS/MND
at 4.) The IS/MND then concludes no mitigation is required for odor impacts, without
discussing whether the unmitigated impacts would be significant. The IS/MND reaches this
conclusion based on its contention that “[t]he project has been designed to contain odor by site
design and operations,” including regular cleaning, deceased animal storage protocols, and the
installation of a specialized HVAC system. (See IS/MND at 4.) The IS/MND’s reliance on
these design features violates CEQA in several ways, including the failure to disclose the
significance of unmitigated impacts, and by failing to require enforceable mitigation to reduce
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels.

The IS/MND reaches similar conclusions for noise, admitting that “barking is an
inevitable issue in any animal shelter environment,” but ultimately stating that “kennel areas
have been designed to reduce noise levels and to prevent excessive barking along the
perimeters,” that “exterior kennels do not directly face residential areas,” and that “dogs may be
confined to interior kennels overnight . . . .” (IS/MND at 12.) Again, nothing in the MMRP or
the conditions of approval actually require these project design components to occur.

Likewise, the noise analysis in the Acoustical Analysis is based upon the
placement of kennels at a particular location, while nothing in the MMRP or the conditions of
approval actually require the kennels to be at that location. Rather, the applicant appears to have
specifically declined to implement recommended mitigation to reduce the noise impacts of the
Project to a less than significant level. (See IS/MND at 12 [recommending mitigation requiring
“six (6) foot high solid masonry wall . . . along the property lines of this development” to
“provide additional sound attenuation.”].)

The same is true with traffic. While the trip generation estimates in the TIS are
based on a facility with a square footage of approximately 30,000, there is nothing preventing the
development of a by-right use vastly expanding the size of the facility. This not only affects the
maximum trip generation of the facility, but also the Project’s fair share of the traffic-related

{8232/002/00932830.DOCX }



WANGER JONES HELSLEY PC
October 22, 2018
Page 6

impacts of the Project, which to date the applicant has declined to mitigate. (IS/MND at 15
[“The TIS recommended the project proponent participate in a fair-share for improvements at the
intersection of Grantland and Parkway to bring the intersection to an acceptable LOS.”].)

1. Failure to Disclose Potentially Significant Impacts Prior to
Mitigation

The IS/MND’s use of design features to attempt to minimize the Project’s
unmitigated impacts violates CEQA’s requirement that the lead agency must first determine the
extent of a project’s impacts before it may apply mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15370; Lotus v. Dept. of Trans. (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 651-52.) In
addition, the CEQA Guidelines define “measures which are proposed by project proponents to be
included in the project” as “mitigation measures” within the meaning of CEQA. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1)(A).) As described in Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines,
“mitigation” includes:

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or
parts of an action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
action and its implementation.

(©) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the
impacted environment.

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action.

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.

(Lotus, supra, 223 Cal.App.4th at 650.)

California courts interpreting Section 15370 have held that “avoidance,
minimization and/or mitigation measures,” are not “part of the project.” (ld. at 656.) Rather,
they are mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate environmental impacts of the
Project, and must be treated as such. Mitigation measures cannot be incorporated in an
IS/MND’s initial calculation of the Project’s unmitigated impacts because the analysis of
unmitigated impacts, by definition, must accurately assess such impacts before any mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts are applied. (1d. at 651-52.) An environmental document that
conflates the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures into a single issue disregards the
requirements of CEQA.

Because CEQA prohibits the conflation of mitigation measure with a project
feature, the IS/MND’s lack of analysis of potential environmental impacts caused by the Project
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violates CEQA. The IS/MND should be revised to disclose the severity of all potentially
significant impacts prior to mitigation.

2. Failure to Require Enforceable Mitigation

To be adequate under CEQA, mitigation measures must be enforceable through
conditions of approval, contracts, or other methods to ensure the measures are legally binding.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (b); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(2); Lotus, supra,
223 Cal.App.4th at 651-52.) This requirement is intended to ensure that mitigation measures
will actually be implemented, not merely adopted and then ignored. (Fed. of Hillside & Cyn.
Ass’n v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261; Anderson First Coalition v. City
of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1186.)

The IS/MND'’s reliance on design features (as opposed to binding mitigation) fails
to meet this threshold requirement because the measures are not incorporated as binding
mitigation measures in either the MMRP or proposed Conditions of Approval. As a result, the
IS/MND fails to include any binding mechanism to ensure the applicant would actually
implement these measures for the Project. Without an enforceable mechanism, the project
features described in the IS/MND are little more than aspirations about what might occur, and
the IS/MND’s conclusions that the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with these
project features incorporated are unsupported.

If the County intends to rely upon project features to reduce or avoid potentially
significant impacts, and to reduce those impacts to less than significant levels, the project
features must be incorporated into the Project’s MMRP and Conditions of Approval. (Lotus,
supra, 223 Cal.App.4th at 651-52.)

E. The Traffic Impact Study is Fundamentally Flawed

The TIS Includes an Artificially Narrow Scope. The analysis in the TIS includes
just one intersection — the Parkway Drive/Grantland Avenue intersection. Despite heavy
congestion in the vicinity of the Project, and the fact that most traffic from the Project would be
traveling to Herndon Avenue, no other intersections were studied. Nor did the TIS evaluate any
roadway segments. The TIS provides no justification for the truncated nature of the study’s
scope.

In light of the configuration of the local roadway network, it is unclear why the
following intersections/roadway segments were entirely ignored:

e Tenaya and Grantland
e Herndon and Parkway

e Herndon and S.R. 99 Offramp
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e Herndon and Golden State
e Parkway and Menlo

e Grantland and Mesa

e Grantland and Bullard

¢ Grantland and Barstow

e (Qrantland and Shaw

The failure to analyze the above intersections/roadway segments results in an
inadequate environmental document. (See also Exhibit “A” 1-3 [opining that the failure to study
certain intersections renders the Traffic Impact Study inadequate].) CEQA prohibits use of a
truncated study area to avoid disclosing a project’s impacts. The Supreme Court has emphasized
that an environmental document may not ignore the regional impacts of a project approval,
including those impacts that occur outside of its borders; on the contrary, a regional perspective
is required.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 575.) An
environmental document must analyze environmental impacts over the entire area where one
might reasonably expect these impacts to occur. (See Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford {1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 721-23.) This principle derives from the requirement that
an environmental document analyze all significant or potentially significant environmental
impacts. (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21061, 21068.) An environmental document cannot analyze all
such environmental impacts if its study area does not include the geographical area over which
these impacts will occur.

Traffic Generation Appears to Be Understated. As explained in the
accompanying report of Smith Engineering & Management, the trip generation estimations for
the Project appear to be significantly understated and without basis in fact. This is because the
Traffic Impact Study was based on trip generation estimates from a very small sample of projects
in the San Francisco Bay Area, which are significantly different from this project. In addition,
the trip generation estimates are based on an assumed site plan, which could be expanded
dramatically due to the fact that (i) an animal shelter will be a by-right use, and (ii) the current
design encroaches upon a public right of way. (See Exhibit “A” at 3-4.)

Erroneous Site Plan. The TIS is not based on substantial evidence because the
site plan is erroneous. Specifically, the site plan upon which the TIS was based includes parking
within the public right of way. In other words, it appears the site plan will need to be changed
before site plan review and construction. As a result, the conclusions in the TIS are not based on
substantial evidence. (See Exhibit “A” at 6.)

The TIS Does Not Constitute Substantial Evidence Because it does Not Reflect
Real-World Conditions. The TIS opines that the level of service for the Grantland/Parkway
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intersection is either A or B. As explained in the report prepared by Smith Engineering &
Management, however, these conclusions do not appear to be consistent with on the ground
conditions, which reveal the surrounding intersections operate less efficiently than the theoretical
calculations presume. (See Exhibit “A” at 4-5.) This is due, in part, on the fact that the baseline
traffic counts were taken on a Wednesday — a day upon which the local elementary school
releases students early, and on which there are no afterschool activities. (See Exhibit “E.”)

Further, video/photographic evidence shows the W. Tenaya/Grantland
intersection is severely impacted during a.m. peak hours due to queuing at the
Grantland/Parkway intersection. Those videos show drivers waiting over 60 seconds to make a
left-hand turn from W. Tenaya onto Grantland. If driver testimony regarding a 60-second delay
at an unsignalized intersection is accurate, such conditions would actually appear to be LOS F,
and thus unacceptable under County of Fresno standards. (See Exhibit “A” at 2; see also
generally Exhibits “B” and “C.”)

Although the TIS suggests northbound/left queuing at Parkway and Grantland
during a.m. peak hours is only 170 feet, (TIS at 25), photographs and videos of existing
conditions show queuing during a.m. peak hours extending past Tenaya Avenue, which is over
700 feet to the south of the subject intersection. (See Exhibit “A” at 5.)

Although the TIS suggests northbound/right queuing storage length at Parkway
and Grantland is 295 feet, and that peak a.m. conditions show queuing of only 59 feet, (TIS at
25), this is belied by photographs and videos of existing conditions, which show motorists either
(1) waiting in the single lane to make a right-hand turning movement or (ii) making unsafe
movements and bypassing traffic outside the lane to make a right-hand turning movement. (See
Exhibit “A” at 5.)

The TIS Offers Erroneous Evidence Concerning 2035 Conditions. The TIS
suggests the Parkway/Grantland intersection will operate at acceptable levels during p.m. peak
hour conditions. (TIS at 21.) There is no evidence to support this assertion. Rather, this
conclusion is contrary to the findings of Caltrans and the City of Fresno in their study concerning
the proposed S.R. 99/Veterans Boulevard interchange. In that study, the authors found the
Grantland/Parkway intersection would operate at LOS F conditions in both a.m. peak hour and
p.m. peak hour conditions. (Exhibit “F.”) As such, the Project’s contribution to these
cumulatively considerable conditions should be evaluated and mitigated.

F. An Environmental Impact Report is Required for the Proposed
Project
1. Substantial Evidence Supports a Fair Argument that the

Project Will Have Significant Effects on the Environment and,
As Such, the County Must Prepare an EIR

The Project is not appropriate for this neighborhood, and should therefore be
denied on the merits. But even if the County were to consider the Project, the IS/MND is not the
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appropriate vehicle to evaluate the Project’s potential environmental effects under CEQA.
Rather, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required, as there is substantial evidence
supporting a fair argument that there are significant impacts from the Project, and those impacts
could be cumulatively considerable.

Prior to considering any “project” under CEQA, a lead agency must first
determine whether to prepare a Negative Declaration, a Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an
EIR for the project. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063.) The lead agency makes this determination
based on what is called the “fair argument” standard. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(f)(1).) As
explained by the Supreme Court:

[Slince the preparation of an EIR is the key to environmental protection
under CEQA, accomplishment of the high objectives of hat act requires
the preparation of an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental
impact.

(No Qil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1975) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75.)

The Supreme Court has explained that even in “close and doubtful cases,” an EIR
should always be prepared to ensure “the Legislature’s objective of ensuring that environmental
protection serve as the guiding criterion in agency decisions.” (ld. at 84; see also Pub. Resources
Code, § 21101, subd. (d).) Many courts have stated that the “EIR is the heart of CEQA. The
report . . . may be viewed as an environmental ‘alarm bell” whose purpose it is to alert the public
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points
of no return.” (Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433,
438 [quoting County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810] [emphasis added].)

The CEQA Guidelines set forth the “fair argument” test used to evaluate whether
an EIR is required:

If the lead agency finds there is substantial evidence in the record that the
project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency
shall prepare an EIR. Said another wayi, if a lead agency is presented with
a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may
also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not
have a significant effect.

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(f)(1); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (d) [internal
citations omitted].)

Moreover, an agency’s failure to gather or analyze information on a project’s
impacts can expand the scope of the fair argument standard necessitating the preparation of an
EIR. (See, e.g., Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311 [“CEQA
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places the burden of environmental investigation on government rather than the public,” and a
lead agency ‘““should not be allowed to hide behind its own failure to gather data.”].)

Accordingly, if any commenting party makes a fair argument that the Proposed
Project’s environmental impacts “may have a significant effect on the environment,” the County
must prepare an EIR, even if other substantial evidence supports the argument that adverse
environmental effects will not occur. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(g)(1); see also Sierra Club v.
County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1316 [“[i]f there is substantial evidence of such
an impact, contrary evidence is not adequate to support a decision to dispense with an EIR.”].)

Here, substantial evidence supports a fair argument that an EIR is necessary:

Noise. The American Humane Society recognizes that “[m]ost animal shelters
have unacceptable noise levels in dog kennel areas.” As such, “Hearing protection [is]
required!!!” (Exhibit “G” [emphasis in original].) According to academic studies published in
scientific journals, noise associated with animal shelters can regularly exceed 100 dB. (See
Coppola, Noise in the Animal Shelter Environment: Building Design and the Effects of Daily
Noise Exposure, Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 91), 1-7, Exhibit “H.”) In fact,
many articles suggest noise levels at kennels can reach unmitigated levels of 115 dB (the
equivalent of a live rock concert).! (Exhibit “I.”) “Sound is measured in decibels (dB) and the
scale is logarithmic, meaning that 90 dB is 10 times the intensity of 80 dB and it 100 times the
intensity of 70 dB.” (Exhibit “H”.”)

The evidence shows unmitigated sound emanating from the proposed Project
would have significant impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. The Fresno County Code
designates several types of land uses as sensitive receptors, including single- or multiple-family
residences, schools, hospitals, churches or public libraries. (See Fresno County Code, §
8.40.040.) Two sensitive receptors not mentioned in the Acoustical Analysis are adjacent to the
northern boundary of the Project site: (i) a church called the Iglesia dia de Pentacostal M.I,2 and
(i1) the Grantland Avenue Southern Baptist Burch. Both churches are located on 6438 N.
Grantland Avenue, adjacent to the Project site.

Assuming the Project is subject to a 20-foot sideyard setback, there is nothing in
the conditions of approval or the MMRP preventing indoor/outdoor kennels 20-feet away from
the boundary of the property used by the churches on 6438 N. Grantland Avenue. Using the
same methods and calculations employed by the applicant’s consultant, unmitigated sound
exceeding 100 dB at a point source 20 feet from the northernmost boundary of the Project site
would result in sound levels at approximately 84.3 dB, which exceeds all daytime and nighttime

! http://www.industrialnoisecontrol.com/comparative-noise-examples.htm

2 https://www.iglesiaenfresno.org/

{8232/002/00932830.DOCX }



WANGER JONES HELSLEY PC
October 22, 2018
Page 12

Noise Level Standards included in the County’s Code.® (See Fresno County, Code of
Ordinances, § 8.40.040(A).)

The Acoustical Analysis also asserts “the closest residential land uses would be
approximately 350 feet from the closest proposed kennels.” (Acoustical Analysis at 6.) As an
initial matter, it is unclear why the Acoustical Analysis is based on the placement of the kennels
at a particular location, as there is no condition or approval or mitigation measure requiring the
kennels to be placed at any particular location. Because the kennels could be placed anywhere
on the Project site (other than the public right of way), the kennels could be placed as close as
100 feet to the nearest residential land use immediately across Grantland Avenue from the
Project. Using the same method of calculation as the Acoustical Analysis, this would result in
noise levels of approximately 70.3 dB, which likewise exceed all daytime and nighttime Noise
Levels Standards stated in the County Code. (See Fresno County, Code of Ordinances, §
8.40.040(A).)

And the concerns regarding noise are not just shared by the residential neighbors
of the Project. Indeed, Central Unified School District has expressed concern about the lack of
noise mitigation for the Project. (See Exhibit “J.”)

Further, experts have stated that, while highway proximity is good, animal
shelters generally should not be located adjacent to a highway, such as the Project site. (See
Exhibit “D” [“Accessibility from a major highway is ideal but not so close that there is
significant noise (i.e. loud truck brakes, horns, etc.)”].)

In short, substantial evidence of a fair argument exists that the Project would have
significant acoustic impacts, and that the Project would result in events that exceed the noise
levels contemplated under Section 8.40 of the Fresno County Code. (See CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G, Subd. XI(a).) As a result, to the extent the County considers the Project for
approval, and EIR should be prepared.

Aesthetics. CEQA requires analysis of a project’s impacts on “view and other
features of beauty.” (Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist.
(2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 401.) On this topic, “the opinions of area residents, if based on
direct observation, may be relevant as to aesthetic impact and may constitute substantial

3 As explained in the Acoustical Analysis, sound decreases by approximately 6 dB from
the point source every time the distance from the point source doubles. (Acoustical Analysis at 7
[explaining that the “normal rate of attenuation of noise levels with increasing distance from a
point source” is “-6 dB per doubling of distance . . . .”].) This general rule of thumb can also
expressed through the equation: Lp(R2) = Lp(R1) — 20*Log10(R2/R1), in which Lp(R1) equals
sound pressure level at one location, such as the point source, and R1 equals the distance of that
location from the point source). R2, in turn, equals the distance from the point source to the new
location, while Lp(R2) equals sound pressure level the second location. (See
http://www.wkcgroup.com/tools-room/inverse-square-law-sound-calculator/.)
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evidence in support of a fair argument; no special expertise is required on this topic.” (The
Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 908, 937 [requiring EIR,
rather than Initial Study, in part to address neighbors' concerns regarding aesthetic impacts of

project].)

The IS/MND determined the Project would have a less than significant
environmental impact with respect to aesthetics, “with mitigation incorporated.” This mitigation
was required because the subject property is surrounded by properties zoned Rural Residential.
As such, the Initial Study recommended a mitigation measure requiring the erection of a “six (6)
foot high solid masonry wall” along the property lines adjacent to Rural Residential Zone
Districts. (IS/MND at 2.) This mitigation measure, however, has been removed from the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and thus is no longer required.

A mitigated negative declaration is only appropriate where the applicant agreed to
eliminate or avoid all potentially significant environmental impacts by incorporating mitigation
measures into the project. (See Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21064.5, 21080, subd. (c)(2); CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15064(f)(2), 15070(b).) Because the IS/MND recommended mitigation to avoid
or climinate potential aesthetic impacts — i.e., the six-foot wall — but has not incorporated that
mitigation measure into the Project, or added the mitigation to the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, the County may not adopt a mitigated negative declaration, and must instead
prepare an environmental impact report.

Odors. The IS/MND concedes the Project “has the potential to cause
objectionable odors from the use as an animal hospital and shelter.” (IS/MND at 4.) The
IS/MND, however, does not explain what those odors may be, or attempt to analyze the potential
impacts of those odors. Rather, the IS/MND asserts — without evidence — that the “project has
been designed to contain odor by site design and operations.” (Id.) In other words, the IS/MND
concedes Project has the potential to cause significant environmental impacts associated with the
creation of odors, but contends those odors would be “mitigated” through project design and
operations. This analysis is inadequate under CEQA, as there is no mitigation or condition of
approval requiring the Project to be designed in any particular way, nor is there anything
requiring the applicant to engage in operations that would reduce odors to a less than significant
level. Because the IS/MND concedes objectionable odors would occur from an unmitigated
facility, and there is no mitigation, the record contains substantial evidence of a significant
environmental impact and, as a result, an EIR must be prepared.

Public Safety. It is common for individuals to illegally abandon animals at
shelters. Data from Central California SPCA show that in fiscal year 2016-17 alone, 404
animals were abandoned at the shelter — a rate of over one animal per day. (Exhibit “K.”)
Afraid animals in an unfamiliar location can be dangerous, particularly when they are abandoned
in a manner where they are not secured. This has the potential to create dangerous conditions for
nearby residences and churches, as well as the elementary school across the street from the
Project site. Indeed, Central Unified School District has expressed concern regarding the
location of the Project for this reason. (See Exhibit “J.”)
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There are no conditions of approval or mitigation measures designed to limit the
impact of abandoned animals. Because these impacts have not been evaluated or mitigated, the
County may not approve a mitigated negative declaration for the Project.

Traffic and Traffic Safety. The Project would also result in adverse traffic and
traffic safety impacts:

e The Herndon/S.R. 99 Southbound offramp interchange is currently
operating at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E in a.m. peak hours and LOS F
in p.m. peak hours). (Exhibit “F.”) The same is true for cumulative
conditions. (ld.) Virtually all motorists making a left-hand turn onto
Parkway Drive will traverse this intersection. The Project will exacerbate
these unacceptable conditions under both existing conditions and 2035
conditions.

e There is no direct way to travel southbound from the Project site. Rather,
to travel southbound, a vehicle would need to make a left-hand turn on
Parkway Drive, and travel through the residential neighborhood to the
west via Menlo, Annapolis, and Tenaya.

e Photographs and videos of existing conditions show queuing for the
northbound/left movement extending past Tenaya Avenue, which is over
700 feet to the south, and blocks the Tenaya/Grantland intersection.

e Photographs and videos of existing conditions show queuing for the
northbound/right movement extending far past the 295 feet stated as the
queuing capacity in the TIS at 25.

e Photographs and videos show motorists traveling northbound on
Grantland creating unsafe conditions by bypassing traffic on the dirt to
make a right-hand turning movement onto Parkway Drive/S.R. 99.

e Photographs and videos show the Tenaya/Grantland Avenue intersection
operating at an unacceptable level of service during a.m. peak hours. This
is because motorists seeking to make a left-hand turning movement from
Tenaya Avenue onto Grantland are restricted from making a left-hand turn
movement onto Grantland due to excessive queueing northbound on
Grantland. The Project will exacerbate these unacceptable conditions
because (i) vehicles seeking to enter the Project from southbound
Grantland will be required to make a U-Turn at Tenaya Avenue, and (ii)
vehicles seeking to travel from the Project southbound on Grantland will
be required to turn north onto Grantland, and then route through the
neighborhood, and make a right-hand turn onto Grantland. (See generally
Exhibits “B” and “C.”)
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e According to Central Unified School District, traffic conditions are poor in
the morning hours, and increases in traffic from the Project would
exacerbate those unacceptable conditions. (See Exhibit “J.”) To avoid
traffic safety issues resulting from the need for students to cross the street,
the County should require that the Project install traffic mitigation
measures in the form of controlled intersections for children to cross
Grantland Avenue and have a clear path of travel. (See id.)

Hydrology/Public Facilities. Fresno Irrigation District’s (“FID”) active 48-inch
Epstein pipeline traverses the portions of the property. The pipe was installed in the 1970s, and
according to FID is easily damaged, extremely prone to leakage, and does not meet FID’s
minimum standards for developed parcels or urban areas. Any interference with the pipeline
could not only cause flooding in the vicinity of the Project, but also cause FID farmers to lose
water for extended periods. Although FID has an agreement with the landowner that runs with
the land to install a new 48-inch pipeline upon development, we understand this will not occur.
We likewise understand the applicant has not submitted a grading and drainage plan showing the
proposed development would not endanger the structural integrity of the facility, or result in
drainage patterns that could adversely affect FID. To avoid the potentially significant impact
identified by FID, the pipeline should be upgraded.

The Project Will Result in Significant Land Use Impacts. CEQA requires
agencies to evaluate whether a proposed development project will, among other things, conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over a project. A fair
argument exists that the Project as proposed will result in several conflicts with both the
County’s General Plan and the Zoning Code. First, the Project seeks to bring an industrial land
use into an area that is predominantly rural residential. This conflicts with both sound land use
principles, as industrial land uses are typically incompatible with residential land uses,
particularly when they are adjacent to each other. In addition, as explained in detail below, the
Project is inconsistent with several policies and programs articulated in the County’s General
Plan.

In short, as the Project is presently designed, substantial evidence supports a fair
argument that the Project will cause significant environmental effects. As a result, the County
cannot approve the IS/MND.

2. The MND Fails to Analyze the Project’s Cumulative Impacts

CEQA “require[s] a finding that a project may have a ‘significant effect on the
environment’ if . . . [t]he possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21083.) A project’s cumulative impacts are significant if the
project’s incremental contribution to the impact is “cumulative considerable.” (CEQA
Guidelines § 15130(a).) A Project’s incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable if the
incremental effects of the project are significant “when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a)(3).) The fact that a particular project’s incremental impact is not
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alone significant, or is relatively small when compared to the greater overall problem, does not
mean the project does not have significant cumulative impacts. This theory was rejected in Kings
County Farm Bureau because it would allow “the approval of projects which, when taken in
isolation, appear insignificant, but when viewed together, appear startling.” (Kings County Farm
Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 720-21.) The proper standard for a
cumulative impacts analysis is whether the impacts are “collectively significant.” (ld. at 721
[citing CEQS Guidelines, § 15355.)

If a project’s incremental contribution to the impact is “cumulative considerable,”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)) — i.e., if they are “collectively significant,” (Kings County Farm
Bureau, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at 721) — the lead agency must examine reasonable, feasible
options for reducing or avoiding the project’s contribution to those significant cumulative
effects. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130(b)(5).) A mitigated negative declaration may not be
adopted unless the al potentially significant environmental impacts are eliminated or avoided by
incorporating such mitigation measures into the project. (See, e.g., Pub. Resources Code, §§
21064.5, 21080, subd. (c)(2); CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(f)(2), 15070(b).)

The IS/IMND Fails to Address Cumulative Impacts to Roadways Impacted by
the Project. According to the City of Fresno and Caltrans, several roadways within the vicinity
of the Project are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service under 2035 conditions.
These include:

e Northbound S.R. 99 offramp/Herndon (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Herndon/Parkway (a.m. peak hour)

e Parkway/Grantland/S.R. 99 SB onramp (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
e Herndon/Golden Sate (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)

(See Exhibit “F.”) In addition, the Tenaya/Grantland intersection already appears to be operating
under an unacceptable level of service. (See id.)

The Project will result in additional vehicle trips traversing each of these
intersections. The Project would thus contribute to “cumulatively considerable” conditions to
these intersections under 2035 conditions. (See Exhibit “A” at 3.) As a result, the County
cannot approve the Project using the IS/MND as drafted. Rather, the County must evaluate the
above intersections, and require the applicant to either install the improvements or pay its fair
share of the improvements necessary to reduce the transportation impacts to a less than
significant level. Otherwise, a full environmental impact report is required.

Failure to Adopt Mitigation for Incremental Contributions to Impacts that Are
Cumulatively Considerable. The TIS recognizes the Parkway/Grantland intersection will
operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS F) in Cumulative Year 2035 conditions. (TIS at
21.) The TIS also recognizes the Project would contribute to these unacceptable conditions, and
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thus recommends mitigation in the form of roadway improvements (specifically, the
modification of the northbound right-turn lane to a left-right land), and the addition of a
westbound receiving lane on Parkway Drive. (Id. at 23.) The TIS also calculates the Project’s
fair-share contribution for such improvements. (ld. at 26.)

The IS/MND, however, does not require the applicant to either install the
improvements (subject to reimbursement) or pay a fair share of its improvements. Thus, the
Project will make an incremental contribution to “cumulatively considerable” conditions.
(CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a).) As a result, the County may not adopt a mitigated negative
declaration for the Project, and must instead prepare a full environmental impact report.

G. The IS/MND Must Be Recirculated for Public Review

If, after circulation of an initial study, mitigation measures are changed, the initial
study should be recirculated for additional public review. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15073.5.)
Here, the initial study originally contemplated a mitigation measure in the form of a six-foot high
masonry wall to avoid or eliminate the aesthetic and noise impacts of the project. (See IS/MND
at 2, 12.) This mitigation, however, was eliminated after the original circulation of the IS/MND.
As such, the County must recirculate the IS/MND for public review before considering the
Project for approval. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15073.5.)

H. The Project Is Inconsistent With the Fresno County General Plan

State planning and zoning law requires that all land-use decisions of counties
must be consistent with the county’s General Plan. (Govt. Code, § 65860, subd. (a); see also
Corona-Norco Unif. Sch. Dist. v. City of Corona (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 985, 994.) A “project is
consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and
policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.” (Corona-Norco, supra, 17
Cal.App.4th at 994.) While perfect conformity may not be required, “a project must be
compatible with the objectives and policies of the general plan.” (Endangered Habitats League,
Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 782 [emphasis added] [citing Families
Unafraid to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of Supers. (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336].)
“A project is inconsistent if it conflicts with a general plan policy that is fundamental,
mandatory, and clear.” (Endangered Habitats, supra, 131 Cal.App.4th at 782 [citing Families
Unafraid, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th at 1341-42].)

The Project is inconsistent with several goals and policies of the County’s General
Plan:

e The County’s Urban Industrial Development Policy LU-F.29 states that
the “County may approve rezoning requests and discretionary permits for
new industrial development or expansion of existing industrial uses”
subject to, inter alia, (i) “Operational measures or specialized equipment
to protect public health, safety, and welfare, and to reduce adverse impacts
of noise, odor, vibration, smoke, noxious gases, heat and glare, dust and
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dirt, combustibles, and other pollutants on abutting properties”; (ii)
“Mandatory maintenance of non-objectionable use areas adjacent to or
surrounding the use in order to isolate the use from abutting properties”;
and (ii1) “Limitations on the industry’s size, time of operation, or length of
permit.” Here, there are no binding mechanisms to ensure the Project
would not create adverse “impacts of noise, odor, vibration, smoke,
noxious gases, heat and glare, dust and dirt, combustibles, and other
pollutants on abutting properties”; rather, the IS/MND merely assumes
those impacts would not occur due to potential (but not mandated) project
features. In addition, there is nothing in the MMRP or the Conditions of
Approval mandating “maintenance of non-objectionable use areas
adjacent to or surrounding the use in order to isolate the use from abutting
properties.” Further, there are no “[l]imitations on the industry's size, time
of operation, or length of permit”; rather, the Project may simply operate
without restriction.

The County’s Policy LU-F.32 provides that the County should “require
facility design, traffic control devices, and appropriate road closures to
eliminate” local roads not being suitable for industrial traffic. Here, no
meaningful roadway upgrades are being required to minimize adverse
conditions.

The County’s Goal LU-G requires the County to “direct urban
development within city spheres of influence to existing incorporated
cities and to ensure that all development in city fringe areas is well
planned and adequately served by necessary public facilities and
infrastructure and furthers countywide economic development goals.” As
the video and photographic evidence shows, development of infrastructure
in the vicinity of the Project has not maintained pace with development.
Additional infrastructure upgrades are sorely needed before the County
considers additional urban development along the Grantland corridor.

The County’s Policy LU-G.10 states that the County “shall minimize
potential land use conflicts at the interface between urban development
and existing developed rural-residential areas. Provision for a graduated
transition in density/lot size from higher to lower density between the two
respective areas shall generally be required unless significant buffers or
other measures are determined adequate to protect established rural
residential developments. The County, while recognizing the cities' need
to optimize use of land within their sphere boundaries, shall encourage
cities to require buffering measures when urban development is proposed
adjacent to existing developed rural-residential areas within their spheres-
of-influence.” The Project does not comply with any of these policies to
any measurable degree. There is no graduated transition between the
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Project and existing low-intensity residential uses. And there is no buffer
between this industrial land use and rural residential zoned properties.

e The County’s Goal HS-G is to “protect residential and other noise-
sensitive uses from exposure to harmful or annoying noise levels; to
identify maximum acceptable noise levels compatible with various land
use designations; and to develop a policy framework necessary to achieve
and maintain a healthful noise environment.” Here, the County is
contemplating a Project with the potential to substantially increase noise in
the area. As explained above, animal shelters are highly regulated under
OSHA due to adverse noise conditions, which can exceed 100dB. Despite
this, the Project is proposed to be adjacent to numerous sensitive
receptors, including churches, schools, and rcsidences.

s The County’s Policy HS-G.1 provides that the “County shall require that
all proposed development incorporate design elements necessary to
minimize adverse noise impacts on surrounding land uses.” Again, there
are no conditions of approval or mitigation measures that require any
noise mitigation.

L. Conclusion

For each of the foregoing reasons, the County should not adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Project, and should decline to approve Project. Although my clients
believe the Project should fail on its own merits, the Project may not be approved unless the
County prepares a full environmental impact report to fully evaluate the numerous potentially
significant effccts of the Project, and to fully mitigate cach of those negative environmental
effects.

Respectfully submitted,

Enclosures

cc: Fresno County Board of Supervisors (via email), including Exhibit “A” only
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---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Shelter Medicine Consult <sheltermedconsult@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Oct 17, 2018 at 6:16 PM

Subject: Re: Animal Shelter Site Selection Questions

To: <elisabilios@gmail.com>

Hello Elisa,
Thank you for your excellent questions!

Building an animal shelter is a huge endeavor and, as with many things, proper planning is key to success.
There are so many considerations when building an animal shelter that are different from any other type of
construction. One of the many factors to consider is the size of the shelter itself. Serious issues can arise when
a shelter is either too big or too small! We recommend working with a shelter medicine professional to ensure
your space appropriately matches your needs. Hiring or consulting with an architect familiar with animal
sheltering needs will likely save money in the long run by ensuring things are done properly from the
beginning.

How close should an animal shelter be to an elementary school with over 700 students?

What is your concern? Safety? Noise? Zoonotic disease? Our biggest concern would be potential noise from
the shelter reaching the school. It is difficult to give a thorough answer without any additional information.
Will the dogs be housed in indoor-outdoor runs? We strongly recommend this for the dogs’ health and well-
being but it does mean the potential for noise from barking dogs could disturb the children. Proximity might
be helpful if the school and the shelter work together to teach the children about caring for animals. It also
might be an avenue for increased adoptions (“Let’s stop at the shelter on the way home from school!”).

What would be a more beneficial location for an animal services agency that covers over 6,000 square miles,
a location that is centralized to the community or on a border of said community? How close should an
animal shelter be to a major highway?

Ideally the shelter would be central to the population it serves, in an area easy to access, with good road
visibility, and low noise, preferably not adjacent to a residential area. The location should be an area the
public would consider a pleasant place to visit (i.e. not next to the city sewer or landfill). You might wish to
consider your proximity to the majority of the animal service calls but if those are on the border of the
community the trade-off may not be worthwhile. Your objective should be to be convenient and accessible to



your community, even if your animal services officers need to drive farther for a call. Accessibility from a
major highway is ideal but not so close that there is significant noise (i.e. loud truck brakes, horns, etc.)

How close should an animal shelter be to a residential area?

Every shelter is different in the amount of noise they generate. Since the majority of the animals you will be
sheltering are dogs you will want to pay extra consideration to facility design and enrichment tools that will
decrease barking. Generally the better the welfare of the dogs and the less time spent on daily activities such
as cleaning, the less barking you will have, but in general we recommend that your shelter not be built directly
adjacent to a residential area. If building in an open area, consider the intended use for surrounding land to
ensure that you are not building a shelter in an area that will later be surrounded by homes.

How much land should be designated for livestock if there is a 4 acre site to utilize for all shelter facilities?

This is a difficult question to answer without more information about the numbers and type of livestock you
will be housing, how frequently you will be sheltering them, and the amount of time you expect to house
them. Ideally all animal stays will be as short as possible but if your organization is responsible for animals
involved in court cases your length of stay for some animals might be quite long. Depending on the species,
you may wish to consult with an expert in that field (i.e. equine needs differ greatly from needs for pigs).
Given your intake numbers, you may need more than 4 acres to meet all of your needs (building, barn,
paddock and/or pasture, dog play yards, training spaces, indoor-outdoor housing). If additional land is not a
possibility you may wish to consider alternative housing options for larger animals like horses or cattle if they
are not able to leave your shelter within a reasonable amount of time (what is reasonable depends on your
capacity for care of that animal at that time). Some shelters have relationships with stables for discounted
equine housing and care.

As you move further into planning your new shelter, remember that your outdoor space deserves as much
consideration as your indoor space. Getting your dogs outside to play is possible year-round when you have
planned appropriately. Use of canopies or shade cloths, wind breaks or other structures can make it pleasant
for people to spend time outside with shelter animals despite the weather. OQutdoor “catios” or screened in
porches for indoor-outdoor cat housing are a great way to minimize stress in cats so consider those when
planning your outdoor space as well.

As you realize, location of an animal shelter is important on many different levels. We need to consider
community access, welfare and safety of both animals and humans, aesthetics, costs, and more.

| hope this helps answer your questions. For more detailed information on facility design, check out our
Information Sheet on Facility Design and Animal Housing here.

Thank you for reaching out and good luck with your build!
Erica Schumacher, DVM
Outreach Veterinarian, Shelter Medicine Program

University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Veterinary Medicine

*Special thanks to Dr. Denae Wagner, Assistant Director for the UC-Davis Koret Shelter Medicine Program for
her assistance with this response!



To facilitate our tracking, please send us the name of your shelter/organization (if not already given), as well
as the approximate number of animals your shelter takes in each year.
Thank you!
uwsheltermedicine.com
Connect with us on Facebook: www.facebook.com/UWShelterMedicine

On Fri, Oct 5, 2018 at 4:19 PM Elisa B <elisabilios@gmail.com> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Elisa B <elisabilios@gmail.com>

Date: Wed, Sep 26, 2018 at 2:01 PM

Subject: Animal Shelter Site Selection Questions
To: Shelter Med <sheltermedicine(@ucdavis.edu>

To Whom It May Concern,

I have a few questions about site selection for an animal shelter that would take in ~7,000 animals annually
(1,500 cats and 5,500 dogs), and a few dozen livestock animals (from rabbits to cattle).

How close should an animal shelter be to an elementary school with over 700 students?

What would be a more beneficial location for an animal services agency the covers over 6,000 square miles, a
location that is centralized to the community or on a border of said community?

How close should an animal shelter be to a mainstream highway?

How much land should be designated for livestock if there is a 4 acre site to utilize for all shelter facilities?
How close should an animal shelter be to a residential area?

How close should an animal shelter be to a major highway?

I appreciate your time and consideration.

Elisa Bilios

UC Davis
¢/0 2001



HERNDON BARSTOW ELEMENTARY’S 2017-2018 BELL SCHEDULE

Daily Bell Schedule
8:30—-3:10 M, T, Th, F
8:30—1:35W

Lunch: All students will go to lunch first than
recess.

Rainv days: Teachers pick up from cafeteria at
8:05 AM —those on duty stay on duty and their
students remain in the cafeteria until all others
are picked up;

Recess is held in the classroom,

PE schedule: Tuesdays and Thursdays

Preschool
AM 8:45 —11:45 (5 State)
PM 12:45 — 3:45
Opportunity

9:55 - 10:10 Recess
11:30-11:50 PE 20 minutes
12:00-1:00 Lunch

ECOE
9:55—-10:10 Recess

11:3¢ - 11:50 PE 20 minutes
12:15-12:35 Lunch
12:35-1:00 Lunch Recess

Active supervision in zones.

Kindergarten
8:30- 9:10 PE 40 minutes { Tue, Thurs)

9:10-11:00 Instruction
11:00 — 12:00 Lunch
12:00 - 1:00 Instruction
1:00- 1:20 Recess

1:20 -~ 3:10 Dismissal

ISt
8:30- 10:20 Instruction
10:20- 10:35 Recess
10:35 ~11:30 Instruction
11:30—-12:30 Lunch
12:50 ~ 1:30 PE 40 min {Tue, Thurs})

1:30- 3:10 instruction

znd
8:30 — 9:15 iInstruction
9:15 — 9:55 PE 40 min (Tue, Thurs}
9:55 — 10:20 instruction
10:20 - 10:35 Recess
10:35-11:30 Instruction
11:30 - 12:30 Lunch
12:30 — 3:10 Instruction

3rd
8:30- 10:20 Instruction
10:20-10:35 Recess
10:35 -10:45 Instruction
10:45-11:25 PE 40 minutes {Tue, Thurs)
11:25 - 12:00 Instruction
12:00 - 1:00 Lunch
1:00-3:10 Instruction

4th
8:30 — 1¢:40 Instruction
10:40 ~ 10:55 Recess
10:55 ~ 12:00 Instruction
12:00 - 1:00 Lunch
1:00 ~1:35 Instruction
1:35-2:15 PE 40 minutes {Tue, Thurs)
2:15-3:10 Instruction

5th
8:30 — 10:40 Instruction
10:40 - 10:55 Recess
10:55-12:30 [nstruction
12:30 - 1:30 Lunch
1:30 -~ 3:10 Instruction
2:20 - 3:00 PE 40min (Tue, Thurs)

IEth
8:30 — 10:40 Instruction .
10:00-10:40 PE 40 minutes (Tue, Thurs)
10:40 — 10:55 Recess
10:55-12:30 Instruction
12:30-1:30 Lunch
1:30 —-3:10 Instruction
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06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935

Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013

PROJECT REPORT

On State Route 99
Between Herndon Avenue and Shaw Avenue and on Veterans Boulevard
Between Shaw Avenue and Polk Avenue
In the City of Fresno within Fresno County

I have reviewed the right of way information contained in this Draft Project Report and the R/W Data Sheet
attached hereto, and find the

Lrveeav AT

Acting Chief, Central Division Right of Way

&%val Recommgnded:
Z /g -

~ JAMES BANE
Project Manager

District 6 Director



06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
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This Project Report has been prepared under the direction of the following Registered Civil
Engineer. The registered civil engineer attests to the technical information contained herein and
the engineering data upon which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based.

61555
DATE - 06730715




1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935
Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION ..ccuuiiiiuinsuissensisssnssessssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasss 6
RECOMMENDATION....uuiiiiiisniceisecssiesesssessssssssssecsssssasssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssese 7
BACKGROUND . ....ccouiiiiiuinsnissensisssissesssesssissssssessssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 7
A) PrOJECt HISTOTY ...ceiutiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt et ettt et e s aeeebeeeeee 7
B) Community INtEraCtioN.........ccouiiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt e 9
C) EXISING FACIIILY ..eeeiiiiiiee e st 10
NEED AND PURPOSE ......couuiiniiniisinninensissnissenssssssissessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 12
A) Problem, Deficiencies, JUStIfICAtION .......c.ceieriiriiriirieieiieeee e 12
B) Regional and System Planning.............ccoeciiiiiiiiiniiieiiieniietece et 13
(O T ¥ i (PSSR 15
D) ColliSION ANALYSIS ..veiiiviiiiiieiiiieeeiieeeieeeiee et e ettt ste e e et eesteeessaeeessaeeesseeessseesnseeesnseeennnes 24
ALTERNATIVES...uuiiiitiiinninsuinensisssnssesssssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssns 27
A) VIaDIe AIETNATIVES ..c..eetieiiiiiieiieieietest ettt sttt ettt et e b e e sbe e 27
1. Jug-Handle AIEINAtIVE ......cceeiiiiiiieienieieeest ettt 33
2. BaSE AIEIMALIVE ..c..eeiieiiiiiieiieieete ettt sttt sttt et be e 35
B) NO BUild AIEINAtIVE .....oocuviiiiiiiieiiie ettt e e tae e e eab e e eaae e easeeeareeeeans 37
C) Rejected AIETNALIVES ....eeviieeiieiieeiierie et eeite et eite et e st e et e esaeesnbeesteesabeeseesnseeseesnseenseennns 38
CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION...ccccinieruisrensaessunssessansssssesssssssssessans 39
A) HAzZardoUs WaSEE ........ccviiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e et e et e e e etbeeeetaeeetaeeeaeeesraeeesaeenns 39
B)  ValUe ANALYSIS ..oiouiiiiiiiiiieiiieiece ettt ettt ettt et e st e et esabeebeesnaeeteeeabeens 41
C) ReSOUICE CONSEIVALION.......ccciiiieiiieeetieeitieeeteeeereeesireeeetaeeeetseeeesseeesseeesseeessseesseeesseeenanes 41
D) Right Of Way ISSUES ....ecouiiiiiiiiieiiieiieeit ettt ettt ettt ettt e et esiteebeessseeseesaseans 41
E) Environmental ISSUES ...........cociiiiiiiiiiiicciee ettt e eaee et eeaee e 42
F)  Air Quality ConfOrmity .........ccieiiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt et ettt et ste b e snaeebeesaneens 42
G) Title VI CONSIAETAtIONS ......cccviiiiiiieiiieecitieeeiee et e eeireeeeireeeetreeeetaeeetaeeeaseeeaneeesaseeesareeenanes 42
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE .....cucovieensinruncrensaessnrssessscssasssessas 43

A) PUblic HEaring PrOCESS......cccuiiiiiiiiieiieeiieeie ettt ettt ettt et e et e seaeebeeseneeneeas 43



06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935

Program 400.100 (Measure C)

July 2013

B) ROULE IMALEIS ..eeeieiiiieeeeiiee ettt ettt e e et e e e et e e e e eaetbeeeesanseeeeenssaeeeennnnes 43
C)  POIMILS ..ottt et e e et e e ta e e e st e e etaeeeabeeetseeeataeeessseeeasseesaseeenareeenanes 43
D) COOPErative AGIEEIMENLS ......ceuiererieiieriretieeteerttesteeteesaeesseessseeseassseeseessseesseessseesseesseens 44
E) Freeway Agreement and California Transportation Commission (CTC) Approval.......... 45
F)  Other AIEEIMENTS. .......ieitieiiieiieeiiieiie ettt te ettt e ete et e sae e teestte e bt e ssbeenseesebeenseessseeseesnseans 45
G) Transportation Management Plan for Use during Construction ............cccceeeveveeveenvennenne. 46
H) Staged CONSIIUCTION .....eeiviviiiiiieieiieeciee ettt et e et e e saee e saeeeaaeeessaeeensaeessseeenanes 46
I) Accommodation of OVersize Loads .........cccoeciieiiiiiiiiieciieeciie e 46
J)  Graffith CONLIOL.......eiiiiiieeiie ettt et e e ste e et e e aa e e e e e e eesaeeenbeeenans 47
K) High Speed Rail.......coccuiiiiiiiiiiecee ettt et 47
L) Phased ConStrUCHION .......cccuiiiiiieiiiieeeieeeeiee et eite st e st e e et e e saeeessaeeeaseeessseeensaeessseeennnes 48
8. PROGRAMMING .....ucevuirrersinsaiesersesssissasssnssasssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass 48
A) FUNAINE. ..ttt ettt st b ettt ettt sae et et nbe e 48
B) Project SChedUIe ......c..oouiiiiiiiieie e 49
9. REVIEW...iiiiiniinninsensisssissesssssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass 49
10. PROJECT PERSONNEL ......ccoviiiiriisnnnsensaecsnissesssncsssssnsssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 50

11. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS wuucootirirnninsnennsnnnsnnsssnsssnessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassns 51



06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935
Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013
TABLE OF FIGURES

Table 1-1: Project SUmMmary Table..........ccccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee et 7
Table 4-1: Roadway Segment CONAITIONS ........ccceviieeiiieiiieeeiieerteeeriee e e eeeeeeeeesteeesaeeesreeens 16
Table 4-2: 2015 Conditions — Peak Hour Intersection Operations.............cceeeeeeveenieenveenieennnenns 17
Table 4-3: 2035 Conditions — Peak Hour Intersection Operations..............ceeeeeeeieerieenveesieennnenns 19
Table 4-4: 2015 Freeway Mainline Levels of Service.......coovviiviiiiiiiiiiiiicieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 21
Table 4-5: 2035 Freeway Mainline Levels of SErvice........ccovvviieiieniieriieiiiciecieeieeeie e 22
Table 4-6 2015 Freeway Ramp Levels 0f SerVICe......cccvvviiiiiiiiiiiieiiieieeeeeete e 23
Table 4-7 2035 Freeway Ramp Levels of Service.......oovviiiiiiiiiiiieiieceeceeeee e 24
Table 4-8: SR 99 Accident History (July 2008 Through june 2011)........ccccuevviiriiieniiniieiieeiee 25

Table 4-9: SR 99/Herndon Avenue Interchange & Sr 99/Shaw Avenue Interchange Accident
History (July 2008 Through June 2011) .......cooviieiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeee e 26
Table 5-1: Desi@n EXCEPLIONS.....cccuieiuiiiiieiieiiieiie ettt eteeiteeteeteesteebeessaeeseesnaeenseessseeseessseens 29
Table 5-2: Jug Handle Alternative Preliminary Cost Estimate Summary ..........ccccceceveevciveennnenne 34
Table 5-3: Veterans Extension Preliminary Cost Estimate Summary ..........ccccoeeeveeevieencieencneens 34
Table 5-4: Right of Way Summary — Jug-Handle Alternative ..........cccccevevienieiieniiencnnenieeenne, 35
Table 5-5: Base Alternative Preliminary Cost Estimate Summary ..........cccccoevveeriiienieniienieninns 36
Table 5-6: Veterans Extension Preliminary Cost Estimate Summary ..........ccccoeecveeviieeecieenneeens 36
Table 5-7: Right of Way Summary — Base AIternative...........ccceevveeiieriieniieieeie e 37
TaADIE 7-171 PEIIMNIES ....eiutiiieiiiieiiteeetee ettt sttt st ettt et st e b ennes 44

Table 8-1: Project Milestone Schedule..........c.ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et 49



06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935

Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013

1. INTRODUCTION

California Department of Transportation, in cooperation with the City of Fresno proposes to
construct a new interchange on State Route 99 (SR 99) at the proposed Veterans Boulevard
alignment. The project is located in the northwestern portion of the City of Fresno, within
central Fresno County. Veterans Boulevard would provide a southwest to northeast diagonal
connection between Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue. Veterans Boulevard was previously
known as the Grantland Diagonal and has been part of the City of Fresno’s General Plan since
1984. The project is needed to provide access and improve circulation between and across, SR
99 to support current and planned urban development within the northwestern area of the City of
Fresno.

The interchange and associated improvements are needed to improve traffic capacity and
enhance traffic operations and mobility which would accommodate future traffic demands in the
region.

The proposed interchange configuration is a Type L-9 partial clover leaf interchange with
Veterans Boulevard crossing over SR 99. Veterans Boulevard is a six lane super arterial and
would include a grade separation over the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks and several
connections with local streets. The preferred alternative will re-align Golden State Boulevard
westerly to cross under Veterans Boulevard. To provide access between Golden State Boulevard
and Veterans Boulevard, "jug-handle" shaped ramps are proposed on both sides of Veterans
Boulevard connecting the roadways. The current cost estimate for the jug-handle alternative is
$115 million which includes the cost for the interchange and the extension from Shaw Avenue to
Herndon Avenue.

The project is anticipated to be funded through a combination of local and federal funding
sources including: Measure C sales tax funds, development impact fees, and Federal
Demonstration Funds. The City of Fresno has prepared the Project Study Report in 2009 and
intends to prepare Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E), perform R/W capital outlay and
support activities, and perform construction capital outlay and support collectively referred to as
project development.

This project has been assigned the Project Development Processing Category 3 because it is a
new interchange on an existing access controlled route and requires a revised freeway agreement,
but not a route adoption.
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Current Capital Outlay Support Estimate

City Funded; Consultant Prepared

Current Capital Outlay Construction Estimate

$87,080,000

Current Capital Outlay
Right-of-Way Estimate

$28,259,000

Funding Source

Program 400.100 (Measure C)

Funding Year

2019/2020 or sooner

Type of Facility

6 lane super arterial crossing State Route 99

Number of Structures

5 total (3 within State R/W)

Environmental Determination or Document

EIR/EA (FONSI)

Legal Description

Construction on State Highway, In Fresno County, in
Fresno, from 0.7 miles north of Shaw Avenue
Overcrossing to 0.5 miles south of Grantland Avenue
Undercrossing

Project Development Category

Category 3

2. RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the project be approved using the Jug Handle Alternative as described
herein, and that the project proceeds to the design phase. The affected local agencies have been
consulted with respect to their recommended plan, their views have been considered, and they
are in general accord with the proposed plan.

3. BACKGROUND

A) Project History

The City of Fresno has recently seen an increase in growth on the west side of SR 99.
Access between the west side of SR 99 and northwest Fresno is currently being provided

at the existing Herndon Avenue and Shaw Avenue interchanges.

The Veterans

Boulevard Project has been identified to provide relief at the Herndon Avenue and Shaw
Avenue interchanges and also provide a new connection to SR 99.

The 1984 Fresno General Plan identified Veterans Boulevard (previously named the
Grantland Diagonal) as a future east-west super arterial in northern Fresno. The City of
Fresno initiated a Feasibility Study in 1986 to identify and analyze potential
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interchange/grade separation configurations, with the intention of determining the
alternative best suited to the site and the proposed Veterans Boulevard (Grantland
Diagonal) alignment. A PSR (PDS) was prepared in 1991 (EA 06200-36190K) for the
proposed Veterans Boulevard (Grantland Diagonal) interchange with SR 99. This PSR
(PDS) recommended a standard partial cloverleaf (Type L-9) interchange as the proposed
interchange type.

In 2009 a PSR for the interchange, railroad overcrossing, and connection to Golden State
Blvd was approved. The concepts outlined in the 2009 PSR have remained unchanged
and were intended to provide conceptual approval for the following alternatives:

No Build Alternative

The No Build alternative considers that SR 99 has been improved to a six-lane freeway
through the study area and that the Herndon Avenue/Golden State Boulevard intersection
has been improved as identified by the City.

Minimum Alternative

The Minimum Build alternative includes the No Build improvements and considers that
Veterans Boulevard has been extended over SR 99 but has no connection with SR 99.
This alternative was studied to determine the incremental change in study area traffic
operations between the “No Build” alterative and the “Base Alternative”.

Base Alternative

The proposed Base Alternative includes a Type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange with
Veterans Boulevard crossing over SR 99. In addition to the interchange, the proposed
project includes bringing Golden State Boulevard up on-ramps to and connecting with
Veterans Boulevard at an at-grade intersection approximately along the current Golden
State Boulevard alignment. Both northbound and southbound Golden State Boulevard
through traffic not bound to/from Veterans Boulevard would be grade—separated by
bringing this traffic under Veterans Boulevard. Two additional sub-alternatives were
developed, both having the Type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange, that proposed
different ways to connect Golden State Boulevard with Veterans Boulevard and are as
follows:

o Alternative 2 — This alternative would provide a new connector road from Golden
State Boulevard north of Veterans Boulevard to Veterans Boulevard east of Golden
State Boulevard and the UPRR tracks. This alternative would require bringing the
connector road under the railroad; lowering Golden State Boulevard to match grade
with the connector road; construction of a new structure to bring the railroad over
the connector road (underpass); construction of a temporary mainline railroad track
for use during construction of the new railroad underpass structure; retaining walls
in various locations, and a permanent storm water pumping station for Golden State
Boulevard and the connector road.
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e Alternative 3 — This alternative would provide a new connector road from Golden
State Boulevard north of Veterans Boulevard to Bryan Avenue north of Veterans
Boulevard east of Golden State Boulevard and the UPRR tracks. This alternative
would require bringing the connector road under the railroad; lowering Golden
State Boulevard to match grade with the connector road; construction of a new
structure to bring the railroad over the connector road (underpass); construction of a
temporary mainline railroad track for use during construction of the new railroad
underpass structure; retaining walls in various locations, and a permanent storm
water pumping station for Golden State Boulevard and the connector road.

In 2009, the City began the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED)
project phase. During this phase, another alternative was added to the study and
discussed in this report.

Veterans Boulevard and the proposed interchange with SR 99 are identified as part of the
circulation system in both the City of Fresno General Plan and the Fresno County
General Plan.

The proposed project is sponsored by the City of Fresno who considers the project
necessary to support planned growth within the northwestern Fresno Area.

Community Interaction

On October 2, 2007 the City held an Open House Meeting for the Veterans Blvd/SR 99
Interchange at the River Bluff Elementary School Multi-Purpose Room located at 6150
W. Pal Alto Avenue. The purpose of this meeting was to inform the public about the
history of the project and to present preliminary plans developed for the PSR.

A Notice of Preparation Meeting was held February 24™ 2010 at the River Bluff
Elementary School to inform the public of the City’s intent to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). This project scoping meeting included stations of the alternatives
developed at the PSR phase, a new alternative being introduced, and a brief presentation
of the project process.

Based on comments received, the community is supportive of the project. Pedestrian
crossing alternatives across Veterans Boulevard were added as a result of comments
received from the residents’ neighborhood south of Veterans, and east of the UPRR
tracks.

On August 29, 2012, a public meeting regarding this project was held with stakeholders
and the general public. City and Consultant staff presented an overview of the project,
the environmental process, and highlighted how residents can comment on the
environmental document. Approximately 53 attended the meeting.
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Existing Facility
State Route 99

State Route 99 (SR 99) is a high-capacity six-lane freeway within the project vicinity.
The proposed interchange has two freeway interchanges nearby: Herndon Avenue
Interchange located 1 mile north and the Shaw Avenue Interchange is located 1 mile
south of the proposed interchange. These grade-separated interchanges are located
approximately two miles apart. SR 99 through the project area is a 6-lane freeway with a
36-foot wide median and is the principal north/south freeway in the Central Valley. SR
99 has an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume of approximately 65,000 vehicles in the
study area.

SR 99 has a profile grade of approximately 0.28% towards Herndon Avenue through the
limits of the project and the alignment is straight. The existing R/W width is 184 feet.

Herndon Avenue

Herndon Avenue, within the study area of this project, varies between a two-lane
undivided and four-lane divided roadway that currently extends easterly from SR 99
through the City. Herndon Avenue is classified as an expressway in the 2025 Fresno
General Plan. The City of Fresno Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan recommends
a Class I bicycle path along Herndon Avenue. SR 99, Herndon Avenue offers a partial
access interchange with northbound and southbound off-ramps. Traffic on Herndon
Avenue must use Golden State Boulevard to access SR 99 northbound or Parkway Drive
to access SR 99 southbound. East of SR 99, Herndon Avenue has an ADT of
approximately 21,500 vehicles.

The Herndon Avenue profile increases at 0.20% between Hayes Avenue and Polk
Avenue. Just east of the Hayes Avenue intersection, the alignment has reversing 2600
foot horizontal reversing curves separated by a 100 foot tangent pushing the alignment
south. West of the Polk Avenue intersection there is a 3000 foot horizontal curve
pushing the alignment back to the north.

The Marketplace at El Paseo is a mixed-use, master planned development located on
Herndon Avenue and Bryan Avenue (Riverside Drive). This future project would widen
Herndon Avenue from 2 to 3 lanes in each direction of travel between Bryan Avenue
(Riverside Drive) and Hayes Avenue.

Shaw Avenue
Shaw Avenue is a four-lane roadway east of SR 99 and a two-lane roadway west of SR
99. The 2025 Fresno General Plan classifies Shaw Avenue as an arterial. Access from
Shaw Avenue to SR 99 is currently provided via a type L-8 interchange with loop off-
ramps and slip on-ramps. West of SR 99, Shaw Avenue has an ADT of approximately
8,000 vehicles.

10
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Golden State Boulevard

Golden State Boulevard begins just north of Herndon Avenue, where it transitions from
the northbound SR 99 on-ramp and the southbound SR 99 off-ramp into a two-lane
arterial. Golden State Boulevard has been improved to a four-lane divided roadway in
the immediate vicinity of the intersection of Golden State Boulevard and Herndon
Avenue.

Within the project area, Golden State Boulevard runs parallel to SR 99, east of the
freeway and west of the UPRR tracks. The 2025 Fresno General Plan classifies Golden
State Boulevard as a collector. Golden State Boulevard has an ADT of approximately
4,000 vehicles.

The proposed project would provide full access between Golden State Boulevard and
Veterans Boulevard.

Veterans Boulevard

The 2025 Fresno General Plan classifies Veterans Boulevard as a six-lane super arterial
and there are two small segments already constructed. On the east side of SR 99,
approximately 800 feet of Veterans Boulevard has been constructed in association with
residential development between Hayes Avenue and Wathen Avenue. On the west side
of SR 99, approximately 1300 feet of Veterans Boulevard has been constructed including
the Bryan Avenue/Barstow Avenue/Veterans Boulevard intersection.

The proposed project would construct Veterans Boulevard from the Herndon
Avenue/Polk southwest to Shaw Avenue and would include a grade separation at the
UPRR tracks and a new interchange at SR 99. New intersections are proposed at
Herndon Avenue/Veterans Boulevard, Bryan Avenue (Riverside Drive)/Bullard
Avenue/Veterans Boulevard, Golden State Boulevard/Veterans Boulevard, SR 99
Southbound ramps, SR 99 NB ramps, Barstow Avenue/Veterans Boulevard, and Shaw
Avenue/Veterans Boulevard.

Bryan Avenue (Riverside Drive)

Bryan Avenue is a north-south roadway that provides access to residential areas on the
west and east sides of SR 99. The City of Fresno has renamed Bryan Avenue, east of
SR99, to Riverside Drive. On the east side of SR 99, Bryan Avenue (Riverside Drive) is
a two-lane arterial providing a connection between Herndon Avenue and Palo Alto
Avenue. The 2025 Fresno General Plan proposes to extend Bryan Avenue (Riverside
Drive) to Veterans Boulevard. Bryan Avenue west of SR 99 provides access to a
residential neighborhood.

Bullard Avenue
Bullard Avenue is a four-lane divided east-west arterial that provides access to many
residential areas east of SR 99 between Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue. Currently

11
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Bullard Avenue terminates west of the Carnegie Avenue intersection at the limit of the
residential housing. Bullard Avenue has an ADT of approximately 7,000 vehicles.

The 2025 Fresno General Plan depicts Bullard Avenue being extended west to Veterans
Boulevard where it would meet up with Riverside Drive to form a new signalized
intersection. The Marketplace at El Paseo is responsible for constructing portions of this
connection with their improvements.

Barstow Avenue

Barstow Avenue is an east-west collector located on the west side of SR 99 and intersects
Veterans Boulevard in two separate locations. West of Veterans Boulevard, Barstow
Avenue is a two-lane roadway connecting to Grantland Avenue providing access to
several large parcels. Barstow Avenue is also the east leg of the Veterans Avenue/Bryan
Avenue/Barstow Avenue intersection that continues east and eventually turns into
Parkway Drive.

Barstow Avenue west of Veterans Boulevard is proposed to be re-aligned into a right-
in/right-out only condition with Veterans Bouelvard. This realignment would provide
separation between the two Barstow Avenue intersections allowing the signals to operate
efficiently.

4. NEED AND PURPOSE

A)

Problem, Deficiencies, Justification

The proposed interchange is located between two freeway interchanges nearby: Herndon
Avenue to the north and Shaw Avenue to the south. These existing grade-separated
interchanges are located approximately two and a half miles apart. Currently, many of the
connections to State Route 99 offer only partial access and are limited in their ability to
accommodate future demand. Crossing State Route 99 is problematic since many of the
crossing locations are currently more than one mile apart and the capacity of these
crossings is limited. Connections are also limited by the Union Pacific Railroad tracks
that run parallel to State Route 99. These additional movements on local roads and
highways contribute to overall congestion in the area and an increase in Vehicle Miles
Travelled. The proposed project would add, enhance, and improve circulation network
choices for local motorists to more quickly access and leave the regional State Route 99
mainline. Congestion would then drop as vehicles disperse over a broader local
circulation network.

The purpose of the project is to:

e Improve accessibility to SR-99 and circulation to roads adjacent to the proposed
interchange in northwestern Fresno;

12
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o Provide congestion relief and improved traffic flow in northwest Fresno;
e Accommodate local development and provide consistency with existing and
planned local and regional development.

Regional and System Planning

I.  Identify Systems

SR 99 became part of the State Highway System (SHS) in 1909 and the California
Freeway and Expressway System in 1959. A major route in the most productive
agricultural region in the world, SR 99 is critical to the economic vitality of the State. SR
99 is heavily used by interregional travelers, commuters, recreational travelers, and goods
movement, with the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) ranging from 30,000 to
109,000, with trucks constituting up to 29 percent of the AADT.

SR 99 is also a “High Emphasis Route” and “Focus Route” on the 1989 established
Interregional Road System; is on the National Highway System (NHS) (except for a 56-
mile section in Caltrans District 3); is on the National Network for State Transportation
Assistance Act (STAA) Trucks; is identified as an Intermodal Corridor of Economic
Significance (ICES) between I-5 south of Bakersfield and US 50 in Sacramento; and is a
“Priority Global Gateway” for goods movement in the Global Gateways Development
Program. SR 99 is functionally classified as a Principal Arterial for its entire length and
is on the Strategic Highway Corridor Network (STRAHNET) under the Federal-aid
Surface Transportation Program south of SR 4 in Stockton. SR 99 is not designated as a
scenic highway.

II.  State Planning
SR 99 is the principal north/south freeway in the Central Valley. In Caltrans District 6,

SR 99 extends 173 miles from the I-5 junction in Kern County north to the
Madera/Merced County Line. Within District 6, SR 99 traverses through the central
areas of Kern, Tulare, Fresno and Madera Counties and travels through the urban centers
of Bakersfield, Tulare, Visalia, Fresno and Madera. SR 99 is important as a major
lifeline route for industrial, commercial and agricultural purposes and serves as a major
commuter route within and between cities located along its length.

The proposed SR 99/Veterans Boulevard interchange is located at PM 29.5, within
Segment 30, in the SR 99 Transportation Concept Report (TCR) (District 6, November
2003). Segment 30 extends from Fresno PM 26.6 (Ashlan Avenue O.C.) to PM 31.6 (at
Madera County Line). Segment 30 is located within an “Urban” area. Both the Facility
2025 Concept and the Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC) are six-lane freeways
with auxiliary lanes, and the 2025 Concept Level of Service (LOS) is “D”. In April
2009, Caltrans prepared a Corridor System Management Plan for SR 99. The UTC for
segment 30 was revised to be an eight-lane freeway with auxiliary lanes and 2030
concept LOS “D”. The TCR identifies proposed traffic monitoring stations on SR 99 at
Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue; ramp meeting locations at Shaw Avenue (both

13
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northbound and southbound) and Herndon Avenue/Grantland Avenue (southbound only);
closed circuit television locations at Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue; and a
changeable message sign location on SR 99 at Barstow Avenue (southbound). Though
the TCR does not identify any of these features at the proposed Veterans Boulevard
interchange, the project includes provisions for ramp metering on all on-ramps.

The proposed SR 99/Veterans Boulevard interchange is identified as the “Grantland
Diagonal” in the Route 99 Corridor Enhancement Master Plan. It has been recognized as
a Regional Transportation Plan Project Candidates for District 6 and the Route 99
Corridor Business Plan (Final Draft) as a Priority Category 2: Capacity-Increasing
Projects. This project is also identified in the Council of Fresno County Governments
“2007 Regional Transportation Plan” (RTP) as a Regionally Significant Projects; and in
the Measure “C” Extension Expenditure Plan, Regional Transportation Funding Program
— Urban Tier 1, Project Identifier MM.

III. Regional Planning

The Council of Fresno County Governments “2007 Regional Transportation Plan” (RTP)
identifies Veterans Boulevard as a proposed future route in the County’s Regionally
Significant Road System. The RTP defines Veterans Boulevard from Ashlan Avenue to
Herndon Avenue as a new six-lane divided super arterial. The proposed project is located
within the Veterans Boulevard segment that extends from Barstow Avenue to Bullard-
Bryan (Riverside Drive) which is listed in the RTP as a Regionally Significant Projects.
The RTP also identifies Veterans Boulevard from Herndon Avenue to Grantland Avenue
(including the proposed project) as included in the Measure “C” Extension Expenditure
Plan, Regional Transportation Funding Program — Urban Tier 1, Project Identifier N.

IV. Local Planning

This project has been coordinating with local planned projects including the El Paseo
Marketplace and preliminary engineering at the Veterans Boulevard/Barstow Avenue
intersection.

The Central Unified School District is in the planning phase for a pedestrian
undercrossing across Veterans Boulevard. The following potential crossing locations
have been identified:

0 At Wathen/Veterans intersection
0 At the Hayes/Veterans intersection
0 East of Hayes/Veterans intersection

V. Transit Operator Planning

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) bypass lanes are proposed at both northbound on-ramps
and the southbound diagonal on-ramp which would reduce congestion and allows for
HOV preference resulting in operational efficiencies.
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Bus bays would be provided at major intersections to accommodate a future Fresno Area
Express (FAX) bus route.

Traffic

The Final Traffic Operations Report (TOR) for the SR 99/Veterans Boulevard
Interchange was approved by District 6 in December 2010. The project study area
includes the following freeway segments, interchanges (including ramps terminal
intersections), and local roadways facilities:

Existing Traffic Analysis and Future Traffic Conditions

The existing (year 2009), Opening Year (year 2015), and Design Year (year 2035) daily
and peak hour presented in the tables below. The opening year and design year traffic
volumes represent the forecasted numbers based on anticipated growth in the area
surrounding the interchange.

Key roadway improvements assumed to be in place for the opening year (2015) includes:

e Shaw Avenue widened to four lanes from Grantland Avenue to Polk Avenue

e Herndon Avenue widened to six lanes from Golden State Boulevard to Veterans
Boulevard

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a six-lane roadway from Herndon Avenue to
Golden State Boulevard

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a six-lane roadway from Bryan Avenue/Barstow
Avenue to Shaw Avenue

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a four-lane roadway from Shaw Avenue to
Grantland Avenue

e Interchange improvements to the SR 99 and Herndon Avenue associated with the El
Paseo development including the closure of the southbound SR 99 off-ramp at
Grantland Avenue

Key roadway improvements assumed to be in place for the design year (2035) includes:

e Shaw Avenue widened to four lanes from Grantland Avenue to Polk Avenue

e Herndon Avenue widened to six lanes from Golden State Boulevard to Veterans
Boulevard

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a six-lane roadway from Herndon Avenue to
Golden State Boulevard

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a six-lane roadway from Bryan Avenue/Barstow
Avenue to Shaw Avenue

e Veterans Boulevard constructed as a four-lane roadway from Shaw Avenue to
Grantland Avenue

e SR 99 widened to six lanes between Ashlan Avenue and the Madera County line

e Interchange improvements to the SR 99 and Herndon Avenue interchange
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After completion of the TOR, funding for the widening SR 99 to six lanes between
Ashlan Avenue and the Madera County line was obtained by Fresno COG and is
projected to be completed before 2015 Conditions. It should be noted that the completion
of the SR 99 Widening Project before opening year (2015) conditions would not change
the No Project and With Project Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes
presented in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 summarizes the existing count data for the daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak
hour at each count location and the daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour forecasts for
the Opening Year (2015) and Design Year (2035) conditions.

TABLE 4-1:
ROADWAY SEGMENT CONDITIONS

Existing Conditions Year 2015 Conditions Year 2035 Conditions
No Project With Project’ No Project With Project’
Roadway Segment
Peak Hour
AADT Volume
AADT [Peak Hour| AADT Peak Hour AADT Peak Hour AADT Peak Hour
Volume Volume Volume Volume
I Grantland Ave. = Ashlan | 5, 6q 268 9,010 810 5,650 670 24,360 1,810 7,540 1,100
Ave. to Herndon Ave. (493) (810) (610) (1,980) (990)
2. Ashlan Ave. — Grantland 1,416 2,050 2,070 2,070 2,160
18,053 22,410 21,670 39,790 36,100
Ave. to SR 99 ’ (1,515) ’ (2,210) (2,220) (2,040) (2,100)
_ 600 1,680 1,840 2,820 3,630
3. Shaw Ave. = Grantland | g 55, 14460 | 15,780 : 39,410 : 45,970 :
Ave. to SR 99 (713) (2,260) (2,340) (3,250) (3,650)
4. Barstow Ave. — Grantland| 542 39 1,510 260 1,250 250 5360 330 4,060 260
Ave. to N. Parkway Dr. (50) (340) (310) (460) (310)
5. Herndon Ave. —
1,794 2,810 2,610 5,380 4,340
Grantland Ave. to 21,438 ’ 26,180 ’ 23,430 ’ 45,010 ’ 31,360 ’
Veterans Blvd. (1,800) (2,930) (2,750) (5,690) (4,800)
6. Bullard Ave. — Herndon 521 460 650 1,260 2,230
7,238 8,340 9,120 12,720 16,620
Ave. to Polk Ave. ’ (674) ’ (600) ’ (810) ’ (1,550) ’ (2,600)
7. Golden State Blvd. —
298 680 520 1,640 840
Herndon Ave. to Shaw 3,614 6,490 7,140 17,980 ’ 21,210
Ave. 297) (760) (650) (2,030) (1,470)
8. Veterans Blvd. — Bullard NA2 NA 3.570 340 14,020 1,020 17.850 1,690 70,090 5,090
Ave. to SR 99 (NA) (420) (1,000) (2,090) (4,970)

Notes: '

AM = Morning peak-hour, (PM = Evening peak-hour).
2 NA = Not Applicable
® Traffic volumes the same for all project alternatives

Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2010.

Intersection Operations

Table 4-2 presents the intersection levels of service for the opening year (2015)
conditions. The table shows that for the “No Build” condition, four study intersections
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(along Shaw Avenue) operate unacceptably (LOS E or worse) during one of the peak
hours.

Although the same intersections continue to operate unacceptably with construction of
the proposed SR 99 / Veterans Boulevard interchange, the interchange construction
improves operations (delay) at several intersections.

intersections at Veterans Boulevard would both operate at LOS A.

The SR 99 ramp terminal

In addition, the

completion of the SR 99 Widening Project would not change the results of the
intersection operations for opening year (2015) Am and PM peak hour conditions.

TABLE 4-2:
2015 CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

No Build Base Alternative  |Jug Handle Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3
AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
Traffic Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Intersection Control | Delay' [LOS|Delay|LOS [Delay|LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay|LOS|Delay | LOS|Delay |LOS|Delay |LOS|Delay| LOS
1. Shaw Ave. /Polk| o >150° [ F |>150°| F |>150°| F [>150°| F |>150°| F [~150°| F |>150°| F |>150°| F |>150°| F |>150°| F
Ave. g
2. Shaw Ave. /SR . >150 | F |>150| F (>150( F | 111 | F |>150| F | 111 | F (>150( F | 111 | F |>150| F | 111 F
Signal
99 SB Ramps
3. Shaw Ave./SR . 47 D |>150| F 39 (D122 | F 39 | D|122| F |39 | D|12| F |39 | D|122 F
Signal
99 NB Ramps
4. Shaw Ave./ 51 D |>150| F 53| D|141 | F 53 D|141 | F | 53 | D (141 | F | 53 | D | 141 F
Golden State Signal
Blvd.
5. Herndon Ave. / . 13 B 9 A 12 | B 13 | B 12 B |13 |B 12 | B 13 | B 12 | B 13 B
Signal
Parkway Dr.
7. Herndon Ave. /
SR 99 NB Off- Signal 15 B 13 | B 8 A 11 B 8 A1l [ B 8 Al 1l | B 8 Al 11 B
Ramp
8. Herndon Ave. / 28 Cc | 35 cl|23(C]|]29]|C 23 cl29|c|23|cCc|29fCc]|]23|C]| 29 C
Golden State Signal
Blvd.
9. Parkway Dr./SR
99 SB On-Ramp /| Signal 10 A 7 A 8 A 5 A 8 A 5 A 8 A 5 A 8 A 5 A
Grantland Ave.
10. Herndon Ave./ g1 | 32 [ c |37 |p|33|c|37|p|33|c|37|p|33|c|3|p|33]|c|37]| D
Polk Ave.
M. Veterans Bivd. /| i1 | 26 | ¢ | 25 |c |20 |B|19|B|20|B|19|B|20]|B|19|B|20|B|19] B
Grantland Ave.
12. Veterans Bivd. /| a1 | 27 || 28 |c |20 |c|32|c|2|c|2|c|lo|c|2|c|lw|lc]n]| c
Shaw Ave.
13. Veterans Blvd. /
Bryan Signal | 8 | Al 8 |Aa|l2|c|23|c|2|c|23|c|2|c|23|c|2|c|23]| cC
Ave./Barstow
Ave.
14.  Veterans Blvd.
/SR 99 SB Signal [ NA NA 5 A 6 A 5 A 6 A 5 A 6 A 5 A 6 A
Ramps
15.  Veterans Blvd. .
SR 99 NB Ramps Signal | NA NA 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A

17



06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11

EA: 06-0H360
ID 0600000935

Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013

TABLE 4-2 (CONTINUED)
2015 CONDITIONS — PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

delay for the worst movement is reported in seconds per vehicle.

2 Level of Service based on Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).

3

BOLD text indicates unacceptable operations

Delays greater than 2.5 minutes are not reported due to model insensitivity under extreme congestion.

No Build Base Alternative Jug Handle Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3
AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
Traffic Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Intersection Control | Delay' |LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay |LOS|Delay|LOS [Delay [LOS |Delay| LOS |Delay|LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay |LOS|Delay| LOS
16. Veterans Blvd. /
Golden State Signal 19 B 19 | B 8 A 10 | A 2 A 2 A 8 A 9 A | NA NA
Blvd.
17. Veterans Bvd. /| oo o1 [ 20 | |2 |c|o|B|l20|B|1o|B|20|B|19|B|20]|B|25|Cc]|27]¢C
Bullard Ave.
. 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
18 &e;fg:ESABVLVd'/ Sig; 91(\??1{ A |NBR| A [NBR| A [NBR| A |[NBR| A |[NBR| A [NBR| A [NBR| A |NBR| A |[NBR| A
' 1) (1) 1) 1) (1) 1) 1) 1) (1)
19. Veterans Blvd. / . 24 C 21 C 23 C | 23 C 23 C | 23 C 23 Cc | 23 C | 23 Cc | 23 C
Signal
Hayes Ave.
20. Veterans Blvd. / . 8 A 8 A 10 | A 10 | A 10 | A 10 A 10 | A 10 | A 10 | A 10 A
Signal
Herndon Ave.
21. Veterans Blvd
Jug .
Handle./Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA NA NA 31 C | 28 C | 31 C | 28 C
State Blvd
22. Jug Handle
North/Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA 24 | C | 23 C | NA NA NA NA
State Blvd.
23. Jug Handle
South/Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA 23 C | 21 C | NA NA NA NA
State Blvd
Notes: For signalized intersections, the overall average intersection control delay is reported in seconds per vehicle. For side-street stop control, the average control

[Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010.

Table 4-3 presents the intersection levels of service for the design year (2035) conditions.
The table shows that for the No Build Alternative 10 of 18 study intersections operate
unacceptably (LOS E or worse) during one or both of the peak hours.

For the Base Alternative, the 11 of 20 study intersections operate unacceptably (LOS E or
worse) during one or both of the peak hours including the Veterans Blvd/Golden State
Blvd Intersection.

For the Jug Handle Alternative, the 10 of 22 study intersections operate unacceptably
(LOS E or worse) during one of the peak hours with this alternative, the Veterans
Blvd/Golden State Blvd intersection operates at LOS A during both peak hours.
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For Alternative 2, the 11 of 20 study intersections operate unacceptably (LOS E or
worse) during one or both of the peak hours including the veterans Blvd/Bullard Avenue
and the Veterans Blvd Jug-Handle/Golden State Blvd intersections.

For Alternative 3, the 11 of 20 study intersections operate unacceptably (LOS E or
worse) during one or both of the peak hours including the Veterans Blvd/Bullard Avenue
and the Veterans Blvd Jug-Handle/Golden State Blvd intersections.

The construction of the Veterans Boulevard interchange causes operations to improve at
several intersections; however, LOS becomes worse at some intersections as a result of
the interchange providing access to SR 99.

TABLE 4-3:

2035 CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
e —
No Build Base Alternative  [Jug Handle Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3

AM Peak PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour

Traffic
Intersection Control | Delay' [LOS|Delay| LOS |Delay |LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS

1. Shaw Ave. /

Polk Ave Signal |>150° | F |>150°| F [>150°| F [>150°| F [>150°| F [>150°( F [>150°| F [>150°| F [>150°| F [>150°| F

2.  Shaw Ave./ SR

Signal | >150 | F |>150| F |>150| F |>150| F |>150| F |[>150| F |>150| F |>150| F |>150| F |>150| F
99 SB Ramps

3. Shaw Ave./ SR

Signal | >150 | F |>150| F ([>150( F |>150 F |>150| F (>150| F |>150( F |>150| F |[>150( F |>150| F
99 NB Ramps

4. Shaw Ave./
Golden State Signal | >150 | F |>150| F [>150( F |>150| F |>150| F (>150| F |>150( F |>150| F |[>150( F |>150| F
Blvd.

5. Herndon Ave. /

Signal | >150 | F | 47 D 21 | C 9 Al 21 |C 9 Al 21 |C 9 Al 21 |C 9 [ A
Parkway Dr.

. Herndon Ave. /
SR 99 NB Off- Signal | >150 | F |>150| F 54 D 19 B 54 D 19 B 54 D 19 B 54 D 19 B
Ramp

. Herndon Ave. /
Golden State Signal | 106 F |15 | F 63 [ E| 9 | F|[63 | E]| 9% [F| 63 | E|9 |F| 63 (E]| 9 |F
Blvd.

e  Parkway Dr./SR
99 SB On-Ramp /| Signal | >150 | F | 136 | F 65 [ E 11 B| 65| E 11 B| 65 | E 11 B | 65 | E 11 | B
Grantland Ave.

. Herndon Ave. /

Signal 47 D | 86 F 96 ( F | 142 | F 9 | F | 142 | F 926 F 142 F | 96 | F | 142 | F
Polk Ave.

. Veterans Blvd. /

Grantland Ave. Signal 38 D] 63 E 29 1 C| 5 | D29 C]|5|DJ|]29]C]|5(Df|2(|C]{| 50D

. Veterans Blvd. /

Signal 34 C | 51 D 48 | D[ 78 | E| 48 [ D| 78 | E| 48 | D | 78 | E| 48 | D | 78 | E
Shaw Ave.
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TABLE 4-3:
2035 CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

No Build Base Alternative  [Jug Handle Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3
AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
Traffic Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Intersection Control | Delay' [LOS|Delay| LOS |Delay |LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS|Delay [LOS
. Veterans Blvd. /
Bryan Signal | 27 |c |31 | c |9 |F|73|E|9%|F|7|E|9% |F|73|[E|9% |F|73|E
Ave./Barstow
Ave.
. Veterans Blvd.
/SR 99 SB Signal | NA NA 2| C| 41 |DJ|]2]|]C|4 |D|]2]|]C|4|D|2|C|4 D
Ramps
. Veterans Blvd. .
SR 99 NB Ramps Signal | NA NA 29 | Cl2|Cl29]Cl26]C|29]C]|]26(|C|2(C]|26]C
. Veterans Blvd. /
Golden State Signal 29 C | 40 D 27 1 C| 5 | E 5 Al 10 | A] 40 46 NA NA
Blvd.
o VeteransBivd./ | g | 24 1 C 12 C 0y Vg 66 |E| 74| E|66 |E| 74| E]|66 | E|107|F|120]|F
Bullard Ave.
. Veterans Blvd. / 10 10 19 17 19 17 19 17 19 17
WathenAve. Side Stopl NBR | B [NBR| B |NBR| C [NBR| C |[NBR| C |[NBR| C [NBR| C |[NBR| C |[NBR| C [NBR| C
) 1 () 1 ()] () ()] (1 ()] 1 (1)
o VeteransBvd./ | oy | 2 | C B C T ip 4| D] 42| D4 |D|l42|D|4|D]|42|D]|4 |D
Hayes Ave.
©  VeteransBvd./ | g | 14 B I6 B o g g gl o |Blis|Blio|B|is|B|lio|lB|8]|B
Herndon Ave.
. Veterans Blvd
Jug .
Handle./Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA NA NA 29 {C| 63 | E| 35| D| 72 | E
State Blvd
e  JugHandle
North/Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA 26 | C| 39 | D|NA NA NA NA
State Blvd.
e  JugHandle
South/Golden Signal | NA NA NA NA 21 C|]1 29| C|NA NA NA NA
State Blvd

[Notes:

For signalized intersections, the overall average intersection control delay is reported in seconds per vehicle.

worst movement is reported in seconds per vehicle.

2 Level of Service based on Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).

’ Delays greater than 2.5 minutes are not reported due to model insensitivity under extreme congestion.

BOLD text indicates unacceptable operations

For side-street stop control, the average control delay for the]

Source:

Fehr & Peers, 2010.

Freeway Mainline Operations

Table 4-4 presents the Opening Year (2015) SR 99 mainline levels of service (LOS) for
the No Project and Plus Project scenarios. The freeway mainline LOS is the same for all
plan project alternatives. As shown in Table 4-4, all of the study freeway mainline
segments operate at acceptable LOS D or better during both AM and PM peak hours
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under 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Project conditions, as defined by Caltrans'
evaluation criteria.

In the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Study (Caltrans, December 2002),
Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target level of service between LOS C and LOS Don
State Highway Facilities.

The completion of the SR 99 Widening Project prior to opening year (2015) conditions
would marginally improve freeway mainline level of service conditions. The
construction of the Veterans Boulevard interchange does not change the level of service
on any of the study freeway mainline segments in 2015, with all the study freeway
mainline segments operating at acceptable LOS D or better during both AM and PM peak

hours under 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Project conditions.

TABLE 4-4:
2015 FREEWAY MAINLINE LEVELS OF SERVICE

Number of Volume Density” Speed® Level of Service
Lanes Peak
1
No Plus |[Hour No Plus No Plus No Plus No Proiect Plus
Freeway Segment Project | Project Project | Project | Project | Project | Project | Project J Project
1. SR 99 NB between Shaw Avenue ) ) AM 2,560 2,540 234 252 63.0 58.0 C C
and Veterans Blvd PM | 3,010 | 3,140 27.9 31.3 62.6 57.8 D D
2. SR 99 NB between Veterans Blvd ) ) AM 2,560 2,540 234 252 63.0 58.0 C C
and Herndon Blvd PM | 3,010 | 2,960 279 29.4 62.6 58.0 D D
3. SR 99 SB between Herndon 5 ) AM 2,860 2,840 26.2 28.2 62.9 58.0 D D
Avenue and Veterans Blvd PM | 2,970 | 2,980 27.3 29.6 62.7 58.0 D D
4. SR 99 SB between Veterans Blvd ) ) AM 2,860 3,010 26.2 29.9 62.9 58.0 D D
and Shaw Avenue PM | 2970 | 2,990 27.3 29.7 62.7 58.0 D D

INotes:

Source:

1

AM = Morning peak-hour, PM = Evening peak-hour.

 Average density reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (veh/mi/In).

*  Average passenger-car travel speed in miles per hour (mph).

Fehr & Peers, 2010.

Table 4-5 presents the Build Year (2035) SR 99 mainline levels of service for the No
Project and Plus Project scenarios. The freeway mainline LOS is the same for all project
alternatives. As shown in Table 4-5, all of the study freeway mainline segments operate
at LOS E during either the AM and PM peak hours under 2035 No project and 2035 Plus
Project conditions. The construction of the Veterans Boulevard interchange improves the
level of service on the following study freeway mainline segments:

e SR 99 northbound between Shaw Avenue and Veterans Boulevard (AM peak hour)

e SR 99 northbound between Veterans Boulevard and Herndon Avenue (PM peak
hour)

e SR 99 southbound between Herndon Avenue and Veterans Boulevard (AM peak
hour)
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TABLE 4-5:

2035 FREEWAY MAINLINE LEVELS OF SERVICE

Number of Volume Density” Speed® Level of Service
Lanes Peak
1
No Plus |Hour No Plus No Plus No Plus No Plus
Freeway Segment Project |Project Project | Project | Project | Project | Project | Project | Project| Project
1. SR 99 NB between Shaw Avenue 3 3 AM 5,310 5,230 35.8 35.0 59.5 57.4 E D
and Veterans Blvd PM | 5,400 | 5,900 36.7 43.7 56.4 51.9 E E
2. SR 99 NB between Veterans Blvd 3 3 AM 5,310 5,290 35.8 35.6 59.5 57.1 E E
and Herndon Ave PM | 5400 | 5,180 | 36.7 34.5 56.4 57.7 E D
3. SR 99 SB between Herndon 3 3 AM 5,310 5,200 35.8 34.7 59.5 57.6 E D
Avenue and Veterans Blvd PM | 5760 | 5800 | 41.4 420 53.4 53.0 E E
4. SR 99 SB between Veterans Blvd 3 3 AM 5,310 5,810 35.8 42.2 59.5 52.9 E E
and Shaw Avenue PM | 5760 | 5860 | 41.4 43.0 53.4 52.4 E E

[Notes:

Source:

AM = Morning peak-hour, PM = Evening peak-hour.

? Average density reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (veh/mi/In).

*  Average passenger-car travel speed in miles per hour (mph).

Fehr & Peers, 2010

Freeway Ramps

Table 4-6 presents the freeway ramp levels of service for Opening Year (2015)
Conditions. The freeway ramp LOS is the same for all project alternatives. As shown in
Table 4-6, all of the study freeway ramps acceptable at LOS D or better during both AM
and PM peak hours under 2015 No Project and 2015 Plus Project conditions, as defined
by Caltrans' evaluation criteria.

The completion of the SR 99 Widening Project prior to opening year (2015) conditions
would marginally improve freeway mainline level of service conditions. The
construction of the Veterans Boulevard interchange does not change the level of service
on any of the study freeway ramps in 2015, with all the study freeway mainline segments
operating at acceptable LOS D or better during both AM and PM peak hours under 2015
No Project and 2015 Plus Project conditions.
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TABLE 4-6
2015 FREEWAY RAMP LEVELS OF SERVICE

Density” Speed® Level of Service
Peak | Merge/ . . .
Freeway Ramp Hour' | Div egg e Prl(jize ot Pll')(:;l:ct Prltji()e ot Plus Project [No Project| Plus Project
1. SR 99 NB Shaw Avenue On- AM Merge 25.4 25.4 56.6 56.6 C C
Ramp PM 29.6 30.7 55.4 55.0 D D
2. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Off- AM Diverge _ 14.2 _ 54.4 _ B
Ramp PM 20.2 54.3 C
3. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Loop| AM Merge _ 23.6 _ 57.0 _ C
On-Ramp PM 28.1 56.0 D
4. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Slip AM Merge _ 24.4 _ 56.9 B C
On-Ramp PM 28.3 55.9 D
5. SR 99 NB Herndon Avenue AM Diverge 28.3 28.1 56.5 54.1 D D
Off-Ramp PM 32.9 322 55.7 53.5 D D
6. SR 99 NB Golden State AM Merge 29.6 29.9 58.3 55.3 D D
Boulevard On-Ramp PM 29.6 29.5 58.4 55.5 D D
7. SR 99 SB Golden State 30.4 30.1 56.1 53.7 D D
Boulevard Off-Ramp AM Diverge 36.0 35.9 55.8 53.4 E E
PM 263) | 262" | 55.8)° (53.4)° ©?* ©*
8. SR 99 SB Herndon Avenue AM Merge 29.0 28.9 58.6 55.7 D D
On-Ramp PM 30.3 30.4 58.2 55.3 D D
9. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Off- AM Diverge _ 15.3 _ 54.6 _ B
Ramp PM 16.7 54.3 B
10. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Loop AM Merge _ 222 _ 57.4 _ C
On-Ramp PM 222 57.4 C
11. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Slip AM Merge _ 23.1 _ 57.2 B C
On-Ramp PM 22.9 57.2 C
12. SR 99 SB Shaw Avenue Off- AM Diverge 31.2 32.7 54.1 54.4 D D
Ramp PM 32.3 32.5 53.7 54.1 D D

otes:

Source:

1
2

AM = Morning peak-hour, PM = Evening peak-hour.
Average density reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (veh/mi/ln).

Space mean speed of vehicles within ramp influence area in miles per hour (mph).

4

Fehr & Peers, 2010.

With SR 99 widening from two to three travel lanes in each direction through the project study area

Table 4-7 presents the freeway ramp levels of service for Design Year (2035) Conditions.
The freeway ramp LOS is the same for all plus project alternatives. As shown in Table 4-
7, all of the study freeway ramps operate at LOS E during either the AM or PM peak
hours under 2035 No Project conditions.
Boulevard Interchange, these ramp junctions continue to operate at LOS E. All of the
Veterans Boulevard ramps operate at LOS D or better.
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TABLE 4-7

2035 FREEWAY RAMP LEVELS OF SERVICE
e ——

Density” Speed® Level of Service
Peak | Merge/ No Plus No . . .
Freeway Ramp Hour' | Diverge | Project | Project | Project Plus Project|No Project Plus Project

1. SR 99 NB Shaw Avenue On-Ramp AM M. 351 34.7 52.2 52.8 E D

PM TE L 349 38.8 525 49.0 D E

2. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Off-Ramp AM . 19.2 522 B
Diverge - - -

PM 243 52.1 C

3. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Loop On- AM 30.2 55.0 D
R Merge - - -

amp PM 29.7 55.3 D

4. SR 99 NB Veterans Blvd Slip On- AM Meree 32.0 54.1 D

Ramp PM & 300 552 D

5. SR 99 NB Herndon Avenue Off- AM . 374 36.0 52.9 53.6 E E

Ram Diverge
p PM 38.5 35.9 52.0 52.8 E E
6. SR 99 NB Golden State Boulevard AM M 36.6 375 51.4 50.6 E E
erge

On-Ramp PM 8 35.7 35.4 52.1 52.4 E E

7. SR 99 SB Golden State Boulevard AM Diverae 37.0 35.8 52.1 52.8 E E

Off-Ramp PM g 2.2 420 524 52.6 F F

8. SR 99 SB Herndon Avenue On- AM Merge 35.8 344 52.2 53.2 E D

Ramp PM & 36.1 36.2 52.2 52.1 E E

9. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Off-Ramp AM . 15.5 53.1 B
Diverge - - -

PM 21.4 52.1 C

10. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Loop On- AM M. 29.9 52.6 D

Ramp PM eree - 30.4 - 52.0 - D

11. SR 99 SB Veterans Blvd Slip On- AM M. 29.2 53.7 D
erge - - -

Ramp PM g 293 53.6 D

12. SR 99 SB Shaw Avenue Off-Ramp AM Diverge 36.5 37.9 52.8 53.6 E E

PM & 39.4 38.4 517 53.1 E E

[Notes: AM = Morning peak-hour, PM = Evening peak-hour.

2 Average density reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (veh/mi/In).
3 Space mean speed of vehicles within ramp influence area in miles per hour (mph).

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010

D) Collision Analysis

Mark Thomas and Company obtained a summary of accident data from Caltrans for the
three-year period beginning July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2011, for the segments of SR
99 within the study area. Table 4-8 summarizes the accident history for the freeway
segments.
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TABLE 4-8:
SR 99 ACCIDENT HISTORY

(JULY 2008 THROUGH JUNE 2011)
e ————

Accidents Accident Rate
Tavolvi Actual Average
: nvolvin ctua
Location With With ving , Accident Rate
Total . L. Multiple Accident L.
Fatalities | Injuries . 1 for Similar
Vehicles Rate rese 2
Facilities
SR 99 - Shaw Ave. to Herndon Ave. 17 0 4 12 021 0.50
(2.89 mi.)
Note: ! Per million vehicle miles

% Average accident rate based on similar facilities per million vehicle miles

Source:  Caltrans District 6 TASAS Table B, July 2008 through June 2011

On SR 99 between Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue, the actual accident rate is below
the average accident rate for similar facilities. The 4 accidents with injuries resulted in 5
persons injured. Five of the 17 accidents were rear end collisions, while 6 of the 17
accidents were hit object collisions. Other stated collision types include sideswipe (4)
and broadside (1). The primary collision factors were improper turns (7 of 17 accidents)
and speeding (5 of 17 accidents). Another known primary collision factor was the
influence of alcohol (1).

Table 4-9 shows the collision history for the study interchange ramps over the three-year
period between July 2008 and June 2011, totaling to 16 accidents.

At the SR 99 / Herndon Avenue northbound off-ramp, the actual accident rate is below
the average accident rate for similar facilities. The 2 accidents with injuries resulted in 3
persons injured. All 4 accidents were rear end collisions. The primary collision factor
was speeding (2). Another known primary collision factor was the influence of alcohol

(1).

At the SR 99 / Herndon Avenue southbound on-ramp, the actual accident rate is above
the average accident rate for similar facilities. No accidents posted had injuries. Of the 3
accidents, 1 was a rear end collision, 1 was a broadside collision, and 1 was a hit object
collision. The primary collision factor was the influence of alcohol (2) and the secondary
collision factor was speeding (1).
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TABLE 4-9:
SR 99/HERNDON AVENUE INTERCHANGE &
SR 99/SHAW AVENUE INTERCHANGE
ACCIDENT HISTORY (JULY 2008 THROUGH JUNE 2011)
e ——
Accidents Accident Rate
Average
Location With With Involving Actual Accident
Total .. L. Multiple Accident Rate for
Fatalities Injuries . 1 L.
Vehicles Rate Similar
Facilities”
SR 99 / Herndon Ave.
NB Off-Ramp 4 0 2 4 0.67 1.01
SR 99 / Herndon Ave.
SB On-Ramp 3 0 0 2 0.46 0.41
SR 99 / Shaw Ave.
NB On-Ramp 3 0 1 2 0.55 0.63
SR 99 / Shaw Ave.
SB Off-Ramp 6 0 2 3 1.40 1.00
Note: !Per million vehicle

% Average accident rate based on similar facilities per million vehicle

Source:  Caltrans District 6 TASAS Table B, July 2008 through June 2011

At the SR 99 / Shaw Avenue northbound on-ramp, the actual accident rate is below the
average accident rate for similar facilities. The one accident with injuries resulted in one
person injured. Of the three accidents, one was a rear end collision, one was a broadside
collision, and one was a head-on collision. The primary collision factors were speeding
(one of three accidents) and failure to yield (one of three accidents).

At the SR 99 / Shaw Avenue southbound off-ramp, the actual accident rate is above the
average accident rate for similar facilities. The two accidents with injuries resulted in
two persons injured. Three of the six accidents were rear end collisions, while the two of
the six were hit object collisions. The remaining one accident was a sideswipe collision.
The primary collision factor was speeding (three of six accidents) and secondary collision
factor was the influence of alcohol (two of six accidents).
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5. ALTERNATIVES

A)

Viable Alternatives

Two build alternatives were determined to be viable. As briefly discussed in the
introduction, the alternatives have been named the “Base Alternative” and the “Jug-
Handle Alternative”. They are identical in regard to the design of a six lane super
arterial connecting Herndon Avenue and Shaw Avenue, an L-9 interchange, and structure
over SR 99, but vary with the connection to Golden State Boulevard and the structure
over the UPRR right-of-way.

The project development team has evaluated the alternatives for environmental impacts,
considered the community input and public comments, and performed a cost analysis for
each alternative.

The Jug Handle Alternative has been selected as the preferred alternative for the project.
Several factors were taken into consideration during the selection of the preferred
alternative including cost, traffic operations, and design.

The estimated cost for the Jug-Handle Alternative is $115 million, while the estimated
cost of the Base Alternative is $119 million. Therefore, the Jug-Handle Alternative would
cost $4 million (estimated) less than the Base Alternative

At the Veterans Blvd/Golden State Blvd intersection, the Jug-Handle Alternative operates
at level of service A during both peak hours; while the Base Alternative operates at level
of service C during the AM peak hour (E during the PM peak hour). The right-in/right-
out only design of the Jug-Handle Alternative allows the Veterans Blvd/Golden State
Blvd intersection to operate better that the dual left-turn lanes of the Base Alternative.

Along Golden State Blvd, the Jug-Handle Alternative allows full access to parcels
between SR 99 and Golden State Blvd. For the Base Alternative, northbound traffic
would not have access to parcels between SR 99 and Golden State Blvd for roughly 1
mile due to the ramps connecting Golden State Blvd and Veterans Blvd. The Jug-Handle
Alternative provides better access to parcels along the corridor than the Base Alternative.

For pedestrians and bicycles, the Jug-Handle Alternative connects Veterans Blvd and
Golden State Blvd with conventional pedestrian-friendly crosswalks at a signalized
intersection. The Base Alternative’s ramps merge into Golden State Blvd similar to
freeway entrance/exit ramps. They are designed for high-speed travel and are not
desirable crosswalk locations. The Jug-Handle Alternative provide a safer facility for
pedestrians and bicycles.
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The following paragraphs describe the common features for both build alternatives.

SR 99/Veterans Boulevard Interchange

The interchange layout is a type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange with six (6) ramps that
connect SR 99 to Veterans Boulevard. The configuration of the L-9 interchange allows
for continuous right turn vehicular movements onto SR 99, which minimizes congestion
for high traffic volume interchanges. Because left turn movements from Veterans
Boulevard to SR 99 are eliminated, the signalized intersections function efficiently with a
2-phase operation.

The freeway ramps are designed using HDM standards including the auxiliary lanes
where applicable. Typical lane widths are 12 feet with 8 foot outside and 4 foot inside
shoulders.

The structure over SR 99 would be a two (2) span structure with columns located in the
median of SR 99. The two spans accommodate for the expansion of SR 99 to the
ultimate eight-lane facility and the loop on-ramps. The structure has a total span of 284’
with one span at 144” and the other at 140°. It would be a cast-in-place prestressed box
girder structure and would provide a minimum vertical clearance of 16°6” as required by
Caltrans (HDM Table 309.2A).

Veterans Boulevard

Veterans Boulevard is designed per the City of Fresno typical cross section for a super
arterial with the exception of the roadway segment between the Veterans
Boulevard/Bryan Avenue/Barstow Avenue and Veterans Boulevard/Riverside
Drive/Bullard Avenue intersections. The 6-lane super arterial typical section consists of
a 16 foot median, 12 foot number one and two lanes, 13 foot number three lane, and a 7
foot bike lane. Where the roadway profile is rising up to span SR 99 and the UPRR
tracks, the roadway median is being reduced to 8§ feet to reduce earthwork and structure
costs.
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Nonstandard Design Features

TABLE 5-1: DESIGN EXCEPTIONS

Description of Design Exception Design Criteria Not Met
Advisory HDM 305.1(2) A median width of 8 feet is proposed because the type L-9
interchange does not require a 12’ median for left turn pockets
Standard median widths shall and for costs savings reasons.
meet the minimum design for a
multilane conventional highway. This design exception was approved on April §, 2011.
Mandatory HDM 1003.1(7) The bike path radius is dictated by the radius of the loop on-
ramp. The bike path radius proposed would require the design
The minimum design speed for speed to be reduced to 20 MPH.
bike paths shall be 25 MPH.
This design exception was approved on April 15, 2011.

Ramp Metering

The proposed on-ramps are designed to accommodate future ramp metering. The project
shall include all underground infrastructure, communication facilities, loop detectors,
cabinets, and other equipment required for future operations of ramp metering.

CHP Enforcement Areas:

Protected California Highway Patrol (CHP) pull-out areas have been provided in four (4)
locations on this project. Two of the pull-out areas are located on the northbound and
southbound loop on-ramps. These would be used to enforce the ramp-meter area of the
interchange. The other two pull-out areas are located on the northbound and southbound
diagonal on-ramps. The primary use of these pull-out areas would be speed enforcement
along SR 99 and ramp-meter enforcement on the diagonal onramps.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) (Bus and Carpool) Lanes

The use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes encourages people to carpool, while
providing an avenue for bus traffic. High occupancy vehicle lanes are proposed for all
ramps. The design of these ramps includes a 12 HOV lane with no buffer between them
and their non-HOV counterpart. The ingress to the HOV lanes on the diagonal onramps
are traditional, however for the loop on-ramps ingress to the HOV lane would be done via
the number three (3) lane on Veterans Boulevard. As vehicles travel on Veterans towards
the loop onramps, the vehicles in the number three (3) lane would have the choice either
to continue on Veterans Boulevard or make a right turn into the HOV lane. The number
four (4) lane would change into the non-HOV lane.

Utility and Other Owner Involvement

Existing utilities, storm drains and sewer systems have been approximately located based
on available as-built plans obtained from Caltrans, the City of Fresno, and local utility
companies. The following existing underground and overhead utilities have been
identified as being within the project limits and are described in the R/W data sheets
(Appendix J):
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230 KV Transmission Tower (PG&E) — There is an existing 230 KV transmission
line that runs north/south approximately 1300’ south of the proposed interchange.
After crossing SR 99 and the UPRR tracks, the alignment shifts northwest and runs
parallel to SR 99. This transmission line is located within a 150” easement owned
by PG&E.

Coordination with PG&E has determined that the Veterans Blvd roadway east of
the UPRR tracks would be in violation with the vertical clearance requirements of
General Order 95. The transmission line where crossing Veterans Blvd would need
to be raised approximately 15°-20° to meet clearance requirements. Alternatives
being evaluated by PG&E to eliminate the conflict include raising a nearby tower
and the constructing of a new tower. Transmission tower work would need to be
performed during the winter and would require Independent System Operator (ISO)
approval. It is not anticipated the alignment of the transmission line would move
more than 25 feet from the current alignment.

Petroleum (Kinder Morgan) — Kinder Morgan owns and operates a 12-inch high
pressure refined petroleum products pipeline within the UPRR right of way. The
gas line runs adjacent to the UPRR tracks on the west side approximately 5 feet
deep.

The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Stormdrain Master Plan proposes
to construct a 42” pipe perpendicular across the UPRR R/W to convey water from
the east side of the tracks to the west side. If the 42” master plan pipe is constructed
with this project, it is anticipated that a portion of this Kinder Morgan line would
need to be lowered to provide room for the gravity line.

Fiber Optic (Qwest) — Qwest has an existing underground fiber optic line within the
UPRR R/W running parallel to the western R/W line. Constructing the storm drain
improvements discussed under Petroleum may cause a conflict requiring relocation.
Often times utility company do not allow new splices in their fiber optic line
because splices decrease their data transfer rates. As a result, the fiber optic line
may need to be replaced from existing splice points that could be thousands of feet
away.

Fiber Optic (Sprint) - Sprint has an existing underground fiber optic line within an
easement that overlaps the City and UPRR R/W on the west side of the tracks.
Constructing the storm drain improvements discussed under Petroleum may cause a
conflict requiring relocation. Often times utility company do not allow new splices
in their fiber optic line because splices decrease their data transfer rates. As a
result, the fiber optic line may need to be replaced from existing splice points that
could be thousands of feet away.
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Fiber Optic (Level 3 Communications) — Level 3 Communications has a buried
fiber optic line within the 150’ easement owned by PG&E adjacent to the 230 KV
transmission lines.  The construction of Veterans Boulevard would add
embankment over the buried line. Storm drain improvements, including master
plan pipes or the construction of a temporary basin, on the north side of Veterans
Boulevard could cause a conflict with the fiber line requiring a relocation.

Fiber Optic (AT&T) — AT&T has an existing fiber optic line on the east shoulder of
Golden State Blvd within City R/W. This fiber optic line is in direct conflict with
proposed bridge bents and abutments and would need to be relocated.

Underground Cable (AT&T) — AT&T has an existing communication line on the
east shoulder of Golden State Blvd within City R/W. This fiber optic line is in
direct conflict with proposed bridge bents and abutments and would need to be
relocated.

Water Wells (Domestic) —The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment identified
several active domestic wells, inactive wells, and covered or capped wells located
within the project limits. All active and inactive wells would need to be abandoned
during construction.

Irrigation Canal (Fresno Irrigation District) — The Fresno Irrigation District operates
several irrigation canals throughout the Fresno area including the Herndon Canal.
The Herndon Canal crosses the proposed Veterans Boulevard alignment
approximately 1900 feet south of the existing Veterans Boulevard/Bryan
Avenue/Barstow Avenue intersection.

At the proposed crossing, a single span bridge or a concrete box culvert would need
to be constructed. The profile of Veterans Boulevard would need to be designed to
ensure peak irrigation flows can be accommodated. The construction work would
need to be performed during the winter months when the irrigation district is not
providing irrigation water to the farmers.

Sanitary Sewer (City of Fresno) — The City of Fresno recently completed several
projects that installed master plan sewer facilities under the proposed Veterans
Boulevard alignment within City owned easements. The improvements run from
the Herndon Avenue/Polk Avenue Intersection southwest across the UPRR track,
Golden State Blvd, SR 99, to Bullard Avenue.

Overhead Communication Lines (UPRR) — UPRR has an overhead communication
line that runs adjacent to the railroad tracks on the east side. The proposed grade
separation over the UPRR tracks would place a bridge bent in close proximity to the
communication lines. Several poles may need to be relocated to maintain the
minimum clearances.
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e Gas Lines (PG&E) - PG&E has a 4" gas line on the north side of Shaw Avenue
within in existing 10' easement. The 10' easement falls within ultimate Shaw
Avenue roadway and within the proposed intersection. The easement and gas line
may need to relocated to the north with this project.

e Overhead Electrical Lines (PG&E) — PG&E has overhead electrical lines in conflict
with the proposed improvements in several places.

There are existing overhead electrical lines running east/west on the north side of
Shaw Avenue.  Constructing the new Veterans Boulevard/Shaw Avenue
intersection would impact several poles. These poles are located in the same 10'
easement that the 4" gas line is in.

The Veterans Boulevard Project will also install city master plan utilities within the
project limits including an Intelligent Transportation System (ITS), water lines, and
recycled water lines.

Highway Planting

Highway planting shall be done in accordance with the Project Development Procedures
Manual (PDPM) chapter 29, section 2. This manual states that all planting shall be done
such that the corridor theme of the state facility is maintained. Proposed with this
project, the planting shall include the areas in the center medians, the interchange ramps,
and the UPRR overcrossing. This planting would double as an erosion control measure.

The recommendation from the Visual Impact Assessment published by LSA in May
2010, chapter 6.4 states, “To enhance the visual quality for the project in accordance with
the evaluation it is recommended that selective rights-of-way be landscaped with
groundcover and shrubs and/or trees. The focus for landscaping enhancements would
occur at the new interchange/ramps and UPRR overcrossings.”

Erosion Control

All graded areas would be provided with erosion control measures in accordance with the
State’s Standard Specifications and Caltrans statewide National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

Railroad Involvement

Mainline SR 99 runs parallel to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks. The railroad
company maintains a 150’ right-of-way along the east side of SR 99. Both alternatives
being considered proposed a grade separation over the UPRR tracks. The structure would
provide a minimum of 23°4” above the existing railroad tracks and a main span long
enough to accommodate two future tracks with an access road, which satisfies the
requirement set in the BNSF Railway — Union Pacific Railroad Guidelines for Railroad
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Grade Separation Projects. A Construction and Maintenance Agreement (C&M
Agreement) would be required for construction of the overhead structure.

Non-motorized and Pedestrian Features, etc.

The corridor along Veterans Boulevard also contains a 12° wide Class 1 trail. This trail
was designed to increase pedestrian and bicycle safety throughout the corridor. The 12’
wide trail runs from Herndon Avenue to Shaw Avenue on the north side of Veterans
Boulevard. In order to increase pedestrian and bike safety at the southbound loop on-
ramp (which has the heaviest ramp traffic volume), the trail alignment loops and ramps
down with the southbound loop on-ramp. It proceeds to travel under the southbound loop
on-ramp and diagonal off-ramp and connects to an existing section of the Class 1 trail
approximately 550° west of the proposed undercrossing. The minimum vertical clearance
for this trail under the southbound off-ramps is 10°.

Jug-Handle Alternative

The Jug-Handle alternative was developed in the PA-ED phase and was not included in
the Project Study Report and generally: constructs a type L-9 interchange connecting
Veterans Boulevard to Route 99, a Veterans Boulevard overcrossing over Golden State
Boulevard (with connecting “Hook Ramps”) and over the UPRR tracks, and extends
from Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue. Veterans Boulevard would accommodate future
planned road way connections and the realignment of a portion of Herndon Avenue to
connect with Veterans Boulevard.

Proposed Engineering Features

The Jug-Handle alternative connects to Veterans Boulevard via “jug handle” shaped
ramps to Golden State Boulevard. This alternative re-aligns Golden State Boulevard to
the west and provides a structure over Golden State Boulevard for the Veterans
Boulevard traffic. The structure over the proposed Golden State alignment is a two (2)
span structure with span widths of 75°-9” and 77°9” along the Veterans Boulevard
alignment. This structure has a total span of 153°-6” and provides a minimum vertical
clearance of 16’-1" over the roadway section, which exceeds the required 15'-0" per
HDM Table 309.2A. It is a cast-in-place, post-tensioned concrete box girder with an
overall section width of 136’-10”.

Two at-grade intersections were added at the locations where the jug handle ramps
connect with Golden State Boulevard. From there, the “J1” ramp (approximately 925
feet in length) located to the south of Veterans Boulevard, and the “J2” ramp
(approximately 1115 feet in length) located to the north of Veterans Boulevard, ramp up
to connect to the proposed Veterans Boulevard. Both the “J1” and “J2” ramps are two
way, two lane ramps that provide right-in/right-out movements to/from Veterans
Boulevard and provide fully signalized intersections at the connections to Golden State
Boulevard. The notable difference between the “J1” and “J2” ramps is that the “J2” ramp
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has a standard 10’ sidewalk section whereas the “J1” ramp does not provide pedestrian
access.

The structure over the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) would be a three (3) span structure
with a total span of 305°. From east to west, the span lengths are 95°, 150°, and 105’
respectively. The columns are located just outside the UPRR operational right-of-way.
This structure also has a vertical clearance of 23°4” over the existing railroad tracks,
which meets the requirements set forth in Table 309.5A of the HDM.

Cost Estimate

The roadway, structure, right of way, and utility costs for the Jug Handle Alternative are
summarized in Table 5-4 below.

TABLE 5-2: JUG HANDLE ALTERNATIVE
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
PA-ED Cost
Estimates
Jug-Handle
Roadway $46,120,000
Structure $19,650,000
R/W & Utilities $23,850,000
Total $89,620,000

The roadway, structure, right of way, and utility costs for the Veterans Boulevard
Extension are summarized in Table 5-5 below.

TABLE 5-3: VETERANS EXTENSION
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
g})m

Estimates
Extension
Roadway $21,310,000
Structure 0
R/W & Utilities $4,409,000
Total $25,719,000

The full preliminary cost estimate for each alternative can be found in Appendix H of this
report.

Right of Way Data

Right of way cost estimates are reported on the right-of-way data sheet in Appendix J.
These costs include utility relocation, however at the PA-ED level, the full extents of
utility relocation cannot be fully established. Table 5-7 below summarizes the right of
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way data for the jug-handle alternative (including the extension from Shaw Avenue to
Herndon Avenue).

TABLE 5-4: RIGHT OF WAY SUMMARY - JUG-HANDLE ALTERNATIVE

Description Area (ac) No. of parcels
Partial R/W Acquisition 76.76 45
Full Parcel Acquisition 13.93 5
Railroad Easement 0.53 1
Slope and Trail Easements 4.55 28
Utility Easement 0.74 6

2. Base Alternative

The Base Alternative was presented in the project study report and generally includes:
construction of a type L-9 interchange connecting Veterans Boulevard to Route 99, a
Veterans Boulevard overcrossing over Golden State Boulevard (with left turn
connections to and from Golden State Boulevard) and over the UPRR tracks, and extends
from Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue. Veterans Boulevard would accommodate future
planned road way connections and the realignment of a portion of Herndon Avenue to
connect with Veterans Boulevard.

Proposed Engineering Features

Golden State Boulevard’s northbound and southbound lanes connect to Veterans
Boulevard via single lane ramps that diverge from the median of Golden State Boulevard
to an at-grade intersection with Veterans Boulevard. Likewise, the connections from
Veterans Boulevard to Golden State Boulevard contain single lane ramps that converge to
the median of Golden State Boulevard.

The structure over SR 99 would be a two (2) span structure with columns located in the
median of SR 99. The two spans accommodate for the expansion of SR 99 to the
ultimate eight-lane facility and the loop on-ramps. The structure has a total span of 284’
with one span at 144’ and the other at 140°.

With the construction of the northbound and southbound ramps from Golden State
Boulevard to Veterans Boulevard, the base alternative requires two (2) separate
structures. Both structures have a cross-sectional width of approximately 142°10” and
are cast-in-place post-tensioned concrete box girders. The first is a single span structure
that covers a total of 245’ and travels along Veterans Boulevard over the UPRR right of
way and the proposed northbound Golden State Boulevard lanes. This structure has a
vertical clearance of 23’4” over the existing railroad tracks, which meets the
requirements set forth in Table 309.5A of the HDM. The second structure spans a total
of 105’ and travels along Veterans Boulevard over the southbound Golden State
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Boulevard lanes. This structure has a vertical clearance of 16'-1", which exceeds the
requirements set forth in Table 309.5A of the HDM.

Cost Estimate

The roadway, structure, right of way, and utility costs for the Base Alternative are
summarized in Table 5-2 below.

TABLE 5-5: BASE ALTERNATIVE
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

PA-ED Cost Estimates
Base
Roadway $49,510,000
Structure $22,280,000
R/W & Utilities $21,230,000
Total $93,020,000

The roadway, structure, right of way, and utility costs for the Veterans Boulevard
Extension are summarized in Table 5-3 below.

TABLE 5-6: VETERANS EXTENSION
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

PA-ED Cost Estimates
Extension
Roadway $21,310,000
Structure 0
R/W & Utilities $4,409,000
Total $25,719,000

The full preliminary cost estimate for each alternative can be found in Appendix H of this
report.

Right of Way Data

Right of way cost estimates are reported on the right-of-way data sheet in Appendix J.
These costs include utility relocation, however at the PA-ED level, the full extents of
utility relocation cannot be fully established. Table 5-4 below summarizes the right of
way data for the base alternative (including the extension from Shaw Avenue to Herndon
Avenue).
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TABLE 5-7: RIGHT OF WAY SUMMARY - BASE ALTERNATIVE
Description Area (ac) No. of parcels
Partial R/W Acquisition 64.91 45
Full Parcel Acquisition 15.81 5
Railroad Easement 0.53 1
Slope and Trail Easements 4.28 28
Utility Easement 0.74 6

The reasons why the Base Alternative was not selected include project cost, traffic
operations, and pedestrian/bicycle access. The project cost for the Base Alternative is
approximately $4 million more than the Jug Handle Alternative. The Veterans
Blvd/Golden State intersection operates at a LOS of E in 2035 as a result of the close
spacing to the Veterans Blvd/SR 99 NB ramp intersection. Additionally, the proposed
Golden State Blvd geometrics create challenges for pedestrian and bicycles trying to gain
access to Veterans Blvd.

No changes were made to either alternative as a result of comments received from the
public.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not construct a new interchange on State Route 99.
Vehicles would continue to utilize the existing interchanges at Herndon Avenue and
Shaw Avenue.

It is anticipated that the existing Shaw Avenue interchange would operate at unacceptable
levels of service by 2015, according to City of Fresno’s and Caltrans’ LOS standards,
during the peak hours under No Project conditions. Although the construction of the
Veterans Boulevard Interchange Project does not increase the LOS at the existing Shaw
Avenue intersections with the SR 99 ramps, there would be a decrease in the delay times
by 15%-92%.

The Herndon Avenue intersections with the SR 99 ramps would operate at LOS F by
2035 under the No Build condition. With the Veterans Boulevard Project, the ramp
intersections operate at LOS B-E in the AM and operate at level of service F in the PM.

The No Build alternative would result in excessive delays and poor traffic operations for
SR 99. The No Build alternative would not accommodate the anticipated circulation
needs of planned developments in the project area, which would result in poor
circulation. Additionally, the No Build alternative is not consistent with local, regional
and system planning.
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C) Rejected Alternatives

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 was included in the PSR and maintains the same interchange configuration
as the base alternative but would provide a new connector road from Golden State
Boulevard north of Veterans Boulevard, to Veterans Boulevard east on Golden State
Boulevard and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. This alternative would require bringing
the connector road under the railroad, lowering Golden State Boulevard to match grade
with the connector road, construction of a new structure to bring the railroad over the
connector road (underpass), construction of a temporary mainline railroad track for use
during construction of the new railroad underpass structure, retaining walls in various
locations, and would require a permanent storm water pumping station for Golden State
Boulevard and the connector road.

Operational Concerns

Alternative 2 is no longer being considered because of the close spacing between the
Veterans Boulevard/Bullard Avenue and Veterans Boulevard/Golden State Boulevard
Connector intersections. Although operations analysis indicates that these intersections
would operate at LOS E, the close spacing of these intersections would cause a reduced
quality of operations on Veterans Boulevard, there is a concern with the on-going
maintenance cost of the railroad structure and the pump station and reduced access for
future business along the depressed portion of Golden State Boulevard.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was included in the PSR and maintains the same interchange configuration
as the Base Alternative but would provide a new connector road from Golden State
Boulevard north of Veterans Boulevard to Bullard Avenue north of Veterans Boulevard
east of Golden State Boulevard and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. This alternative
would require bringing the connector road under the railroad, lowering Golden State
Boulevard to match grade with the connector road, construction of a new structure to
bring the railroad over the connector road (underpass), construction of a temporary
mainline railroad track for use during construction of the new railroad underpass
structure, retaining walls in various locations, and a permanent storm water pumping
station for Golden State Boulevard and the connector road.

Operational Concerns

Alternative 3 is no longer being considered because of the closely spaced intersections
with Veterans Boulevard/Bullard Avenue and the connection road. The queuing for the
intersections would spill-back into the adjacent intersections creating an unacceptable
LOS F (2035). In addition to poor traffic operations, Alternative 3 has similar issues as
Alternative 2 which includes: on-going maintenance cost of the railroad structure and the
pump station and reduced access for future business along the depressed portion of
Golden State Boulevard.
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6. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION

A)

Hazardous Waste

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed for the purpose of identifying
recognized environmental conditions at the site and a Phase II Preliminary Site
Investigation was performed on critical properties that planned for acquisition. The
investigations were performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the
Caltrans Initial Site Assessment guidelines, from Chapter 5 “Hazardous Waste Site
Investigations” of the Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual.  The
investigations included a review of aerial photographs and topographic maps for
historical uses of the property, and a review of database listings for records of known
storage tank sites and known sites of hazardous materials generation, storage or
contamination. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment also included a visual
observation of the project site to evaluate the potential for existing sources of
contamination on or near the subject site.

Based upon the information obtained as part of the Phase I Environmental Assessment, a
Phase II investigation was performed with the following results:

Dakovich and Sons’ Property

Septic systems at George Dakovich and Son and Cal Valley General Engineering
(formerly Curry Diesel Repair and Singh Trucking) potentially received wash water from
equipment and parts cleaning operations and may have impacted soil beneath the septic
systems.

Two borings were performed; one located at the washrack/sump and one at the septic
tank location. The samples taken at the washrack/sump and septic tank reported CAM-17
metal concentrations that were generally low and were below the California Human
Health Screening Levels (CHHSL) for commercial/industrial land use. Additionally, the
sample taken at the septic tank had TPH-s and VOCs concentrations there were not
reported at or above the practical quantitation limit (PQL).

Two soil borings were also performed in the stormwater retention basin located on the
Dakovich property. Diesel range hydrocarbons (TPH-d), and motor oil range
hydrocarbons (TPH-o) were detected. Based on data and observations made by
Kleinfelder during the PSI, visually estimated volume of impacted soil is 5 cubic yards.
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Seal-Rite Paving
Soil at the Seal-Rite Paving Company may have been impacted by repair and
maintenance of vehicles near the center of the site.

Eighteen (18) soil samples were collected from five (5) locations and analyzed for TPH-s,
VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Analysis of samples reported detectable concentrations of
CAM-17 metals. However, metals concentrations were generally low and were below
the CHHSL for commercial/industrial land use. Several samples contained elevated
concentrations of TPH-d and —o. Based on data and observations made by Kleinfelder
during the PSI, visually estimated volume of impacted soil is 30 cubic yards.

Agricultural Burn Area

An agricultural burn area was noted at the southwest corner of the fig orchard on Bryan
Avenue north of the intersection of Bryan Avenue and Veterans Boulevard, and may
have resulted in accumulation of residual concentrations of metals, agricultural chemicals
and related chemicals.

Three surface samples were collected from the burn area and analyzed for CAM-17
metals, and SVOCs. Sample analysis reported various detectable metal concentrations
above the PQL. However CAM-17 metal concentrations were reported below the
CHHSL for commercial/industrial land use.

Union Pacific Railroad

The UPRR crosses the site from southeast to northwest, northeast and parallel to Golden
State Boulevard. Railroads have historically used organic and inorganic chemicals to
control pests and weeds, which may have impacted soil on and adjacent to the railroad

property.

Eleven (11) soil samples were collected and analyzed for total arsenic. One soil sample
contained a concentration of arsenic at 0.194 mg/kg and was qualified as an estimated
value by the analytical laboratory. This concentration is below the CHHSL, and within
the range of background concentrations reported in California background metal studies.

Golden State Boulevard Lead Analysis (ADL)

Roadways at the site including Golden State Boulevard and SR 99 have existed since at
least the 1950s. Aerially deposited lead, generated from the emissions of vehicles fueled
by leaded gasoline, may be present in soils adjacent existing site roadways.

Sixty-nine (69) soil samples were collected at eighteen (18) locations along the shoulder
of Golden State Boulevard and analyzed for total lead and arsenic. Total lead was
detected in 53 of the soil samples and the concentrations fell below the criteria for
hazardous waste.
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Cal Valley/In-N-Out Sand Blasting Property

Abrasive blasting historically occurred at In-N-Out Sandblasting. Abrasive blasting
activities may result in evaluated metal concentrations in the soil. Evaluation of metal
concentrations in the soil in the areas the abrasive blasting occurred was conducted.

Soil analysis was performed near the maintenance building, office building, area between
the office and garage facilities, and the septic system. Several samples analyzed reported
detectable concentrations of CAM-17 metals. However, metals concentrations were
generally low and were reported below the CHHSL for commercial/industrial land use.
Concentrations of arsenic were reported in several samples above the CHHSL for
commercial/industrial land use, but were within the range of background concentrations
reported in California background studies.

Value Analysis

The Project Development Team (PDT) agreed to perform the Value Analysis study
during the PS&E phase.

Resource Conservation

Energy — Implementation of the “Energy Decision Tree” (Caltrans Environmental
Handbook Volume 1, Chapter 13) determined that this project is not a “major project”
requiring further energy analysis. When balancing energy used during construction and
operation against energy saved by relieving congestion and other transportation
efficiencies, the project would not have substantial energy impacts.

Right of Way Issues

Right of way acquisition would be required for construction of this project. A field
survey, and review of relevant documentation (e.g. APN maps), of the proposed Veterans
Boulevard project was conducted to determine the potential impact on residential and
non-residential units. Preliminary engineering suggests that there would be right-of-way
acquisitions of fifty-one parcels, of which two contain businesses that would require
relocation assistance. No residential displacements were observed. These parcels
contain non-residential light industrial improvements (a machinery service & repair
facility and a construction management, storage and maintenance facility). It is believed
that one parcel is owner occupied and the other is tenant occupied.

Final right of way certification would be required prior to advertisement of the project. A
detailed summary of right of way impacts is included as Appendix J of this report.
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Environmental Issues

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) concluded the following impacts on
the environment:

0 The proposed project would have less than significant effects on the following:
aesthetics, agriculture and forest resources, air quality, cultural resources, geology
and soil, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public
service, recreation, transportation, and utility and service system.

0 The proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment without
mitigations on the following: biological resources, hazard and hazardous
materials, and hydrology and water quality.

0 The proposed project would have unavoidable significant environmental effects
on noise.

0 The proposed project would have no significant irreversible environmental
changes.

The accompanying Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment with
Finding of No Significant Impact has been prepared in accordance with Caltrans'
environmental procedures, as well as State and Federal environmental regulation and is
the appropriate document for the proposal. See appendix C.

Air Quality Conformity

The project alternatives are fully compatible with the design concept and scope described
in the Council of Fresno County Governments 2011 Regional Transportation Plan and the
2011 Federal Transportation Improvement Plans (Project ID: FRE111328; Description:
Veterans Blvd Barstow to Bullard-Bryan-New 6 LN Super Arterial, Freeway Interchange
& Grade Separation @ SR99 and Project ID: FRE111329; Description: New 4 LD Super
arterial from Shaw to Barstow & from Bullard-Bryan to Herndon and Connect
Interchange to Shaw & Herndon).

The Interagency Consultation Partners have concurred that the project is not a “Project of
Air Quality Concern,” (POAQC) and would not result in new violations of Federal
PM2.5 or PMIO air quality standards (concurrence by; FHWA 3/3/2011 and EPA
3/1/2011).

Title VI Considerations

Throughout the corridor, provisions have been made to incorporate low mobility and
minority groups. A class I bike/pedestrian path is proposed along the corridor,
connecting Herndon Avenue to Shaw Avenue along Veterans Boulevard. All sidewalks
within this project are compliant with the most recent Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) standards and provide truncated domes for individuals with visual handicaps.
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Fresno Area Express (FAX) bus routes have been accommodated for at some
intersections; however these bus turnouts would be constructed with developer driven
projects in the future.

7. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE

A)

B)

O

Public Hearing Process

The environmental document was made publicly available on August 8, 2012 for a public
comment period that extended to September 22, 2012. The DEIR/EA was posted to the
Caltrans website, and hard copies were made available to the Fresno Public Library, and
mailed to people, agencies, and groups requesting copies.

A public hearing was held from 6:00pm to 8:30pm on August 29th, 2012 at River Bluff
Elementary School. Approximately 53 members of the public attended. There were
various stations relating to both process and technical issues, with corresponding displays
and project specialists available to answer questions. Copies of the DEIR/EA and
supporting documentation were available for review, and a court reporter was in
attendance to record any comments. In general, the concerns expressed at the hearing
related to rerouting traffic at Herndon Avenue to accommodate staging and pedestrian
safety.

Route Matters

A superseding freeway agreement would be required between Caltrans and the City of
Fresno, and Caltrans and the County of Fresno to address the new connection to State
Route 99. The new connection must also be approved by the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) before the superseding freeway agreement can be fully executed by
the State. The CTC approval will set terms and conditions for granting the new
connection which may include right of way, construction cost, and completion time frame
for construction of the new connection. Fresno Council of Government (COG) currently
has the right-of-way acquisition funding available in 2013/2014 and construction funding
available in 2019/2020. If the terms and conditions are not met, a supplemental project
report may need to be prepared.

Permits

The following permits are anticipated to be required prior to construction of the propose
improvement Project:
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TABLE 7-1: PERMITS

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Services

Section 7 consultation for threatened and
endangered species.

Formal Section 7 Consultation for potential
impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp (VPFS)
with mitigation on inferred presence, and
potential impacts to the Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beatle (VELB) with avoidance
measures would need to be initiated prior to the
plans, specifications and estimates phase of the
project.

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

Section 404 Individual Permit for filling or
dredging waters of the United States.

Pending completion of the Project
Specifications and Estimates phase of the
process.

Central Valley Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Pending completion in the Project
Regional Water Quality | Waste Discharge Permit Review and Specifications and Estimates phase of the
Control Board approval of stormwater discharge process.

treatments.
City of Fresno For construction of improvements on local Pending completion of the Project

Encroachment Permit

roadways within the City of Fresno.

Specifications and Estimates phase of the
process.

Fresno County Flood
Control Agency

Confirmation that the project meets 200-
year flood control as required by Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

Pending completion of the Project
Specifications and Estimates phase of the
process.

Caltrans Encroachment
Permit

For construction of improvements within
State right-of-way

Pending completion of the Project
Specifications and Estimates phase of the
process.

D) Cooperative Agreements

The City of Fresno and the State of California have the following cooperative agreements
in place for the project: Agreement Number 06-1415 which was executed on February 1,
2010 and covers all work associated with Project Approval and Environmental Document
(PA&ED) and Agreement Number 06-1502 which was executed on July 24, 2012 and
covers all work associated with the Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) and Right
of Way (ROW).

A cooperative agreement would be needed for future construction of the project.
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Freeway Agreement and California Transportation Commission (CTC) Approval

Freeway Agreement

The existing freeway agreement within the project limits is between Caltrans and the
County of Fresno and spans from the Clinton Avenue off-ramp (PM 24.79) to the San
Joaquin River (PM 31.67). This agreement will need to be revised to include the new
freeway connection between Veterans Boulevard and State Route 99.

The City of Fresno’s sphere of influence has expanded. The current boundary line
between the City of Fresno and County of Fresno lies within the project limits and
crosses State Route 99 just north of the proposed overcrossing at PM 29.58. As a result,
separate agreements will need to be prepared for the City and County. The agreements
are being prepared by Caltrans and the City has already prepared the exhibits.

CTC Approval

CTC approval will be required as the proposed project includes new connection to State
Route 99. To support obtaining approval for these new connections, City and Caltrans
staffs have had preliminary discussions regarding the potential to close the existing
Princeton Avenue ramps with southbound State Route 99. Alternative access with State
Route 99 to areas that would be affected by closure of these ramps is available via the
Clinton Avenue interchange to the south and the Ashlan Avenue interchange to the north.
City and Caltrans staffs have also had preliminary discussions regarding the potential to
close the State Route 99 southbound off-ramp to Herndon Avenue. Alternative access
from Southbound State Route 99 is available just to the north via the direction off-ramp
to Golden State Boulevard. Closure of the southbound off-ramp to Herndon Avenue is
proposed as part of the Herndon Avenue/SR 99 Interchange Improvements Project. The
project is currently in the PS&E phase.

Other Agreements
Other agreements that would be required include the following:

e A Construction and Maintenance Agreement (C&M Agreement) would be required
for construction of the overhead structure at the Union Pacific Railroad.

e An agreement between the City and Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
(FMFCD) would be required.

e An agreement between the City and Fresno Irrigation District (FID) would be
required.

e A design and construction agreement would be required for the modifications
needed to the PG&E 230 KV transmission line.

45



G)

H)

D

06-Fre-99, PM 28.88/30.11
EA: 06-0H360

ID 0600000935

Program 400.100 (Measure C)
July 2013

Transportation Management Plan for Use during Construction

The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) is included as Appendix M. Consistent
with district policy and procedures, it is expected that design of the project, especially
staging and traffic control systems, would be coordinated closely with the district TMP
coordinator. These traffic control systems would include appropriate work zone
measures, including Extinguishable Message Signs (EMS) and/or Changeable Message
Signs (CMS). It is also anticipated that there would be a Construction Zone Enhanced
Enforcement Program (COZEEP) in place as part of traffic management during
construction, including setting and removal of K-rails. It is expected that no work would
be allowed on holiday weekends nor the preceding Friday.

The alternatives considered in this report cannot be constructed without some impact to
traffic, primarily due to driver curiosity, construction area signs and controls, and can be
reduced with a well-planned stage construction/traffic handling plan and aggressive
public awareness during construction. It is anticipated on a project this large that the
following traffic control items would be required:

o Temporary striping would be required to shift traffic away from construction zones;

e Temporary railing (Type K) to separate construction zones from traffic;

e  Work-period lane closures would be required (i.e. for removing pavement
delineation, setting K-rail, pavement conforms, falsework erection and removal,
ect.)

Staged Construction

Because the project is to construct a new roadway with new connections, the project
staging is relatively simple. There would be several nighttime traffic detours for erecting
falsework, etc. However, Golden State Boulevard runs parallel to Route 99 and would be
used for detours.

Temporary striping would be required to shift traffic away from construction zones, with
continuous temporary railing (Type K) to separate construction zones from traffic. Some
work-period lane closures would be required (i.e. for removing delineation, setting K-rail,
pavement conforms, etc.) and would be performed during non-peak traffic hours. Partial
freeway closures would be required for erection and removal of falsework required for
the construction of the new overcrossing. Additionally, seasonal limitations would be
implemented for construction of a box culvert crossing the Fresno Irrigation District
(FID) canal, which would need to be completed during winter.

Accommodation of Oversize Loads

This project does not place any height limitations on loads moving in or out of the area.
A minimum vertical clearance of 15.0° shall be used during construction. Post-
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construction, the falsework would be removed leaving the vertical clearance at
approximately 18°, which satisfies HDM index 309.2(1)(a).

A minimum horizontal clearance of 49.0° (3 Lanes + 8 & 5’ Shoulders) shall be used
during construction, which satisfies HDM Table 204.8. Post-construction, the falsework
shall be removed leaving horizontal clearance consistent with HDM index 309.1.

Graffiti Control

This project is within the urban area of Fresno County and, as such, is determined to be in
a graffiti-prone area. Implementation of graffiti control measures would be incorporated
into the design at the PS&E level.

High Speed Rail

The California High Speed Rail (HSR) Project proposes to construct 800 miles of track
connecting southern California, the Central Valley, and the Bay Area. The project is in
the planning phase analyzing alternatives and the environmental document is being
prepared. California’s HSR Project is broken up into 10 sections with the Veterans Blvd
Interchange Project falling within the Fresno— Bakersfield section.

Within the limits of the Veterans Boulevard Project, the HSR alignment is planned along
the west side of the existing UPRR right of way. As the HSR alignment approaches the
future Veterans Boulevard crossing, the HSR alignment diverges to the west to generate
room for the alignment to rise up and cross over Golden State Boulevard near Herndon
Avenue. Within the limits of the Veterans Boulevard Project, the HSR right of way width
is 100° wide and is offset to the west approximately 50° from the existing UPRR tracks.
As a result, the connection between Veterans Boulevard and Golden State Boulevard
would need to shift approximately 150" westerly. Golden State Boulevard will also need
to be realigned to the west to accommodate the HSR.

The planned HSR profile being studied with the HSR environmental document is at-
grade and will be slightly lower than the existing UPRR tracks at the Veterans Boulevard
crossing. To meet the required 27’ of vertical clearance at the crossing with Veterans
Boulevard, the Veterans Boulevard profile will need to rise up approximately two feet.

The HSR environmental document proposes to construct portions of the Veterans
Boulevard Project that includes the grade separation over the UPRR and HSR tracks, re-
aligning Golden State Boulevard, and a connection between Veterans Boulevard and
Golden State Boulevard. Additional project impacts and costs resulting from the HSR are
captured by the HSR project. These improvements would be the existing condition when
the Veterans Boulevard Project is constructed; since the HSR is scheduled to be
constructed ahead of the Veterans Boulevard Project.
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Phased Construction

Recommended Project Phasing:

Because of limited available funding, phased implementation of the preferred alternative
is proposed. Phased improvements would be constructed consistent with the description
of programmed projects in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).

There are two projects programmed in the FTIP. FR111328 — A six-lane Veterans Blvd
from Barstow Avenue to Bryan Avenue (Riverside Drive)/Bullard Avenue with an
interchange on SR 99 and a grade separated crossing of the UPRR tracks. FR111329 — A
four-lane Veterans Blvd from Shaw Avenue to Barstow Avenue, and from Bryan Avenue
(Riverside Drive)/Bullard Avenue to Herndon Avenue. Both projects would be able to
accommodate traffic forecasted from 2025.

8. PROGRAMMING

A)

Funding

The City of Fresno is funding the various elements of the project through local funding
(including Fresno County Measure “C” sales tax funding, State Transportation
Improvement Program, Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee, City of Fresno Major
Street funding, and developer fees), plus Federal RSTP funds and RIP funds.

The current estimated cost for the Base Alternative is $93,020,000 and the Jug-Handle
Alternative is $89,620,000. The estimate for the Extension segments of the project is
$25,719,000. These costs include non-escalated construction, right-of-way, and utility
relocation costs.

According to the 2013 FTIP, $12.1 million has been made available for environmental
and design in 2010/11. For right of way acquisition, $19.0 million is available in
2012/2013 and $13.3 million in 2013/2014. Construction funding is projected to be
available in 2019/2020, however, the funding sources incorporated in projecting these
scheduled dates are dynamic and subject to change along with the general assumptions
regarding each funding source and overall cost estimates of the project.

The California High Speed Rail (CAHSR) will fund and construct the Veterans
Boulevard crossing over the CAHSR and UPRR tracks in 2014/2015. In addition, the
2014 STIP will be updated in August 2013. Because of these funding changes, the right
of way acquisition and the lead time requirements shown on the right of way data sheets
are expected to be accelerated. The milestone schedule shown in Section B reflects the
accelerated schedule.
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Right of way acquisition, final design, and construction is anticipated to be procured by
the City. Caltrans capital outlay support for design and right of way would be oversight
only per the existing approved cooperative agreements.

B) Project Schedule
The project milestone schedule is shown in Table 8-1 below.

TABLE 8-1:
PROJECT MILESTONE SCHEDULE

Project Milestone Date
Complete PA & ED July 2013
Complete PS&E October 2014
Right of Way Certification November 2014
Ready to List November 2014
Approve Contract December 2014
Construction Contract Complete December 2016

Note: Funding sources are dynamic and are subject to change in future updates to the Measure “C”
Extension 2010 Short Term Regional Transportation Program.

9. REVIEW

This project does not require Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) review or approval in
accordance with current FHWA/Caltrans Stewardship Agreement.

e City of Fresno
David Cisneros, City Project Manager would review this report and all of his
comments would be addressed or incorporated.

e (altrans Headquarters Design

Michael Janzen, Interim Design Coordinator for Chief, Headquarter Division of
Design, has reviewed the project and all of his comments have been addressed.
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10. PROJECT PERSONNEL

The following individuals may be contacted for information pertaining to this Final Project
Report.

City of Fresno
e Scott Mozier — (559) 621-8811
City Engineer
e David Cisneros - (559) 621-8804
Project Manager

County of Fresno
e John Robertson — (559) 600-4527
Project Manager

Fresno Council of Governments (COG)
o Les Beshears — (559) 233-4148 ext. 209

e Melissa Garza — (559) 233-4148 ext. 210
e Peggy Arnest —(559) 233-4148

Caltrans — District 6
e Jim Bane
Project Manager — Project Management

o Randy Bonds
Environmental Coordinator

e Trais Norris/Kelly Hobbs
Environmental Manager

Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. (MTCo)
e Rob Himes — (916) 381-9100
Principal in Charge

o Ed Noriega — (559) 447-1938
Project Manager

e Greg Gross — (559) 447-1938
Project Engineer

LSA & Associates
e Edward Heming — (916) 630-4600
Environmental Manager

Fehr & Peers
e Fred Choa —(916) 773-1900
Traffic Manager
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11. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
The following attachments are included with this project report for the considered alternatives:

Appendix A — Location Map
Appendix B — Circulation Map (2025 Fresno General Plan)
Appendix C — Final Environmental Document (Cover Page)

Appendix D — Jug Handle Alternative Geometric Approval Drawing

Layout
Typical Cross Sections
Profile and Superelevation Diagrams

Appendix E — Base Alternative Geometric Approval Drawing

Layout
Typical Cross Sections
Profile and Superelevation Diagrams

Appendix F — Veterans Extension Geometrics and Striping

Layout
Typical Cross Sections
Profile and Superelevation Diagrams

Appendix G — Advanced Planning Studies
Appendix H — Preliminary Cost Estimates
Appendix I — Traffic Operations Report (Cover Page)

Appendix J — Right of Way Data Sheets, Utility Information Sheets, & Utility Conflict
Summary

Appendix K — Right of Way Acquisition Exhibits
Appendix L — Storm Water Data Report (Cover Page)

Appendix M — Transportation Management Plan Data Sheet
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APPENDIX B
CIRCULATION MAP

(2025 Fresno General Plan)






APPENDIX C
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

(Cover Page)



Veterans Boulevard/State Route 99 Interchange

Project/Veterans Boulevard Grade Separation Project
Fresno County, California
06-FRE-99-PM 28.8/30.11
Project ID: 0600000935
SCH No.: 2010021054

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment with Finding of No
Significant Impact

Prepared by the
State of California Department of Transportation
and City of Fresno

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.

June 2013






SCH No.: 2010021054
06-FRE-99-PM 28.8/30.11
Project ID: 06-0000-0935

Construct a new interchange at Veterans Boulevard/State Route 99 and a grade separation at Veterans Boulevard
and Golden State Boulevard on State Route 99 between West Shaw Avenue and Herndon Avenue in north Fresno
from post mile 28.8 to post mile 30.11

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WITH FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

Submitted Pursuant to: (State) Division 13, California Public Resources Code
(Federal) 42 United States Code 4332(2)(C) and 49 United States Code 303

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Transportation

bl 121>

Date of Approval / ine Cox-Kovacevit
Chief, Central Region Environmental

California Department of Transportation
CEQA Lead Agency

California Department of Transportation
NEPA Lead Agency




APPENDIX D
JUG HANDLE ALTERNATIVE

(Geometric Approval Drawing)












APPENDIX E
BASE ALTERNATIVE

(Geometric Approval Drawing)












APPENDIX F
VETERANS EXTENSION

(Geometrics and Striping)












APPENDIX G

ADVANCED PLANNING STUDIES
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 06-FRE-99
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code: 400.00(Measure C)
PM: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600
Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: SR 99 between the Shaw Avenue and Herndon-Grantland Avenue interchanges. Veterans Boulevard
from station 71+00 to station 131+50, including minor improvments on all connecting
roadways.

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new Type L-9 interchange on SR 99 @ Veterans Blvd;
(Scope) construct a grade separated crossing at the UPRR tracks; and construct Veterans Blvd from
Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue.

Alternative: Jug Handle Alternative - Proposed improvements with access between Veterans Boulevard and GSB
provided by using double 'jug-handle' shaped ramps to connect GSB to Veterans Boulevard;
GSB will be at-grade and re-aligned westerly and crosses under Veterans Boulevard.

ROADWAY ITEMS $46,120,000
STRUCTURE ITEMS $19,650,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $65,770,000
R/W & UTILITIES $23,850,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $89,620,000
Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
Approved by
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
Pkm  28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. : 0
I. ROADWAY ITEMS
Quantity Unit Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 1 - Earthwork

Roadway Excavation 15,000 CY $15 $225,000
Basin Excavation 143,000 CY $15 $2,145,000
Imported Borrow 509,200 CY $14 $7,128,800
Clearing & Grubbing 120 AC $3,000 $360,000
Obliterate Surfacing 13,000 SY $3 $39,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $50,000 $50,000

Total Earthwork  $9,947,800

Section 2 - Structural Section *
Asphalt Concrete (0.5") 56,500 ton $70 $3,955,000
Aggregate Base (2.17') 117,000 CY $35 $4,095,000

Total Structural Section  $8,050,000

Section 3 - Drainage

Manhole 46 EA $6,500 $299,000
Drainage Inlet 22 EA $4,500 $99,000
18" RCP 2,195 LF $60 $131,700
24" RCP 1,920 LF $70 $134,400
36" RCP 4,200 LF $100 $420,000
42" RCP 1,520 LF $150 $228,000
54" RCP 800 LF $270 $216,000
60" RCP 3,810 LF $330 $1,257,300

Subtotal Drainage  $2,785,400
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP:  28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. :
Quantity Unit Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 4 - Specialty Items

Landscaping and Irrigation 1,420,000 SF $2 $2,840,000
Barriers and Guardrails 5,530 LF $40 $221,200
Minor Concrete (Sidewalk) 1,500 CY $350 $525,000
Minor Concrete (Curb & Gutter) 895 CY $350 $313,250
Chain Link Fence 2970 LF $15 $44,550
Wire Mesh Fence 12,150 LF $8 $97,200
Median (Textured Paving) 24,300 SF $15 $364,500
Median Curb 520 CY $350 $182,000
Storm Water BMP's 1 LS $725,625 $725,625
Staking 1 LS $200,000 $200,000
14" Water Main 2600 LF $70 $182,000
8" Sewer Main 4900 LF $40 $196,000
Water Main 12600 LF $80 $1,008,000
Recycled Water Main 5050 LF $80 $404,000

Total Specialty Items ~ $7,303,325

Section 5 - Traffic Items

Lighting 1 LS $600,000 $600,000
Traffic Signals - New 6 EA $250,000 $1,500,000
Permanent Signing & Striping 1 LS $60,000 $60,000
Overhead Signs 12 EA $150,000 $1,800,000
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS $70,000 $70,000
Ramp Metering 4 EA $50,000 $200,000
ITS 1 LS $413,000 $413,000

Total Traffic tems  $4,643,000

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $29,944,125
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Section 6 - Minor Items
Subtotal Sections 1 -5

Section 7 - Roadway Mobilization
Subtotal Sections 1 -5
Minor ltems

Sum

Section 8 - Roadway Additions
Supplemental
Subtotal Sections 1 -5

Minor ltems
Sum
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5
Minor Items
Sum
Estimate

Prepared By:

$29,944,125

$29,944,125
$2,994,413
$32,938,538

$29,944,125
$2,994,413
$32,938,538

$29,944,125
$2,994,413
$32,938,538

Ed Noriega
(Print Name)

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. : 0
(5-10%)
X 10% $2,994,413

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS:

(5-10%)
X 10% $3,293,854
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION

(5-10%)
X 10% $3,293,854
X 20% * $6,587,708

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)

(559) 447-1938
(Phone)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.

$2,994,413

$3,293,854

$9,881,561

$46,113,953

3/5/2013
(Date)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600
PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5
Bridge Name Golden State UPRR OH Veterans OC Ped UC Ped UC
Structure Type CIP/PS Box CIP/PS Box CIP/PS Box Slab Slab
Width (FT) - out to out 136.5' 141.8' 134.8' 56.6'-65.7' 62.8'
Span Lengths (FT) 153.5' 70',105',70' 140', 144" 35' 36'
Total Area (SF) 21,004 43,259 38,293 2,109 2,262
Footing Type (pile/spread) Spread Spread Spread CIDH Pile CIDH Pile
Cost per SF. $178 $189 $172 $274 $248
Including:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%
Total Cost For Structure $3,739,000 $8,176,000 $6,587,000 $578,000 $561,000
SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $19,641,000
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: $19,641,000
COMMENTS:
Estimate Prepared By: Kevin Michalski (949) 477-9000 1/25/2012
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

[ll. RIGHT OF WAY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Area
(Future Use)

Acquisition, including excess lands

and damages to remainders $20,621,000
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $2,431,000
Clearance / Demolition $100,000
Relocation Assistance Program $500,000
Environmental Mitigation
Title and Escrow Fees $29,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up $15,600
R/W Support Cost $145,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $23,841,600
(CURRENT VALUE)

* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising:

** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6

Estimate prepared by: Mike Lahodny

(Print Name)

Escalated
Value *

Escalation
Rate (%/yr)

$20,621,000

$2,431,000
$100,000
$500,000
$0

$29,000
$15,600
$145,000

TOTAL ESCALATED $23,841,600
RIGHT OF WAY

(559) 289-8344
(Phone)

3/5/2013
(Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 06-FRE-99
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code: 400.00(Measure C)
PM: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: Veterans Boulevard from Shaw Avenue to STA 71+00; Veterans Boulevard from
STA 131450 to Herndon Avenue. Includes minor improvements on all connecting roadways.

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new Type L-9 interchange on SR 99 @ Veterans Blvd;
(Scope) construct a grade separated crossing at the UPRR tracks; and construct Veterans Blvd from

Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue.

Alternative: Veterans Extension - project portions outside of interchange and grade separation alternatives limits

ROADWAY ITEMS $21,310,000
STRUCTURE ITEMS $0
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $21,310,000
R/W & UTILITIES $4,409,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $25,719,000
Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
Approved by
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork
Roadway Excavation
Basin Excavation
Imported Borrow
Clearing & Grubbing
Obliterate Surfacing

Section 2 - Structural Section

DIST - CO - RTE

06-FRE-99
Pkm  28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

Asphalt Concrete (0.5")
Aggregate Base (0.83")

Section 3 - Drainage
Manhole

Drainage Inlet

18" RCP

24" RCP

30" RCP

36" RCP

48" RCP

66" RCP

Box Culvert

PP No. : 0
Quantity Unit Unit Cost ltem Cost
56,400 cYy $10 $564,000
29,500 CcYy $10 $295,000
0 cYy $14 $0
47 acres $3,000 $141,000
8,450 SY $3 $25,350
Subtotal Earthwork
34,000 ton $70 $2,380,000
27,000 CcYy $35 $945,000
Subtotal Structural Section
25 EA $6,500 $162,500
20 EA $4,500 $90,000
1,520 LF $60 $91,200
1,560 LF $70 $109,200
610 LF $85 $51,850
960 LF $100 $96,000
1,200 LF $210 $252,000
1,000 LF $390 $390,000
1 LS $400,000 $400,000

Subtotal Drainage

Section Cost

$1,025,350

$3,325,000

$1,642,750

Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Section 4 - Specialty Items
Landscaping

Barriers and Guardrails
Minor Concrete (Sidewalk)
Minor Concrete (Curb & Gutter)
Chain Link Fence
Retaining Walls

Median (Textured Paving)
Median Curb

Storm Water BMP's
Pedestrian Undercrossing
14" Water Main

Water Main

Recycled Water Main

Section 5 - Traffic Items
Lighting

Traffic Signals - New
Permanent Signing & Striping
Overhead Signs

Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

ITS

Quantity

241,000
164
1,470
800
3,010
0
7,320
480

1

1
6200
3000
13000

N oo K R G Gy Y, R

Unit

SF
LF
CY
CY
LF
SF
SF
CcY
LS
LS
LF
LF
LF

LS
EA
LS
EA
LS
EA
LS

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP:  28.87-30.11
EA:
PP No. :
Unit Cost Iltem Cost
$2 $482,000
$40 $6,560
$350 $514,500
$350 $280,000
$15 $45,150
$50 $0
$10 $73,200
$350 $168,000
$163,000 $163,000
$1,800,000 $1,800,000
$70 $434,000
$80 $240,000
$80 $1,040,000

Subtotal Specialty Items

$700,000
$250,000
$180,000
$100,000
$100,000

$50,000
$764,000

$700,000
$750,000
$180,000
$100,000
$100,000

$0
$764,000

Subtotal Traffic Iltems

Section Cost

$5,246,410

$2,594,000

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $13,833,600

Sheet: 3

of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 0
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor ltems (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $13,833,600 X 10% $1,383,400

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $1,383,400

Section 7 - Roadway Mobilization

Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $13,833,600
Minor Items $1,383,400 (5-10%)
Sum $15,217,000 X 10% $1,521,700

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,521,700

Section 8 - Roadway Additions
Supplemental

Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $13,833,600
Minor ltems $1,383,400 (5-10%)
Sum $15,217,000 X 10% $1,521,696
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $13,833,600
Minor ltems $1,383,400
Sum $15,217,000 X 20% * $3,043,393
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $4,565,100
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $21,303,800
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: Ed Noriega (559) 447-1938 3/5/2013
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
Sheet: 4 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS
Bridge Name
Structure Type
Width (FT) - out to out
Span Lengths (FT)
Total Area (SF)
Footing Type (pile/spread)
Cost per SF.
Including:

Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Total Cost For Structure

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By:

#1
Golden State

CIP P/S Box
142.8
80
13,210
Pile

$0.00

$0

#2
UPRR OH

CIP P/S Box
142.8
210
31,060
Pile

$0.00

$0

KP:
EA:
PP No. :

#3
Veterans OC

CIP P/S Box
124.8
140', 144'
35,290
Pile

$0.00

$0

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
28.87-30.11

0
0

#4
Ped UC

Slab
155'
36'
5,675
N/A

$0.00

$0

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

Kevin Michalski
(Print Name)

(949) 477-9000

(Phone)

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS:

1/25/2012
(Date)

Sheet: 5 of 6
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 0
PP No. : 0

[ll. RIGHT OF WAY

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Area Escalation
(Future Use) Rate (%/yr)

Acquisition, including excess lands

and damages to remainders $3,615,000
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $668,000
Clearance / Demolition $0
Relocation Assistance Program $0
Environmental Mitigation $0
Title and Escrow Fees $21,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up $0
R/W Support Cost $105,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY **  $4,409,000 TOTAL ESCALATED

(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY

* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising:

** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6

Estimate prepared by: Mike Lahodny (559) 289-8344
(Print Name) (Phone)

Escalated
Value *

$3,615,000

$668,000
$0

$0

$0
$21,000
$0
$105,000

$4,409,000

3/5/2013
(Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 06-FRE-99
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code: 400.00(Measure C)
PM: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600
Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: SR 99 between the Shaw Avenue and Herndon-Grantland Avenue interchanges. Veterans Boulevard
from station 71+00 to station 131+50, including minor improvments on all connecting
roadways.

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new Type L-9 interchange on SR 99 @ Veterans Blvd;
(Scope) construct a grade separated crossing at the UPRR tracks; and construct Veterans Blvd from
Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue.

Alternative: Base Alternative - Proposed improvements with access between Veterans Boulevard and GSB
provided by using retaining walls to elevate a portion of GSB to Veterans Boulevard while
keeping the GSB through lanes at-grade. Veterans Boulevard STA 71+00 to STA 131+50.

ROADWAY ITEMS $49,510,000
STRUCTURE ITEMS $22,280,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $71,790,000
R/W & UTILITIES $21,230,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $93,020,000
Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
Approved by
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
Pkm  28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. : 0
I. ROADWAY ITEMS
Quantity Unit Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 1 - Earthwork

Roadway Excavation 49,000 CY $15 $735,000
Basin Excavation 122,505 CcYy $15 $1,837,575
Imported Borrow 393,400 CY $14 $5,507,600
Clearing & Grubbing 104 AC $3,000 $312,000
Obliterate Surfacing 4,200 SY $3 $12,600
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $50,000 $50,000

Total Earthwork  $8,454,775

Section 2 - Structural Section *
Asphalt Concrete (0.5") 55,500 ton $70 $3,885,000
Aggregate Base (2.17') 115,000 CY $35 $4,025,000
Total Structural Section  $7,910,000

Section 3 - Drainage

Manhole 46 EA $6,500 $299,000
Drainage Inlet 22 EA $4,500 $99,000
18" RCP 2,195 LF $60 $131,700
24" RCP 1,920 LF $70 $134,400
36" RCP 4,200 LF $100 $420,000
42" RCP 1,520 LF $150 $228,000
54" RCP 800 LF $270 $216,000
60" RCP 3,810 LF $330 $1,257,300

Subtotal Drainage  $2,785,400

Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP:  28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. :
Quantity Unit Unit Cost Section Cost

Section 4 - Specialty Items

Landscaping 1,492,500 SF $2 $2,985,000
Barriers and Guardrails 10,300 LF $40 $412,000
Minor Concrete (Sidewalk) 1,200 CY $350 $420,000
Minor Concrete (Curb & Gutter) 780 CY $350 $273,000
Chain Link Fence 3,230 LF $15 $48,450
Wire Mesh Fence 12,200 LF $8 $97,600
Median (Textured Paving) 15,700 SF $15 $235,500
Median Curb 530 CcY $350 $185,500
MSE Walls 79,630 SF $50 $3,981,500
Storm Water BMP's 1 LS $806,085 $806,085
Staking 1 LS $200,000 $200,000
14" Water Main 2600 LF $70 $182,000
8" Sewer Main 4900 LF $40 $196,000
Water Main 12600 LF $80 $1,008,000
Recycled Water Main 5050 LF $80 $404,000

Total Specialty ltems $11,435,000

Section 5 - Traffic Items

Lighting 1 LS $600,000 $600,000
Traffic Signals - New 5 EA $250,000 $1,250,000
Permanent Signing & Striping 1 LS $60,000 $60,000
Overhead Signs 12 EA $150,000 $1,800,000
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS $70,000 $70,000
Ramp Metering 4 EA $50,000 $200,000
ITS 1 LS $368,000 $368,000

Total Traffic tems  $4,348,000

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $32,148,000

Sheet: 3 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor ltems (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $32,148,000 X 10% $3,214,800

TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $3,215,000

Section 7 - Roadway Mobilization

Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $32,148,000
Minor Items $3,215,000 (5-10%)
Sum $35,363,000 X 10% $3,536,300

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $3,537,000

Section 8 - Roadway Additions
Supplemental

Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $32,148,000
Minor ltems $3,215,000 (5-10%)
Sum $35,363,000 X 10% $3,536,300
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $32,148,000
Minor ltems $3,215,000
Sum $35,363,000 X 20% * $7,072,600
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS  $10,609,000
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $49,509,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: Ed Noriega (559) 447-1938 3/6/2013
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
Sheet: 4 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS

Bridge Name
Structure Type
Width (FT) - out to out
Span Lengths (FT)
Total Area (SF)
Footing Type (pile/spread)
Cost per SF.
Including:

Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Total Cost For Structure

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By:

#1

Golden State OC

CIP/PS Box
142.8'
105'
17,127
Spread

$332

$5,687,000

#2
UPRR OH

CIP/PS Box
141.8'
70',105',70'
36,035
Spread

$246

$8,865,000

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

Kevin Michalski
(Print Name)

KP:
EA:
PP No. :

#3
Veterans OC

CIP/PS Box
134.8'
140', 144'
38,293
Spread

$172

$6,587,000

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS:

(949) 477-9000

(Phone)

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
28.87-30.11
06-0H3600
0
#4 #5
Ped UC Ped UC
Slab Slab
56.6'-65.7' 62.8'
35' 36'
2,109 2,262
CIDH Pile CIDH Pile
$274 $248
$578,000 $561,000
$22,278,000
$22,278,000
1/25/2012
(Date)

Sheet: 5 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

[ll. RIGHT OF WAY

DIST - CO - RTE
06-FRE-99
KP: 28.87-30.11
EA: 06-0H3600
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Area
(Future Use)

Acquisition, including excess lands

and damages to remainders $17,926,000
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $2,514,000
Clearance / Demolition $100,000
Relocation Assistance Program $500,000
Environmental Mitigation $0
Title and Escrow Fees $29,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up $15,600
R/W Support Cost $145,000

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $21,229,600
(CURRENT VALUE)

* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising:

** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6

Estimate prepared by: Mike Lahodny

(Print Name)

Escalated
Value *

Escalation
Rate (%/yr)

$17,926,000

$2,514,000
$100,000
$500,000
$0

$29,000
$15,600
$145,000

TOTAL ESCALATED $21,229,600
RIGHT OF WAY

(559) 289-8344
(Phone)

3/5/2013
(Date)

Sheet 6 of 6
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Traffic Operations Report
State Route 99/Veterans Boulevard Interchange
Project Approval and Environmental Design (PA&ED)

Prepared by:

2990 Lava Ridge Court,
Suite 200
Roseville, CA 95661

December 2010
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BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COMMERCIAL VALUATHON AND RIGHT OF WAY SIRVICES EA; 06-0H3600
Project ID: 0600000935

Jug Alternative

To: District Office Chief
R/W Local Public Ageney Services

Attention: District Branch Chief
Local Public Agency Services

Subject: RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET- LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY SERVICES

Project Description: SR99/Veterans Bonlevard Interchange — Jug Alternative

The information in this data sheet was developed by Edgar Noriega, P.E - Mark Thomas & Company,
Inc.

1 Right of Way Engineering

Will right of way engineering be required for this project?
No
Yes X
¢  Hard copy (base map)
»  Appraisal map
*  Acquisition Documents
®  Property Transfer Documents
*  R/W Record Map
e Record of Survey

IL Engineering Surveys
1. Isany surveying or photogrammetric mapping required?

No Yes X

2. Datum Reguirements

Yes __ X Project will adhere to the foliowing criteria.

¢ Horizontal - datum policy is NAD 83, CA-HPGN, EPOCH 1991.35 and
English units.

»  Vertical - datum policy is NAVD 88,
»  Units - English is required.

No Provide an explanation on additional page.
3. Will land survey monument perpetuation be scoped into the project, if required?

Yes X

No Provide explanation on additional page.



BENDER March &, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28,88 7 30.11

COMMERTIAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY ELRYICES EA: 06-0H3600
Project 1D; 0600000935
Jug Alternative

1.
Are there any property rights required within the proposed project limits?
No Yes X (Complete the following)
Part Take Full Take Estimate $
A. Number of Vacant Land Parcels 5 1 $ 5,504,427
B. Number of Single Family Residential Units 2 0 3 2223
C. Number of Multi-Family Residential Units 0 0 5 0
D. Number of Commercial/Industrial Parcels 18 3 $.14,114,578
E. Number of Farm/Agricultural Parcels 0 0 b 0
F. Permanent and/or Temporary Easements 1 0] $ 125000
G. Other Parcels (define in "Remarks" section) 0 0 $ 875,000
Totals 26 4 $20.621.000 rd
Right of way acquisition requires rights from 30 parcels (based on APN). Of the 30 parcels, 29 parcels are
privately owned and one Union Pacific Railroad parcel (Item F). The area consists of mixed zoning including
residential, industrial and commercial. Four parcels are full acquisitions of which two have major
improvements. Twelve of the parcels include sub parcels for easements. Access righis will be required on
parcels acquired for the State. Some Outdoor Advertising Struciures are in conflict and will need to be
relocated (Item G)
Iv. Dedications

Are there any properties rights which have been acquired, or amticipate will be acquired, through the
"dedication" process for the Project?

No_ X Yes {Complete the following)

RevE/38 pok



BENDER March 6, 2013

VI

Reve/gH pgk

ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COATMERC AL YALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERYICES EA 06.0”3600
Praject ID: 0600000935

Jug Alternative

Are there Caltrans property rights which may become excess lands or potential relinquishment areas?

No_ X Yes

Relocation Inf ]

Are relocation displacements anticipated?
No Yes __ X (Complete the following)

A. Number of Single Family Residential Units 0 $ 0
Estimated RAP Payments

B. Number of Multi-Family Residential Units ~n 3 0
Estimated RAP Payments

C. Number of Business/Nonprofit 2 $ 500.000
Estimated RAP Payments

D. Number of Farms 0 b 0
Estimated RAP Payments

E. Other (define in the "Remarks” section) 0 $ 0

Estimated RAP Payments

Totals 2 $ 500,000




BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28 88 / 30,11
COMMERCIAL VALUATHIX ANT RIGHT OF WAY SERYICES EA: 06-0H3600
Project ID: 0600000935

Jug Alternative

Anticipate any utility facilities or utility rights of way to be affected?

No_ Yes_ x  (Complete the following)
Estimated Relocation Expense
State Local Utility Owner
Facility Owner Obligation * { ligation Obligation

A. Telecommunication AT&T $ 0 F201 400 | $ 0
B. Telecommunication QWEST $ 0 $200,000 $ 0
C. Telecommunication SPRINT $ 0 $200,000 | 0
D. Telecommunication UPRR $ 0 $30,000 | % 0
E. Eleclric PG&E $ 0 $1,184000 | § 0
F. Fiber Optic AT&T 5 0 $200,000 | $ 0
G. Gas Line PG&E $ 0 $3500 % 0
H. Gas Line KINDER MORGAN | § 0 $525,000 | % _(-)—
L Cable ¥ 0} % 0] % 0
J. Municipal Utilities mgzﬁﬁm‘iﬂy 3 0 $70,775 | $ 0

Tolals

Number of facilities — 10 % 0 $2,431,000ed | $ 0

VI, Rail information

Are railroad facilities or railroad rights of way affected?

No Yes_ X _ (Complete the following)
The proposed project crosses the rail facility in a slightly skewed angle. There is a three span cast-in-
place post-tensioned concrete box girder proposed over the UPRR tracks. From east to west, the span
lengths are 90°, 125°, and 90’ respectively. At a minimum, a Construction and Maintenance
Agreement is required. Potential compensation is unknown until design is formalized. The project
lies in the path of the future high speed rail project based on preliminary studies. Impacts are not
known at this time,

AevB/88 pgk



BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11

COMMESCEAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA: 06-0H3600
Project 1D: 0600000935
Jug Alternative

IX.  Clearance Information

Are there improvements that require clearance?

No Yes_ X (Complete the following)
Number of Structures to be demolished 4
Estimated Cost of Demolition $ 100,000

X. Heazardous Materials/Waste
Are there any site(s) and/or improvements(s) in the Project Limits that are known to contain

hazardous materials? None Yes__ X  (Explain in the "Remarks” section)

Are there any site(s) and/or improvement{s) in the Project Limits that are suspected 1o contain

hazardous waste? None Yes _ X (Explain in the "Remarks” section)

A Phase Il Preliminary Site Investigation was performed on critical parcels that are planned for
acquisition. Two parcels were determined to have high levels of hazardous materials. The
estimated cost to remove the impacted soil is $15,600,

XI.  Project Scheduling

Proposed lead time  Completion date

* Preliminary Engineering, Surveys 3 (months) Summer 2013
* R/W Engineering Submiftals 12 {months) Summer 2014
* R/W Appraisais/Acquisition 24 (months) Summer 2019
Proposed Environmental Clearance March 2013
Proposed R/W Ceriification Summer 2019

XII.  Proposed Funding

Local State Federal Other
Acquisition $20,621.000 % 0 $ 0 3 0
Utilities $ 2431000 % 0 3 0 $ 0
Relocation Assistance Program §_ 500,000 § 0 3 0 $ 0
R/W Services (Title & Escrow Fees) % 29000 5 0 3 0] $ 0
R/W Support Cost § 165000 $ 0 b 0 $ 0
(Eng. Appraisals, etc.)

XNl Bemarks:

None

RevB8/08 ngk



BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COMMERCIAL YALUATION AND R IGITT OF WAY SERVICES EA: 06-0H3600
Project ID: 0600000935

Jug Alternative

Project Sponsor Consuitant

Thememmon AL Approved by:

J, « 1]

vw nAdén
Right of Way Agent
Ao AU, L. City of Fresno
California Certified General
Appraiser # 044258 . )
/

_ _ /32 201z
L Date f
Calirans
Prreimemin Y meod memenene A o s e Bt provided to date:

At e A A At i Date
Local Public Agency Services
Division of Right of Way

RevA/98 pgk



BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC, 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11

COMMERCLAL VALUATION AND RECTITOF WAY SERYICES EA. 06-0H3600

Project ID: 0600000935
Jug Alternative

Right of Way Data Sheet Premise, Assumptions, Limiting Conditions

and Extra Ordinary Assumptions

Estimate Premise

1.

Estimates are forecasts of anticipated costs for properties that will be acquired at a future date, The Current
Value was not escalated to the Right of Way Certification date.

2. Estimate requires looking into the future and projecting the anticipated highest and best use of the
properties at the time they are required for the project. The estimate will not consider increases in real
estate value due to changes in land use resulting from anticipation of the proposed project.

3. The estimate will be developed using appraisal principles without the depth of investigation and
verification. The estimate may consider indicators of value which may not be acceptable in appraising.

4, The estimate will consider costs known as Construction Contract Work (CCW) as severance damages and
included as compensation to the owner.

5. The estimator has based the estimate on the highest supported anticipated costs and a “worst case” scenario,

6. When in doubt because of inadequate or marginal requirement information, a full acquisition will be
assumed.

Assumptions

L. Estimate mapping is assumed to adequately provided information on which partial acquisition and damages
are based,

2. The right of way area calculations are assumed to reflect the needs for the project or alternative. Changes in

the areas may dramatically impact the estimated right of way coss,

Limiting Conditions

1.

Utility locations and information of property rights have not been fully researched and utility costs are
based on field observations and cost information provided by others. Morte accurate costs will be
developed as = project approaches selection of final alignment and design. Rights and obligations of
parties will be verified and a liability determination will be established. Master agreements with Utility
Companies may establish the costs to the owners and project.

Extraordinary Assumptions

L.

RevB/98 pgk

A contingency factor will be applied at the suggested rate of 25%. This additional estimated cosl provides
for possible business goodwill claims, outdoor advertising signs, administrative settlements, condernnation
awards, utility overruns and interest payments.



BENDER March 6, 2013

ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COMMERCIAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA; 06-0H3600
Project 1D: 0600000935
Extension
To: District Office Chief

R/W Local Public Agency Services

Attention: District Branch Chief
Local Public Agency Services

Subject: RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET- LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY SERVICES

Project Description: SR9%/Veterans Boulevard Interchange — Extension

The information in this data sheet was developed by Edgar Noriega, P.E - Mark Thomas & Company,

Inc.

L Right of Way Engineering

Will right of way engineering be required for this project?
No
Yes X
» Hard copy (base map)
*  Appmisal map
s Acquisition Documents
*  Property Transfer Documenis
¢ R/W Record Map
* Record of Survey

IL Engineering Surveys
1. Is any surveying or photogrammetric mapping required?

No Yes X

2. Datum Requirements

Yes _ X Projeci will adhere to the following criteria,
* Horizontal - datum policy is NAD 83, CA-HPGN, EPOCH 1991.35 and
English units.
e Vertical - datum policy is NAVD 88,
*  Units - English is required.

No Provide an explanation on additional page.
3. Will land survey monument perpetuation be scoped into the project, if required?

Yes _ X

No Provide explanation on additional page.



BENDER
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COAUMCACIAL YALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY STAVICES

III.

V.
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March 6, 2013
06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

Project ID: 0600000935

Extension
Parcel Information (Land and Improvements)
Are there any property rights required within the proposed project limits?
No Yes _ X  (Complete the following)

Part Take Full Take Estimate $
A. Number of Vacant Land Parcels 15 ) $2.918.536
B. Number of Single Family Residential Units S 0 $ 696,147
C. Number of Multi-Family Residential Units 0 0 $ 0
D. Number of Comumercial/Industrial Parcels 0 0 $ 0
E. Number of Farm/Agricultural Parcels 0 0 b 0
F. Permanent and/or Temporary Easements 0 0 3 8]
G. Other Parcels {define in "Remarks" section) 0 0 5 0

Totals 20 1 $3.615.000rd

Right of way acquisition requires partial rights froin 21 parcels (based on APN). Of the 21 parcels, 20 parcels
are privately owned and one school district parcel. The area consists of generally residential zoned property.
Some are improved with residences and some are vacant. The acquisitions areas do not impact the residential
improvements but do impact minor site improvements. Fifteen of the parcels include sub parcel acquisitions

for slope and/or trail easements. This is a City of Fresno sponsored project.

Dedicati

Are there any properties rights which have been acquired, or anticipate will be acquired, through the

"dedication” process for the Project?

No__X Yes (Complete the following)

E Lands / Relinguis}

Are there Caltrans property rights which may become excess lands or potential relinquishment areas?

No_ X Yes



BENDER March 6, 2013

ROSENTHAL, INC. 04-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COMMERCIAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA. 06_0H3600
Project ID: 0600000935

Extension

VI Relocation Information

Are relocation displacements anticipated?
No_X Yes (Complete the following)

VIL.  Unlity Relocation Information

Anticipate any utility facilities or utility rights of way to be affected?

No__ Yes __x  {(Complete the following)
Estimated Relocation Expense
State Local Utility Owner
Facility Owner Obligation * Obligation Obligation
A. Telecommunication AT&T $ ¢ $10000| % 0
B. Telecommunication QWEST $ 0% 0 % 0
C. Telecommunication SPRINT % 0% 0| % 0
D. Telecommunication UPRR b 0% 0o % 0
E. Electric PG&E $ 0 396,000 [ % 0
F. Fiber Optic AT&T 5 Gl o % 0]
G. Gas Line PG&E A3 01 % 460,000 | 3 0
H. Gas Line KINDER MORGAN | § 0% 0 % 0
L. Cable Y 0| % Gl § ¢
I. Municipa) Utilities FMFCD, City, & | § 0 3101,525 | 3 0
Caltrans
Totals
Number of facilities — 10 $ 0 $668,000rd | $ 0

VI Rail Information

Are railroad facilities or railroad rights of way affected?

No_ X Yes {Complete the following)
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BENDER March 6, 2013

ROSENTHAL, INC, 06-FRE-99- 28,88 / 30,11
COMMERCIAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA: 04-0H3600
Project 1D: 0600000935

Extension

IX.  Clearance Information

Are there improvements that require clearance?

No_ X Yes (Complete the following)
Number of Structures to be demolished 0
Estimated Cost of Demolition §0

X Hazardous Materials/Waste
Are there any site(s) and/or improvements(s) in the Project Limits that are known to contain

hazardons materials? None _X Yes {Explain in the "Remarks" section)

Are there any site(s) and/or improvement(s) in the Project Limits that are suspected to contain

hazardous waste? None _ X Yes {Explain in the "Remarks" section)

XI.  Project Scheduling

Proposed lead time  Completion date

* Preliminary Enpineering, Surveys 3 (months) Summer 2013
* R/W Enpineering Submittals 12 (months) Summer 2014
# RFW Appraisals/Acquisition __24 (months)  Summer 2019
Proposed Environmental Clearance March 2013
Proposed R/W Certification Summer 2019
Xl Proposed Funding
Local State Federal Other
Acquisition $ 3615000 §% 0 b 0 b 0
hilities $ 668000 3§ 0 3 0 $ 0
Relocation Assistance Program ¥ 0 3 0] 3 0 3 0
R/W Services (Title & EscrowFees) $ 21,000 §$ 0 $ 0 8 0
R/W Support Cost $ 125000 % 0 $ 0 $ 0

(Eng, Appraisals, etc.)

111 Remarks:
None
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Project Sponsor Consultant
Prepared by:

AFANUWE INUOWILLIENR ) LEIb.

California Certified General
Appraiqﬂr # NA4ISR

Date

Caltrans

March 6, 2013
06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
EA: 06-0H3600

Project ID: 0600000935
Extension

Approved by:

Yoo

LA Lf‘ﬂn«/u»\
Right 0""(%}' Agent
City of 1+dsno

5/-?{/ 30/3

Date

Reviewed and approved based on information provided to date:

Local Public Agency Services
Division of Right of Way

Dal\..



BENDER March 6, 2013

ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
LOMMERCIAL YALUATHON ARD RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA: 06_0]—[3()00
Project ID: 0600000935

Extension

Right of Way Data Sheet Premise, Assumptions, Limiting Conditions
and Extra Ordinary Assumptions

Estimate Premise

L. Estimates are forecasts of anticipated costs for properties that will be acquired at a future date. The Current
Value was not escalated to the Right of Way Certification date.

2. Estimate requires looking into the future and projecting the anticipated highest and best use of the
properties at the time they are required for the project. The estimate will not consider increases in real
estate value due to changes in land use resulting from anticipation of the proposed project.

3. The estimate will be developed vsing appraisal principles without the depth of investigation and
verification. The estimate may consider indicators of value which may not be acceptable in appraising.

4. The estimate will consider costs known as Construction Contract Work (CCWY) as severance damages and
included as compensation to the owner,

5 The estimater has based the estimate on the highest supported anticipated costs and a “worst case™ scenario.

6. When in doubt because of inadequate or 1narginal requirement information, a full acquisition will be
assumed.

Assumptions

I. Estimate mapping is assumed o adequately provided information on which partial acquisition and damages
are based.

2, The right of way area calculations are assumed to reflect the needs for the project or alternative. Changes in

the areas may dramatically impact the estimated right of way costs.

Limiting Conditions

1.

Utility locations and information of property rights have not been fully researched and utility costs are
based on field observations and cost information provided by others. More accurate costs will be
developed as the project approaches selection of final alignment and design. Rights and obligations of
parties wiil be verified and a liability determination will be established. Master agreements with Utility
Companies may establish the costs to the owners and project.

Extraordinary Assumptions

1.
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A contingency factor will be applied al the suggested rate of 25%. This additional estimated cost provides
for possible business goodwill claims, outdoor advertising signs, administrative settlements, condemnation
awards, utility overruns and interest payments.



BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30,11

LOMMERCIAL YALUATHIN AND RIGIIT OF WAY SERVICFS EA: 06-0H360

Project 1D 0600000935
Base Alternative

To: District Office Chief
R/W Local Public Agency Services

Attention: District Branch Chief
Local Public Agency Services

Subject: RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET- LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY SERVICES

Project Description: SR99/Veterans Boulevard Interchange — Base Alternative

The information in this data sheet was developed by Edgar Noriega, P.E - Mark Thomas & Company,
Inc.

L Right of Way Engineeri

Will right of way enginecring be required for this project?
No
Yes_ X
* Hard copy (basc map)
*  Appraisal map
s Acquisition Documents
e Properiy Transfer Documents
*  R/W Record Map
s  Record of Survey

II. Engineering Surveys

1. Is any surveying or photogrammeiric mapping required?
No Yes_ X

2. Datum Reguirements

Yes _ X Project will adhere to the following criteria.

¢ Horizontal - datum policy is NAD 83, CA-HPGN, EPOCH 1991.35 and
English units.

e Vertical - datum policy is NAVD 88,
#  Units - English is required.

No Provide an explanation on additional page.
3. Will land survey monument perpetuation be scoped into the project, if required?

Yes X

No Provide explanation on additional page.



BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11
COMMERCLAL VALUATION ANB REGUT OF WAY STRYICES EA: 06-0H360
Project ID: G60G000935

Base Alfernative

IL Larcel Information (Land and linprovements)

Are there any property rights required within the proposed project limits?

No Yes X (Complete the following)
Part Take Full Take Estimate
A. Number of Vacant Land Parcels 5 1 $ 5,504,000
B. Number of Single Family Residential Units 2 0 $2.200
C. Number of Multi-Family Residential Units 0 0 $ 0
D. Number of Commercial/Industrial Parcels 18 3 $11,420.000
E. Number of Farm/Agricultural Parcels 0 0 $ 0
F. Permanent and/or Temporary Easements 1 0 $ 125,000
G. Other Parcels (define in "Remarks" section) 0 0 $ 875,000
Totals 26 4 $ 17,926,000 rd

Right of way acquisition requires rights from 30 parcels (based on APN). Of the 30 parcels, 29 parcels are
privately owned and one Union Pacific Railroad parcel (Item F). The area consists of mixed zoning including
residential, industrial and commercial. Four parcels are full acquisitions of which two have major
improvements. Twelve of the parcels include sub parcels for easements.

Access rights will be required on parcels acquired for the State. Some Outdoor Advertising Structures are in
conflict and will need to be relocated (Item G}

IV.  Dedications
Are there any properties rights which have been acquired, or anticipate will be acguired, through the
"dedication" process for the Project?

No__ X Yes
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BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28 88 / 30.1]
COMMERCIAL YALUATHON AND RIGHT DF WAY SERYICFS EA. 06_0H360
Project ID: 0600000935

Base Alternative

Are there Caltrans property rights which may become excess lands or potential relinguishment areas?

No X Yes

The City will acquire some excess, but no state excess is anticipated.

VL Relocation Information

Are relocation displacements anticipated?

No Yes X {Complete the following)

A. Number of Single Family Residential Units 0 $ 0
Estimated RAP Payments

B. Number of Multi-Family Residential Units ] 3 0
Estimated RAP Payments

C. Number of Business/Nonprofit 2 $ 500,000
Estimated RAP Payments

D. Number of Farms 0 3 0
Estimated RAP Payments

E. Other (define in the "Remarks” section) 0 $ 0
Estimated RAP Payments
Totals 2 $ 500,000
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ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30,11
COMMERCIAL YALUATION AND HIGHT BF WAY SERVICES EA: 06-0H360

Praject ID: 0600000935
Base Alternative

VIL.  Uility Relocation Information

Anticipate any utility facilities or utility rights of way to be affected?

No Yes__ x  (Complete the following)
Estimated Relocation Expense
State Local Utility Owner
Facility Owner Obligation * Obligation Obligation
A. Telecommunication AT&T $ 0 $204,546 | % 0
B. Telecommunication QWEST $ 0 $200,000 | §% 0
C. Telecommunication SPRINT $ 0 $200,000 | $ 0
D. Telecommunication UPRR % ¢ $30000 | $ 0
E. Electric PG&E ¥ 0 $1,080,000 $ 0
F. Fiber Optic AT&T $ 0 $200,000 | $ 0
G. Gas Line PG&E $ 0 $£3,500 | % 0
H. Gas Line KINDER MORGAN | § 0 $525,000 | $ 0
L. Cable $ 0| 5% 0 % 0
J. Municipal Utilities FMFCD, City, & | $ 0 70775 | § 0
Caltrans
Totals
Number of facilities — 10 $ 0 $2.514,000cd | $ 0

VIIL.  Rail {uformation

Are railroad facilities or raitroad rights of way affected?

No

Yes _ X _ (Complete the following)

The proposed project crosses the rail facility in a slightly skewed angle. A single span cast-in-place post-
tensioned concrete box girder is proposed with a span length of 245°. At a minimum, a Construction and
Maintenance Agreement is required. Potential compensation is unknown until design is formalized. The
project lies in the path of the future high speed rail project hased on preliminary studies. Impacts are not

known at this time,
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BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28 88 / 30.11

COMMERLIAL VALUATION AND RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES EA: 06-0H360
Project ID: 0600000935
Base Alternative

IX.  Clearance Information

Are there improvements that require clearance?

No Yes _ X _ (Complete the following)
Number of Structures to be demolished 4
Estimated Cost of Demolition $ 100,000

X. Hazardous Materials/Waste
Are there any site(s) and/or improvements(s) in the Project Limits that are known to contain

hazardous materiais? None Yes__ X  (Explain in the "Remarks" section)

Are there any site(s) and/or improvement(s) in the Project Limits that are suspected to contain

hazardous waste? None Yes X (Explain in the "Remarks" section)

A Phase Il Preliminary Site Investigation was performed on critical parcels that are planned for acquisition.
Two parcels were determined (o have high levels of hazardous materials. The estimated cost to remove the

impacted soil is $15,600.

XI.  Project Scheduling
Proposed lead time  Completion date
* Preliminary Engineering, Surveys 3 (months) Summer 2013
* R/W Engineering Submittals 12 (months) Summer 2014
* R/W Appraisals/Acquisition 24 (months) Summer 2019
Proposed Environmental Clearance March 2013
Proposed R/W Certification Summer 2019

Xil.  Proposed Funding

Local State Federal Other
Acquisition $17,926200 § 0 3 0 3 0
Utilities $ 2514000 § 0 h) 0 3 0
Relocation Assistance Program £ 500000 3% 0] 3 0 $ 0
R/W Services (Title & Escrow Yees) § 20000 % 0] $ 0 $ 0
R/W Support Cost § 165000 % 0 3 0 $ 0
(Eng. Appraisals, etc.)
XN Remarks:
None

Reva/98 ppk
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BENDER March 6, 2013
ROSENTHAL, INC. 06-FRE-99- 28.88 / 30.11

COMMERCIAL VALUATION AN RIGHT OF WAY SERYICES EA: 06-0H360

Project ID: 0600000935
Base Alternative

Right of Way Data Sheet Premise, Assumptions, Limiting Conditions
and Extra Ordinary Assumptions

Estimate Premise

1.

Estimates are forecasts of anticipated costs for properties that will be acquired at a future date. The Current
Value was not escalated to the Right of Way Certification date.

2. Estimate requires looking into the future and projecting the anticipated highest and best use of the
properties at the time they are required for the project. The estimate will not consider increases in real
estate value due to changes in land usc resulting from anticipation of the proposed project.

3. The estimate will be developed using appraisal principles without the depth of investigation and
verification. The estimate may consider indicators of value which may not be acceptable in appraising.

4. The estimate will consider costs known as Construction Contract Work (CCW) as severance damages and
included as compensation to the owner,

5. The estimator has based the estimate on the highest supported anticipated costs and a “worst case”’ scenario.

6. When in doubt because of inadequate or marginal requirement information, a full acquisition will be
assumed.

Assumptions

L. Estimate mapping is assumed to adequately provided information on which partial acquisition and damages
are based,

2. The right of way area calculations are assumed to reflect the needs for the project or alternative. Changes in

the areas may dramatically impact the estimated right of way costs.

Limiting Conditicns

1.

Utility locations and information of property rights have not been fully researched and utility costs are
based on field observations and cost information provided by others. More accurate costs will be
developed as the project approaches selection of final alignment and design. Rights and obligations of
parties will be verified and a liability determination will be established. Master agreements with Utility
Companies may establish the costs to the owners and project.

Extraordinary Assumptions

Feva/g8 pgk

A contingency factor will be applied at the suggested rate of 25%. This additional estimated cost provides
for possible business goodwill claims, cutdoor advertising signs, administrative settlements, condemnation
awards, utility overruns and interest payments.
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APPENDIX J - UTILITY CONFLICT SUMMARY

(BASE ALTERNATIVE, V LINE STA 81+25 TO STA 123+00)

CONFLICT
CONFLICT OWNER Item QUANTITY | UNITS | unNITcosT cosT
NUMBER
1 RAISE OVERHEAD PG&E ELECTRICAL LINE PGRE Raise PGE Tower 1 s $1,000,000 $1,000,000
2 RELOCATE OVERHEAD PG&E ELECTRICAL PG&E Relocate Powerpole 10 EA $8,000 580,000
Relocate Power Line 3605 LF S0 S0
3 RELOCATE QWEST FIBER OPTIC QWEST Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 s $200,000 $200,000
4 RELOCATE SPRINT FIBER OPTIC SPRINT Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 s $200,000 $200,000
5 RELOCATE AT&T FIBER OPTIC ATRT Fiber Optic Conduit 1 s $200,000 $200,000
6 RELOCATE STREET LIGHTING CITY OF FRESNO Relocate Street Light 2 EA $8,000 316,000
Relocate UG Conduit 200 LF $10 $2,000
7 REMOVE AT&T COMMUNICATION CABLE ATRT UG Comm Line 4546 I s1 $4,546
8 12 IN. KINDER MORGAN GAS LINE KINDER MORGAN Monitoring & Inspection 1000 I $525 $525,000
9 ADJUST SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE TO GRADE CITY OF FRESNO Adjust to Grade 4 EA $2,000 $8,000
Adjust to Grade - 48" Manhole 2 EA $1,000 $2,000
10 FMFCD IMPROVEMENTS FMFCD Relocate - D Inlet 2 EA $500 $1,000
Install SD Pipe 435 i $15 $6,525
11 RELOCATE 4 IN. GAS LINE PGRE 4" GAS 175 I $20 $3,500
13 EXTEND CALTRANS STORM DRAIN LINE CALTRANS SD Line 235 [F $150 $35,250
Potential flict with St t
15 RELOCATE OVERHEAD UPRR COMMUNICATION LINE UPRR otentia co:al'sem‘”/’(')rk ructure or 2 EA $15,000 $30,000
17 RELOCATE AT&T COMMUNICATION CABLE ATRT Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 s $200,000 $200,000
Total $2,513,821.00




APPENDIX J - UTILITY CONFLICT SUMMARY

(EXTENSION, V LINE: Shaw Avenue to STA 81+25; STA 123+00 to Herndon Avenue)

%%N’\AF:EC; CONFLICT OWNER Item QUANTITY | UNITS | UNIT CosT cosT
2 RELOCATE OVERHEAD PG&E ELECTRICAL PG&E Relocate Powerpole 12 EA 58,000 396,000
Relocate Power Line 2825 LF S0
RELOCATE PG&E GAS LINE PGRe Relocate gas line in Shaw 1150 LF 3400 $460,000
6 RELOCATE STREET LIGHTING CITY OF FRESNO Relocate Street Light 6 EA 58,000 548,000
Relocate UG Conduit 505 LF $10 $5,050
9 ADJUST SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE TO GRADE CITY OF FRESNO Adjust to Grade 10 EA $2,000 $20,000
Adjust to Grade - 48" Manhole 11 EA $1,000 $11,000
Adjust to Grade - 72" Manhole 1 EA $1,200 $1,200
10 FMFCD IMPROVEMENTS FMFCD Relocate - SD Inlet 8 EA $500 $4,000
Install 15"SD 265 LF 315 33,975
Install 18"SD 20 LF 315 3300
12 RELOCATE WATER LINE CITY OF FRESNO Potential Ped Undercrossing 100 LF ) 0
14 RELOCATE FIRE HYDRANT CITY OF FRESNO Relocate FH 4 EA $2,000 $8,000
16 RELOCATE SANITARY SEWER LINE CITY OF FRESNO Potential Ped Crossing Conflict 1 (s ) )
17 RELOCATE AT&T COMMUNICATION CABLE AT&T OH at Shaw 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Total $667,525




APPENDIX J - UTILITY CONFLICT SUMMARY

(JUG HANDLE ALTERNATIVE, V LINE STA 81+25 TO STA 123+00)

CONFLICT
CONFLICT OWNER Item QUANTITY | UNITS | UNIT cOST coSsT
NUMBER
1 RAISE OVERHEAD PG&E ELECTRICAL LINE PGRE Raise PGE Tower 1 s 1,000,000 $1,000,000
2 RELOCATE OVERHEAD PG&E ELECTRICAL PG&E Relocate Powerpole 23 EA 8000 5184,000
Relocate Power Line 4385 LF Nl
3 RELOCATE QWEST FIBER OPTIC QWEST Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 s 200000 $200,000
4 RELOCATE SPRINT FIBER OPTIC SPRINT Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 s 200000 $200,000
5 RELOCATE AT&T FIBER OPTIC ATRT Fiber Optic Conduit 1 s 200000 $200,000
6 RELOCATE STREET LIGHTING CITY OF FRESNO Relocate Street Light 2 EA 8000 516,000
Relocate UG Conduit 200 LF 10 $2,000
7 REMOVE AT&T COMMUNICATION CABLE ATRT UG Comm Line 1400 [F 1 $1,400
) 12 IN. KINDER MORGAN GAS LINE KINDER MORGAN Monitoring & Inspection 1000 If 525 $525,000
9 ADJUST SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE TO GRADE CITY OF FRESNO Adjust to Grade 4 EA 2000 $8,000
Adjust to Grade - 48" Manhole 2 EA 1000 $2,000
10 FMFCD IMPROVEMENTS FMFCD Relocate - SD Inlet 2 EA 500 $1,000
Install SD Pipe 435 IF 15 $6,525
11 RELOCATE 4 IN. GAS LINE PGRE 4" GAS 175 LF 20 $3,500
13 EXTEND CALTRANS STORM DRAIN LINE CALTRANS SD Line 235 IF 150 $35,250
15 RELOCATE OVERHEAD UPRR COMMUNICATION LINE UPRR Potential Cor;gl';: W;t:l‘( Structure or 2 EA 15000 $30,000
W
17 RELOCATE AT&T COMMUNICATION LINE AT&T Potential FMFCD Conflict 1 (s 200000 $200,000
Total $2,614,675
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APPENDIX L
STORM WATER DATA REPORT

(Cover Page)



Long Form - Storm Water Data Report

Dist-County-Route: 06-Fre-99
Post Mile Limits: 28.9/30.1
Project Type: New Interchange
Project ID (or EA): 0600000935/06-0H360
Program ldentification: Measure C/Program 400.000
Phase: O PID
ftrans X PYVED
O PS&E
Regional Water Quality Control Board(s): Central Valley, Region 5, Fresno Office
Is the Project required to consider Treatment BMPs? Yes [ No X
If yes, can Treatment BMPs be incorporated into the project? Yes [ No [
If No, a Technical Data Report must be submitted to the RWQCB
at least 30 days prior to the projects RTL date. List RTL Date;
Total Disturbed Soil Area: 45.4 acres Risk Level: 1
Estimated: Construction Start Date:__August 1, 2015 Construction Completion Date:___July 1, 2017
Notification of Construction (NOC) Date to be submitted: July 1, 2015
Erosivity Waiver Yes [ Date: No X
Notification of ADL reuse (if Yes, provide date) Yes [ Date: _ . No X
Separate Dewatering Permit (if yes, permit number) Yes [ Permit # B D No (3
This R I * = ~--*4e direction of the following Licensed Person. The Licensed Person attests to the
techni and the date upon which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are
based ape Architect stamp required at PS&E.
Ed No er vate
I have reviewed the stormwater quality design.i s and find this report to be complete, current and accurate:
- 2~ /G
< f N S/ 7 / «g
limn Bana Drainnt MManador Modn
intative
tepresentative
[Stamp Required for PS&E only) WVIGIISSE INKIIRDWd, LIS ILY NCEIVIHIAH LGOI 'SW Coordinator vate

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
July 2010
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TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN DATA SHEET















Welcome to today’s presentation. We are delighted to have your participation.
While you are waiting for the presentation to begin below are a few helpful tips:

» TO JOIN THE AUDIO PORTION OF THE PRESENTATION,
PLEASE CALL (800)832-0736 AND ENTER CODE 9283443.

> PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR PHONE ON HOLD

» PLEASE MUTE YOUR PHONE BY USING YOUR MUTE

BUTTON OR BY PRESSING *45# ON YOUR TELEPHONE
KEYPAD

» IF YOU HAVE ANY DIFFICULTIES, PLEASE EMAIL
paulac@americanhumane.org

AMERICAN HUMANE ASSOCIATION

The nation’s voice for the protection of children & animals



What is OSHA?

The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration is an agency of the U.S.
Department of Labor created under the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970.
OSHA’s mission is to prevent work-related
injuries, illnesses and deaths by issuing and
enforcing federal standards for workplace safety.
All OSHA standards and guidelines can be found
at www.osha.gov
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New Mexico Occupational Health &

Safety Bureau OSHA’s General Duty Clause

* Some of the most critical safety issues in shelters
_ are not specifically addressed by any OSHA
http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/Ohsb_Website/ standard, but they do fall under the “General

StatePlan/ Duty Clause”

* The General Duty Clause requires an employer to
“furnish to each of his employees employment
and a place of employment which are free from
recognized hazards that are causing or are likely
to cause death or serious physical harm to his
employees”

Your state plan can be found here:



Create a Safety Manual

Create a Safety Manual

Not required by OSHA

Best means of organizing all safety related
information in one place

Separate from your general policies and
procedures manual

Primary means of communicating and enforcing
your shelter’s safety policies and procedures

Every employee should receive a copy upon hire

Maintain a copy in an easily accessible location,
such as the staff break room



Create a Safety Manual

Develop an outline

Address one topic at a time

Begin with the most serious safety issues
Involve your staff

Create a written policy

Staff training

Implementation

Enforcement

Perform a Hazard Assessment

Fill out a Work Hazard Assessment Form for each area
and task

Interview and observe staff
Consult MSDS's for tasks that involve use of chemicals

Make changes or adjustments to improve workplace
safety

Engineering controls
Procedural Controls

Use of PPE only when engineering or procedural
controls are not possible



Know Your Employer Rights

Implement and enforce safety rules in the workplace

Be present or designate a representative be present
during any inspection or investigation by OSHA

Require that an OSHA compliance officer obtain a
search warrant before entering or inspecting the
business

Request that an inspection be postponed to a more
convenient time

Maintain confidentiality of trade secrets

Know Your Employer Rights

Consult an attorney before, during or after an
inspection and before responding to any inquiry

View any complaint that has been alleged against the
business

Require that employees be interviewed at a time that
does not unreasonably impact their job duties

Appeal findings or citations issued by OSHA



Know Your Employer Responsibilities

Provide a workplace free from recognized or
unnecessary hazards

Implement and enforce safety rules and
communicate them to employees in a clear manner

Provide all required PPE and adequate training for its
use

Provide safety training to all employees on the
potential hazards associated with their jobs and the
steps necessary to perform their jobs safely

Know Your Employees’ Rights

Workplace free from recognized hazards

Be informed of their rights under the OSH Act
Be informed of known hazards

Be trained to safely perform their job

Be provided with and instructed on the use of
all required PPE

View and receive copies of all applicable OSHA
standards



Know Your Employees’ Rights

Have access to all illness, injury and exposure
records maintained as part of the business

Be present in the workplace when safety
monitoring is performed

File a complaint with their employer and/or
OSHA when a hazard requires correction

Speak to an OSHA compliance officer privately
during an inspection

Know Your Employees’ Responsibilities

* Read the OSHA poster

* Comply with all applicable OSHA Standards

* Follow all employer safety and health rules

* Use required PPE

* Report any hazardous conditions to their employer
* Report any job-related injury or illness to their

employer promptly

* Cooperate with an OSHA compliance officer during

an inspection



Required Postings OSHA Poster 3165
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Hazard Warning Signs Exit Signs



Other Required Postings

Notices of OSHA inspections
OSHA citations
Written Hazard Communication Plan

Written Fire Prevention and Emergency
Response Plan

Staff Training



Staff Training

Employees must be trained before they are
exposed to a hazard

Safety training must be documented
Read shelter safety manual before starting
Interactive training with manager

Required Training

General Duty Clause

Employee’s rights and responsibilities

Fire prevention and emergency response plan
Noise exposure

lonizing radiation

PPE

Signs

Medical services and first aid

Portable fire extinguishers

Hazard communication plan
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Independent Contractors Volunteers

* OSHA requires that you * NOT covered by OSHA
assume the role of * Not required to report
employer injuries, require PPE or

provide safety training

* Volunteers that are
adequately trained in
safe animal handling
and use of chemicals
are more likely to have
a positive experience

* Must undergo the same
safety training and
follow the same rules as
you regular employees



Work-Related Injuries and Illinesses Reporting of Work-Related Injuries and lllnesses

* Death

* Loss of consciousness
* Fractured bone

* Punctured eardrum

e Chronic or irreversible
disease

* At least one day of missed
work

Restriction of abilities or
duties

Needle stick contaminated
with human blood
Removed from the job for
medical reasons listed
under the OSHA health
standard

Medical treatment other
than first aid



What is considered first aid?

Non-prescription
medications

Cleaning, flushing, soaking a
superficial wound

Wound coverings

Hot or cold therapy
Non-rigid means of support
Eye patches

Irrigation to remove foreign
bodies in the eye

Irrigation, tweezers to
remove foreign bodies from
other areas

Finger guards
Massage
Tetanus vaccines

Drinking fluids to relieve
heat stress

OSHA Form 301
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Record Maintenance

Shelters are NOT required to report work-related
injuries or illnesses to OSHA unless they involve a
death, work-place violence or hospitalization of five
or more employees

Records must be maintained for 5 years

Records must be readily available for inspection by
authorized state or federal OSHA officials

Employees and former employees are permitted to
access the Log (Form 300) and Summary (Form
300A) only

Personal Protective Equipment
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Noise Hazards

Hazard Communication Standard

Also known as the “Right to Know Law”

When employees are required to be exposed to a
hazardous chemical, they have a right to be informed
of the hazard, to be able to identify the hazard and
know how to take protective measures to minimize
their exposure

Requires every business that handles, stores or uses
potentially hazardous chemicals to have a written
plan for informing workers of the safety information

Applies to all chemicals on the premises



Hazard Communication Standard

Has five specific requirements:

1.
2.

The plan must be in writing

A complete list of all hazardous chemicals must be
maintained at all times

A Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) must be
maintained for each chemical on the list

All containers of hazardous chemicals must be
properly labeled

All employees must be trained on the hazards and
safety aspects of each chemical

Written Hazard Communication Plan

Must include the following:
1. Introduction stating the purpose of the plan

2. Name and contact information for the person(s)
designated to handle safety issues

3. Description of the identification system used to label
hazardous chemicals along with a sample label

4. Location of the MSDS binder and the method by which
the sheets are filed

5. Detailed staff training information, including scheduling,
materials used, objectives and person(s) responsible for
conducting the training



Hazardous Materials List

With very few exceptions, the list must include all
products that are in liquid or powdered form

Products with the same formulation, but of different
brand names, must be listed as separate products

Products of the same brand, but with different
formulations, must be listed as separate products

Create the list by going room by room
Throw out old or donated products that are not used
Maintain list in a spreadsheet and sort alphabetically

A copy of the list should be placed in the front of your
MSDS binder

Hazardous Materials List

Exceptions include the following:

Medications in solid form, not including capsules, gels,
powders or crushed tablets

Food and nutritional products, including KMR, 1V fluids
and liquid vitamins

Drugs or cosmetics intended for personal consumption
by employees

Articles that contain hazardous materials, such as
thermometers, pens and autoclave tape

Any common consumer product when it is used in the
same manner as a normal consumer would use it
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Secondary Container Labels

Secondary Container Labels

All secondary containers must be labeled, regardless
of their size

May be commercially produced or handmade

Name of the chemical consistent with your MSDS
filing system

Strength of the chemical, if indicated

Appropriate hazard warnings from the MSDS, which

must include health, flammability and reactivity
hazards AND required PPE



Secondary Container Labels Eyewash Stations



Eyewash Stations

Waste Disposal

Falls under OSHA’s General Duty Clause

Five types of waste generated in animal shelters:

1.

Al e

Animal waste

Biological hazardous waste
Sharps

Chemical Hazardous Waste
General Waste



Animal Waste
Urine , feces, vomitus and blood are not
considered to be hazardous to humans
Dispose of in regular trash
Use good sanitation practices
Suspected zoonotic diseases are the exception

Biological Hazardous Waste

* Biomedical waste and sharps disposal is
regulated by individual states

* Blood tubes, syringes, vaccine vials, IV lines,
sponges, bandages and animal tissues are
considered to be biomedical waste only when
they contain human pathogens or when used
on an animal infected with a zoonotic disease



Sharps

Defined as any device capable of puncturing,
lacerating or penetrating the skin

Some states also classify syringes as sharps

Disposal must be in a rigid, puncture-proof,
leak-proof container that inhibits rapid
microbial growth

Pick up by biohazardous waste service

Recapping Needles

* Don’t do it! Needle-stick injuries are common!
* If absolutely necessary use a recapping device
* Or one-handed scoop method



Chemical Hazardous Waste Electricity

« Contact your city or county for regulations * All components of a building’s electrical
system must be free from damage and

* Most detergents and disinfectants can go )
g & adequate to meet the needs of the business

down the drain
* OSHA specifically prohibits the use of power

strips, extension cords and outlet-multiplying
devices as substitutes for permanent wiring.

* Some pesticides, drugs and X-ray solutions
should not go down the drain — read labels for
proper disposal



Fire Prevention &
Emergency Response Plan

OSHA requires a written plan

Plan must be accessible to staff at all times

Staff training must be provided
Shelters are also subject to local fire codes

Fire Prevention &
Emergency Response Plan

The written plan must include:

Escape routes

Procedures for staff members who will
remain behind to perform critical operations
before they evacuate (NOT applicable to
animal shelters)

Procedures to account for all staff after
emergency evacuation



Fire Prevention &

Emergency Response Plan Fire Extinguishers

NOT required by OSHA for most businesses

* Rescue and medical duties for staff (NOT _ _
BUT they are required by most local fire codes

applicable to animal shelters)
* Methods for reporting fires and emergencies

Extremely valuable in preventing small fires

_ from becoming major ones
* Name of the person responsible for

developing and updating the written plan

Sprinkler systems are not required by OSHA,
but are required by some local fire codes



Fire Extinguishers

Must be placed so that any employee is never
more than 75 feet from accessing one

Located near exits whenever possible
Must be easily visible
Wall mounted 32 to 48 inches from the floor

Must be inspected yearly by a service
company and display an inspection tag

Must be checked monthly by a designated
staff member

Routes of Egress & Emergency Exits



Routes of Egress & Emergency Exits Routes of Egress & Emergency Exits

* OSHA requires at least two exit routes from » OSHA does not require illuminated “EXIT” signs,
each building but most local fire codes do

* Exit doorways must be at least 28” wide and * If an exit route is not obvious, the route must be
6’ 8” high marked by signs reading “EXIT” with arrows

* Hallways leading to or from an exit must be at indicating the direction
least 28” wide and 7’ 6” high * Exit doors cannot be locked in any way that

would prevent escape

 All exit doorways must be marked with an
“EX|T” Sign with letters at least 6”h|gh and %” ® Any doors that do not allow escape, but could be
mistaken for an exit must be marked with a sign

wide that reads “NOT AN EXIT”



Routes of Egress & Emergency Exits

* OSHA does not specifically require posting of
exit route diagrams

* BUT they are the most effective way of
fulfilling OSHA’s requirement of written
escape routes

Emergency Lighting

Required to illuminate routes of egress during
a power outage

Also required in areas where employees may
be involved in a hazardous situation when a
power outage occurs

Must come on automatically when a power
outage occurs

Flashlights are NOT an acceptable form of
emergency lighting



Driver and Vehicle Safety

* Motor vehicle accidents are the #1 cause of
work-related deaths in the U.S.

* If an employee operates a motor vehicle as
part of his/her job, even if the vehicle is not
owned by the employer, the employer is
responsible for ensuring that the vehicle is
maintained in safe operating condition and
that the employee has a valid driver’s license

Driver and Vehicle Safety

Employees should NOT be permitted to drive
their own vehicles to perform work duties! (if at
all possible!)

Maintain current copies of employees’ driver’s
licenses in personnel files

Written policy requiring employees to notify
employer if their license is suspended or revoked

Maintain maintenance and repair records for all
vehicles



Restrooms

* OSHA requires at least
one working toilet & one
hand-washing station
per 15 employees
present in the facility at
any given time

* The need for public
restrooms is not
addressed by OSHA

General Housekeeping & Maintenance

OSHA requires the workplace to be
maintained in such a way that prevents
unnecessary physical and health hazards

Tripping and slipping hazards
Vermin infestations

Cover drains and gutters
Remove trash promptly



Food & Beverages in the Workplace Compressed Gases

* If the employer allows staff to store, prepare * OSHA regulations apply to all gas cylinders,
or consume food and beverages on the regardless of size or whether they are empty
premises, then the employer must provide a or full

space that is free from biological and chemical
hazards = staff break room

* Food and beverages must NEVER be permitted
in animal areas, regardless of whether animals
are present at the time
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Waste Anesthetic Gases (WAG)

* OSHA dos not have exposure limits for
isoflurane, but does enforce the NIOSH
recommendation of 2 ppm for halogenated
agents

* Your anesthetic gas safety program must
include both engineering controls and specific
work practices

e OSHA requires a written Anesthetic Safety
Plan

Anesthetic Safety Plan

Policy statement
Scavenging system
Written procedures
Equipment maintenance
Emergency procedures
Monitoring of WAG levels
Staff training



First Aid Kits Animal Handling

* NOT required by OSHA as long as your shelter * Animal bites and scratches are the #1 cause of
is located within 15 minutes of accessible work-related injuries in animal shelters
emergency medical treatment * Not specifically addressed by OSHA — covered

* BUT highly recommended that you have one by the General Duty Clause

* Must only be used by staff for “self-aid” in * Best protection against bites and scratches is
order to avoid OSHA'’s strict regulations for the adequate staff training

administration of first-aid



Animal Handling Zoonotic Diseases

* Appropriate handling and restraint equipment * Not specifically addressed by OSHA — covered
must be provided by the General Duty Clause

* Written animal handling SOP’s should be in « Staff must be thoroughly trained on the types
place of zoonotic diseases, routes of transmission,

« Staff should never be expected to place clinical signs and prevention
themselves in unnecessary danger « Written SOP addressing the handling of

infected or potentially infected animals —
isolation, PPE, sanitation



Zoonotic Diseases

Rabies
Ringworm
Leptospirosis
Toxoplasmosis
Cat scratch disease
Plague
Scabies

Lyme disease
Roundworms
Hookworms
Giardia

Other Topics in the Guide

Chemical spills
Radiology

Ladder safety
Stairs

Indoor air quality
Ergonomics
Workplace violence
Building security
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Noise in the Animal Shelter Environment: Building Design and the
Effects of Daily Noise Exposure

Crista L. Coppola
Animal Behavior Center
ASPCA
Urbana, Illinois

R. Mark Enns and Temple Grandin Animal Sciences Department
Colorado State University

JOURNAL OF APPLIED ANIMAL WELFARE SCIENCE, 9(1), 1-7

Sound levels in animal shelters regularly exceed 100 dB. Noise is a physical stressor on animals that can lead to
behavioral, physiological, and anatomical responses. There are currently no policies regulating noise levels in
dog kennels. The objective of this study was to evaluate the noise levels dogs are exposed to in an animal shelter
on a continuous basis and to determine the need, if any, for noise regulations. Noise levels at a newly
constructed animal shelter were measured using a noise dosimeter in all indoor dog-holding areas. These holding
areas included large dog adoptable, large dog stray, small dog adoptable, small dog stray, and front intake. The
noise level was highest in the large adoptable area. Sound from the large adoptable area affected some of the
noise measurements for the other rooms. Peak noise levels regularly exceeded the measuring capability of the
dosimeter (118.9 dBA). Often, in new facility design, there is little attention paid to noise abatement, despite the
evidence that noise causes physical and psychological stress on dogs. To meet their behavioral and physical
needs, kennel design should also address optimal sound range.

Noise in an animal shelter has previously been discussed (Key, 2000; Milligan, Sales,& Khirnykh, 1993; Sales,
Hubrecht, Peyvandi, Milligan, & Shield, 1997). Sales et al. reported that sound levels regularly exceeded 100
dB. Sound is measured in decibels (dB) and the scale is logarithmic, meaning that 90 dB is 10 times the intensity
of 80 dB and is 100 times the intensity of 70 dB. A noise level over 70 dB(A) is considered "loud" (Baker,
1998). To put this into context, 95 dB(A) is comparable to a subway train, 110 dB(A) is a jackhammer, and 120
dB(A) is a propeller aircraft; any sound in the 90 to 120 dB(A) range is considered to be in the critical zone and
can be felt as well as heard (Key, 2000). No single method or process exists for measuring occupational noise. A
noise dosimeter is preferred for measuring noise levels when the noise levels are varying or intermittent and
when they contain impulsive components such as barking. One consideration when using a noise dosimeter is
that the microphone is within the hearing zone of individuals being monitored.

It has long been documented that audible sound has profound physiological and psychological effects on
nonhuman animals and disturbs the healthy equilibrium of the body (Wei, 1969). Noise has been found to be a
physical stressor on animals that can lead to behavioral, physiological, and anatomical responses. Noise-induced
cortisol increases can cause immunosuppression, insulin resistance, cardiovascular diseases, catabolism
(molecular decomposition), and intestinal problems (Spreng, 2000). The hearing of animals differs from that of
humans; dogs (Canis familiaris) have much better hearing and can hear sounds up to four times quieter than can
the human ear. Recent research shows that noise in dog kennels may be a welfare concern for the animals (Sales
et al., 1997), but currently no policies regulate noise levels in dog kennels.

The objective of this observational case study was to evaluate the levels of noise to which dogs are exposed on a
continuous basis and to determine the need for noise regulations. Regulations may emphasize the necessity to
control levels through building design and materials instead of trying to reduce the noise produced by the
animals. The facility where this study was conducted was designed and built in the last 7 years. However, as is
often typical, there were no obvious preventative measures in the design to reduce noise and, in fact, design may
have had the opposite effect due to animal arrangement, the use of concrete block, and exposed metal roofing.

http://www.grandin.com/references/noise.in.animal.shelter.html 1/6
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Materials and Method

Noise levels were measured at an animal shelter constructed in 1999. The facility has five main indoor areas for
holding dogs and two main areas for holding cats. Measurements were taken in all indoor dog-holding areas and
included large adoptable, large stray, small adoptable, small stray, and front intake (Figure 1). Measurements
were recorded using a noise dosimeter (Q-200, Quest Technologies, Oconomowoc, WI) continuously for 84 hr
over 2 weekdays and both weekend days. Noise dosimeters were placed in each room and mounted to a wall.
The walls were nonporous, producing reverberations experienced by the animals and measured by the
dosimeters. Proximity of the nearest and furthest dog to the dosimeter varied between rooms but was well within
the hearing zone of all animals within each holding area. The overall ambient sound measured by the dosimeter
was that being experienced by all animals in the area. Noise measurements reported here were the max levels
with slow response and "A" weighting. This type of dosimeter and weighting are commonly used to measure
sound levels in work environments and to enforce Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations.

FIGURE 1: Diagram ofthe humane society (66 ft x 120 ft)

The large adoptable and large stray areas are constructed of epoxy-painted cinder block walls and seamless
floors on a concrete slab. The dog runs in the large adoptable and the large stray areas are separated by cement
partitions (82 in.) and have chain link doors. Both of these areas have an exposed steel ceiling (> 20 ft), Noise
dosimeters were mounted on the wall in these rooms at a height of 12 ft.

The large adoptable area is a smaller area within a larger area enclosed by a cement perimeter wall (82 in.). The
larger room is connected by two hallways, eight doors to other areas (including large stray and small adoptable),
and one exterior door. This area contains 26 runs with Plexiglas view windows on one end. The dog kennels line
all four perimeter walls. There is an employee work area (food preparation, washing dishes) in the middle of the
room. The large stray area is a separate room adjacent to the large adoptable area. This area has two doors and
contains 15 kennels. The dog kennels line the south and east walls.

The small adoptable, small stray, and front intake areas are all separate rooms with a suspended nonacoustical
tile ceiling (8 ft) and plasterboard walls. Noise dosimeters were mounted on the wall in these rooms at a height
of approximately 7 ft.

http://www.grandin.com/references/noise.in.animal.shelter.html 2/6
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The small adoptable and small stray areas each have one door, a concrete slab floor, and contain metal cages.
The cages in the small adoptable area face the interior of the room and the exterior has Plexiglas windows; there
is an employee work area in the middle of the room. The cages in the small stray area line the cast wall and are
also placed down the middle of the room. The front intake area contains cages and runs separated by sheet metal
(60") and a linoleum floor. All kennels and cages are on the south wall. The room also has a refrigerator and a
counter in each area with a sink and cabinets. The number of kennels and average number of animals during the
study period are summarized in Table 1.

Statistical Analyses

The noise data were analyzed using a frequency procedure (SAS Institute Inc., 2002) to determine the frequency
of noise above and below each threshold level (70, 80, 90, and 100 dBA) in each dog-holding area. The data
were also analyzed using the Genmod procedure (SAS Institute Inc., 2002) to determine if there were any
significant differences between the five dog-holding areas at each threshold level (70, 80, 90, and 100 dBA).
Each area was treated as a fixed effect, class variable, and repeated subject. The analysis was appropriate for
outcomes with a binary distribution and an auto-regressive covariance structure to account for the relation
between measures in the same room.

Results

The amount of time spent above each threshold level during the 84-hr study period is shown in Figure 2. The
large adoptable area was by far the loudest and some of the readings for other rooms were, in part, a result of
sound reflection from the large adoptable area. Peak levels regularly exceeded the measuring capability of the
dosimeter (118.9 dBA) in the large adoptable area. When the dogs were not vocalizing and the rooms "seemed"
quiet, the noise readings were still above 50 to 60 dBA. Although there were numerical differences between
rooms, there were no statistical differences at any threshold level (p > .05).

TABLE 1: Summary of Animal Holding Areas and Kennel Numbers

Holding Area Average No. of Animals No. of Kennels Area?
| Large adoptable || 34.25 dogs || 26 runs || 880 |
| Large stray || 15 dogs || 15 runs || 485 |
| Small adoptable || 9.8 dogs || 28 cages || 285 |
| Small stray || 9 dogs || 17 cages || 258 |
| Front intake || 4 dogs, 9.75 cats || 4 runs, 4 cages || 240 |

2 Given in square feet.

http://www.grandin.com/references/noise.in.animal.shelter.html 3/6
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FIGURE 2: Percentage of time during the study period above each threshold level (70, 80, 90, and 100
dBA) for large adoptable, large stray, small adoptable, small stray, and front intake areas.

Discussion

Unfortunately, elimination of noise stressors is often disregarded, despite the evidence that noise places physical
and psychological stress on dogs. In our study, the large adoptable area that holds the greatest number of animals
was the loudest, which was not unexpected. This area receives a large amount of human traffic from those
adopting dogs. Although not testable, given the nature of a functioning shelter, we suspect noise from this area
overflows into all other areas. There are hallways leading from the large adoptable area that serve as noise
conduits to the other areas -- one stopping at cat adoptable and cat stray and the other ending at the small
adoptable room (Figure 1). In addition, noise produced by an individual dog barking can reach levels well over
100 dBA (Sales, Hubrecht, Peyvandi, Milligan, & Shield, 1996) and this exceeds OSHA regulation for workers
(90 dBA). However, the animals live in this environment without the hearing protection that is available to
people. The noise effect is three-fold:

1. The animals housed in the shelter.
2. The employees working at the shelter.
3. The public at the shelter looking for an animal to adopt.

The animals' mental and physical states are compromised; the employees may develop hearing damage and poor
states of mind in caring for the animals. Our observations indicate that visitors sometimes are so bothered by the
noise that visiting time is reduced during their search for an animal to adopt.

The large adoptable area is designed so that every dog can see every other dog if the dogs are at their kennel
doors. The work area for this room also is located in the center of the rectangle, making it an additional source of
stimulation. We observed that this layout allows for constant stimulation and may increase barking, as any
activity within the large adoptable area stimulates every dog in the area. The result is virtually constant barking.

The design and building materials used do not allow for noise absorption, with the exception of rooms with
suspended ceilings (small stray, small adoptable, and front intake). These do allow for absorption and somewhat
reduced noise levels, although this difference was not statistically significant. The current public viewing design
also contributes to the amount of stimulation for the dogs. The viewing windows start half-way up the perimeter
wall. The placement of the viewing windows and the use of partitions between every kennel results in dogs that
are constantly being surprised by people walking by and abruptly coming into view.
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In the shelter environment, cortisol levels have been documented to be above normal, in some cases three times
that of household pets (Hennessey, Davis, Williams, Mellott, & Douglas, 1997). We also found that in this
instance (Coppola, Grandin, & Enns, 2006). Not all stress-induced elevations in cortisol are due to noise levels,
but they are a contributing factor.

An increasingly popular way to design dog housing is to have self-contained rooms instead of the traditional
kennels or runs. These rooms are typically enclosed within a larger area either with or without a community play
area attached. Noise is absorbed and contained within the smaller room. These designs may also permit social
housing of dogs, which research has shown to decrease noise caused by animal vocalization and increase the
time animals spend sleeping (Hetts, Clark, Calpin, Arnold, & Mateo, 1992; Mertens & Unshelm, 1996). The
incorporation of areas for play groups can contribute to noise abatement, as a mentally and physically exercised
dog usually is a quiet one (personal communication, November 17, 2005; San Francisco Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Humane Society
at Lollypop Farm, Denver Dumb Friends League, North Shore Animal League). The American Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals in New York has recently renovated both its holding and adoption areas to
embrace these concepts and the San Francisco Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals has been
housing their adoptable dogs in "apartment-style" quarters since 1998.

Animal Welfare Implications

As previous scientists noted, kennels should be designed to meet the behavioral and physical needs of dogs,
including attention to optimal ranges for sound(Key, 2000; Sales et al., 1997: Sales, Milligan, & Khirnykh,
1993). Unfortunately, even in new kennel construction, noise abatement designs are often ignored because of
cost restrictions, making noise a hazard to the animals, employees, and potential adopters. Because of its
unpredictable and uncontrollable nature, the shelter is a stressful environment for a dog, and any stress-inducing
stimuli that can be reduced or eliminated should be addressed if possible. If one were to follow the standards for
human dwellings, a mean sound level of 45 dBA would be the norm for animal houses. Without regulations
regarding noise levels in animal shelters, noise may continue to be an overlooked variable and contribute to
reduced overall welfare.
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Inside a kennel: Chorus of barking dogs can reach 115
decibels

Hearing protection programs are
February 4, 2013 designed to reduce the risk of
long-term damage from repeated
or prolonged exposure to noises. OSHA standards require a
hearing protection program when workers are exposed to noise
levels above 85 decibels (dB) based on an eight hour time-
weight average (TWA). The TWA is a method of calculating the
danger based on the intensity of the noise and the duration of
exposure, e.g., the louder the noise, the shorter exposure is

permitted.
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audiograms for employees, safety equipment, reduction in noise levels by absorption or dissipation,
training of employees, and posting of warning signs identifying noise hazard areas. As a general rule, most
animal hospitals can maintain a very effective program with a minimum of time and resource

expenditures.

Until recently, the design of most animal hospitals was such that noise from the kennels was isolated and
contained to create a more pleasant environment in the rest of the hospital. Although this can be
accomplished, it presents a particularly hazardous environment for workers who must clean the cages and

care for the animals.

Noise hazards can exist outdoors

Outdoor runs generally do not have the echo or "bounce" of sound waves common to an indoor area, but

they still can be a noise hazard area.

Although it will vary from one breed to another, as well as one animal to another, noise level from a
barking dog can reach 80-90 decibels. It doesn't take much of a chorus of barking dogs to exceed the
threshold limit for a noise hazard area.

As a matter of fact, noise levels in the kennels typically range from 95 to 115 decibels measured at the
center of the room. At the upper end of this range a person could work approximately 15 minutes in the

area without hearing protection during an average 8 hour work day.

Noise from dryers and clippers in a grooming room can also present a hazard. Depending on the size of the
room, the number of dryers and clippers in use, and the texture of the walls, noise levels can get up to 100

decibels.

The most obvious advice for these two areas is to reduce the noise levels first. Sometimes this can be

accomplished by the addition of sound absorbing panels, or "baffles."

If the noise levels cannot be reduced below the threshold limit by architectural or engineering means, then

personal hearing protection is required for workers.

Ear plugs are not edible

There are literally hundreds of varieties of ear plugs and phones available. Choose one that is rated to
reduce noise levels by at least 20 decibels. Disposable, foam rubber ear plugs are the most common, and

are relatively inexpensive. Keep these ear plugs away from animals since they are easily swallowed.

Noise hazard areas must be identified by means of a poster, placard or sign. The wording should reflect the
degree of danger. Typically, a sign stating "Warning: Noise Hazard Area. Hearing protection required for
prolonged exposure" is sufficient for most areas. Place the sign at all entrances to the areas, including
exterior doors. Economical, durable signs made of aluminum, acrylic, or self-adhesive vinyl are available

from catalog sources and local safety supply outlets.

https://www.ishn.com/articles/95001-inside-a-kennel-chorus-of-barking-dogs-can-reach-115-decibels 2/3


http://www.safetyvet.com/osha/noisepanels.htm
http://www.ishn.com/keywords/protective%20clothing

In°#3e%Ad, it is still the leadershif¥ f&SPBhSTBHIA{e6 e figt AR hida AR HLAtER SN 1ils and OSHA will

hold the employer accountable in an inspection.

Copyright ©2018. All Rights Reserved BNP Media.

Design, CMS, Hosting & Web Development :: ePublishing

https://www.ishn.com/articles/95001-inside-a-kennel-chorus-of-barking-dogs-can-reach-115-decibels 3/3


http://www.epublishing.com/
http://www.ishn.com/keywords/osha

.S " Cr.

CENTRAL UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Assistant Superintendent, CBO
4605 North Polk Avenue - Fresno, CA 93722 Kelly Porterfield
Phone: (559) 274-4700 - Fax: (559) 271-8200 Direciors:

Alissa Angle, Child Nutrition
Yolanda Dalladnres, Fiscul Services
Jesse Bath, Maintenunce, Operations,
Trunsportation (MOT)

Chris Martinez, Technology

Joseph Martinez, Fucility Planning

\._"r . O_J

L DY

October 16, 2018

ATTN: Steven E. White

Director, Department of Public Works and Planning
2220 Tulare Street

Fresno CA 93721

Subject: Proposed Animal Shelter and Hospital
Application Number: AA3825

The purpose of this letter is to amend our previous Development Letter dated August 31, 2018, After attending
the Animal Shelter Community Meeting on October 10, 2018 held at the Dante Club, additional concerns were
raised that would impact Herndon Barstow Elementary School. We respectfully request mitigation measures
related to the following:

» The likelihood that animals will be abandoned during the timeframe when the facility is closed would have a
negative impact on the Hemdon Barstow Elementary School. We have experienced that animals have a tendency
to gravitate to active areas such as schools.

« Traffic is concenlrated in the morning at the start of school and in the afternoon at the end of the school day, as
a result traffic from the facility will have an impact on the school site. We request traffic mitigation measures be
implemented to provide controlled intersections for children to cross and have a clear path of travel.

+ As mentioned in our previous letter, we request noise mitigation as outlined in the environmental analysis.

With appropriate mitigation measures the District will continue to take a neutral position regarding the proposed
development project. Developer impact fees from the proposed animal shelter and hospital will be classified
under the commercial/industrial rate. The current Developer Fee Rates for commercial/industrial is $.56 per
square foot. Developer rates are evaluated annually and are subject to change. Please verity Developer Impact
Fees prior to payment.

rs . 1 11 14 * . T

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on tt * - e any additional questions I

may be reached at (559) 274-4700 ext. 63105 o
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