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Responses to Notice of Preparation

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Christensen, Jeff

City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities — Water Division
County of Fresno Department of Public Health
Eliason, Carol J.

Fresno Irrigation District

Fresno Irrigation District (2)

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (Revised)
Fresno Unified School District

Fries, Frank and Carolyn

Geisler, Lori

Geisler, Lori (2)

Kissler, Waymon

Kissler, Waymon C. (2)

Nordstrom, Richard

Parkinson Gomes et al

Rau, Mary Katherine (Katy)

Stone, Terry B.

Welk-Kissler, Valerie

Welk-Kissler, Valerie (2)









STATE OF CALIFORN A=~ BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. ARNOLE SCHWARZENEGGER, Govamor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1352 WEST QLIVE AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 12616

FRESNO, CA 93778-2616

PHONE (559) 485-4347 Flex: your powar!
FAX (559) 488-4088 Be energy efficient!
TTY (559) 488-40066

August 25, 2009
2131-1GR/CEQA
6-FRE-41-28.5+/-
VILLAS AT FIG GARDEN
NOP

Mr. Mike Sanchez

City of Fresno Development Department
2600 Fresno Styeet

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Sanchez:

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Envirenmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the proposed “Villas at Fig Garden” development to be located on the southeast corner of North
Palm and West Ramon Avenues. Caltrans has the following comments:

Considering the size and location of the development, we project that a portion of the {rips
generated by the project would impact the State Route (SR) 41 interchanges at Shaw Avenue,
Ashlan Avenue, and Bullard Avenue. Therefore it is recommended that the traffic portion of the
EIR should identify and analyze the development’s impact to these SR 41 interchanges. The study
should also include the number of trips generated by the development that would likely impact the
SR 99 interchange at Shaw Avenue. These improvements include additional turn lanes on the ofi-
ramps and widening of the eastbound Shaw Avenue overcrossing. We are requesting project trip
traces and proportionat share percentages for the 4 listed interchanges (SR 41/Shaw, SR
41/Ashlan, and SR 41/Bullard and SR 99/Shaw). No additional technical analysis (i.e. level of
service) is being requested.

If you have any questions, please call me at (559) 488-4347.

Sincerely, C e
Sl

NO,;‘M A -

JOANNE STRIEBICH
Office of Transportation Planning
District 06

- Mr. Scott Mozier, City of Fresno Public Works Department
Mr. Bryan Jones, City of Fresno Public Works Department
Mr. Tony Boren, Council of Fresne County Govenmments

“Caltrans improves mobility ceress Califoraia”
. . }
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES — WATER DIVISION

DATE: J uly 29, 2011 Providing Life’s Essential Services

TO: MIKE SANCHEZ, Planning Manager
Development and Resource Management Department, Planning Division

FROM: MICHAEL CARBAJAL, Chief Engineering Technician @
Department of Public Utilities, Water Division

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV

The Department of Public Utilities Water Division has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV. The project
proposes the construction of a mid-rise four story 104,593 square-foot office building with at
grade parking and a subterranean parking structure beneath the office building; also proposed
is the removal of the existing 44 dwelling units, all on-site structures, and demolition of the
accompanying on-site parking lots.

Development of the project as proposed has the potential to impact the City of Fresno’s ability to
provide adequate water service for domestic use and fire suppression in a central area of the
City that is mostly urbanized. The following items outline the impacts and concerns that affect
the Public Utilities-Water Division and should be considered in the preparation of an EIR.

1. The project is located in former County Waterworks District 21. The present water
supply in the area of the project consists of groundwater wells in the vicinity of the
project installed between years 1953 and 1972. Water production from these wells is
limited in capacity and was designed to support existing development. Surplus capacity
is not available to serve the proposed project.

2. Existing wells in the vicinity of the project have been impacted by various groundwater
contaminations resulting in decreased production due to well closures. Existing
groundwater contamination along with the surrounding development limits the availability
of suitable sites to construct new water wells.

3. The existing water distribution system that serves the project site was constructed during
the 1950’s. This system was constructed to standards that are inadequate to support
the proposed development. Many of the pipelines that serve the project site are
deficient in size and constructed using steel. Overtime, these pipelines have
deteriorated resulting in diminished flow capabilities and sometimes failure. Of specific
concern is the availability of water to meet current fire flow requirements. The most
recent fire flow test was conducted on November 19, 2008. Results from that test
indicate that substantial distribution upgrades will be required to meet current fire flow
requirements for the project site.

4. The project site is also located within a fluoride district. The City of Fresno water system
is not fluoridated but many former County Waterworks Districts, including District 21,



continue to be fluoridated. The fluoride district must be isolated from the surrounding
non-fluoridated water system to maintain a fluoride residual in the water. Isolating the
district compounds the distribution system deficiencies and complicates water system
improvements required for new development.

Due to the flat topography of the City, water pressure in the vicinity of the project site is
maintained at a range of 40-60 PSI. As a Water Division policy, a pressure of 35 PSl is
guaranteed at the water meter. Water pressure may be inadequate to provide domestic
and fire water service to a multiple story commercial structure.

The City has implemented water conservation programs and measures to reduce overall
per capita water use within the City. The target per capita consumption rate adopted in
2008 is a citywide average of 243 gallons per person per day by year 2020 (which
includes anticipated water conservation resulting from the on-going residential water
metering program and additional water conservation by all customers: 5% by 2010, and
an additional 5% by 2020.) The EIR shall consider water use efficiency for landscaping,
the use of artificial turf and native plant materials, reducing turf areas, and discouraging
the development of artificial lakes, fountains, and ponds unless only untreated surface
water or recycled water supplies are used for these decorative and recreational water
features, as appropriate and sanitary.

Based upon existing land use for the project site identified in the 2025 General Plan, a
water allocation of up to 20.2 af/yr for the project site is identified in the City of Fresno’s
2008 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Water demand greater than the
adopted allocation resulting from the proposed development will be required to be offset
or mitigated in a manner acceptable to the Department of Public Utilities.

The following alternatives and mitigation measures should be considered in the preparation of
an EIR and may be required as a condition of development.

1.

Construction of a water supply well site (including wellhead treatment) or the
rehabilitation or modification of an existing well site to provide an appropriate supply of
water.

Construction of transmission grid water mains to conduct new water to the project area
(including required fluoridation facilities).

Replacement of existing 4-inch, 6-inch, and 8-inch diameter water mains with larger
water mains sized to deliver required flows for domestic and fire uses. The number and
locations will depend on the sources of supply that are developed.

Installation of booster pump facilities within the project for domestic and fire water uses
within multiple story buildings.

Development of a water demand analysis of the anticipated annual water demand and
daily peak water demand for proposed project meeting Department of Public Ultilities
criteria for such data.

The retrofit or modification of public and/or private landscape and/or structures to
provide a reduction in water use to mitigate any proposed increase in water demand in
excess of the adopted water allocation for the land use adopted in the 2025 General
Plan will be subject to Department of Public Utilities approval as an acceptable mitigation
measure.



7. Any proposed groundwater wells or existing well upgrades or modifications will require
review and approval from the State Department of Toxic Substances Control with
regards to potential impacts to the Vendo TCE plume.

Should you have any questions regarding this response, please contact me by phone at
621-5319 or by email at michael.carbajal@fresno.gov



County of Fresno

Department of Public Health
Edward L. Moreno, M.D., M.P.H., Director-Health Officer

July 18, 2011

FA0004084
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Mike Sanchez PE 2602

City of Fresno
Development Department
2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Sanchez:
PROJECT: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project

The Fresno County Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division has reviewed the
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report. It is recommended that the following
items be considered and/or incorporated in the preparation of the Draft EIR:

e Appropriate measures should be incorporated into the project to minimize potentially significant
short-term localized noise impacts to noise sensitive receivers caused by the operation of
construction equipment. Construction specifications for the project should require that all
construction equipment be maintained according to the manufacturers’ specifications, and that
noise generating construction equipment be equipped with mufflers. In addition, consideration
should be given to limiting noise-generating construction activities to daytime hours as specified
in your City’'s municipal code.

The following comments pertain to demolition of the existing structures:

e Should any of the structures have an active rodent or insect infestation, the infestation
should be abated prior to demolition of the structures in order to prevent the spread of
vectors to adjacent properties.

¢ Inthe process of demolishing the existing structures, the contractor may encounter asbestos
containing construction materials and materials coated with lead based paints.

o |f asbestos containing materials are encountered, contact the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District at (559) 230-6000 for more information.

o If the structures were constructed prior to 1979 or if lead-based paint is suspected to have
been used in these structures, then prior to demolition work the contractor should contact
the following agencies for current regulations and requirements:

» California Department of Public Health, Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Branch, at
(510) 620-5600.

» United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9, at (415) 947-8000

» State of California, Industrial Relations Department, Division of Occupational Safety and
Health, Consultation Service (CAL-OSHA) at (559) 454-5302.

1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867 / Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 445-3271 / FAX (559) 445-3301
Equal Employment Opportunity « Affirmative Action ¢ Disabled Employer



Mike Sanchez

NOP DEIR Fig Garden Financial Center
July 18, 2011

Page 2 of 2

e Any construction materials deemed hazardous as identified in the demolition process must
be characterized and disposed of in accordance with current federal, state, and local
requirements.

e Should any underground storage tank(s) be found on the premises, the applicant shall apply
for and secure an Underground Storage Tank Removal Permit from the Fresno County
Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division. Contact the Certified Unified
Program Agency at (559) 445-3271 for more information.

REVIEWED BY:

R.E.H.S., M.P.H.
Environmental Health Specialist IlI

(559) 445-3271

I[e}

NOP DEIR Fig Garden Financial Center



Mike Sanchez

From: Carol J. Eliason [cjeliason@comcast.net]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2011 3:59 PM

To: Mike Sanchez

Subject: NOP Response for Fig Garden Financial Center, phase IV

Mr. Mike Sanchez, Planning Manager

City of Fresno Development and Resources Management Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043

Fresno, CA 93721

July 29, 2011

Dear Mr. Sanchez,

This letter is in response to the Notice of Preparation concerning the proposed Fig Garden Financial Center Phase V.
llive at 1174 W. San Ramon Ave., Fresno, CA 93711. West of Palm Ave and East of Tharne Ave.
The following are same specific items which 1 think the Environmental Impact Report ought to address:
I. Current and anticipated increases in volume and speed of traffic on
1. San Ramon Ave at all points in which that street appears from Maroa Ave o Fruit Ave.
2. All streets immediately bordering the project

3. Lanes of traffic used in Fig Garden Village as drivers who might be going to and from the new center will inevitably use
Fig Garden Village as a short cut to Shaw.

4. Lanes of traffic used within the Financial Center bordering San Jose Ave. as this will also be a short cut temptation.
For example, if traffic is backed up on San Jose Ave, with people waiting fo turn right or left onto Paim, people will be
tempted to make a short cut through the parking lots of the banks in order to get onto Palm without waiting for the light.
This will be tempting at the busy hours (morning rush hour, the daily rush hour for lunch in Fig Garden Village, the late
afternoon rush hour) and during the holiday shopping season at all hours when Fig Garden stores are open.

5. The intersection of San Ramen and Palm, including the impact on the current frontage road located at that same
intersection.

6. If traffic intensifies on Palm, there is likely at key times of the day to be traffic blocked on the left lane of Palm heading
north, by people seeking to use the left hand turn fane/u-turn lane on Palm at San Ramon. This is likely to stall traffic
back to the San Jose/Paim intersection especially during the holiday season.

7. All major intersections in the immediate area: Shaw/Palm, San Jose/Palm, San Ramon/Palm, Barstow/Palm,
Browning/Palm, Bullard/Palm. Shaw/Fruit and Shaw/West. Fruit/San Ramon, Fruit/Barstow, Fruit/Browning, Fruit/Builard.
Thorne/Barstow, Thorne/San Jose, and Arthur/Shaw. (When ftraffic is heavy on Palm, Barstow, Fruit, and Shaw and its
various intersections, drivers use Thorne, Arthur, and San Ramon as short cuts. The residents who live on these streets
are already upset about the increasing volume and speed of traffic on these once quiet streets.) Barstow/West and
Bullard/West.

8. It should be noted that a Walgreens Pharmacy is being built at the NW corner of Palm and Shaw. It is reasonable to
assume that the fraffic to and from this business is going to be greater than existed for the small businesses that existed
there previously. The Subway franchise generated the most traffic, but the others generated only a small impact. When
the traffic study is conducted for the proposed new phase IV, it would be ideal if it was done after the new Walgreens is

1



open for business. If this is nof possible, the report should certainly address the anticipated volume of traffic that will be
created in the area due to this popular business which will add to the total numbers of cars and trips in the area.

9. Any traffic study should be done between Thanksgiving and Christmas. This is the peak of the traffic volume
throughout the year. As Fig Garden Village is located nearby and people often drive north to River Park via Palm and
Fruit, we area residents are greatly impacted by this annual increase in traffic, While the traffic peak occurs from
Thanksgiving through Christmas, focal residents are impacted by the general rise in volume from Halloween through New
Year's Day. The fact that this is a yearly occurrence should make it imperative that if there is only one traffic study
conducted, it should be done during this peak time.

10. Any traffic study conducted should also be done while Fresno Unified School District is in session (not during summer
school or during a vacation period.) The area residents are already greatly impacted by several elementary schools,
several middle schools, and Bullard High Schoal.

lf should be noted that the residents who live on San Ramon Ave west of Palm Ave, already perceive themselves to
have a traffic problem on our street due to people using our street for short cuts and frequently speeding while they do it.
Recently, speed limit signs were placed on our street without significant effect. Our pre-existing problems remain. We are
concerned about any size project which will exacerbate our problems.

Il. Current and anticipated use of water resources and its impact on water pressure at key times of the
day.

1. The EIR should address which area residents, if any, whose water pressure will be affected and by how much by the
new building with its inevitable bathrooms and landscaping needs.

Due to time restrictions on watering landscaping, people are more likely now than ever to water their lawns and gardens
at the same time as other nearby residents and businesses--impacting the overall water pressure in the area. When
water pressure lowers, the sprinklers don't "reach as far” as they used to. This causes some plants and areas of
landscaping to require hand watering—a great annoyance to the home owner-- as well as an aesthetic blight as dead
plants and brown spots emerge.  When there is insufficient water pressure, plants that people paid for and put in with
their own time and energy die.

2. Similar to the traffic concern above, please incorporate the new Walgreens heing built at Shaw and Palm avenues into
the report’'s assumptions about the area’s current water use and water pressure levels.

Sincerely,

Carol J. Eliason



























Utilities required for the proposed project (e.g., electricity, natural gas, sewer and water) already exist on-site.
The project will comply with City of Fresno utility requirements and Utility Plans will be provided for final
permits.

The project is proposed to be constructed and completed in one phase.

Primary access to the site would be off of North Palm Avenue through the Fig Garden Financial Center’s
driveway, Shaw Avenue via private driveways (Figure 1I-3 Access Plan). Both accesses would accommodate
ingress and egress into the proposed development, surface parking and garage parking accommodating 445
parking spaces. No public access will be provided from West San Jose Avenue.

= FIGURE I-1: EXISTING SITE PLAN

®  FIGURE [-2: EXISTING GENERAL PLAN
*  FIGURE I-3: PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
*  FIGURE [-4: COMMUNITY BOUNDARY MAP
= FIGURE I-5: EXISTING ZONE MAP

= FIGURE I-6: PROPOSED ZONING MAP

= FIGURE [-7A: APN MAP

=  FIGURE I-7B: APN Map

®*  FIGURE [I-1: SITE PLAN EXHIBIT

= FIGURE [I-2: ELEVATIONS EXHIBIT

= FIGURE [I-3: ACCESS PLAN
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v" ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS (SEE TABLE MA-1 AND FIGURES [-7A, [-7B &I1-7C)
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TABLE MA-I
LONING GENERAL PLAN
ADDRESS AN S'zgﬂﬂ:?f_'“ ngé’;fﬂ’:”: DESIGNATION DESIGNATION
iy (EXISTING) (EXISTING)
525 W, San Jose Avenue 417-240-37 61,855 1.42 RI-AH R“’f:ﬁ‘gﬁ:f“m
569 W. San Jose Avenue 417-231-16 102,366 235 R-2 “ﬂ;:;ﬁggﬂum
NO ADDRESS 417-231-17 8,276 0.19 R1-AH R“ﬂTngim
FIGURES




In addition, through prior consultations with neighbors in the adjacent residential neighborhoods, we learned
of their concerns about noise and other impacts associated with certain approaches to intensified residential
uses in these environs. We also learned about their concerns for appropriate set backs for any multi-storied
development. The proposed office structure will not include a residential component and will be
constructed to the same height and with comparable setbacks as the immediately adjacent office
development.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE PROPOSAL HELPS IMPLEMENT THE 2025 FRESNO GENERAL PLAN,

The project will replace an aged former apartment two-story apartment complex structure with a Class A
four story office structure. The office structure will be developed in a style consistent with the thiree existing
adjacent office facilities which comprise the Fig Garden Financial Center. This in-fiil development is
consistent with some key goals of the 2025 General Plan.

The proposed multi-storied office complex will be developed with a style and massing consistent with
adjacent commercial buildings. This style of development will also assist in the General Plan's goal of
developing urban design strategies to improve Fresno's visual image and enhance its form and function
(2025 General Plan, General Plan Goals, item 12, page 3). The project’s design and strategic location also
facilitate the General Plan's goal of providing activity centers within plan areas, (2025 General Plan,
General Plan goals, item 9, page 3).

More specifically, the General Plan's Urban Form Element includes a statement of strategies for
Commercial Land Use (item 7 at page 23). That statement confirms that a quality of life in the city requires
commercial developments for employment opportunities. Those commercial uses should be strategically
located {o ensure accessibility and convenience to the population they service, while minimizing travel
requirements, infrastructure demands and adverse impacts, particularly adverse effects on nearby residential
areas. (See generally the Objectives and Policies of the City of Fresno 2025 General Plan at C-12). The
proposed project is a continuation of the development that comprises the existing Fig Garden Financial
Center. That strong market support for the existing Financial Center development is a reflection of its
qualities of appropriate access and convenience. The character and amenities of the F ig Garden Financial
Center have also proven its capacity to avoid adverse effects on nearby residential neighborhoods.
Development of this character in these environs has proven itself to serve as an effective transition between
more intensive commercial uses and sensitive residential areas (See General Plan Policy C-12-¢, at page 41).

The Urban Form Element of the General Plan also discusses land use activity centers, which have been
conceptually located within the environs of this center, Such centers are intended to provide commercial
uses and employment centers. The General Plan has a stated intent to support the development of those
centers, and to reinforce the goals though mixed-use and intensification (General Plan, Urban Form
Element, item 3, page 22 ). The Activity Center objective and policies are further detailed at page 35
(Objective C-4).  Several policies detailed for that objective include the goal of pursuing intensive
concentrations of urban uses in strategically located areas to include commercial, employment and higher
density residential with pedestrian activities and linkages that provide multi-story facilities with
underground parking.

This praject provides the infill and intensified employment center development that is one of the prongs of
the Activity Center goal. It provides a multi-storied facility with underground parking that intensifies
existing urban uses. Its strategic location for these development goals is demonstrated by the fact that the
site has obtained conceptual designation as a favored Activity Center location. (See materials prepared for
the "Activity Center Presentation to Joint Planning Commission an January 28, 2009" and Fresno Activity
Center and Corridor Intensification Study Workshop Materials conducted December 0, 2008, available at

]mp_.'ffwww.ﬁ‘mno.gﬂvfﬁmfernmgltﬂj)}paﬂmemgireﬂugf PlamningandDevelopment
[Planning/Ongoing-+Planning+Studies.htm)
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Beyond the Activity Center Lands, the General Plan has a broader purpose of facilitating In-Fill
Development. Objective C-16 (General Plan page 25) details the goal of establishing more efficient,
economical and livable urban forms though the concentration of developments within older, built-up core
communities including activity centers. The location of this project, within an older, built-up core
community is an effective in-fill and private redevelopment of lands.

DESCRIBE IN DETAIL, THE PROPOSED USE(S)
The proposed multi-story office development will be utilized for a variety of commercial office
activities.

DETAIL THE HOURS OF OPERATION AND THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
The proposed office development will support a total of 400 employees.

The activities for the proposed office building will be conducted on normal business,

DETAIL THE EXPECTED DAILY VISITORS/USERS/GUESTS

The employees of the proposed office development are estimated at 400 and are anticipated to use the office
on normal business hours basis, 5 days a week; the tenants will also have occasional visitors and/or guests,

DESCRIBE ANY REASONABLE FORESEEABLE EFFECTS FROM CONSTRUCTION AND/OR THE

SITE THAT MAY IMPACT THE NEIGHBORS.

The construction of the proposed office building will involve demolition of the existing apartment complex.
The underground parking structure will require excavation and removal of approximately 35,000 cubic
yards of dirt, The construction of the parking structure will be a reinforced concrete structure with the
remaining of the above ground structure to be wood framed. Construction impact to the neighbors will be
NOISE,

The project will utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) for compliance with all State and Local Codes
for storm water quality during construction. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented
to minimize or prevent sediment or erosion to neighboring sites.

The addition of the new office building into the Financial Center (replacing the existing apartment complex)

will increase the density of the existing commercial office uses which would increase the potential for a
source of noise from the project area.

DETAIL ALL SECURITY MEASURES
There will be security lighting around the proposed project.
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Utilities required for the proposed project (e.g., electricity, natural gas, sewer and water) already exist on-site,
The project will comply with City of Fresno utility requirements and Utility Plans will be provided for final
permits,

The project is proposed to be constructed and completed in one phase.

Primary access to the site would be off of North Palm Avenue through the Fig Garden Financial Center's
driveway, Shaw Avenue via private driveways (Figure I1-3 Access Plan). Both accesses would accommodate
ingress and egress into the proposed development, surface parking and garage parking accommodating 445
parking spaces. No public access will be provided from West San Jose Avenue.

PROJECT ADDRESSES (SEE TABLE MA-I)

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS (SEE TABLE MA-I AND FIGURES I-7A, I-7B &I-7C)
SIZE OF SITE SQUARE FOOTAGE (SEE TABLE MA-I)

SIZE OF SITE ACREAGE (SEE TABLE MA-I)

ZONING DESIGNATION (SEE TABLE MA-I & FIGURE I-5)

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION (SEE TABLE MA-] & FIGURE 1-2)

K RS N

TABLE MA-I
ADDRESS APN 5"‘;&?;.,?}“ S:fzgi‘f HEE:;N?::EGN %&ﬁi‘iﬁaﬁ
(EXISTING) [EXISTING)
525 W. San Josc Avenue | 417-240-37 61,855 1.42 R1-AH Rﬁ{f&'g;ﬂ’;ﬁi“m
569 W. San Josz Avenue | 417-231-16 | 102,366 235 R-2 ““:;:L‘i;‘m*“m
I NO ADDRESS 417-231-17 8276 0.19 RI-AH R“fﬂﬂﬂf‘;ﬁ:m

LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PARCELS TO BE REZONED

PARCEL 1: APN 417-231-16:
Lot 80 of California Poultry Farms, in the City of Fresno, County of Fresno, State of California,
according to the Map thereof recorded May 2, 1904 in Book 2, Page 82 of Record of Surveys, Records
of said County,

Excepting therefrom the South half thereof,

Panr s APN 417-231-17;
The West 30 feet of the North 278.34 feet of Lot 79 of California Poultry Farms, in the County of
Fresno, State of California, according to the Map thereof recorded in Book 2 Page 82 of Record of
Surveys, Fresno County Records.

PARCEL 3: APN 417-240-37:
The North 278.34 feet of Lot 79 of California Poultry Farms, as per Map recorded in Book 2, Page 82 of
Record of Surveys, Fresno County Records.

Excepting therefrom the East 90 feet thereof and the West 30 feet thereof.
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In addition, through prior consultations with neighbors in the adjacent residential neighborhoods, we learned
of their concerns about noise and other impacts associated with certain approaches to intensified residential
uses in these environs. We also learned about their concerns for appropriate set backs for any multi-storied
development. The proposed office structure will not include a residential component and will be
constructed to the same height and with comparable setbacks as the immediately adjacent office
development.

DESCRIPTION OF How THE ProOPOSAL HELPS IMPLEMENT THE 2025 FRESNO GENERAL PLAN,

The project will replace an aged former apartment two-story apartment complex structure with a Class A
four story office structure. The office structure will be developed in a style consistent with the three existing
adjacent office facilities which comprise the Fig Garden Financial Center. This in-fill development is
consistent with some key goals of the 2025 General Plan.

The proposed multi-storied office complex will be developed with a style and massing consistent with
adjacent commercial buildings. This style of development will also assist in the General Plan's goal of
developing urban design strategies to improve Fresno's visual image and enhance its form and function
(2025 General Plan, General Plan Goals, item 12, page 3). The project’s design and strategic location also
facilitate the General Plan's goal of providing activity centers within plan areas. (2025 General Plan,
General Plan goals, item 9, page 3).

More specifically, the General Plan's Urban Form Element includes a statement of strategies for
Commercial Land Use (item 7 at page 23). That statement confirms that a quality of life in the city requires
commercial developments for employment opportunities. Those commercial uses should be strategically
located to ensure accessibility and convenience to the population they service, while minimizing travel
requirements, infrastructure demands and adverse impacts, particularly adverse effects on nearby residential
areas. (See generally the Objectives and Policies of the City of Fresno 2025 General Plan at C-12). The
proposed project is a continuation of the development that comprises the existing Fig Garden Financial
Center, That strong market support for the existing Finaneial Center development is a reflection of its
qualities of appropriate access and convenience. The character and amenities of the Fig Garden Financial
Center have also proven its capacity to avoid adverse effects on nearby residential neighborhoods.
Development of this character in these environs has proven itself to serve as an effective transition between
more intensive commercial uses and sensitive residential areas (See General Plan Policy C-12-c, at page 41).

The Urban Form Element of the General Plan also discusses land use activity centers, which have been
conceptually located within the environs of this center. Such centers are intended to provide commercial
uses and employment centers. ‘The General Plan has a stated intent to support the development of those
centers, and to reinforce the goals though mixed-use and intensification (General Plan, Urban Form
Element, item 3, page 22 ). The Activity Center objective and policies are further detailed at page 35
(Objective C-4). Several policies detailed for that objective include the goal of pursuing intensive
concentrations of urban uses in strategically located areas to include commercial, employment and higher
density residential with pedestrian activities and linkages that provide multi-story facilities with
underground parking.

This project provides the infill and intensified employment center development that is one of the prongs of
the Activity Center goal. It provides a multi-storied facility with underground parking that intensifies
existing urban uses. Its strategic location for these development goals is demonstrated by the fact that the
site has obtained conceptual designation as a favored Activity Center location. (See materials prepared for
the "Activity Center Presentation to Joint Planning Commission on January 28, 2009" and Fresno Activity
Center and Corridor Intensification Study Workshop Materials conducted Dec&'mber 9, 2008, available at

http:/fwww. fresno.gov/Government/DepartmentDireciory/PlanningandDevelopment
[Planning/Ongoing+Planning+Studies.htm)
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Beyond the Activity Center Lands, the General Plan has a broader purpose of facilitating In-Fill
Development. Objective C-16 (General Plan page 25) details the goal of establishing more efficient,
economical and livable urban forms though the concentration of developments within older, built-up core
communities including activity centers. The location of this project, within an older, built-up core
community is an effective in-fill and private redevelopment of lands.

DESCRIBE IN DETAIL, THE PROPOSED USE(S)

The proposed multi-story office development will be utilized for a variety of commercial office
activities.

DETAIL THE HOURS OF OPERATION AND THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
The proposed office development will support a total of 400 employees.

The activities for the proposed office building will be conducted on normal business.

DETAIL THE EXPECTED DAILY VISITORS/USERS/GULESTS

The employees of the proposed office development are estimated at 400 and are anticipated to use the office
on normal business hours basis, 5 days a week; the tenants will also have occasional visitors andfor guests,

DESCRIBE ANY REASONABLE FORESEEABLE EFFECTS FROM CONSTRUCTION AND/OR THE

SITE THAT MAY IMPACT THE NEIGHBORS.

The construction of the proposed office building will involve demolition of the existing apartment complex.
The underground parking structure will require excavation and removal of approximately 35,000 cubic
yards of dirt. The construction of the parking structure will be a reinforced concrete structure with the
remaining of the above ground structure to be wood framed. Construction impact to the neighbors will be
noise.

The project will utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) for compliance with all State and Local Codes
for storm water quality during construction. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented
to minimize or prevent sediment or erosion to neighboring sites.

The addition of the new office building into the Financial Center (replacing the existing apartment complex)

will increase the density of the existing commercial office uses which would increase the potential for a
source of noise from the project area.

DETAIL ALL SECURITY MEASURES
There will be security lighting around the proposed project.
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Utilities required for the proposed project (e.g., electricity, natural gas, sewer and water) already exist on-site,
The project will comply with City of Fresno utility requirements and Utility Plans will be provided for final
permits,

The project is proposed to be constructed and completed in one phase.

Primary access to the site would be off of North Palm Avenue through the Fig Garden Financial Center's
driveway, Shaw Avenue via private driveways (Figure II-3 Access Plan). Both accesses would accommodate
ingress and egress into the proposed development, surface parking and garage parking accommodating 445
parking spaces. No public access will be provided from West San Jose Avenue.

v" PROJECT ADDRESSES (SEE TABLE MA-I)
v ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS (SEE TABLE MA-T AND FIGURES [-7A, I-7B &1-7C)
v" S1ZE OF SITE SQUARE FOOTAGE (SEE TABLE MA-I)
v" SIZE OF SITE ACREAGE (SEE TABLE MA-I)
v" ZONING DESIGNATION (SEE TABLE MA-I & FIGURE [-5)
v" GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION (SE6 TABLE MA-I & FIGURE 1-2)
TABLE MA-I
ZONING GENERAL PLAN
ADDRESS APN Srz'ézo-:.:ﬁm Sf&fﬂ? | DESIGNATION DESIGNATION
r {EXISTING) {EXISTING)
525 W. San Jose Avenue | 417-240-37 61,855 1.42 RI-AH R“ﬁ::'g’ﬂ::ﬁf““‘
569 W. San Jose Avenue | 417-231-16 102,366 235 R-2 ““]ifi:h“igﬁ?;m
NO ADDRESS 417-231-17 8,276 019 | RLAH Rﬂﬂ“‘;‘gﬁ’iﬁi““‘

FIGURES

= FIGURE I-1; EXISTING SITE PLAN

*  FIGUREI-2: EXISTING GENERAL PLAN
= FIGURE I-3: PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
*  FIGURE I-4; COMMUNITY BOUNDARY MAP
= FIGURE I-5; EXISTING ZONE MAP

*  FIGUREI-6: PROPOSED ZONING MAP

=  FIGURE I-TA: APN MAP

= FIGURE I-7B: APN Mar

= FIGURE [I-1: SITE PLAN EXHIBIT

*  FIGUREIL-2: ELEVATIONS EXHIBIT

*  FIGUREIL-3: ACCESS PLAN
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In addition, through prior consultations with neighbors in the adjacent residential neighborhoods, we learned
of their concerns about noise and other impacts associated with certain approaches to intensified residential
uses in these environs. We also leamed about their concerns for appropriate set backs for any multi-storied
development. The proposed office structure will not include a residential component and will be
constructed to the same height and with comparable setbacks as the immediately adjacent office
development.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE PROPOSAL HELPS IMPLEMENT THE 2025 FRESNO GENERAL PLAN,
The project will replace an aged former apartment two-story apartment complex structure with a Class A
four story office structure. The office structure will be developed in a style consistent with the three existing
adjacent office facilities which comprise the Fig Garden Financial Center. This in-fill development is
consistent with some key goals of the 2025 General Plan.

The proposed multi-storied office complex will be developed with a style and massing consistent with
adjacent commercial buildings. This style of development will also assist in the General Plan's goal of
developing urban design strategies to improve Fresno's visual image and enhance its form and function
(2025 General Plan, General Plan Goals, item 12, page 3). The project's design and strategic location also
facilitate the General Plan's goal of providing activity centers within plan areas. (2025 General Plan,
General Plan goals, item 9, page 3).

More specifically, the General Plan's Urban Form Element includes a statement of strategies for
Commercial Land Use (item 7 at page 23). That statement confirms that a quality of life in the city requires
commercial developments for employment opportunities. Those commercial uses should be sirategically
located to ensure accessibility and convenience to the population they service, while minimizing travel
requirements, infrastructure demands and adverse impacts, particularly adverse effects on nearby residential
arcas. (Sec generally the Objectives and Policies of the City of Fresno 2025 General Plan at C-12). The
proposed project is a continuation of the development that comprises the existing Fig Garden Financial
Center, That strong market support for the existing Financial Center development is a reflection of its
qualities of appropriate access and convenience, The character and amenities of the Fig Garden Financial
Center have also proven its capacity to avoid adverse effects on nearby residential neighborhoods.
Development of this character in these environs has proven itself to serve as an effective transition between
more intensive commercial uses and sensitive residential areas (Sze General Plan Policy C-12-¢, at page 41).

The Urban Form Element of the General Plan also discusses land use activity centers, which have been
conceptually located within the environs of this center. Such centers are intended to provide commercial
uses and employment centers. The General Plan has a stated intent to support the development of those
centers, and to reinforce the goals though mixed-use and intensification (General Plan, Urban Form
Element, item 3, page 22 ). The Activity Center objective and policies are further detailed at page 35
(Objective C-4). Several policies detailed for that objective include the goal of pursuing intensive
concentrations of urban uses in strategically located areas to include commercial, employment and higher
density residential with pedestrian activities and linkages that provide multi-story facilities with
underground parking.

This project provides the infill and intensified employment center development that is one of the prongs of
the Activity Center poal, It provides a multi-storied facility with underground parking that intensifies
existing urban uses. Ifs strategic location for these development goals is demonstrated by the fact that the
site has obtained conceptual designation as a favored Activity Center location. (See materials prepared for
the "Activity Center Presentation to Joint Planning Commission on January 28, 2009" and Fresno Activity
Center and Corridor Intensification Study Workshop Malerials conducted December 9, 2008, available at
hup:iwww. fresno.gov/Government/DepartmentDirectory/PlanningandDevelopment
[Planning/Ongoing+Planning+Studies.htm)
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Beyond the Activity Center Lands, the General Plan has a broader purpose of facilitating In-Fill
Development. Objective C-16 (General Plan page 25) details the goal of establishing more efficient,
economical and livable urban forms though the concentration of developments within older, built-up core
communities including activity centers. The location of this project, within an older, built-up core
community is an effective in-fill and private redevelopment of lands.

DESCRIBE IN DETAIL, THE PROPOSED USE(S)

The proposed multi-story office development will be utilized for a variety of commiercial office
activities.

DETAIL THE HOURS OF OPERATION AND THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
The proposed office development will support a total of 400 employees.

The activities for the proposed office building will be conducted on normal business.

DETAIL THE EXPECTED DAILY VISITORS/USERS/GUESTS

The employees of the proposed office development are estimated at 400 and are anticipated to use the office
on normal business hours basis, 5 days a week; the tenants will also have occasional visitors andfor guests.

DESCRIBE ANY REASONABLE FORESEEABLE EFFECTS FROM CONSTRUCTION AND/OR THE

SITE THAT MAY IMPACT THE NEIGHBORS.

The construction of the proposed office building will involve demolition of the existing apartment complex.
The underground parking structure will require excavation and removal of approximately 35,000 cubic
yards of dirt. The construction of the parking structure will be a reinforced conerete structure with the
remaining of the above ground structure to be wood framed. Construction impact to the neighbors will be
noise,

The project will utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) for compliance with all State and Local Codes
for storm water quality during construction. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented
to minimize or prevent sediment or erosion to neighboring sites.

The addition of the new office building into the Financial Center (replacing the existing apartment complex)

will increase the density of the existing commercial office uses which would increase the potential for a
source of noise from the project area.

DETAIL ALL SECURITY MEASURES
There will be security lighting around the proposed project.
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In addition, through prior consultations with neighbors in the adjacent residential neighborhoods, we learned
of their concerns about noise and other impacts associated with certain approaches lo intensified residential
uses in these environs. We also learned about their concerns for appropriate set backs for any multi-storied
development. The proposed office structure will not include a residential component and will be
constructed to the same height and with comparable setbacks as the immediately adjacent office
development.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE PrOPOSAL HELPS IMPLEMENT THE 2025 FRESNO GENERAL PLAN.

The project will replace an aged former apartment two-story apartment complex structure with a Class A
four story office structure. The office structure will be developed in a style consistent with the three existing
adjacent office facilities which comprise the Fig Garden Financial Center. This in-fill development is
consistent with some key goals of the 2025 General Plan.

The proposed multi-storied office complex will be developed with a style and massing consistent with
adjacent commercial buildings. This style of development will also assist in the General Plan's goal of
developing urban design strategies to improve Fresno's visual image and enhance its form and function
(2025 General Plan, General Plan Goals, item 12, page 3). The project's design and strategic location also
facilitate the General Plan's goal of providing activity centers within plan areas. (2025 General Plan,
General Plan goals, item 9, page 3).

More specifically, the General Plan's Urban Form Element includes a statement of strategies for
Commercial Land Use (item 7 at page 23). That statement confirms that a quality of life in the city requires
commercial developments for employment opportunities, Those commercial uses should be strategically
located to ensure accessibility and convenience to the population they service, while minimizing travel
requirements, infrastructure demands and adverse impacts, particularly adverse effects on nearby residential
areas. (See generally the Objectives and Policies of the City of Fresno 2025 General Plan at C-12). The
proposed project is a continuation of the development that comprises the existing Fig Garden Financial
Center. That strong market support for the existing Financial Center development is a reflection of ils
qualities of appropriate access and convenience. The character and amenities of the Fig Garden Financial
Center have also proven its capacity to avoid adverse effects on nearby residential neighborhoods.
Development of this character in these environs has proven itself to serve as an effective transition between
more intensive commercial uses and sensitive residential arcas (See General Plan Policy C-12-c, at page 41),

The Urban Form Element of the General Plan also discusses land use activity centers, which have been
conceptually located within the environs of this center. Such centers are intended to provide commercial
uses and employment centers. The General Plan has a stated intent to support the development of those
centers, and to reinforce the goals though mixed-use and intensification (General Plan, Urban Form
Element, item 3, page 22 ). The Activity Center objective and policies are further detailed at page 35
(Objective C-4). Several policies detailed for that objective include the goal of pursuing intensive
concentrations of urban uses in strategically located areas to include commercial, employment and higher
density residential with pedestrian activities and linkages that provide multi-story facilities with
underground parking.

This project provides the infill and intensified employment center development that is one of the prongs of
the Activity Center goal. It provides a multi-storied facility with underground parking that intensifies
existing urban uses. Its strategic location for these development goals is demonstrated by the fact that the
site has obtained conceptual designation as a favored Activity Center location. (See materials prepared for
the "Activity Center Presentation to Jeint Planning Commission on January 28, 2009" and Fresno Activity
Center and Corridor Intensification Study Workshop Materials conducted December 9, 2008, available at

http:/www fresno. poviGovernment/DepartmentDirectory/Planningand Development
Planning/Ongoing+Planning+Studies.htm)
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Beyond the Activity Center Lands, the General Plan has a broader purpose of facilitaling In-Fill
Development. Objective C-16 (General Plan page 25) details the goal of establishing more efficient,
economical and livable urban forms though the concentration of developments within older, built-up core
communities including activity centers. The location of this project, within an older, built-up core
community is an effective in-fill and private redevelopment of lands.

DESCRIBE IN DETAIL, THE PROPOSED USE(S)
The proposed multi-story office development will be ufilized for a variety of commercial office
activities.

DETAIL THE HOURS OF OPERATION AND THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
The proposed office development will support a total of 400 employees.

The activities for the proposed office building will be conducted on normal business.

DETAIL THE EXPECTED DAILY VISITORS/USERS/GUESTS

The employees of the proposed office development are estimated at 400 and are anticipated to use the office
on normal business hours basis, 5 days a week; the tenants will also have oceasional visitors and/or guests,

DESCRIBE ANY REASONABLE FORESEEABLE EFFECTS FROM CONSTRUCTIGN AND/OR THE

SITE THAT MAY IMPACT THE NEIGHBORS.

The construction of the proposed office building will involve demolition of the existing apartment complex.
The underground parking structure will require excavation and removal of approximately 35,000 cubic
vards of dirt. The construction of the parking structure will be a reinforced concrete structure with the
remaining of the above ground structure to be wood framed. Construction impact to the neighbors will be
NG,

The project will utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) for compliance with all State and Local Codes
for storm water quality during construction. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented
to minimize or prevent sediment or erosion to neighboring sites.

The addition of the new office building into the Financial Center (replacing the existing apartment complex)

will increase the density of the existing commercial office uses which would increase the potential for a
source of noise from the project area.

DETAIL ALL SECURITY MEASURES
There will be security lighting around the proposed project.
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Environmental Assessment Application

B.

10.

1.

12,

13.

14,

15.

If this project Involves a Site Plan Review and/er rezoning for an industrial use, describe in detail the use intended
{such as sheet metal fabrcation, auto body painting, warehouse, meal packing, frozen food processing, truck trailer
assembly, etc.):

No Industrial Use proposed

Identify probable sources of noise generated by the proposed project that affect the surrounding area. If noise is
considered moderate or severs, describe measures fo be takan fo reduce the effect.
The addition of the new coffice building (replacing the existing Apartmeant Complex) will increase the
density of the existing office uses, which would be the scle potential source of noise on an ongoing
basis. However, during development of the site, construction noise will also be generated

Describe known sources of noise In the vicinity thal may impinge upon the proposed project site:
Mone

Describe other characteristics of the proposed project that will cause smoke, odors, or gases:
Mone

Describe existing structures on the site and other site characteristics:

See Attached
Deascribe the existing use of the site and other site characteristics:

See Attached Project Description

Adjoining Land Uses: {Example: North — new single story apartmants)

North Land uses to the north of the Site are Planned Medium Residential

Souh  -@nd uses to the south of the Site are Planned Medium/Low Residential (Figure |-2)
East Land uses fo the east of the Site are Planned Medium/Low Residential (Figure [-2)
west  -and uses to the west of the Site are Planned Commercial (Figure |-2)

Is the proposed project site within 200 yards of an existing or proposed freeway? [ Yes Noy;

Within 200 yards of a railroad?  [] Yes No

It is the applicant’s opinfon that significant adverse effects on the environment [ will will not result from
the proposed project.

Other comments or information. Attach additional sheats if necessary.
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Michelle A. Asadoorian, President
Janet Ryan, Clerk

Valerie F. Davis

Fresno Unified RREATVE
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Preparing Career Ready Graduates Facilities Management & Planning SUPERINTENDENT

Michael E. Hanson

July 1, 2011

Mike Sanchez

Development and Resource Management
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor

Fresno, CA 93721-3604

SUBJECT- PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. A-11-006
REZONE APPLICATION R-11-008
VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 2008-07
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION C-11-088
5204 N. PALM AVE. (APN 417-240-37, 417-231-16 & 17)
FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER OFFICE EXPANSION

Dear Mr Sanchez,

In response to your request for review and comment on Plan Amendment Application No. A-11-006,
Rezone Application R-11-008, Vesting Tentative Parcel Map 2008-07, and Conditional Use Permit C-11-
088, Fresno Unified School District submits the following.

Any urban commercial development occurring as a result of project approval will have an impact on the
District’s student housing capacity Commercial development generates employees, and the children of
employees will need to be housed in district schools. The District, through local funding, is in a position to
mitigate its shortage of classrooms to accommodate planned population growth for the foreseeable future.
However, the District recognizes that the legislature, as a matter of law, has deemed, under Government
Code Section 65996, that all school facilities impacts are mitigated as a consequence of SB 50’s Level 1, 2
and 3 developer fee legislative provisions.

Any new development on the subject property or conversion of non-habitable to habitable space is subject
to development fees of $2.97 per square foot for residential and $0.47 per square foot for commercial
development. However, per Government Code section 65995, “a ‘credit’ is to be given per square foot to
all commercial and industrial construction for any structures (commercial, industrial, or residential) that
were demolished on the site after the beginning of a project,” therefore only the difference of square
footage for the proposed project would be charged. Any new development on the property will be subject
to the development fee prior to issuance of a building permit.

1. Attendance area information. The project is presently within the attendance areas of the schools
identified below

Elementary School.  Kratt

Intermediate School ~ Tenaya
High School. Bullard

2309 TulareStreet . Fresno, Ca93721-2287 . www.fresno.kI2.caus



Plan Amendment A-11-006, Rezone R-11-008, Parcel Map 2008-07, Conditional Use Permit C-11-088,
Page 2

2. Transportation will be available for students attending the above identified elementary, intermediate
and high schools in accordance with District standards in effect at the time of enrollment. The cost of
transportation is currently $41.50 per hour The cost of providing transportation services to students
from the project will add to District transportation expenses.

3 Based on the 400 proposed employees, this project could potentially generate 60 K-12 students which
may have an impact on nearby schools. Additional transportation could be required if the assigned
neighborhood schools cannot accommodate the increased number of students.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at 457-3074 if you have any questions or
require additional information regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

[

Lisa LeBlanc, Executive Director
Facilities Management and Planning

LL:hh



477 W. San Jose Avenue
Fresno, California 93704
August 24, 2011

Mr. Mike Sanchez, Planning Manager

City of Fresno Planning & Development Department
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

July 25, 2011

Dear Mr, Sanchez:

Attached are written comments on the NOP for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV project. Please consider these
comments in response to the NOP.  We are currently on the mailing list for all notices regarding this project.

Very truly yours, - _
Y - ) Yy
— 7 | - T \M:h‘f\# {
T Zonh ¢ (e TN re—
Frank and Carolyn Fries /
Email; ffries54@att.net



EIR SCOPING MEETING
JULY 7, 2011
NOP COMMENT CARD

Please consider the following comments in response to the NOP:

1.

Continuation of sloping berm that currently runs along San Ramon to San Jose Avenues. We
understand the berm will be continued down San Jose Avenue to be consistent with the existing
berm that runs down San Ramon, Cofonial and onto San Jose. However, we would like to see
the Devefoper/City include redwood trees in the berm landscaping as these provide excelient
screening of the high rise building and are also conducive to the existing landscaping and the
natural rural feel of the neighborhood. We also feel the inclusion of a partial sidewalk along the
San Jose berm is unnecessary (it will fead to nowhere) and again would not be consistent with
the existing landscape which includes only curbs and gutters.

We ask that the existing redwoods and deodor pines remain in place and that the project be
designed to include them in the landscape. This would include the redwoods on the East side of
the existing building that will be connected via the courtyard of the proposed building. We
would like to see these mature trees that currently provide significant screening for the San Jose
neighborhood incorporated into the proposed landscape of the new project. We also ask that
any new trees that are planted he of a significant mature size.

We understand a new traffic study will take place. We would like to again emphasize that there
is a farge number of cars that currently use San Jose/Colonial/San Ramon as a cut through
between Maroa and Palm all hours of the day. Few of these cars honor the speed limit. We
believe the construction of an additional building will bring more traffic through the
neighborhood. Making a left hand turn onto Palm from San Ramon (traveling West) is pretty
much impossible not to mention extremely dangerous. We would like you to consider a
reconfiguration of the outlet at San Ramon to Palm to not allow traffic to enter the
neighborhood off of Palm and only allow a right hand turn from San Ramon onto Palm all hours
of the day. This would provide an exit for residents in the neighborhood and could also serve as
an entrance for emergency vehicles. All residents in the neighborhood can access their property
off of Maroa. We do not, under any circumstances, want a signal light installed at San Ramon
and Palm as this would result in even more traffic moving through the neighborhood. Another
solution might be to install several “gentle” speed bumps along San Ramon and San Jose to slow
traffic and deter cut through traffic.

Courtyard. We are concerned that the proposed courtyard to be constructed hetween the
existing and proposed building will be significantly larger than the one that exists between the
two other buildings located along San Jose Avenue. Given the existing courtyard at the older
building site is of significant size, we would propose that the new courtyard be of the same size,
thereby reducing the infringement of the building on the neighborhood.

Garage fans. The proposed project includes four new garage fans that will be located in four
areas of the parking lot closest to the neighborhood. The existing fans can already be heard
within the neighborhood. We request that there be proper acoustics instalied to insure the fan
noise will not be heard when in operation.

Lighting. Lighting was one subject that was not addressed at the July meeting. We have driven
our neighborhood and the Fig Garden Financial area to see how it is currently lit. There are
currently street lights focated along the north side of San Jose Avenue from the corner of
Colonial going East. The last street light is located at the end of the property where the parking
lot west of the proposed huilding will end. As a result, there should be no need for additional



street fights. The lights located within the parking lot area should be of such a height that they
do not infringe on the neighboring homes and should not be located directly aiong the San Jose
side of the parking area (as there are already street lights), nor on the East side of the parking
lot. Any lights that are installed should have side barriers to avoid shining into the
neighborhood,
Habitat. Our neighborhood currently has a number of birds, squirrels, a neighborhood fox, and
raccoons. We are concerned that this construction project could have a very negative effect on
this habitat.
Dust/Dirt mitigation. We would request that construction equipment not be allowed to enter
and leave via San Jose Avenue. There is concern regarding this type of traffic on an already
busy, narrow and pot ridden residential street as well as the issue of excessive amounts of dust
and dirt. We are also concerned about the dust/dirt that will be generated from the tear down
of the existing apartment complex as well as the digging for the underground parking and
construction site itself. | am a heart transplant patient with a compromised immune system and
spent 9 months in the hospital and incurred the foss of an eye due to an aspergilius infection
(airborne fungus common to construction sites). We live 3 doors down from the proposed
project. If this project is to proceed, we request the strictest dust/dirt mitigation efforts be
imposed to protect the neighborhood residents, including the following:
- Priorto digging and throughout the day, the ground be wet down in order to prevent soil
from becoming airborne. The work should be monitored on a continuous basis.
All excavated dirt and materials be covered when not in use.
- All'trucks transporting excavated dirt and materials be covered and not be routed
through the neighborhood.
- All trucks should be staged in the site areas to avoid picking up and tracking dust and
mud onto streets close to the neighborhood.



Mr. Mike Sanchez,

City of Fresno Planning and Development Dept.
2600 Fresno St.

Fresno, Ca.

RE: nop comment letter for Fig Garden Financial center Phase IV

Dear Mike,

My concerns are:

Traffic,

I request that you include a cumulative traffic analysis showing
effects of increased traffic at the intersection of Palm and Shaw
And generally the effects on Palm Ave between Shaw and
Herndon, taking into consideration the traffic already generated by
Bullard High School and the Palm Bluffs business district.

[ request that the study include the intersection at Palm and San
Ramon Ave.

[ request that there would be no access to San Jose Ave. from the
office complex except for emergency vehicles,

Aesthetics and biological resources:

I request that a study be implemented to address the possibility of
saving the mature Deodar Cedar trees that exist on the property.
These trees are characteristic of this neighborhood development
from many years ago and may be of historical significance.

They would certainly bring forth much needed shade and screening
for the benefit of the neighbors.

Noise

I request the placement of the circulation garage fans be specified
and that a study be done on then level of noise generated by these
fans.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Mrs. Lori Geisler



f-lgeisler@comcast.net
(559)447-1193

494 W, San Jose Ave.
Fresno 93704

f-lgeisler@comcast.net



Mike Sanchez

From: l.ori Geisler [f-lgeisler@comcast.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 5:35 PM

To: Mike Sanchez; lhumble@ddaplanning.com; smommer@larsandersen.com
Cc: waymaon kissler; Jeff Christensen

Subject: Gunner Andros Fig Garden Office Complex phase 4

Mike Sanchez City of Fresno Planning Dept
Scott Mommer c¢/o Lars Andersen Co.
Leianne Humble Denise Duffy & Assoc, Inc.

My concerns are:

Traffic,

W. San Jose ave., (our street) is already in poor condition and the county informs me that they make decisions
for improvements based on volume of traffic. |

request that you include a traffic analysis on W San Jose Ave taking into consideration the increased traffic
generated by the office complex and the additional traffic

created by the construction of the office complex.

Aesthetics,

I request that the planting along W. Sam Jose Ave. be consistent with the landscaping of the adjacent office
buildings, same plants and trees, block walls and

no sidewalks.

Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,
Mrs. Lori Geisler
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A Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been completed for this project. Written comments on the NOP
will be accepted from June 36, 2011 through the close of the public review period on July 30, 2611,

Please drop comments in the comment box at this meeting or mail your written comments to: Mike
Sanchez, Planning Manager, City of IFresno Planning & Development Department, 2600 Fresno
Street, Fresno, CA 93721



Friday, July 17, 2011

Mr. Mike Sanchez
Fresno City Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Sanchez:
EIR (NOP) Comments and Concerns:

Overview: Although this project (FGFC Phase 1V) extends commercial
development into a quiet residential neighborhood, it makes far more
sense that the previously projected behemoth apartment building. The
most important aspect is that it will apparently not change the
character of the neighborhood, something very important to the single-
story, owner-occupied dwellings of the area.

NOP Comments and EIR Considerations
Probable Environmental Effects: Please consider, investigate, and
mitigate where appropriate the following comments:

1. Aesthetics: The project needs to maintain the continuity of the
curbing which extends itself from just north of the Eden Park
Apartments property line clear around to San Ramon and Palm
Avenues. Therefore it would be inane to follow the letter of the
law and put in a 600-feet-long “sidewalk to nowhere.”
Aesthetically, then, it will look much better the buffer already in
place is maintained along the North end of the project.

Also meriting close attention relates to the landscaping. There
are, in fact, indigenous trees (e.g. Deodars) on the proposed
grounds of the construction sight which deserve serious
consideration of saving.

2. Air Quality: Construction should make every effort to keep the

dust down to a minimum.

Biological Resources: No significant negative impact foreseen.
Cultural Resources: A major abortion of a cultural resource has
already taken place, entirely without regard or respect for
historical preservation. The old “Doc Adams” farmhouse,
formerly at 525 W. San Jose Avenue, was razed by the developers
in question before anyone in the neighborhood knew what was
happening or the V@FG project was introduced. This goes to

el



show that the deal had gone down long before attempting to
achieve legal status for its future development.

The farmhouse in question very well could have been
classified as an historical building ticketed for cultural
preservation/renovation/restoration.

There was no analysis based on archeological investigation
and historic evaluation of the razed farmhouse, which was nigh
onto 100 years old.

Geology and Soils: No Significant impact.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials: None Known.
7. Hydrology and Water Quality: Conservation and regulation
needs to be assured.

8. Land Use & Planning: This project has been promoted as infill,

when truth be told an historical farmhouse and a viable

apartment building had to be removed in order to create artificial
infill circumstances. Poor planning, indeed.

Noise: Construction noise needs to be kept to a minimum.

9, Public Services/Utilities: Effects need to be studied.
10. Traffic: A major problem already exists in people using W. San
Jose Ave. as short-cut bypass for Shaw Ave. to avoid dealing with
Shaw and Palm Avenues. Even though the developers claim all
access will approach from Palm and/or Shaw Avenues, traffic will
overflow to the East on San Jose on an already too-well-traveled
street. What is really needed on W. San Jose west of Maroa Avenue
are speed-bumps to slow down the speeders who do use the street as
a short-cut bypass. A speed-limit sign would also be a helpful and
welcome addition.
The project traffic study conducted for the EIR should be
stamped and signed by the engineer.
11. Cumulative Impacts: Much heavier traffic problems
12. Alternatives: Too late for that.
| am requesting that each of the above topics be carefully
and dutifully and legally studied, the results published, and
mitigation procedures be explored to bring the proposed
project closer to fitting in with the character of the
neighborhood.
Sincerely, .
U’ C. f)iiw,@/‘c,/
Waymon C. Kissler 559-248-0824
Neighborhood Watch Captain

o o



Leianne Humble

From: Richard Nordstrom [richnord74@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 10, 2011 4:37 PM

To: mike.sanchez@fresno.gov; Leianne Humble
Cc: MARGARET NORDSTROM

Subject: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project

T am sorry I missed the meeting on the 6th of July. However, I hope it is not too late
to pose a few questions for the EIR report. It seems to me that the report has three
questions to address that are of importance to the impact of the project on the

surrounding residents. A.) I note that there are plans for parking for 445 vehicles. It
would be nice to know the average vehicle ownership (number of cars) per family in the
target family income group. If average rents are $3,000 then how many cars do people who

can afford this rent own? Is the plan sufficient for this type of renter? B.) Suppose
four nurses go together to rent an appartment. This would be 4 cars per that unit. Are
there systems in place to prevent such an overload of an appartment in light of the
limited parking? C.) Finally, since there is a plan for access via the "parking lot at
Fig Garden Village", how will he study address the effect of traffic at peak periods? It
would seem that the report needs at least three scenarios ..... a projected traffic
pattern with some, none or all cars exiting via the parking lot .... a projected traffic
pattern with some, none or all cars exiting via Palm .... a projected pattern with some,
none or all cars exiting via Marca.

from Richard Nordstrom
Be who you are and say what you feel...

because those that matter... don't mind...
and those that mind...don't matter!



Mr.Mike Sanchez, Planning Manager e i
City of Fresno Planning & Development Department
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

July 25, 2011

o

Dear Mr. Sanchez:
Attached are written comments on the NOP for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV project. We ask that these
comments be considered in response to the NOP and that our names be added to the mailing list to receive all future

correspondence and notices relative to this project.

Very truly yours,
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ZIR SCOPING MEETING
IULY 7, 2011
NOP COMMENT CARD

Please consider the following comments in response to the NOP:

L

Continuation of sioping berm that currently runs along San Ramon to San Jose Avenues. We
understand the berm will be continued down San Jose Avenue to be consistent with the existing
berm that runs down San Ramon, Colonial and onto San Jose. However, we would like to see
the Developer/City include redwood trees in the berm landscaping as these provide excellent
screening of the high rise building and are also conducive to the existing landscaping and the
natural rural feel of the neighborhood. We also feel the inclusion of a partial sidewalk along the
San Jose berm is unnecessary {it will lead to nowhere) and again would not be consistent with
the existing landscape which includes only curbs and gutters.

We ask that the existing redwoods and deodor pines remain in ptace and that the project be
designed to include them in the landscape. This would include the redwoods on the Fast side of
the existing building that will be connected via the courtyard of the proposed building. We
would like to see these mature trees that currently provide significant screening for the San Jose
neighborhood incorporated into the proposed landscape of the new project. We also ask that
any new trees that are planted be of a significant mature size.

We understand a new traffic study will take place. We would like to again emphasize that there
is a large number of cars that currently use San Jose/Colonial/San Ramon as a cut through
between Maroa and Palm all hours of the day. Few of these cars honor the speed limit. We
betieve the construction of an additional building will bring more traffic through the
neighborhood. Making a left hand turn onto Paim from San Ramon (traveling West) is pretty
much impossible not to mention extremely dangerous. We would like you to consider a
reconfiguration of the outlet at San Ramon to Palm to not allow traffic to enter the
neighborhood off of Palm and only allow a right hand turn from San Ramon onto Palm all hours
of the day. This would provide an exit for residents in the neighborhood and could also serve as
an entrance for emergency vehicles. All residents in the neighborhood can access their property
off of Maroa. We do not, under any circumstances, want a signal light installed at San Ramon
and Palm as this would result in even more traffic moving through the neighborhood. Another
solution might be to install several “gentle” speed bumps along San Ramon and San Jose to slow
traffic and deter cut through traffic.

Courtyard. We are concerned that the proposed courtyard to be constructed between the
existing and proposed building will be significantly larger than the one that exists between the
two other buildings focated along San Jose Avenue. Given the existing courtyard at the older
building site is of significant size, we would propose that the new courtyard be of the same size,
thereby reducing the infringement of the building on the neighborhood.

Garage fans. The proposed project includes four new garage fans that wilt be located in four
areas of the parking lot closest to the neighborhood. The existing fans can already be heard
within the neighborhood. We request that there be proper acoustics installed to insure the fan
noise will not be heard when in operation.

Lighting. Lighting was one subject that was not addressed at the July meeting. We have driven
our neighborhood and the Fig Garden Financial area to see how it is currently lighted. There are
currently street lights located along the north side of San Jose Avenue from the corner of
Colonial going East. The last street light is located at the end of the property where the parking
lot west of the propesed buitding will end. As a result, there should be no need for additional



street fights. The lights located within the parking lot area shouid be of such a height that they
do not infringe on the neighboring homes and should not be located directly along the San Jose
side of the parking area (as there are already street lights), nor on the East side of the parking
lot. Any lights that are installed should have side barriers to avoid shining into the
neighborhood
Habitat. Our neighborhood currently has a number of birds, squirrels, a neighborhood fox, and
raccoons. We are concerned that this construction project could have a very negative effect on
this habitat.
Dust/Dirt mitigation. We would request that construction eguipment not be allowed to enter
and leave via San Jose Avenue. There is concern regarding this type of traffic on an already
busy, narrow and pot ridden residential street as well as the issue of excessive amounts of dust
and dirt. We are also concerned about the dust/dirt that will be generated from the tear down
of the existing apartment complex as well as the digging for the underground parking and
construction site itself. 1f this project is to proceed, we request the strictest dust/dirt mitigation
efforts be imposed to protect the neighborhood residents from dust/dirt and airborne fungus
diseases, including the following:
- Prior to digging and throughout the day, the ground be wet down in order to prevent soil
from becoming airborne. The work should be monitored on a continuous basis.
- All excavated dirt and materials be covered when not in use.
All trucks transporting excavated dirt and materials be covered and not be routed
threugh the neighborhood.
- All trucks should be staged in the site areas to avoid picking up and tracking dust and
mud onte streets close to the neighborhood.



TO: MIKE SANCHEZ, PLANNING MANAGER, CITY OF FRESNO PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, 2600 FRESNO STREET, FRESNO CA 93721

FROM: MARY KATHERIND (KATY) RAU, 552 W. BAN JOSIE, FRESNO CA 93704
(MEKRAU@COMCASTNET).

RE: FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER, PHASE IV, NOP COMMENT AFTER EIR SCOPING
METING, JULY 7, 2011

DATE: 7/15/2011

I think the proposed structure is a wise use of the land and would mesh well with the existing
restdential neighborhood. The notes below reflect specific concerns.

Aesthetics: The streets which border the northern side of the existing Financial Center campus, San
Ramon, Colonial, and a small stretch of San Jose, are landscaped without sidewalks, and with a berm
sloping up from the roadway to a block fence. Extending the berm landscaping style eastward on San
Jose, in front of the Phase IV building and parking lot, would give nice continuity to the overall
design and soften the visual impact of a new office building on San Jose. This street, at least between
Colonial and Maroa, is characterized by low density housing and abundant trees.

Biological Resources: The building site has a number of mature fir and deodar trees, which are
distinctive to the neighborhood and add to its visual appeal. We hope that these can be preserved as
far as possible.

Hydrology: The current storm drainage on San Jose 1s challenged during moderate or heavy rainfall,
with flooding from side to side of the street. Increased runoff is likely after Phase IV converts the
existing open field and the garden-style apartments to cement and asphalt surfaces. The project
should be graded to minimize water flow to San Jose, and additional drainage should be in place
before the structure and surface parking are completed.

Noise: Phase IV extends the existing underground parking along San Jose. The noise from venting
fans is a concern to the neighborhood, since the existing vent fans are quite audible in operation.

Light Pollution: Phase IV is bounded on three sides by individual homes or small multi-family

complexes. The least intrusive lighting should be used for the parking areas and perimeter drive
around the office building.

K&\m)\&,



July 28, 2011

Terry B Stone
457 W San Jose
Fresno, CA 93704

Mike Sanchez, Planning Manager

City of Fresno Planning & Development Dept
2600 Fresno St

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Sanchez:

This letter is in regard to the scope and content of the Draft Environmental Report for the Fig Garden
Financial Center phase four project.

I am requesting that the scope and content of the Draft Environmental Impact Report include study,
evaluate and require that the items listed below be incorporated into the project.

I am a home owner living on West San Jose, near the proposed project site. My neighbors and | on
West San Jose, between the proposed project and N Maroa, love our street just as it exists today.
West San Jose, near the Financial Center, is a beautiful, narrow country lane like street with few
sidewalks; allowing for a lush border of trees, shrubs and ground cover to grace the intimate sides of
our narrow street. Our narrow tree-lined lane is very similar in beauty, charm and ambiance, to the
beautiful country lane like streets that exist within Fresno’s treasured and highly acclaimed Old Fig
Garden neighborhood.

Within Old Fig Garden, as on West San Jose, it is a widely known fact among the homeowners there,
that the complete absence of sidewalks on the narrow streets is a major contributing factor to the
street’s beauty, charm and wonderful country lane like ambiance. That ambiance, charm, unigue
beauty and country lane like tranquility is why Old Fig Garden is considered to be one of Fresno’s finest
amenities.

An amenity that the homeowner’s have for many years gone to great lengths to protect and preserve.

We homeowners, living on West San Jose, like the homeowners of Old Fig Garden, have a heartfelt
desire to protect and preserve the beauty and country lane like charm that currently exists on our
lovely little street. We consider that charm to be one of our finest amenities.

In the interest of protecting the country lane like ambiance, beauty and tranquility, serenity that now
exists on West San Jose, | am requesting that the items listed below be included in the scope and
content of the Draft Environmental Impact Report and that the items be studied, evaluated and
required to be incorporated into the project.

One
That there be no sidewalks on West San Jose.



Two
That there be no widening of the pavement at that portion of the street that border the now vacant
parcel.

Three
That the transition buffer zone be extended to what is now the edge of the pavement; thus helping to
preserve the wonderful country lane like atmosphere of our narrow street,

Four
That the proposed new buffer transition zone for phase four be identical to the beautiful buffer zones
that now exist along West San Jose, North Colonial, and West San Ramon.

Five

That the fast and tall growing species of pine or redwood trees be planted along West San Jose and
also along the east boundary of the project; that the mature trees growing along West San Jose be
preserved.

Implementation of the measures outlined above would help ensure that the Old Fig Garden like charm
of our street will be protected, preserved and cherished for years to come,

{ am 66 and suffer from periodic asthmatic bronchitis, allergies and other respiratory problems. My
neighbor has a serious, life threatening heart condition that is subject to infection from pathogens
associated with airborne dirt and dust particles.

Please provide for a study to be conducted to determine what disease causing pathogens exist within
the soil to be excavated in order to prevent the possibility of serious illness to myself and my neighbors
from airborne pathogens associated with the airborne dirt and dust pollution to be expected leaking
from the many hundreds of dump truck loads required to remove 35,000 cubic yards of soil from the
job site.

I am requesting that an alternate route be found for those dump trucks that does not involve their
traveling on West San Jose between the job site and North Maroa Avenue,

Please include in the scope and content of the Draft Environmental Impact Report all of the concerns,
requests, and items outlined in the letter, along with a written response to each. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Terry B. Stone
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A Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been completed for this project. Written comments on the NOP
will be accepted from June 30, 2011 through the close of the public review period on July 30, 2011.

Please drop comments in the comment box at this meeting or mail your written comments fo: Mike
Sanchez, Planning Manager, City of Fresno Planning & Development Department, 2600 Fresno
Street, Fresno, CA 93721



July 25,2011

Mike Sanchez

Fresno City Planning and Development
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA. 93721

Mr. Sanchez,

EIR (NOPY Concerns and Comments — for consideration, investigation and mitigation

1.

Aestheties
Maintenance of the curbing which extends from north of Eden park Apartments

to San Ramon and Palm Avenue is necessary. Putting in a sidewalk which begins and
ends, going nowhere, is not necessary. The existing indigenous trees (Deodars)
should remain.

2.

)

0.

Air Quality

The dust created by construction should e kept at a minimum, due to the health
and welfare of the existing neighbors.
Biological Resources
Awareness of existing endangered species (i.e., the kit fox family) and the wide
variety of birds (i.c.. hawks, hummingbirds, ete,) should be taken into account
during construction.
Cultural Resources
The “Doc Adams™ farmhouse has, sadly, already been razed, without any analysis
done as to preservation or possible uses.
Geology and Soils
The existing soil needs to be analyzed as to water use and planting of landscape.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
None known.
Hydrology and Water Quality
As a Fresno County Master Gardener, [ am concerned about the choice of
landscape plants being water conscious, and requested a list of plants at the
Scoping meeting, but as of this date, have not received any such list.
Land Use and Planning
Noise during construction should be respected according to City ordinances.
Public Services/Utilities
Issues involving electrical power overload in the neighborhood need to be studied.



10, Traffic
There should be no access to West San Jose, as there is already a problem with
traffic which spills from and to Shaw Avenue. Speed Himit sighs and speed
bumps would help with this.
Cumulative impacts
a. Water usage
b. Traffic spillage onto West San Jose Avenue
¢. Possible overload on electricity in the arca
11, Alternatives
None known.
In closing, each of the above topics should be addressed on the EIR, with all
results published and available to all members of the neighborhood.

Most sincerely,

Valerie Welk-Kissler
425 W. San Jose Ave.
Fresno, CA. 93704-2315
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INTRODUCTION

This Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis was prepared to assess the impacts due
to the proposed Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV development, which will be
located on the south side of West San Jose Avenue between Maroa and Palm Avenues
in the City of Fresno. The approximately 3.96 acre site is currently occupied by a
vacant, single-level apartment complex with 44 units. The proposed project will be
comprised of a four-story 104,593 square foot office building.

This report describes the existing air quality setting and potential effects from project
implementation on the site and its surrounding area. The air quality analysis for the
proposed project included construction and operational air quality modeling and
greenhouse gas emissions modeling. URBEMIS 2007 program was used to quantify
project related emissions of criteria pollutants. The URBEMIS-2007 results and other
forecasting methods were used to quantify greenhouse gas emissions. The modeling
methodology and output are provided in Appendices 1 and 2.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Air Pollution Climatology

The project is located in the City of Fresno which is located in the San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin. The air basin is generally shaped like a bowl. It is open in the north and is
surrounded by mountain ranges on all other sides. The Sierra Nevada mountains are
along the eastern boundary (8,000 to 14,000 feet in elevation), the Coast Ranges are
along the western boundary (3,000 feet in elevation), and the Tehachapi Mountains are
along the southern boundary (6,000 to 8,000 feet in elevation). The mountains
surrounding the air basin form natural horizontal barriers to the dispersion of air
contaminants.

The air basin has an “inland Mediterranean” climate and is characterized by long, hot,
dry summers and short, foggy winters. Sunlight is a catalyst in the formation of some
air pollutants (such as ozone), and the air basin averages more than 260 sunny days
per year.

Dominant airflows provide the driving mechanism for transport and dispersion of air
pollution. Marine air moves into the air basin from the San Joaquin River Delta. The
wind generally flows south-southeast through the valley, through the Tehachapi Pass
and into the Mojave Desert Air Basin portion of Kern County. As the wind moves
through the valley, it mixes with the air pollution generated locally, generally transporting
air pollutants from the north to the south in the summer and in a reverse flow in the
winter.



Inversions are also an important component of regional air quality. Inversions occur
when a layer of warm air sits over cooler air, trapping the cooler air beneath. These
inversions trap pollutants from dispersing vertically and the mountains surrounding the
air basin trap the pollutants from dispersing horizontally. Strong temperature inversions
occur throughout the air basin in the summer, fall, and winter. Daytime temperature
inversions occur at elevations of 2,000 to 2,500 feet above the San Joaquin Valley floor
during the summer and at 500 to 1,000 feet during the winter. The result is a relatively
high concentration of air pollution in the valley during inversion episodes.

Pollutants of Concern

The criteria pollutants of greatest concern for the project area are ozone, PMj,, and
PM_s. Although the air basin is in attainment of the federal and state carbon monoxide
standards, carbon monoxide is a pollutant of concern, due to the potential for localized
“hotspots” to occur. Other pollutants of concern are toxic air contaminants, asbestos,
and greenhouse gases. The following provides a summary of the pollutants of concern
for the project area.

Ozone

Ozone is not emitted directly into the air but is formed by a photochemical reaction in
the atmosphere. Ozone precursors, which include ROG and NOy (ozone precursors are
discussed below), react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone.
Because photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light and air
temperature, ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem. Often, the effects of
emitted ROG and NOy are felt a distance downwind of the emission sources. Ozone is
subsequently considered a regional pollutant. Ground-level ozone is a respiratory
irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and can
cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials.

Reactive Organic Gases

Reactive organic gases (ROG) are defined as any compound of carbon, excluding
carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and
ammonium carbonate, which participate in atmospheric photochemical reactions. ROG
consist of non-methane hydrocarbons and oxygenated hydrocarbons. There are no
state or federal ambient air quality standards for ROG because they are not classified
as criteria pollutants. They are regulated, however, because a reduction in ROG
emissions reduces certain chemical reactions that contribute to the formulation of
ozone. ROG are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, which
contribute to higher PMs levels and lower visibility.

Nitrogen Oxides

During combustion of fossil fuels, oxygen reacts with nitrogen to produce nitrogen
oxides or NOy. This occurs primarily in motor vehicle internal combustion engines, and



fossil fuel-fired electric utility facilities and industrial boilers. The pollutant NOy is a
concern because it is an ozone precursor, which means that it helps form ozone. When
NOyx and ROG are released in the atmosphere, they can chemically react with one
another in the presence of sunlight and heat to form ozone. NOyx can also be a
precursor to PM;p and PM3 .

Particulate Matter (PM1o and PM;5)

Particulate matter is the term for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in
the air. Some particles, such as dust, dirt, soot, or smoke, are large or dark enough to
be seen with the naked eye. Others are so small that they can only be detected using
an electron microscope.

The size of particles is directly linked to their potential for causing health problems.
Small particles less than 10 micrometers (um) in diameter pose the greatest problems,
because they can get deep into lungs and the bloodstream. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) health standards have been established for two
categories of particulate matter:

e PMjo — “inhalable coarse particles” with diameters larger than 2.5 micrometers and
smaller than 10 micrometers and

e PM,s — “fine particles,” with diameters that are 2.5 micrometers and smaller. For
reference, PM, 5 is approximately one-thirtieth the size of the average human hair.

Although the PM;j, standard is intended to regulate “inhalable coarse particles” that
ranged from 2.5 to 10 micrometers in diameter, PMi, measurements contain both fine
and coarse particles. These particles come in many sizes and shapes and can be
made up of hundreds of different chemicals. Some particles, known as primary
particles, are emitted directly from a source, such as construction sites, unpaved roads,
fields, smokestacks, or fires. Others form in complicated reactions in the atmosphere
from chemicals such as sulfur dioxides and nitrogen oxides that are emitted from power
plants, industrial activity, and automobiles. These particles, known as secondary
particles, make up most of the fine particle pollution in the United States.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in fuel is
not burned completely. It is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes
about 56 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. Other non-road engines and vehicles
(such as construction equipment and boats) contribute about 22 percent of all CO
emissions nationwide. Higher levels of CO generally occur in areas with heavy traffic
congestion. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO emissions may come from motor
vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions include industrial processes (such as
metals processing and chemical manufacturing), residential wood burning, and natural



sources such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented
gas and kerosene space heaters are sources of CO indoors.

CO is described as being a local pollutant, as higher concentrations are found only
close to the source. High CO levels develop primarily during winter, when periods of
light winds combine with the formation of ground-level temperature inversions (typically
from the evening through early morning). Areas adjacent to heavily traveled and
congested intersections are particularly susceptible to high CO concentrations.

Toxic Air Contaminants

A toxic air contaminant is defined as an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to
an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a hazard to human health.
Toxic air contaminants are usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air.
However, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health even at very
low concentrations. In general, for those toxic air contaminants that may cause cancer,
there is no concentration that does not present some risk. In other words, there is no
threshold level below which adverse health impacts are not expected to occur. This
contrasts with the criteria pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure can be
determined and for which the state and federal governments have set ambient air
quality standards.

Diesel Particulate Matter

CARB identified the PM emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant
in August 1998 under California’s toxic air contaminant program. In California, diesel
engine exhaust has been identified as a carcinogen, known as diesel particulate (DPM).

DPM is emitted from both mobile and stationary sources. In California, on-road diesel-
fueled vehicles contribute approximately 40 percent of the statewide total, with an
additional 57 percent attributed to other mobile sources such as construction and mining
equipment, agricultural equipment, and transport refrigeration units. Stationary sources,
contributing about 3 percent of emissions, include shipyards, warehouses, heavy
equipment repair yards, and oil and gas production operations.

Asbestos

Asbestos is the name given to a number of naturally occurring fibrous silicate minerals
that have been mined for their useful properties such as thermal insulation, chemical
and thermal stability, and high tensile strength. The three most common types of
asbestos are chrysotile, amosite, and crocidolite. Chrysotile, also known as white
asbestos, is the most common type of asbestos found in buildings. Chrysotile makes
up approximately 90 to 95 percent of all asbestos contained in buildings in the United
States.



Exposure and disturbance of rock and soil that naturally contain asbestos can result in
the release of fibers to the air and consequent exposure to the public. Asbestos most
commonly occurs in ultramafic rock that has undergone partial or complete alteration to
serpentine rock (serpentinite) and often contains chrysotile asbestos. In addition,
another form of asbestos, tremolite, can be found associated with ultramafic rock,
particularly near faults.

The Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology published a guide
entitled, “A General Location Guide For Ultramafic Rocks In California - Areas More
Likely To Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos,” dated August 2000, for generally
identifying areas that are likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos. A review of a
map containing areas more likely to have rock formations containing naturally occurring
asbestos in California indicates that the project site is not in an area that is likely to
contain naturally occurring asbestos. Therefore, this report does not include natural-
occurring asbestos as a potential impact of the project.

Greenhouse Gases
Definition

Constituent gases of the earth’s atmosphere called greenhouse gases play a critical
role in the earth’s radiation budget by trapping infrared radiation emitted from the earth’s
surface, which would otherwise have escaped into space. This phenomenon, known as
the “Greenhouse Effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate. However, it
is believed that emissions from human activities, such as electricity production and
vehicle use, have elevated the concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond
the level of naturally occurring concentrations, leading to a trend of unnatural changes
to the earth’s natural climate, known as global warming or climate change.

Greenhouse gases are global pollutants, unlike ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate
matter, and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local concern.
California State law defines greenhouse gases as:

Carbon Dioxide (COy)
Methane (CHyj)
Nitrous Oxide (N2O)
Hydrofluorocarbons
Perfluorocarbons
Sulfur Hexafluoride

The overall approach to the GHG calculation in this report is based upon the technical
advisory of the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) embodied in the
document CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review. According to the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research, the most common GHG that results from human activity is
carbon dioxide, followed by methane and nitrous oxide. The last 3 of the six identified



GHGs are primarily emitted by industrial facilities. For this analysis, only carbon
dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide emissions will be considered. These primary
greenhouse gases are described below.

Carbon dioxide is primarily generated by fossil fuel combustion in stationary and mobile
sources. Due to the emergence of industrial facilities and mobile sources in the past 250
years, the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has increased 35 percent.
Carbon dioxide is the most widely emitted GHG and is the reference gas (Global
Warming Potential of 1) for determining GWPs for other GHGs.

Methane is emitted from biogenic sources, incomplete combustion in forest fires,
landfills, manure management, and leaks in natural gas pipelines. In the United States,
the top three sources of methane are landfills, natural gas systems, and enteric
fermentation. Methane is the primary component of natural gas, which is used for
space and water heating, steam production, and power generation. The GWP of
methane is 21.

Nitrous oxide is produced by both natural and human-related sources. Primary
human-related sources include agricultural soil management, animal manure
management, sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuel, adipic
acid production, and nitric acid production. The GWP of nitrous oxide is 310.

Potential Environmental Effects

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has declared
that worldwide, average temperatures are likely to increase by approximately 3°F to 7°F
by the end of the 21st century. However, a global temperature increase does not
translate to a uniform increase in temperature in all locations on the earth. Regional
climate changes are dependent on multiple variables, such as topography. One region
of the earth may experience increased temperature, increased incidents of drought, and
similar warming effects, whereas another region may experience a relative cooling.
According to the IPCC’s Working Group Il Report website, climate change impacts to
North America may include diminishing snowpack, increasing evaporation, exacerbated
shoreline erosion, exacerbated inundation from sea level rising, increased risk and
frequency of wildfire, increased risk of insect outbreaks, increased experiences of heat
waves, and rearrangement of ecosystems, as species and ecosystem zones shift
northward and to higher elevations.

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have
and will continue to contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty
concerning the magnitude and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in
California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more
drought years. Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts
to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.



Although certain environmental effects are widely accepted to be a potential hazard to
certain locations, such as rising sea level for low-lying coastal areas, it is currently
infeasible to predict all environmental effects of climate change on any one location.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and Trends

In 2004, total worldwide greenhouse gas emissions were estimated to be 20,135 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO.e), excluding emissions/removals
from land use, land use change, and forestry; greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S.
were 7,074.4 MMTCOze.

In 2004, California produced 500 MMTCO.e, including imported electricity and
excluding combustion of international fuels and carbon sinks or storage, which is
approximately 7 percent of U.S. emissions. The largest source of greenhouse gases in
California is transportation, contributing 41 percent of the State’s total greenhouse gas
emissions. Electricity generation is the second-largest source, contributing 22 percent
of the State’s greenhouse gas emissions. The inventory for California’s greenhouse
gas emissions between 2000 and 2006 is presented in Table 1.

Ambient Air Quality

The CARB and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) operate air
monitoring stations in throughout the air basin. The closest monitoring station to the
project site is the Fresno First Street site.

Table 2 summarizes 2008 through 2010 published monitoring data from CARB’s
Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System for the Fresno First Street.
Ambient air pollution concentrations in the project area regularly exceeded the state 1-
hour ozone standard and the federal 8-hour standard in the last 3 years. In the same
timeframe, the project area exceeded the state daily PMj, standard and the federal
PM,s standard. However, the project area did not exceed the federal or state CO
standards, nor did the project area exceed the federal PM;o standard.

Sensitive Receptors/Nearby Sources

Certain populations, such as children, the elderly, and persons with preexisting
respiratory or cardiovascular illness, are particularly sensitive to the health impacts of air
pollution. For purposes of CEQA, the SIVAPCD considers a sensitive receptor to be a
location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, people with ilinesses, or others who
are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Examples of sensitive receptors
include hospitals, residences, convalescent facilities, and schools. The nearest
sensitive receptors to the site are existing residences south, east and north of the
project site.

The California Air Resources Board's CHAPIS program (Community Health Air Pollution
Information System) was used to determine that no major stationary sources of criteria



Table 1. California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 2000-2006

Emissions MMTCO,e
Category
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Agriculture and Forestry 2091 | 2112 | 2434 | 2448 | 2478 | 2520 | 26.25
Commercial 1298 | 1258 | 14.46 | 13.07 | 13.15| 1297 | 13.25
Electricity Generation 4297 | 52.38 | 50.61 | 56.29 | 5859 | 54.92 | 49.92
(Imports)
Electricity Generation (In 60.76 | 64.66 | 51.56 | 49.77 | 58.08 | 52.45| 56.99
State)
Industrial 107.93 | 105.47 | 107.44 | 106.41 | 100.99 | 100.51 | 103.00
Not Specified 8.75 9.60 | 10.47 | 11.33 | 1220 | 1290 | 13.52
Residential 3220 | 3045 | 3022 | 2988 | 3154 | 3094 | 31.12
Transportation 171.94 | 174.62 | 181.32 | 178.90 | 183.03 | 185.82 | 185.77
Total 458.45 | 470.89 | 470.42 | 470.12 | 482.35 | 475.70 | 479.80
Source: California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2006
by Category as Defined in the Scoping Plan, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/
ghg_inventory_scopingplan_2009-03-13.pdf. Accessed May 10, 2010.




Table 2: Air Quality Monitoring Summary

Pollutant Averaging Time (Units) 2008 2009 2010

Ozone Maximum 1 Hour (ppm) 0.157 | 0.121 | 0.127
Days > State Standard (0.09 ppm) 44 36 16
Maximum 8 Hour (ppm)
Days > 2008 Federal Standard (0.075 0'6132 0.104 0.2127
ppm) 6 | 73 1
Days > State Standard (0.07 ppm) 5

Nitrogen dioxide (NO;) | Annual Average (ppm) 0.016 | 0.014 | 0.013
Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.070 | 0.068 | 0.077
Days > State Standard 0 0 0

Carbon monoxide (CO) | Maximum 1 Hour (ppm)* 3.34 2.96 2.90
Maximum 8 Hour (ppm) 2.34 2.07 2.03
Days > State Standard (9.0 ppm) 0 0 0
Days > Federal Standard (9 ppm) 0 0 0

Fine particulate matter | State Annual Average (20 pg/m®) 35.1 30.9 25.9

PM

(PMso) Maximum 24 Hour (ug/m®)? 777 | 719 | 886
Days > State Standard (50 pg/m°) 15 8 5
Days > Federal Standard (150 pg/m?®) 0 0 0

Ultra fine particulate | Annual Average (pg/m°) 17.3 15.1 13.0

tter (PM .

matter (PMzs) Maximum 24 Hour (ug/m?) 795 | 823 | 583

Est. Days > Federal Standard (35 pg/m°) 50.9 35.8 21.7

Notes:
> = exceed
ppm = parts per million

concentration by 0.7.

Exceedances are listed in bold.

The CARB does not report 1-hour average CO concentrations in its database, only 8-hour CO
concentrations. Therefore, the 1-hour CO concentration was derived by dividing the 8-hour

Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM),
2011. (http: //www.arb.ca.gov./adam/cgi-bin/adamtop/d2wstart).
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or toxic air pollutants are located near the proposed project site. The site is not within
500 feet of any freeways.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Air pollutants are regulated at the national, state, and air basin level; each agency has a
different degree of control. The EPA regulates at the national level. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) regulates at the state level and SIVAPCD regulates at the air
basin level.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The EPA handles global, international, national, and interstate air pollution issues and
policies. The EPA sets national vehicle and stationary source emission standards,
oversees approval of all State Implementation Plans, provides research and guidance in
air pollution programs, and sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards, also known as
federal standards. There are federal standards for six common air pollutants, called
criteria air pollutants, which were identified resulting from provisions of the Clean Air Act
of 1970. The six criteria pollutants are:

e Ozone

e Carbon Monoxide

e Lead

e Sulfur Dioxide

o Particulate matter (PMyo and PM35)
« Nitrogen dioxide

The federal standards were set to protect public health, including that of sensitive
individuals; thus, the standards continue to change as more medical research is
available regarding the health effects of the criteria pollutants.

California Air Resources Board (CARB)

The State Implementation Plan for the State of California is administered by CARB,
which has overall responsibility for statewide air quality maintenance and air pollution
prevention. A State Implementation Plan is prepared by each state describing existing
air quality conditions and measures that will be followed to attain and maintain National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The State Implementation Plan incorporates individual
federal attainment plans for regional air districts. Federal attainment plans prepared by
each air district are sent to CARB to be approved and incorporated into the California
State Implementation Plan. Federal attainment plans include the technical foundation
for understanding air quality (e.g., emission inventories and air quality monitoring)
control measures and strategies and enforcement mechanisms.

CARB also administers California Ambient Air Quality Standards for the 10 air pollutants
designated in the California Clean Air Act. The 10 state air pollutants are the six criteria
pollutants listed above as well as visibility reducing particulates, hydrogen sulfide,
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sulfates, and vinyl chloride. Visibility-reducing particles are suspended particulate
matter. Federal and state ambient air quality standards are summarized in Table 3.

CARB published Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective
in 2005. This document provides information and guidance on siting sensitive receptors
in relation to sources of toxic air contaminants. The sources of toxic air contaminants
identified in the Land Use Handbook are high-traffic freeways and roads, distribution
centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and large
gasoline dispensing facilities. If the project involves siting a sensitive receptor or source
of toxic air contaminant discussed in the Land Use Handbook, siting mitigation may be
added to avoid potential land use conflicts, thereby reducing the potential for health
impacts to the sensitive receptors.

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

The air pollution control agency for the Air Basin is the SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD is
responsible for regulating emissions primarily from stationary sources, certain area-wide
sources, and indirect sources. The SJVAPCD maintains air quality monitoring stations
throughout the Air Basin. The SJVAPCD, in coordination with the eight countywide
transportation agencies, is also responsible for developing, updating, and implementing
the Air Quality Plans (AQPs) for the Air Basin. In addition, the SJVAPCD has prepared
the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, which sets forth
recommended thresholds of significance, analysis methodologies, and provides
guidance on mitigating significant impacts.

Attainment Status

There are three terms used to describe whether an air basin is exceeding or meeting
federal and state standards: Attainment, Nonattainment, and Unclassified. Areas are
designated attainment or nonattainment on a per-pollutant basis. An air basin is
designated as “attainment” if all the standards for an air pollutant are met. If there is
inadequate or inconclusive data to make a definitive attainment designation for a
pollutant, the air basin is considered “unclassified.” The current attainment designations
for the project area are shown in Table 4.

Air Quality Plans

As described above under Federal and State Regulatory Agencies, a State
Implementation Plan is a federal requirement; each state prepares an plan to describe
existing air quality conditions and measures that will be followed to attain and maintain
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In addition, state ozone standards have
planning requirements. However, state PM;, standards have no attainment planning
requirements, but air districts must demonstrate that all measures feasible for the area
have been adopted.
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Table 3: Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Standard

Federal Standard

Air Pollutant Averaging Time
Ozone (03) 1 hour 0.09 ppm —
8 hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm
Respirable particulate 24 hour 50 pg/m® 150 pg/m?®
matter (PMyp) 3
Mean 20 pg/m —
Fine particulate matter 24 hour — 35 pg/m®
(PMZ.S) 3 3
Mean 12 pg/m 15.0 pg/m
Carbon monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm
(CO) 8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) 1 hour 0.18 ppm —
Mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm
Sulfur dioxide (SO,) 1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.10 ppm
24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm
Mean* — 0.030 ppm
Lead 30-day 1.5 pg/m® —
Rolling 3-month — 0.15 pg/m®=
Quarter — 1.5 pg/m®
Sulfates 24 hour 25 ug/m?®
Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm
Vinyl chloride** 24 hour 0.01 ppm No
o . - . Federal
Visibility-reducing 8 hour Extinction coefficient of 0.23 Standard

particles

per kilometer, visibility of 10
miles or more from particles
when relative humidity is
less than 70%.

Abbreviations:
ppm = parts per million

pug/m” = micrograms per cubic meter
30-day = 30-day average

Quarter = Calendar quarter

Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean
Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards (9/08/10)
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aags2.pdf.
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Table 4: Air Basin Attainment Status

Pollutant

Designation Status

Federal

State

Ozone- 1 Hour

No federal standard

Nonattainment/Severe

Ozone- 8-Hour

Nonattainment/Extreme

Nonattainment

PMy,

Attainment

Nonattainment

PMzs

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Carbon monoxide

Attainment/Unclassified

Attainment/Unclassified

particles

Nitrogen dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment
Sulfur dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment
Lead No Designation Attainment
Sulfates Attainment
Hydrogen sulfide No federal standards Unclassified
Visibility-reducing Unclassified

Source: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Air Quality Standards and Valley
Attainment Status, http://www.valleyair.org/aginfo/attainment.htm, accessed August 9, 2011.
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Ozone Plans

The air basin is designated nonattainment of state and federal health-based air quality
standards for ozone. To meet CAA requirements for the one-hour ozone standard, the
SJVAPCD adopted an Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan in 2004, with an
attainment date of 2010. EPA revoked the federal 1-hour ozone standard and replaced
it with an 8-hour standard. Although EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard effective
June 15, 2005, the requirement to submit a plan for that standard remained in effect for
the San Joaquin Valley. On June 30, 2009, EPA proposed approval and partial
disapproval of San Joaquin Valley’s 2004 Extreme Ozone Attainment Plan for 1-hour
ozone. EPA proposed to approve the plan revisions for the San Joaquin Valley as
meeting applicable Clean Air Act requirements except for the provision addressing the
reasonably available control technology requirements that the State withdrew. On
December 11, 2009, the final approval of the San Joaquin Valley’s 2004 Extreme
Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan was signed by EPA. The plan, prepared by the
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, shows that the area will have in place
the controls necessary to meet the 1-hour ozone standard by the area’s Clean Air Act
deadline of 2010.

The air basin is classified as serious nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone
standard with an attainment date of 2013. On April 30, 2007, the SJVAPCD’s
Governing Board adopted the 2007 Ozone Plan, which contained analysis showing a
2013 attainment target to be unfeasible. The 2007 Ozone Plan details the plan for
achieving attainment on schedule with an “extreme nonattainment” deadline of 2026. At
its adoption of the 2007 Ozone Plan, the SJVAPCD also requested a reclassification to
extreme nonattainment. CARB approved the plan in June 2007.

State ozone standards do not have an attainment deadline but require implementation
of all feasible measures to achieve attainment at the earliest date possible.

Particulate Matter Plans

The air basin was designated nonattainment of state and federal health-based air
quality standards for PM;o. To meet Clean Air Act requirements for the PM;, standard,
the SIVAPCD adopted a PMyp Attainment Demonstration Plan (Amended 2003 PMjg
Plan and 2006 PM;, Plan), which has an attainment date of 2010.

The SJVAPCD adopted the 2007 PM;, Maintenance Plan and Request for
Redesignation (2007 PMjo Plan) on September 20, 2007. The 2007 PM;o Plan contains
modeling demonstrations that show the air basin will not exceed the federal PMyg
standard for 10 years after the expected EPA redesignation, monitoring, and verification
measures, and a contingency plan. Even though EPA revoked the federal annual PMyq
standard, the 2007 PMj, Maintenance Plan addresses both the annual and 24-hour
standards because both standards were included in the EPA-approved State
Implementation Plan. EPA finalized the determination that the air basin attained the
PMo standards on October 17, 2007, effective October 30, 2007. On September 25,
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2008, EPA re-designated the air basin as attainment for the federal PM;o standard and
approved the PM1o Maintenance Plan.

The air basin is also designated nonattainment for the new federal PM,s annual
standard. The SJVAPCD adopted the 2008 PM,s Plan on April 30, 2008. The PM;s
Plan that demonstrates the air basin will attain the 1997 federal standard by 2014 and
make progress toward attaining the 2006 federal 24-hour standard. Barring delays due
to legal challenges, the SJVAPCD estimates that attainment plans for the federal 2006
standard will be required by 2012 or 2013 with an attainment deadline of 2020.
Measures contained in the 2003 PMjo Plan will also help reduce PM,5 levels and will
provide progress toward attainment until new measures are implemented for the PMy 5
Plan, if needed.

State PM;o standards have no attainment planning requirements, but air districts must
demonstrate that all measures feasible for the area have been adopted.

District Rules Applicable to the Project

The SIJVAPCD rules and regulations that apply to this project include but are not limited
to the following:

e« SJVAPCD Rule 2201 — New and Modified Stationary Source Review.

e SJVAPCD Rule 3180 — Administrative Fees for Indirect Source Review (ISR). The
purpose of this rule is to recover the SIJVAPCD’s costs for administering the
requirements of Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review).

« SJVAPCD Rule 4002 - National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.
The purpose of the rule is to incorporate the National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Part 61, Chapter |, Subchapter C, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations and the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Source Categories from Part 63, Chapter |, Subchapter C, Title 40,
Code of Federal Regulations to protect the health and safety of the public from
hazardous air pollutants, such as asbestos.

e SJVAPCD Rule 4102 — Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to protect the health
and safety of the public, and applies to any source operation that emits or may emit
air contaminants or other materials.

e« SJVAPCD Rule 4601 — Architectural Coatings. The purpose of this rule is to limit
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) emissions from architectural coatings.
Emissions are reduced by limits on VOC content and providing requirements on
coatings storage, cleanup, and labeling.

SJVAPCD Rule 4641 — Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and
Maintenance Operations. The purpose of this rule is to limit VOC emissions from
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asphalt paving and maintenance operations. If asphalt paving will be used, then
the paving operations will be subject to Rule 4641.

e SJVAPCD Regulation VIII — Fugitive PMj;o Prohibitions. Rule 8011-8081 are
designed to reduce PM;i, emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by human
activity, including construction and demolition activities, road construction, bulk
materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, carryout and trackout, etc.

« SJVAPCD Rule 9510 — Indirect Source Review. This rule reduces the impact of NOy
and PM;o emissions from growth on the Air Basin. The rule places application and
emission reduction requirements on development projects meeting applicability
criteria in order to reduce emissions through onsite mitigation, offsite SJVAPCD-
administered projects, or a combination of the two. This project will submit an Air
Impact Assessment application in accordance with Rule 9510’s requirements.

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Regulation

International and Federal

In 1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological Organization established the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to assess “the scientific, technical and
socio economic information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of
human-induced climate change, its potential impacts, and options for adaptation and
mitigation.”

On March 21, 1994, the United States joined a number of countries around the world in
signing the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. Under the
Convention, governments gather and share information on greenhouse gas emissions,
national policies, and best practices; launch national strategies for addressing
greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to expected impacts, including the provision of
financial and technological support to developing countries; and cooperate in preparing
for adaptation to the impacts of climate change.

A particularly notable result of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change efforts is a treaty known as the Kyoto Protocol, which went into effect on
February 16, 2005. When countries sign the Protocol, they demonstrate their
commitment to reduce their emissions of greenhouse gases or engage in emissions
trading. More than 170 countries are currently participating in the Protocol.
Industrialized countries are required to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by an
average of 5 percent below their 1990 levels by 2012. In 1998, United States Vice
President Al Gore symbolically signed the Protocol; however, in anticipation of the
signing, the U.S. Senate approved a non-binding “Sense of the Senate” resolution in
July 1997 by a margin of 95-0 that expressed opposition to the treaty’s provisions, most
notably the disparity in greenhouse gas emissions reduction obligations between
industrialized nations and developing nations. In 2001, President, George W. Bush,
indicated that he would not submit the treaty to the U.S. Senate for ratification, which
effectively ended American involvement in the Kyoto Protocol. In December 2009,
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international leaders met in Copenhagen to address the future of international climate
change commitments post-Kyoto, which yielded a non-binding agreement.

The EPA currently does not regulate greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles.
Massachusetts v. EPA (Supreme Court Case 05-1120) was argued before the United
States Supreme Court on November 29, 2006, in which it was petitioned that EPA
regulate four greenhouse gases, including carbon dioxide, under Section 202(a)(1) of
the Clean Air Act. A decision was made on April 2, 2007, in which the Court held that
petitioners have a standing to challenge the EPA and that the EPA has statutory
authority to regulate emissions of greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles.

In April 2009, the EPA published a Proposed Endangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases under the Clean Air Act. The EPA is proposing to find
that the current and projected concentrations of the mix of six key greenhouse gases—
carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs)—in the atmosphere threaten the
public health and welfare of current and future generations. The EPA is further
proposing to find that the combined emissions of CO,, CH,4, N2,O, and HFCs from new
motor vehicles and motor vehicle engines contribute to the atmospheric concentrations
of these key greenhouse gases and hence to the threat of climate change. The
proposed action does not itself impose any requirements on industry or other entities.
However, the finding, if finalized by the EPA, is a key step in regulating greenhouse
gases under the Clean Air Act.

State

There have been significant legislative and regulatory activities that affect climate
change and greenhouse gases in California. Relevant legislation is discussed below.

Title 24

Although it was not originally intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, California
Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, was first adopted in 1978 in response to a
legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The standards are
updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy
efficient technologies and methods. The 2008 Standards went into effect January 1,
2010, and supersede the 2005 Standards. Projects that apply for a building permit on
or after this date must comply with the 2008 Standards. Energy-efficient buildings
require less electricity; therefore, increased energy efficiency reduces fossil fuel
consumption and decreases greenhouse gas emissions.

AB 1493

California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley), enacted on July 22, 2002, required CARB to
develop and adopt regulations that reduce greenhouse gases emitted by passenger
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vehicles and light-duty trucks. Regulations adopted by CARB would apply to 2009 and
later-model-year vehicles. CARB estimates that the regulation would reduce climate
change emissions from the light-duty passenger vehicle fleet by an estimated 18
percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030. However, the regulation was stalled by
automaker lawsuits and by the EPA’s refusal to grant California an implementation
waiver. However, President Obama asked the EPA to review its denial of the waiver.
The EPA granted California’s waiver June 30, 2009, enabling California to enforce AB
1493.

Executive Order S-3-05

California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05 on June 1,
2005, which established the following reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions:

e By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels;
e By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
« By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

The 2050 reduction goal represents what scientists believe is necessary to reach levels
that will stabilize the climate. The 2020 goal was established to be an aggressive, but
achievable, mid-term target. To meet these targets, the Governor directed the
Secretary of the California EPA to lead a Climate Action Team (CAT) made up of
representatives from the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency; the
Department of Food and Agriculture; the Resources Agency; the CARB; the Energy
Commission; and the Public Utilities Commission. The CAT’s Report to the Governor in
2006 contains recommendations and strategies to help ensure the targets in Executive
Order S-3-05 are met.

Executive Order S-01-07

Executive Order S-01-07 was signed by the Governor on January 18, 2007. The order
mandates that a statewide goal shall be established to reduce the carbon intensity of
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. It also requires that a
Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be established for California.

SB 97

SB 97 was passed in August 2007 and added Section 21083.05 to the Public
Resources Code. The code states “(a) On or before July 1, 2009, the Office of Planning
and Research shall prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines
for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions as required by this division, including, but not limited to, effects associated
with transportation or energy consumption. (b) On or before January 1, 2010, the
Resources Agency shall certify and adopt guidelines prepared and developed by the
Office of Planning and Research pursuant to subdivision (a).”
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AB 32

In 2006, the California State Legislature enacted AB 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
California. Greenhouse gases, as defined under AB 32, include carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.
AB 32 requires that greenhouse gases emitted in California be reduced to 1990 levels
by the year 2020. CARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating
sources of emissions of greenhouse gases that cause global warming in order to reduce
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The CARB approved the 1990 greenhouse gas emissions level of 427 MMTCO.e on
December 6, 2007. Therefore, emissions generated in California in 2020 are required
to be equal to or less than 427 MMTCO.e.

The CARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in December
2008. The Scoping Plan outlines actions to obtain the goal set out in AB 32 of reducing
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. The Scoping Plan “proposes a
comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in
California, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy
sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health”. The measures in
the Scoping Plan will be in place by 2012. The Scoping Plan’s recommendations for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 providing for emission
reduction measures, including a cap-and-trade program linked to Western Climate
Initiative partner jurisdictions, green building strategies, recycling and waste-related
measures, and Voluntary Early Actions and Reductions. AB 32 did not amend CEQA or
establish regulatory standards to be applied to new development or environmental
review of projects within the State.

SB 375

SB 375 passed the Senate on August 30, 2008 and was signed by the Governor on
September 30, 2008. According to SB 375, the transportation sector is the largest
contributor of greenhouse gas emissions, which emits over 40 percent of the total
greenhouse gas emissions in California. SB 375 states that “Without improved land use
and transportation policy, California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32.” SB
375 does the following: (1) it requires metropolitan planning organizations to include
sustainable community strategies in their regional transportation plans for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, (2) it aligns planning for transportation and housing, and (3)
it creates specified incentives for the implementation of the strategies.

Executive Order S-13-08
Executive Order S-13-08 indicates that “climate change in California during the next

century is expected to shift precipitation patterns, accelerate sea level rise and increase
temperatures, thereby posing a serious threat to California’s economy, to the health and
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welfare of its population and to its natural resources.” Pursuant to the requirements in
the order, in December 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency released its
2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy. The Strategy is the “ . . . first statewide,
multi-sector, region-specific, and information-based climate change adaptation strategy
in the United States.” Objectives include analyzing risks of climate change in California,
identifying and exploring strategies to adapt to climate change, and specifying a
direction for future research.

Local
Climate Change Action Plan

On August 21, 2008, the SIVAPCD Governing Board approved a proposal, called the
Climate Change Action Plan, to begin a public process to bring together stakeholders,
land use agencies, environmental groups, and business groups, and conduct public
workshops to develop comprehensive policies for CEQA guidelines and a carbon
exchange bank, and voluntary greenhouse gas emissions mitigation agreements for the
Governing Board’s consideration.

SJVAPCD CEQA Greenhouse Gas Guidance

On December 17, 2009, the SIVAPCD Governing Board adopted “Guidance for Valley
Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under
CEQA” and the policy, “District Policy—Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for
Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency.” The
SJVAPCD concluded that the existing science is inadequate to support quantification of
the impacts that project specific greenhouse gas emissions have on global climatic
change. The SJVAPCD found the effects of project-specific emissions to be
cumulative, and without mitigation, that their incremental contribution to global climatic
change could be considered cumulatively considerable. The SJVAPCD found that this
cumulative impact is best addressed by requiring all projects to reduce their greenhouse
gas emissions, whether through project design elements or mitigation.

The SJVAPCD’s approach is intended to streamline the process of determining if
project-specific greenhouse gas emissions would have a significant effect. Projects
exempt from the requirements of CEQA, and projects complying with an approved plan
or mitigation program would be determined to have a less than significant cumulative
impact. Such plans or programs must be specified in law or adopted by the public
agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources and have a certified final CEQA
document.

Best Performance Standards would be established according to performance-based
determinations. Projects complying with Best Performance Standards would not require
specific quantification of greenhouse gas emissions and would be determined to have a
less than significant cumulative impact for greenhouse gas emissions. Projects not
complying with Best Performance Standards would require quantification of greenhouse

21



gas emissions and demonstration that greenhouse gas emissions have been reduced
or mitigated by 29 percent, as targeted by CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan. Furthermore,
quantification of greenhouse gas emissions would be required for all projects for which
the lead agency has determined that an Environmental Impact Report is required,
regardless of whether the project incorporates Best Performance Standards.

For stationary source permitting projects, Best Performance Standards means “The
most stringent of the identified alternatives for control of greenhouse gas emissions,
including type of equipment, design of equipment and operational and maintenance
practices, which are achieved-in-practice for the identified service, operation, or
emissions unit class.” For development projects, Best Performance Standards means
“Any combination of identified greenhouse gas emission reduction measures, including
project design elements and land use decisions that reduce project specific greenhouse
gas emission reductions by at least 29 percent compared with business as usual.” The
SJVAPCD proposes to create a list of all approved Best Performance Standards to help
in the determination as to whether a proposed project has reduced its greenhouse gas
emissions by 29 percent.

San Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange

The SIJVAPCD initiated work on the San Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange in November
2008. While the Climate Change Action Plan indicated that the greenhouse gas
emission reduction program would be called the San Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange,
SJVAPCD staff has proposed to incorporate a method to register voluntary greenhouse
gas emission reductions into its existing Rule 2301 - Emission Reduction Credit Banking
through amendments of the rule.

In its present draft form, the amendments to Rule 2301 would provide a mechanism to
preserve voluntary, high-quality greenhouse gas emission reductions. The draft rule will
allow the use of registered greenhouse gas emission reductions for any purpose and
will not impose any restrictions on their use. The draft amendments to Rule 2301 will
allow greenhouse gas emission reductions that fall into two different categories to be
registered with the SIVAPCD: non-protocol greenhouse gas emission reductions and
protocol-based greenhouse gas emission reduction credits.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Methodology

The analysis that follows was prepared using a variety of data sources and air quality
models. The Traffic Impact Study for the project, prepared by TPG Consulting, Inc.,
was used to obtain intersection Levels of Service (LOS) for the CO Hotspot Analysis
and average daily trip generation to model operational motor vehicle emissions. Annual
increases in vehicular and area emissions associated with the project were estimated
using the URBEMIS 2007 (Version 9.2.4) computer program. Construction emissions
for the project were also modeled using URBEMIS.
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Carbon dioxide emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS-2007 output and a
variety of methods to estimate non-vehicular emissions.

Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, of the CEQA Guidelines, air quality
impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed project would be considered
significant if the project would:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
guality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people

Appendix G states that the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the above
determinations. SJVAPCD guidance provides that a project would have a significant
impact if:

All control measures in compliance with the requirements of Regulation VIII-Fugitive
Dust Prohibition are not incorporated into project design or implemented during
construction

Construction-related emissions of ROG or NOy exceed 10 tons per year.
Operational regional emissions of ROG or NOy exceed 10 tons per year.
Project results in a carcinogenic risk (i.e., risk of contracting cancer) greater than 10
in one million and/or a non-carcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) of 1 for the Maximally

Exposed Individual (MEI), as recommended in the SJVAPCD's Guidance for Air
Dispersion Modeling.*

! San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling, January 2007.
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e The project would locate receptors near an existing odor source where one
confirmed complaint per year (averaged over a three year period), or three
unconfirmed complaints per year (averaged over a three year period) have been
experienced by existing receptors as close as the project to the odor source; or by
existing receptors in the vicinity of a similar facility considering distance, frequency,
and odor control, where there is currently no nearby development and for proposed
odor sources near existing receptors.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines provide that a project would
have a significant GHG impact if it would:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment; and/or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

The first criteria may be evaluated by performing a direct calculation of the GHG
emissions from the project. The SJVAPCD adopted a guidance document on December
17, 2009, for assessing GHG emissions for projects in the SJVAB, but concluded that a
numerical GHG significance threshold was not supported by current scientific
knowledge. Instead, the SJVAPCD guidance recommends compliance with best
performance standards (BPS) to reduce GHG emissions or demonstrate that a project
results in a reduction of GHG emissions by 29 percent compared to an established
baseline. Accordingly, while GHG emissions can be quantified, there is no significance
threshold relevant to the proposed Project that has been adopted by any federal, state,
or local agency to evaluate the significance of the proposed Project under CEQA.

The SJVAPCD adopted the Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG
Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA in late 2009.? According to the
guidance, while other agencies have proposed draft numerical thresholds for GHG
emissions, notably CARB, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District, SJVAPCD staff concluded that “the existing
science is inadequate to support quantification of the extent to which project specific
GHG emissions would impact global climatic features... Therefore, the SJVAPCD did
not establish a numerical threshold for GHG emissions for land use projects. The
SJVAPCD guidance recommends the use of BPS to assess the significance of GHG
emissions. The SJVAPCD expects that compliance with the recommended BPS would
reduce a project’'s GHG emissions by a target of 29 percent or more, compared an
established baseline. The 29 percent reduction target is based on the goal of AB 32,
which is to reduce the state’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.

2 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing
GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA, December 2009.
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The SIJVAPCD supports the use of performance based standards, but also recognizes
that performance standards have not been developed for all sources of GHG emissions.
The SJVAPCD guidance provides BPS for sources of GHG emissions from land-use
developments that are typical of most projects. The process for establishing source
performance standards is expected to be ongoing, as mitigation measures and GHG
emission reduction technigues will evolve and improve over time.

As an alternative to complying with the SJVAPCD’s recommended BPS, projects that
demonstrate a reduction of 29 percent in GHG emissions from the established baseline
would also be considered to result in a less than significant impact under CEQA. Based
on the above, the project’s significance with respect to GHG emissions and global
climate change will be assessed based on project features and GHG reduction
measures that are consistent with the SIVAPCD’s recommended BPS and the 29
percent reduction target as compared with and established Business as Usual (BAU)
baseline for commercial developments.

Impact 1: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan

The SIJVAPCD has prepared attainment plans for the SJVAB in order to demonstrate
achievement of the state and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone, PMs, and
PM,s. The attainment plans are based on, among other things, future growth in the
SJVAB based on adopted general plans.

The project would replace the 44 apartment units on the project site with a four-story
104,593 square foot office building. This land use change would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans. The regional emissions
associated with the project are evaluated under Impact 4 below.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is necessary.

Impact 2: The proposed project would result in short-term construction emissions but
would not exceed the threshold of significance for ROG and NO.

Construction impacts include fugitive dust and other particulate matter, as well as
exhaust emissions generated by demolition of existing buildings, earthmoving activities,
and operation of grading equipment during site preparation. Construction emissions are
caused by onsite or offsite activities. Onsite emissions principally consist of exhaust
emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment, motor vehicle operation, and
fugitive dust from disturbed soil. Offsite emissions are caused by motor vehicle exhaust
from delivery vehicles, as well as worker traffic, but also include road dust.

Construction equipment used on the project site will result in exhaust emissions
consisting of NOy4, ROG, CO, PMjy, PMy5, CO and minor amounts of sulfur dioxide.
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Construction activities are carried out in discrete steps, each of which has a unique mix
of equipment. Therefore, the construction emissions can vary substantially from day to
day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and the prevailing
weather conditions. The analysis used URBEMIS to estimate emissions from the
construction of the project.

The URBEMIS program was run assuming the applicant's 16.5-month construction
schedule. It was assumed that construction would begin on February 12, 2012 and
would be completed by July 2013.

The unmitigated analysis includes compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIl (Fugitive
PMjo Prohibitions). Compliance with Regulation VIII is required. Therefore, the
following measures were included in the analyses:

« Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.

Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly.

Water exposed surfaces twice daily.

Stabilize soil in equipment loading/unloading areas.

Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour.
Manage haul road dust by watering twice daily.

Maximum annualized construction emissions are shown below in Table 5. Emissions
would not exceed the SIVAPCD'’s regional thresholds during construction. This is a
less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Although construction emissions are less than significant, San Joaquin Valley APCD
requires the following mitigation measures to be implemented during construction.

The proposed project shall include in all construction contracts the measures specified
in SIVAPCD Regulation VIII (as it may be amended for application to all construction
projects generally) to reduce fugitive dust impacts. These measures include, but are not
limited to the following:

e All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purpose, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative ground cover.

e All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or a chemical stabilizer/suppressant.
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Table 5: Maximum Annualized Construction Emissions

Annualized Emissions (tons)

ROG NOy PMyo PM, 5

2.64 2.35 0.76 0.33
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 - -
Significant? No No - -
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e All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill,
and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing the application of water or by presoaking.

e When materials are transported off site, all materials shall be covered, effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, or at least 6 inches of freeboard space from
the top of the container shall be maintained.

e All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt
from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations are
occurring. (The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where
preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.

e Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.)

e Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface
of outdoor storage piles, storage piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust
emissions by utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant

Equipment used during grading activities shall include one of the following:

e Diesel oxidation catalysts or other amendment to achieve a 15 percent reduction in
NOx emissions

e An engine tier of three of higher

e An engine of year 2006 or newer

During all phases of project construction, construction equipment shall be properly
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’'s specifications; maintenance shall
include proper tuning and timing of engines. Equipment maintenance records and
equipment design specification data sheets shall be kept on site during construction and
subject to inspection by the SIVAPCD.

During all phases of project construction, the developer shall require all contractors to
turn off all construction equipment and delivery vehicles when not in use.

During all phases of project construction, on-site electrical hookups shall be provided for
electric construction tools, including saws, drills, and compressors, to eliminate the need
for diesel-powered electric generators.

Impact 3: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts with
respect to Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions.

The California Air Resources Board has identified particulate emissions from diesel
fueled engines as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC). During construction various diesel-
powered vehicles and equipment would be in use on the site. The SJVAPCD CEQA
guidance recommends that a Health Risk Assessment be prepared for permanent
sources of TAC emissions, such as a truck loading dock or a emergency diesel
generator. The project would not involve any operational sources of TACs.
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Small amounts of diesel particulate would be released during some phases of
construction. The bulk of diesel engine use on site would occur during the initial phases
of construction such as demolition and site preparation. These construction phases
would occur over a period of about 2 to 3 months.

Health risks from TACs are a function of both concentration and duration of exposure.
Thresholds of significance for TACs are based on lifetime exposures assumed to be 70
years. Construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting an area for a period of
weeks. Additionally, construction related sources are mobile and transient in nature.
Because of the relatively short duration of exposure at any one location, the SJIVAPCD
guidance and procedures do not recommend that Health Risk Assessment be prepared
for normal construction activities, and the District does not have any screening
procedures to evaluate construction health effects. Given the shore duration of
construction emissions of diesel particulate, health risks from construction emissions of
diesel particulate would be a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is necessary.

Impact 4: The proposed project would result in operational emissions that would not
exceed the threshold of significance for ROG and NOyx and result in a less-than-
significant regional air quality impact.

Operational, or long-term, emissions occur over the life of the project. Operational
emissions include mobile and area source emissions. Area source emissions are from
consumer products, heaters that consume natural gas, gasoline-powered landscape
equipment, and architectural coatings (painting). Mobile emissions are from motor
vehicles, which are often the largest single, long-term source of air pollutants from
development projects.

Table 6 shows the new auto and area source emissions of regional pollutants that
would result from the proposed project, based upon output from the URBEMIS-2007
computer program. Also shown are the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance. The
project would not exceed the SJVAPCD'’s regional threshold for NOx and ROG,;
therefore, this would be considered a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is necessary.
Impact 5: The proposed project would increase Carbon Monoxide (CO) concentrations

along streets, but would not cause a violation of the air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
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Table 6: Operational Emissions (2013)

Emissions (tons/year)

Source

ROG NOx PMio PM2s
Area Source Emissions 0.13 0.13 0.01 0.01
Vehicular Emissions 1.79 3.12 1.78 0.41
Total 1.92 3.25 1.79 0.42
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 - -
Significant? No No - -
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The SIVAPCD's Guide for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts provides that if
neither of the following criteria are met at all intersections affected by the development
project, the project can be said to have no potential to create a violation of the CO
standard:

. The Level of Service (LOS) on one or more streets or at one or more
intersections in the project vicinity will be reduced to LOS E or F, and

o The project will substantially worsen an already existing LOS F on one or more
streets or at one or more intersections in the project vicinity.

The traffic impact study® prepared for the proposed project forecasts that, with
recommended traffic mitigation, all roadway segments and intersections studied would
operate at LOS D or better with approved growth and the addition of project traffic.
However, in the cumulative case level of service would drop to LOS E or worse at two
intersections: Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue and Maroa Avenue at Shaw Avenue.
These intersections would have the highest potential for causing a CO hotspot.

Using the CALINE4 model and the statewide CO protocol developed by Caltrans,
potential CO hotspots were analyzed at the two worst-case intersections under existing
conditions and with the addition of traffic from the proposed project and approved
projects. As shown in Table 7, the estimated 1-hour and 8-hour average CO
concentrations are below the state and national ambient air quality standards. No CO
hotspots are anticipated as a result of traffic-generated emissions by the project in
combination with other anticipated development in the area.

The CALINE-4 model was also applied to the two worst-case intersections for
cumulative plus project traffic conditions in the year 2030. Even with increased traffic
volumes and congestion, cumulative concentrations are below current levels due to
the gradual reduction in per-mile emission rates from vehicles as older, more polluting
vehicles are replaced by newer, cleaner vehicles. Therefore, the mobile emissions of
CO from the project are not anticipated to contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation of CO either singly or cumulatively. The proposed project
would have no potential to create a violation of the CO standards, and would have a
less-than-significant impact on CO air quality.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

® TGP Consulting, Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Traffic Impact Study, August 2011.
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Table 7: Worst-Case Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, in Parts Per Million

Intersection Existing (2011) Existing + Project+ | Project + Cumulative
Approved (2011) (2030)
1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour
Bullard/ 5.3 3.7 5.4 3.8 3.2 2.2
Palm
Maroa/ 6.6 4.6 6.8 4.8 3.5 2.5
Shaw
Ambient 20.0 9.0 20.0 9.0 20.0 9.0
Standard
Significant? No No No No No No
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Impact 6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Two situations create a potential for odor impact. The first occurs when a new odor
source is located near an existing sensitive receptor. The second occurs when a new
sensitive receptor locates near an existing source of odor. SJVAPCD has determined
the common land use types that are known to produce odors in the air basin. Included
in the types of land uses that are known to create odors are wastewater treatment
facilities, chemical manufacturing plants, painting/coating operations, feed lots/dairies,
composting facilities, landfills, and transfer stations.

As the proposed project would not include any of the above land uses, it is not expected
that the project would expose sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. The project
would not be considered a new sensitive receptor. Therefore, the proposed project
would have a less than significant impact on odors.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Impact 7: The proposed project would not emit a significant amount of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions.

Operational or long-term GHG emissions sources include the following:

Motor vehicles and trucks,
e Natural gas usage,
e Offsite electricity generation,

e Water transport and wastewater treatment (refers to the electricity required to
transport and treat the water that would be used for the project),

e Solid waste emissions from decomposition in a landfill, and
e Area sources such as maintenance equipment exhaust emissions.

As discussed in the regulatory section, the SJVAPCD's guidance for addressing GHG
emissions is to establish a list of GHG emission reduction measures with pre-quantified
GHG emission reduction effectiveness. These best performance standards (BPS),
however, have not yet been established. Projects implementing BPS would not require
guantification of GHG emissions. In the absence of defined BPS, a project would be
required to quantify project-specific GHG emissions and demonstrate that project-
specific GHG emissions would be reduced or mitigated by at least 29% compared to
Business As Usual (BAU). Projects achieving at least as 29% GHG emission reduction
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would be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for
GHG.*

BAU, as established by the California Air Resources Board, is a projected emission
inventory and does represent actual business or operational practices generating GHG
emissions. BAU is the projected emissions in 2020, including increases in emissions
caused by growth, without any GHG reduction measures in place.

The 29-percent GHG emission reductions may be achieved through any combination of
GHG emission reduction measures, including emission reductions achieved as a result
of changes in building and appliance standards occurring since the 2002-2004 baseline
period. It is appropriate to include standards and regulations that reduce emissions by
the Scoping Plan’s 2020 target year because the energy used by the project purchased
from the grid will result in much lower emissions as the renewable energy portfolio
standard is implemented over time. Motor vehicle GHG emissions associated with the
project will also decline over time as state and federal fuel efficiency standards are
implemented.

BAU emissions for the project are shown in Table 8. The methodology for determining
these sources is described in Appendix 2.

Table 9 summarizes assumed reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from state
regulations and AB32 measures.

The project site and design incorporate a number of factors that would be expected to
reduce GHG emissions. The SIVAPCD's Interim GHG Emission Reduction Calculator
was applied to the project to estimate emissions reductions from these factors. The
following measures were assumed to apply to the project site/design:

Measure 1: Bike Racks

Measure 2: End of Trip Measures

Measure 4: Proximity to Bike Path/Bike Lane
Measure 5: Pedestrian Network

Measure 15: Office Mixed Use Proximate
Measure 22: Urban Mixed Use Measure

The SJVAPCD calculator estimated that the above measures would reduce GHG
emissions by 10.375%. This reduction was applied to vehicular emissions only.

* San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, December 17, 2009.

34



Table 8: Operational Business as Usual Greenhouse Gas Estimates

Source Emissions
(MTCOye per year)
Transportation (motor vehicles) 1,899.96
Natural gas 153.34
Electricity 543.02
Water transport/Treatment 14.03
Waste 344.19
Area Sources 0.23
Total 2,954.77
Notes:
MTCO.e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents

Table 9: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions from State Regulations and AB32

Measures
Sector | Affected California Reduction from | Total Regulation
Emission Legislation 2020 GHG | Reductions for the
Sources Sector Inventory | Applicable Sector
(%) (%0)
AB 1493
Pavley
Mobile | Transportation LCFS 26.9 26.9
Passenger
Vehicle
Efficiency
Area Natural Gas Energy
Efficiency 9.5% 9.5
Measures
Indirect | Electricity RPS 21.0%
Energy 26.2
Efficiency 15.7%
Measures

Notes: AB = Assembly Bill; LCFS = Low Carbon Fuel Standard; RPS = Renewable

Portfolio Standard
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, revised June

2010.
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Table 10 shows a summary of resulting project emissions compared to emissions under
the Business as Usual (BAU) assumption. Project reductions and future regulations
would reduce emissions by approximately 30.1 percent. This reduction would comply
with the SIVAPCD threshold of a 29-percent reduction in emissions. Impacts from
GHG emissions would, therefore, be less than significant.

Impact 7: The proposed project would not have a significant cumulative air quality
impact.

The SJVAB is in nonattainment for the federal and standards for ozone, PM;o, and
PM,5s. Construction of the proposed project would not exceed SIVAPCD'’s thresholds
for ROG, NOy, and PM emissions, and would not have a cumulative significant impact.
The project’s operational emissions also do not exceed the SIVAPCD thresholds for
ROG and NOy, which are ozone precursors. According to the SJVAPCD’s Guide for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, “Any proposed project that would
individually have a significant air quality impact...would also be considered to have a
significant cumulative air quality impact.” The project would not exceed the threshold of
significance for ozone precursors, but would still contribute cumulatively to air pollution
resulting from growth in the air basin.

To address cumulative impacts, the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has implemented
SJVAPCD Rule 9510. This rule reduces the impact of NO, and PM;p emissions from
growth on the Air Basin. The rule places application and emission reduction
requirements on development projects meeting applicability criteria in order to reduce
emissions through onsite mitigation, offsite SJVAPCD-administered projects, or a
combination of the two. This project will submit an Air Impact Assessment application in
accordance with Rule 9510’s requirements. Compliance with SIVAPCD Rule 9510 will
avoid the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts, so project cumulative
air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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Table 10: 2020 Greenhouse Gas Emissions with Project Reductions and Future

Reg

ulations
Emissions | Emissions
) With with  State
Business as Usual . s
Source Emission PrOJ_ect Regulations
Design and AB32
Inventory Reductions | Measures
(MTCOe/ year) MTCO,e | MTCO,e
Transportation 1,899.96 1,702.83 1,231.15
Natural gas
153.34 153.74 138.77
Electricity 543.02 | 543.02 343.73
Water
transport/Treatment 14.03 14.03 5.88
Solid Waste
344.19 344.19 344.19
Area Sources
0.23 0.23 0.21
Total 2,954.77 2,758.04 2,066.93
Percent Emission Reductions from
Business as Usual 30.1

MTCO.e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
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APPENDIX 1: URBEMIS OUTPUT
Construction

Estimates of construction phase emissions were made using a program called
URBEMIS-2007 (Version 9.2.4). URBEMIS-2007 is a program that estimates the
emissions that result from development projects. Land use projects can include
residential uses such as single-family dwelling units, apartments and condominiums,
and nonresidential uses such as shopping centers, office buildings, and industrial
facilities. URBEMIS-2007 contains default values for much of the information needed to
calculate emissions. However, project-specific, user-supplied information can also be
used when it is available.

The project was assumed to be built in a 16.5 month period with construction beginning
February 2012. The lengths of the various construction phases during the build out
period were estimated using a construction phase calculator developed by the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. The URBEMIS-2007 default values for
equipment, vehicle and other activities were utilized. The air quality modeling assumed
that five our phases of construction would occur: demolition, site grading, paving,
building construction, and architectural coating.

The analysis included compliance with SJIVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PMyg
Prohibitions). Compliance with Regulation VIII is required. The following measures
were included in the analysis:

Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.

Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly.

Water exposed surfaces twice daily.

Stabilize soil in equipment loading/unloading areas.

Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour.
Manage haul road dust by watering twice daily.

URBEMIS-2007 output is attached.
Operation

On-Road Vehicular Emissions

Inputs to the URBEMIS-2007 program include trip generation rates, vehicle mix,
average trip length by trip type and average speed. Default trip lengths and average trip
speeds for Fresno County were used. The analysis was carried out assuming a 2013
vehicle mix.
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Area Source Emissions

Area source emissions were also quantified using the URBEMIS-2007 program. The
URBEMIS-2007 estimated emissions from the following sources:

Natural Gas Combustion
Landscaping Emissions
Architectural Coatings

The URBEMIS-2007 program was used to quantify operational emissions on an annual
basis. The program output is attached.
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APPENDIX 2: GREENHOUSE GAS CALCULATIONS

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGSs)
because they capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the
atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHG’'s has been
implicated as a driving force for global climate change. Definitions of climate change
vary between and across regulatory authorities and the scientific community, but in
general can be described as the changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural
fluctuations and anthropogenic activities that alter the composition of the global
atmosphere.

According to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the most common GHG
that results from human activity is carbon dioxide, followed by methane and nitrous
oxide. Greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using guidance from the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA).>

Methane (CH,4) and nitrous (N2O) are more powerful global warming gases than CO3, so
the emissions were multiplied by a correction factor to estimate “carbon dioxide
equivalents”, designated as CO,e. CH,; was assumed to have a Global Warming
Potential (GWP), 21 times that of CO,, while N,O was assumed to have a Global
Warming Potential 310 times that of CO..

Transportation

Transportation emissions in tons of CO, per year were estimated by the URBEMIS
program to be 2,095.65 tons/year or 1,900.75 MT/year. This emission is for CO, only,
and must be adjusted to account for other greenhouse gas components. The
URBEMIS annual emissions were divided by 0.95 to adjust from CO, to CO2..> The
result is 1,899.96 MT/year.

Area Sources

Area sources are local combustion of fuel. Area sources covered in this section
includes maintenance equipment. Natural gas usage from the primary building heating
is not included in this category. Natural gas related- CO;, emissions were calculated as
part of Electricity and Natural Gas emissions as explained below.

The resulting emission estimate was 0.23 MT/year of CO.e.

> CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Appendix B: Calculation Methods for
Unmitigated Emissions, August 2010.
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Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas usage were estimated by multiplying the project square
footage by office space office usage rates taken from the California Commercial End-
Use Survey, published by the California Energy Commission. The survey contains
natural gas (and electricity) consumption data by major utility and climate zone, and by
type of commercial use.® The resulting usages were 1,485.22 mwh/year for electricity
and 2,887.81 Million Btu/year for natural gas.

Once electricity and natural gas use were estimated, GHG emissions were estimated
using CO,, CH4, and N,O emission factors as reported in the California Climate Action
Registry’s General Reporting Protocol, version 3.1.” The resulting emissions were then
converted to CO,e by multiplying CH; and N»0 emissions by their GWP values of 21
and 310, respectively. The emission factors are shown below.

CO, CH,4 N-O
Electricity 804.54 0.0067 0.0037
Units Ibs CO,/mwh Ibs CH4/mwh Ibs N,O/MWH
Natural Gas 53.06 0.005 0.0001
CO- (kg CHa4 N,O
Units CO,/MMBtu) (kg/MMBtu) (kg/MMBtu)

The resulting emissions estimates were 543.02 and 153.34 MT/year CO.e for electricity
and natural gas, respectively.

Water Usage

Delivering and treating water for use at the project site requires energy. This embodied
energy associated with the distribution of water to the end user is associated with the
electricity to pump and treat the water. GHG emissions due to water use are related to
the energy used to convey, treat and distribute water. Thus, these emissions are
indirect emissions from the production of electricity to power these systems.

Therefore, to quantify the GHG emissions associated with the distribution of water to an
end user, the carbon intensity of electricity is used along with the amount of electricity
used in pumping and treating the water. Because water used outdoors within a project
would not be treated at a wastewater treatment facility, the calculation of energy use is
different for indoor water use and outdoor water use. Indoor water use was assumed to
be 67% of total usage and outdoor usage assumed to be 33% of total usage.

® California Energy Commission, California Commercial End-Use Survey, March 2006.

" california Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1, January 2009.
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Total water consumption was estimated based on an assumed 400 sg. ft. of office
space per employee and a daily water use of 85.59 gallons per employee.?® Indoor
water usage for the project was estimated at 5,473,098 gallons per year. Outdoor water
usage for the project was estimated at 2,695,705 gallons per year. The electrical
demand for water was determined using the stated volumes of water and energy
intensities values (i.e., energy use per unit volume of water) provided by reports from
the California Energy Commission (CEC) on energy use for California’'s water
systems.’® Sources considered include water conveyance, water treatment, water
distribution and wastewater treatment. Once electricity use associated with these
sources were estimated and summed, the GHGs associated with that electricity use
were calculated using the same GHG emission factors as described in the Electricity
and Natural Gas discussion.

For northern California, the estimated embodied energy for indoor water use is 5,411
kwH/million gallons and the estimated embodied energy for outdoor water use is 3,500
kwH/million gallons. Applying these factors to the above water usage estimates results
in an estimated 39,050 kwh/year used in the conveyance, distribution and treatment of
water. This estimated embedded electrical demand was used to estimate related GHG
emissions using the same methodology described above for electricity. The resulting
GHG emission estimate was 14.03 MT/year COe.

Solid Waste

The amount of solid waste that the project would generate was estimated at 1,129.57
tons per year based on a generation rate of 0.0108 tons per year per square foot.'! The
solid waste GHG emissions included two components: truck hauling emissions and
emissions resulting from the decomposition of solid waste.

Assuming at 15 ton truck capacity, the project’s solid waste generation was estimated to
result in 75.3 round trips to a landfill. Assuming a 40-mile roundtrip distance to the
landfill, annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be 3012.19. The VMT estimate was
multiplied by EMFAC2007 emission rates for heavy-duty trucks traveling at an average
speed of 35 mph (1,780.4 grams/mile). A similar calculation for methane emissions
was made using the EMFAC2007 emission rate of 0.05 grams of CH4 per mile. After
adjusting methane emissions with a GWP factor of 21, the truck-related emissions of
CO.e was 5.32 MT/year.

8 Energy Information Administration, 1995 Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey,

Shttp://www.eia.gov/emeu/consumptionbriefs/cbecs/pbawebsite/office/office_howmanyempl.htm)
San Francisco PUC, Wholesale Customer Water Demand Projections Technical Report, November
2004.
9 Navigant Consulting, Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in California, prepared for the
California Energy Commission, CEC-500-2006-116, 2006.
CalRecycle, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for Commercial Establishments
(http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastechar/Commercial.htm)
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U.S. EPA WARM Model emission rates for mixed solid waste decomposition were used
to estimate GHG emissions from decomposition of solid waste. The emission factor,
assuming energy recovery, was 0.30 tons CO,e per short ton.> Multiplying this
emission factor by the yearly generation rate yielded an estimate of 338.87 MT/year
from the decomposition of solid waste. Total emissions from truck emissions and
decomposition emissions would be 344.19 MT/year COe.

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Waste Reduction Model (WARM), (Step 5: View

Emission/Energy Factors), 2009. (http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/ waste/calculators/Warm
Form.html
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: C:\Users\Weatherman\AppData\Roaming\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\projects\Fig Garden Office Construction.urb924
Project Name: Fig Garden Office Construction
Project Location: Fresno County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Summary Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOXx co SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 PM2.5 COo2
Exhaust

2012 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 0.38 2.06 1.89 0.00 0.54 0.13 0.67 0.11 0.12 0.24 296.50
2012 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 0.38 2.06 1.89 0.00 0.22 0.13 0.35 0.05 0.12 0.17 296.50
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 58.95 0.00 47.31 58.67 0.00 28.26 0.00
2013 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 1.32 0.95 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.06 0.06 161.06
2013 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 1.32 0.95 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.06 0.06 161.06
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

ROG NOXx Cco

%2}
N

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust  PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5

O
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2012 0.38 2.06 1.89 0.00 0.54 0.13 0.67 0.11 0.12 0.24 296.50
Demolition 02/12/2012- 0.01 0.14 0.08 0.00 0.10 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.03 21.38
03/08/2012

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00
Demo Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.65
Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.76
Demo Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.97
Fine Grading 03/08/2012- 0.05 0.41 0.23 0.00 0.43 0.02 0.45 0.09 0.02 0.11 43.47
04/27/2012
Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.43 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 0.05 0.41 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 41.58
Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.90
Asphalt 04/27/2012-05/18/2012 0.02 0.12 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 12.51
Paving Off-Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving Off Road Diesel 0.02 0.11 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 10.18
Paving On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70
Paving Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.64
Building 04/27/2012-06/30/2013 0.30 1.40 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.09 0.09 219.13
Building Off Road Diesel 0.28 131 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.08 0.08 143.48
Building Vendor Trips 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.94

Building Worker Trips 0.02 0.03 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.72
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2013 1.32
Building 04/27/2012-06/30/2013 0.20
Building Off Road Diesel 0.19
Building Vendor Trips 0.00
Building Worker Trips 0.01
Coating 05/16/2013-06/30/2013 1.12
Architectural Coating 1.12
Coating Worker Trips 0.00

Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 492100
Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 25900
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 359.72
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Concrete/Industrial Saws (10 hp) operating at a 0.73 load factor for 8 hours per day

0.95

0.95

0.90

0.04

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

Phase Assumptions
Phase: Demolition 2/12/2012 - 3/8/2012 - Demolition of Existing Structures

1.05

1.04

0.66

0.04

0.34

0.01

0.00

0.01

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 1 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Fine Grading 3/8/2012 - 4/27/2012 - Site Grading/Preparation

Total Acres Disturbed: 4.69

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 1.17
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

20 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

161.06

159.72

104.57

10.89

44.26

1.34

0.00

1.34
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1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Paving 4/27/2012 - 5/18/2012 - Site Paving

Acres to be Paved: 1.17

Off-Road Equipment:

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 4/27/2012 - 6/30/2013 - Building Construction

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
3 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Architectural Coating 5/16/2013 - 6/30/2013 - Painting

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 130
Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 130
Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250
Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Mitigated
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2012

Demolition 02/12/2012-
03/08/2012

Fugitive Dust

Demo Off Road Diesel
Demo On Road Diesel
Demo Worker Trips

Fine Grading 03/08/2012-
04/27/2012

Fine Grading Dust
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel
Fine Grading Worker Trips
Asphalt 04/27/2012-05/18/2012
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel
Paving Worker Trips
Building 04/27/2012-06/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips

Building Worker Trips

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.30

0.28

0.01

0.02

0.41

0.00

0.41

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.00

1.40

131

0.06

0.03

0.08

0.00

0.04

0.02

0.01

0.23

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.02

0.09

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

1.50

0.93

0.06

0.51

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

PM10 Dust  PM10 Exhaust
0.22 0.13
0.10 0.01
0.13 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.11 0.02
0.11 0.00
0.00 0.02
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.10
0.00 0.09
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

PM10 PM2.5Dust PM2.5 Exhaust
0.35 0.05 0.12
0.11 0.02 0.01
0.13 0.03 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.13 0.02 0.02
0.11 0.02 0.00
0.02 0.00 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.10 0.00 0.09
0.09 0.00 0.08
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

0.17

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.08

0.00

0.00

O
N

296.50

21.38

0.00

6.65

13.76

0.97

43.47

0.00

41.58

0.00

1.90

12.51

0.00

10.18

0.70

1.64

219.13

143.48

14.94

60.72
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2013
Building 04/27/2012-06/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Coating 05/16/2013-06/30/2013
Architectural Coating

Coating Worker Trips

1.32

0.20

0.19

0.00

0.01

112

112

0.00

0.95

0.95

0.90

0.04

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.05

1.04

0.66

0.04

0.34

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Construction Related Mitigation Measures

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 3/8/2012 - 4/27/2012 - Site Grading/Preparation

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 5% PM25: 5%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

161.06

159.72

104.57

10.89

44.26

1.34

0.00

1.34
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name:
Project Name: Fig Garden Office Operation
Project Location: Fresno County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Summary Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx co SO2 PM10
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.00 0.00
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx co S02 PM10
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 1.79 3.12 20.99 0.02 1.78

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
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TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 1.92
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2,248.60
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx co S02
Natural Gas 0.01 0.13 0.11 0.00
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.01 0.00 0.14 0.00
Consumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 0.11
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.00

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOX CO S0O2
General office building 1.79 3.12 20.99 0.02
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 1.79 3.12 20.99 0.02

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2013 Season: Annual

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

0.00

0.00

0.00

PM10

1.78

1.78

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

PM25

0.41

0.41

152.95

COo2
2,095.65

2,095.65
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Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT
General office building 13.20 1000 sq ft 104.59 1,380.59 11,186.21
1,380.59 11,186.21

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel
Light Auto 44.3 0.7 99.1 0.2
Light Truck < 3750 lbs 10.7 1.9 934 4.7
Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 21.9 0.9 99.1 0.0
Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs 12.0 0.8 99.2 0.0
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs 2.1 0.0 76.2 23.8
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.8 0.0 50.0 50.0
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs 14 0.0 14.3 85.7
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs 2.3 0.0 0.0 100.0
Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Urban Bus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Motorcycle 35 54.3 45.7 0.0
School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
Motor Home 0.8 0.0 87.5 12.5

Travel Conditions
Residential Commercial
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles) 10.8 7.3 7.5 9.5 7.4 7.4
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Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

General office building

Home-Work
16.8
35.0

32.9

Travel Conditions

Residential
Home-Shop
7.1
35.0

18.0

Home-Other
7.9
35.0

49.1

Commute

14.7

35.0

35.0

Commercial
Non-Work
6.6

35.0

175

Customer
6.6

35.0

47.5
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Special Status Species — Database Results

Species

Status
(USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS)

General
Habitat

Potential
Occurrence within
Project Vicinity

MAMMALS

Western mastiff bat

conifer and deciduous
woodlands, coastal scrub,
grassland, and chaparral.
Roost in crevices in cliff
faces, high buildings, trees,
and tunnels.

Antrozous pallidus --/CSC/-- A wide variety of habitats are | Unlikely
Pallid bat utilized including grasslands, | Roosting habitat
shrublands, woodlands, and does not exist on the
forests from sea level up project site.
through mixed conifer forests.
Most common in open, dry
habitats with rocky areas for
roosting. Also relatively
common on bridges.
Dipodomys nitratoides exilis | FE/SE [/ -- Alkali sink-open grassland Unlikely
Fresno kangaroo rat habitats in western Fresno Habitat for this
county. Bare alkaline clay- species does not
based soils subject to seasonal | exist on the project
inundation, with more friable | site. Project site is
soil mounds around shrubs & | fragmented;
grasses. surrounded by
residential and
commercial
property.
Euderma maculatum -1~ Occupies a wide variety of Unlikely
Spotted bat habitats from arid deserts and | Roosting habitat
grasslands through mixed does not exist on the
conifer forests. Feeds over project site.
water and along washes.
Feeds almost entirely on
moths. Needs rock crevices in
cliffs or caves for roosting.
Eumops perotis californicus | --/ CSC/ -- Many open habitats including | Unlikely

Roosting habitat
does not exist on the
project site.




Status General Potential
Species (USFWS/ Habitat Occurrence within
CDFG/CNPS) Project Vicinity
Lasiurus cinereus -~/ -- Prefers open habitats or Unlikely
Hoary bat habitat mosaics with access to | Roosting habitat
trees for cover and open areas | does not exist on the
or edge for feeding. project site.
Generally roost in dense
foliage of trees; does not use
buildings for roosting.
Winters in California and
Mexico and often migrates
towards summer quarters in
the north and east during the
spring. Young are born and
reared in summer grounds,
which is unlikely to occur in
California.
Perognathus inornatus -—/--- Typically found in grasslands | Unlikely
inornatus and blue oak savanna, needs Habitat for this
San Joaquin pocket mouse friable soils. species does not
exist on the project
site. Project site is
fragmented;
surrounded by
residential and
commercial
property.
Taxidea taxus --/CSC/ -- Dry, open grasslands, fields, | Unlikely
American badger pastures savannas, and Habitat for this
mountain meadows near species does not
timberline are preferred. The | exist on the project
principal requirements seem | site. Project site is
to be sufficient food, friable fragmented;
soils, and relatively open, surrounded by
uncultivated grounds. residential and
commercial
property.
Vulpes macrotis mutica FE/ST/-- Open, level areas with loose- | Unlikely

San Joaquin Kit fox

textured soils supporting
scattered, shrubby vegetation
with little human disturbance.
Live in annual grasslands or
grassy open stages dominated
by scattered brush, shrubs,
and scrub.

Habitat for this
species does not
exist on the project
site. High levels of
human disturbance.
Project site is
fragmented;
surrounded by
residential and
commercial

property.




Status General Potential
Species (USFWS/ Habitat Occurrence within
CDFG/CNPS) Project Vicinit
Agelaius tricolor --/CSC/ -- Nest in colonies in dense Unlikely
Tricolored blackbird riparian vegetation, along Habitat for this
rivers, lagoons, lakes, and species does not
ponds. Forages over exist on the project
grassland or aquatic habitats. | site. No open water
on project site.
Athene cunicularia hypugea | --/CSC/-- Year round resident of open, | Unlikely
Burrowing owl dry grassland and desert Project site is
habitats, and in grass, forb fragmented and
and open shrub stages of surrounded by
pinyon-juniper and ponderosa | commercial and
pine habitats. Frequent open | residential property.
grasslands and shrublands Although some
with perches and burrows. mammal burrows
Use rodent burrows (often were observed on
California ground squirrel) site, no signs of
for roosting and nesting burrowing owl
cover. Pipes, culverts, and activity were
nest boxes may be substituted | observed.
for burrows in areas where
burrows are not available.
Coccyzus americanus FC/SE/-- Inhabits extensive deciduous | Unlikely
occidentalis riparian thickets or forests Habitat for this
Western yellow-billed with dense, low-level or species does not
cuckoo understory foliage, slow- exist on the project
moving watercourses, site. Project site is
backwaters, or seeps. Willow | fragmented,;
almost always a dominant surrounded by
component of the vegetation. | residential and
commercial
property. No open
water on project site.
Eremophila alpestris actia - /WL/-- Short-grass prairies, “bald” Unlikely
California horned lark hills, mountain meadows, Habitat for this
open coastal plains, fallow species does not
grain fields, alkali flats. exist on the project
Builds open cup-like nests on | site.
the ground.




Status General Potential
Species (USFWS/ Habitat Occurrence within
CDFG/CNPS) Project Vicinit
Actinemys marmorata --/CSC/ -- Associated with permanent or | Unlikely
Western pond turtle nearly permanent water in a Habitat for this
wide variety of habitats species does not
(includes A. m. pallida and including streams, lakes, exist on the project
A. m. marmorata as ponds, irrigation ditches, etc. | site. No open water
recognized by the DFG) Require basking sites such as | on project site.
partially submerged logs,
rocks, mats of vegetation, or
open banks.
Ambystoma californiense FT /SC&CSC/ | Annual grassland and grassy | Unlikely
California tiger salamander | -- understory of valley-foothill Breeding habitat for
hardwood habitats in central | this species does not
and northern California. exist on the project
Need underground refuges site. Closest known
and vernal pools or other occurrence is a
seasonal water sources. historic museum
reference from 1879.
Second closest
occurrence is
approximately 9.5
KM from the project
site, beyond the
known dispersion of
this species.
Spea hammondii --/CSC/ -- Grasslands with shallow Unlikely
Western spadefoot toad temporary pools are optimal Breeding habitat for
habitats for the western this species does not
spadefoot. Occur primarily in | exist on the project
grassland habitats, but can be | site. Closest
found in valley and foothill occurrence is
woodlands. Vernal pools are | approximately 6.5
essential for breeding and egg | KM from the project
laying. site. . Project site is
fragmented,;
surrounded by
residential and
commercial
property.
Mylopharodon concephalus | --/ CSC/ -- Demersal; freshwater. Not Present
Hardhead No open water
present on the
project site.




Status General Potential
Species (USFWS/ Habitat Occurrence within
CDFG/CNPS) Project Vicinit
Branchinecta lynchi FT/--/-- Require ephemeral pools with | Not Present
Vernal pool fairy shrimp no flow. Associated with No vernal pools on
vernal pool/grasslands from the project site.
near Red Bluff (Shasta
County), through the central
valley, and into the South
Coast Mountains Region.
Require ephemeral pools with
no flow.
Branchinecta mesovallensis | --/--/ -- Northern claypan vernal pools | Not Present
Mid-valley fairy shrimp scattered throughout the No vernal pools on
lower elevations of the San the project site.
Joaquin Valley.
Desmocerus californicus FT/--/-- Inhabit established mature Unlikely
dimorphus elderberry shrubs. Endemic Habitat for this
Valley elderberry longhorn to moist Valley Oak species does not
beetle woodlands a ling margin of exist on the project
streams and rivers. Lower site.
Sacramento to upper San
Joaquin Valley.
Linderiella occidentalis -/--/-- Ephemeral ponds with no Not Present
California linderiella fairy flow. Generally associated No vernal pools on
shrimp with hardpans. the project site.
Lytta moesta /-1 Found on flowers. The Unlikely
Moestan blister beetle species was collected in Habitat for this
Kern and Tulare counties | SPecies does not
in the 1930s. The historical | €Xist on the project
distribution also includes | S®
Fresno, Madera, Santa
Cruz, and Stanislaus
counties.
Lytta molesta -~/ - Found on the flowers and Unlikely
Molestan blister beetle foliage of certain plants Habitat for this
(Lupinus and Trifolium). species does not
Inhabits the central valley of | exist on the project
California, from Contra Costa | site.
to Kern and Tulare counties.
May be associated with dried
vernal pools.
Castilleja campestris ssp. FT/SE/1B Vernal pools; elevation 50- Not Present
succulenta 750 meters. Annual herb Species not observed
Succulent owl’s-clover hemiparasitic. Blooms: April- | during botanical
May. surveys.




Status General Potential
Species (USFWS/ Habitat Occurrence within
CDFG/CNPS) Project Vicinity
Caulanthus californicus FE/SE/1B Chenopod scrub, pinyon and | Not Present
California jewel flower juniper woodland, valley and | Species not observed
foothill grassland; elevation during botanical
61-1000 meters. Annual herb. | surveys.
Blooms: February-May.
Eryngium spinosepalum -/--11B Valley and foothill grassland, | Not Present
Spiny-sealed button-celery vernal pools; elevation 80- Species not observed
255 meters. Annual/perennial | during botanical
herb. Blooms: April-May. surveys.
Leptosiphon serrulatus -/--/1B Cismontane woodland and Not Present
Madera leptosiphon lower montane coniferous Species not observed
forest; elevation 300-1300 during botanical
meters. Annual herb. Blooms: | surveys.
April-May.
Orcuttia inaequalis FT/SE/1B Vernal pools; elevation 10- Not Present
San Joaquin Valley Orcutt 755 meters. Annual herb. Species not observed
grass Blooms: April-September. during botanical
surveys.
Orcuttia pilosa FE/SE/1B Vernal pools; elevation 46- Not Present
Hairy Orcutt grass 200 meters. Annual herb. Species not observed
Blooms: May-September. during botanical
surveys.
Pseudobahia bahiifolia FE/SE/1B Cismontane woodland, valley | Not Present
Hartweg’s golden sunburst and foothill grasslands/clay, Species not observed
often acidic; elevation 15-150 | during botanical
meters. Annual shrub. surveys.
Blooms: March-April.
Sagittaria sanfordii -/--11B Marshes and swamps; Not Present
Sanford’s arrowhead elevation 0-650 meters. Species not observed
Rhizomatous herb emergent. | during botanical
Blooms: May-October. surveys.
Tropidocarpum -/--/1B Valley and foothill grasslands | Not Present
capparideum (alkaline hills); elevation 1- Species not observed
Caper-fruited tropidocarpum 455 meters. Annual herb. during botanical
Blooms: March-April. surveys.
Tuctoria greenei FE/SR/1B Valley grassland, freshwater | Not Present

Greene’s tuctoria

wetlands, wetland-riparian;
found in vernal pools; 30-
1070 meters. Annual herb.
Blooms: May-September.

Species not observed
during botanical
surveys.




STATUS DEFINITIONS

Federal

FE = listed as Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act
FT = listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act

-- =no listing

State

SE = listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
ST = listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act
SR = listed as Rare under the California Endangered Species Act

SC = Candidate for listing under the California Endangered Species Act

CSC = California Department of Fish and Game Species of Concern
CFP = California Fully Protected Animal

WL = California Department of Fish and Game Watch List

-- =no listing

California Native Plant Society

1B = List 1B species; rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere
List4 = Limited distribution (CNPS Watch List)
-- = no listing

POTENTIAL TO OCCUR

Present = known occurrence of species within the site; presence of suitable habitat conditions; or
observed during field surveys

High = known occurrence of species in the vicinity from the CNDDB or other documentation;
presence of suitable habitat conditions

Moderate = known occurrence of species in the vicinity from the CNDDB or other documentation;

presence of marginal habitat conditions within the site

Low = species known to occur in the vicinity from the CNDDB or other documentation; lack of
suitable habitat or poor quality

Unlikely = species not known to occur in the vicinity from the CNDDB or other documentation, no

suitable habitat is present within the site
Not Present = species was not observed during surveys
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l. Executive Summary

This historical evaluation was prepared at the request of Leianne Humble, with Denise
Duffy & Associates, Inc., in order to determine whether the single-family residence
located at 507 W. San Jose Avenue, Fresno, California qualifies as a potential historic
resource in accordance with Article 5 §15064.5 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Generally, resources over 45 years of age may be considered
historically significant under CEQA. The residence at 507 W. San Jose Avenue was
constructed in c. 1950 and is approximately 60 years of age. In December 2009 the
property was researched and evaluated as a potential historical/cultural resource in
accordance with the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) by
Johnson Architecture. Complete demolition is proposed for the residence, which is
located on California Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 714-240-03, in Fresno California.

I. Methodology

Determinations of historical significance require a number of issues to be considered.
Factors of significance include: the property’s history (both construction and use); the
history of the surrounding community; the association with important persons or uses;
the number of resources associated with the property; the potential for the resource to
be the work of a master architect, builder, craftsman, landscape gardener, or artist; the
historical, architectural, or landscape influences that have shaped the design of the
property and its pattern of use; what alterations have taken place, and how many
changes have affected the historical integrity of the property; and the current condition of
the property. These questions and related issues must be answered before a formal
determination of significance can be made.

The methodological approach for this historical property evaluation consisted of a site
visit, research on the property, neighborhood and associated persons conducted at the
City of Fresno Development Department, Fresno County Public Library, and Historic
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps for the City of Fresno.

In December 2009 a site visit was made to the property in order to photograph the
subject residence and the surrounding setting. During the site visit a brief architectural
description of the residence was created for use in this document. Research conducted
at the City of Fresno Community Development Department included a review of building
permit information for the subject property.

Research conducted at the Fresno Public Library included a review of Fresno County
City Directories and the library catalogue for any additional reference resources related
to the property. Additional research was conducted online and using Johnson
Architecture’s in-house reference library. Additionally a review of the California State
Office of Historic Preservation’s Historic Property Data File for Fresno County was
performed to determine whether any documentation for the property was previously
submitted for inclusion in the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) files.
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The Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Forms (DPR forma) for the subject
property are included as Appendix A.

. Historic Context

Historic contexts are organizing structures for interpreting history that group information
about historic properties that share a common theme, common geographical area, and a
common time period. The establishment of these contexts provides the foundation for
decision-making concerning the planning, restoration, and treatment of historic
properties.

Introduction

A historic context statement analyzes the historical development of a community
according to guidelines written by the National Park Service and specified in National
Register Bulletin 16. It contains information about historical trends and properties
organized by important themes during a particular period of time. A historic context
statement is linked with tangible built resources through the concept of property type: a
grouping of individual properties based on shared physical or associative characteristics.
Because historic context are organized by theme, place and time, they link historic
properties to important historic trends, thereby providing a framewaork for understanding
the potential significance of a property." A historic context statement is intended to
highlight historical trends that help to explain the evolution of a particular built
environment.

Fresno Context Statement

Fresno’s Early Development

The County of Fresno was founded in 1856, from portions of Mariposa, Merced and
Tulare Counties. The town of Millerton, present day location of Millerton Dam was
designated as the first seat of government for Fresno County. It would not be until the
Central Pacific Railroad Company (CPRC), the predecessor of the Southern Pacific
Railroad Company, established a passenger/freight station, as part of the San Joaquin
Division that the town of Fresno, or as it was first known “Fresno Station” would develop.
This line running through Fresno County connected the northern part of California with
Los Angeles. The various railroad stations that developed along the diagonal rail corridor
grew into towns, growing outward from the stations on axis streets along a rectangular
grid, with Fresno as one of the largest.

The desire to establish a railroad station and town in the vast stretch of agricultural land
now occupied by Fresno came about during an inspection tour of Central Pacific
Railroad rail lines in 1871. During the 1871 inspection made by officials of the railroad
(including director Leland Stanford) a visit was made to a 2,000-acre ranch owned by A.
Y. Easterby, located east of Fresno’s eventual site.” Impressed by the quality of the land
Stanford and railroad officials determined that a town would be located in this region.
Following Stanford’s visit the Contract and Finance Company (the Central Pacific’s real
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estate subsidiary) purchased 4,480 acres of land from the German Syndicate of San
Francisco. This group of real estate speculators had previously purchased 80,000 acres
of undeveloped land in central California.® With land secured rail expansion could begin.

Fresno was founded in May of 1872. The original town site, surveyed by Edward H. Mix
was organized on a grid, which straddled the rail corridor and extended to the east side
of the CPRC tracks along Front Street (present day H Street). The grid featured uniform
blocks measuring 302-by-400-foot blocks; each with 25-by-150-foot lots and twenty-foot
alleys.4 On June 26, 1872 the CPRC offered the lots for sale for between $60 and
$250.° The lots were purchased by entrepreneurs from the surrounding area eager to
open Fresno’s first businesses. By November 1872 Fresno had grown to include four
hotels and restaurants, saloons, three livery stables, two stores, and a few permanent
dwellings.®

The devastation of the town of Millerton by a flood in 1867 resulted in the transfer of the
Fresno County Seat from Millerton to the town of Fresno in 1874, after a special election
held throughout Fresno County on March 23, 1874.” Fresno’s status as the new County
Seat led to a period of prosperity in the following decades. By the end of 1874, Fresno
Station had grown to include fifty-five buildings, complete with a county hospital and
school.® In 1876, four years after the founding of Fresno Station the first water system
was established in town by George McCullough and Lyman Andrews. The two men
purchased a 50-by-150-foot corner lot in downtown Fresno on what is now the current
location of the Guarantee Savings Building on Fulton Street, and dug a one hundred foot
well with large holding tank. The original well and tank soon proved inadequate with
Fresno’s continued growth and increasing demand for water. McCollough and Andrews
purchased property at the corner of Fresno and O Streets for the construction of a water
tower that would better serve Fresno’s populous. Architect George Washington Maher
designed the impressive 100-foot-tall Fresno Water Tower constructed in 1894,
symbolizing the importance water had for Fresno and the greater valley region.®

The agricultural success of the land and the service and mobility made possible with the
railroad, enabled Fresno to become the leading agricultural center of the San Joaquin
Valley. As a result of this economic prosperity Fresno was incorporated as a fifth class
city in 1885 when population totals reached the necessary levels to qualify. As a fifth
class city Fresno was provided with additional governing powers from the State of
California, enabling the city to collect property taxes and other municipal assessments.
The January 1885 Sanborn Map delineates scattered development throughout an
approximate six-block radius of the CPRC station near the corner of H and Mariposa
Streets. The January 1885 Sanborn Map indicates a strip of commercial shops, lodging
houses, banks, offices, restaurants, and saloons from the base of H Street along
Mariposa Avenue to approximately K Street (present day Van Ness Avenue). The 1885
Sanborn Map reflects that the city’s earliest residential dwellings were sited
north/northwest of Mariposa Avenue along Fresno and Merced Street, and along H, J, K,
and | Streets. In 1888, the Sanborn Fire Insurance Company surveyed the growing town
of Fresno again. This survey indicates that additional residential development occurred
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north/northwest of Tuolumne, Stanislaus, Calaveras, H, I, J, and, K Streets. In addition
to these residential developments, the area east of Mariposa Avenue was developed
with residential buildings along Tulare, Kern, Inyo, Mono, and Ventura Streets, as well as
infill lots along H, I, J, K, L, M, and N Streets.'® The 1898 Sanborn Fire Insurance
Company survey for Fresno shows that Fresno experienced continued growth of
residential dwellings. However, the 1898 map indicates that there had been no major
commercial or industrial developments within the town at that time. The survey from this
year shows that the Fresno City High School had been constructed on the east side of O
Street between Tuolomne and Stanislaus Streets. Land sales beyond the city limits,
especially north of present-day Divisadero Street, were a result of the need to expand
both residential and commercial areas.

In many ways Fresno’s prominence as a city was marked by the construction of the
city’s two railroad depots. The Southern Pacific Railroad Depot constructed in 1889
located near the corner of H and Tulare Streets replaced an earlier depot and is
considered to be the oldest extant commercial building in Fresno. The “Fresno Station”
serves as an example of the Victorian style prevalent at the turn of the 20" century.
Fresno’s continued economic success was marked by the construction of the Mission
Revival style Santa Fe Railroad Depot on Tulare Street in 1899. The depot functioned
first as a station for the San Francisco and San Joaquin Valley Railroad (later the Santa
Fe Railroad). The San Francisco and San Joaquin line reached Fresno in 1896. The
line’s arrival marked an end to the monopoly the Southern Pacific had on Fresno’s
railroad traffic.'! Both of these depots are symbols of the valley’s thriving agricultural
economy and have been nationally recognized by their inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. By the 1890s the transformation from small town to city was
evident with the thriving commercial center of Fulton Street (known as “J” Street until
1923), the formation of the Mariposa Street cross-axis leading east to the Fresno County
Court House, and the Victorian-style buildings occupying Fresno’s downtown. During the
1890s the city expanded from 2.94 square miles in 1890 to 34.862 in 1900, with an
increase in population from 10,818 to 12,470.*

The 1910 census for Fresno showed a total population of 24,892. City boosters, hoping
to achieve a population of 50,000 by the opening of the 1915 Panama Pacific
Expositions held at San Diego and San Francisco, began promoting Fresno as ‘the
product of new conditions in California’ offering a solid economy and being ‘one of the
most attractive places to be found along the Pacific Coast’ with handsome public
buildings, a chamber of commerce, several established city parks, a $1,000,000 Santa
Fe Railroad terminal, eight banks, a building and loan association, and developing land
tracts outside the city proper such as the Bullard Tract.™

Early Metropolitan Image

The first efforts for urban planning in Fresno County began in 1916. On April 21, 1916
the Fresno City Board of Trustees passed ordinance No. 794, which established
Fresno’s first planning commission, one of the oldest planning commissions in the state
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of California. An architect and planner by the name of Charles Henry Chaney from San
Francisco was hired to prepare a plan for Fresno that would address the anticipated
growth following WWI. Chaney'’s report established community development programs
and a plan for organized growth. In this report Chaney proposed a civic center, a street
system that would accommodate the increased use of the automobile, a park and
recreation plan, a scenic road and boulevard system, railroad consolidation and a union
passenger and freight station, and downtown revitalization. The report was filed on June
1, 1918, but it was not adopted by the city commission until July 6, 1923 and did not
become effective until August 6, 1923.'* However, this early attempt to establish a plan
for the growing city of Fresno illustrates the desire citizens had to establish Fresno as a
metropolitan center in the San Joaquin Valley.

In 1919 several streets within Fresno’s downtown were renamed. | Street was renamed
Broadway Street and K Street was renamed Van Ness in an effort to give Downtown
Fresno a more metropolitan image. In 1923 J Street was renamed Fulton Street to
commemorate Fresno businessman and streetcar entrepreneur Fulton G. Berry who
died in 1910.

Early 20" Century Neighborhood Developments

Fresno’s early residential neighborhoods developed north of the downtown. The
development of these neighborhoods was spurred by the northward development of the
Fresno Traction Company electric streetcar line.

The Fresno Street Railroad was organized in 1888 and began service in January of
1889. In 1901 the company was taken over by Fresno City Railway Company and
converted to electric. The name of the streetcar line was changed to Fresno Traction
Company in 1903 and continued to operate under that name until 1939, when mass
transit changed once again and streetcars were replaced by bus.'*

In 1902 the Fresno City Railway Company opened its Forthcamp Avenue line, thereby
connecting the newer suburban additions north of town to Fresno’s city grid and
supporting Fresno’s first suburban building boom.*® One of Fresno’s first residential
neighborhoods to develop north of Fresno’s downtown in the late 19" and early 20"
century is known as the Lower Fulton-Van Ness District.!” The Lower Fulton-Van Ness
neighborhood features examples of late 19™and early 20" century house types from
small cottages to large mansions.

The Fresno City Railway Company continued to expand streetcar lines northward to
accommodate growing suburban developments such as the College Addition. A high
concentration of Revival style homes can be found in the College Addition, platted in
1912 and developed with the Fresno Normal School in 1911 (today Fresno City College)
to the south, the Fresno High School campus (1920-1922) to the west.*® The homes in
this area were designed by architects and builders for affluent clients, and provide an
example of the broad range of styles common to American upper-middle class housing
in the 1910s and 1920s.
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Van Ness Heights was a neighborhood located along North Van Ness Boulevard that
experienced most of its growth during the mid-1930s. At this time the majority of the
homes were designed in the Spanish Revival style, so popular in California during the
1930s. However, a variety of styles can be found along North Van Ness Boulevard,
including: Colonial Revival style, Tudor style, Spanish Revival style, and Monterey style.

Another tract development that spurred further northward residential development was
the Wilson’s North Fresno Tract in Fresno’s Tower District neighborhood. The
boundaries of this eighteen-block area are Olive Avenue to the south, Broadway (south
of Floradora) and the rear property line of Echo Avenue (north of Floradora) on the west,
McKinley Avenue on the north, and Maroa Avenue on the east. This tract features
single-family and multi-family buildings, the majority of which are built in the Craftsman
Bungalow and Revival styles. The four-unit apartment block was a common building type
in this area through the 1910s and 1920s.

Wylie Giffen and J.C. Forkner developed the Forkner Giffen Fig Gardens in 1919.
Horace Cotton, a landscape architect from San Francisco, designed the Fig Garden tract
of large acre lots complete with Fig trees. The homes are custom built and reflect a
variety of styles characteristic of early and mid-century architectural styles from Colonial
Revival to International style.

World War Il and the Built Environment

World War Il brought a completely different focus on architecture. The emphasis was
now on mass production in order to accommodate current demand as well as affordable
cost. Design was ruled by the simplification and standardization of housing for mass
assembly. Architects were devoted to finding a housing solution that would serve the
needs of contemporary American society, while remaining affordable.

Innovative uses of space and materials developed during the war influenced the design
of residential architecture after World War Il. Ideas first applied during the war, such as
the use of inexpensive materials in home construction, the integration of indoor and
outdoor living space to improve the quality of life, and the elimination of formal spaces
like dining rooms when space is limited, all became integral components of postwar,
middle class housing.®

The design of modest housing after the war was also influenced by the federal
government’s initiatives in the 1930s and 1940s to encourage home ownership.
Construction of single-family homes increased after the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) established mortgage terms conducive to the average American family. During
the 1940s FHA programs helped to finance military housing and homes needed for
returning veterans. In 1944 the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, more commonly known
as the Gl Bill, also helped families attain home ownership.
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During World War 11, in the years 1940 to 1945, Fresno’s population in the incorporated
areas increased by only 2,200. However, the newly developing neighborhoods just
outside the city grew much faster, totaling an estimated 35,000 people.?’ This growth
pattern reflects the development of suburban sprawl during the war years. With a large
number of people moving into the suburban areas desperate need for housing was
created.

Postwar Fresno

Modernism took on a new force in the post World War Il era. The war not only ended the
Great Depression, but created the conditions for productive postwar collaboration
between the federal government, private industry and organized labor. The economic
and political strength of the U.S. at the end of the war placed the country and its citizens
at an advantage as the strongest world power with the largest and richest economy in
the world thus providing the environment for great economic spending and production.
With renewed wealth and self-confidence the United States took precedence in creating
an architectural idiom of a new modern lifestyle.

In the years following World War Il California experienced a period of unparalleled
prosperity and optimism spurred by unprecedented urban growth and economic
expansion. California’s population increased by fifty-three percent between 1940 and
1950.% Fresno too felt the impact of a significant increase in population. The 1940
census reported 60,685 people living in Fresno while the 1950 census reported a
population of 91,669.%

The population explosion throughout California resulted in a building boom that
transformed how Californian’s lived and left an impact on the built environment, with the
adoption of Modern design as a widely used architectural building style. The population
explosion coupled with America’s love of the automobile spurred the development of the
automobile-centered suburb. Building efforts began in earnest with the construction of
housing developments, new civic and public buildings, highway improvements,
churches, schools, and commercial developments. The postwar architect abandoned
historic precedents and created an architecture drawn from the Modernist styles of the
pre-war years, implementing a renewed concern for landscape and site relationships,
the use of natural materials, and innovative building technologies resulting in a new
regional architecture.

Growth of Suburbia

Fresno’s Suburban Development

Like much of California, Fresno experienced population growth following the end of
World War Il, resulting in residential and commercial development beyond original city
boundaries. Like most of the country in the postwar period, Fresno experienced a severe
housing shortage following World War Il, which brought about a series of residential
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housing projects. Large numbers of transient agricultural laborers and thousands of
returning servicemen and their families put a strain on the city’s resources sending city
commissioners scrambling to find adequate shelter. Shortages of building materials and
state and federal restrictions gave priority to the construction of homes and facilities
needed by returning veterans. Public housing for veterans developed in the area near
the new Veterans Hospital in East Fresno.”®

Prior to World War 1l the only residential development north of Shields Avenue was the
Fig Garden district, considered a rural estate subdivision. Following the war Fresno’s
builders began the process of subdividing and building tract homes on large tracts of
land north of Shields Avenue as the city expanded outward. The 1950s saw significant
growth in residential developments. These developments were typically located within
close proximity to new regional shopping centers, schools and the new office park
developments developing outside of the traditional downtown commercial and urban
center.

Residential tracts developed during this period in the city and county of Fresno included
Mayfair tract No. 2 (1948), extending east from the intersection of McKinley Avenue and
the Herndon Canal; Sierra Sky Park (1946), on Herndon Avenue east of Highway 99;
Wilshire Gardens (1948), a 20-acre property located at the northwest corner of Fresno
St. and McKinley Avenue, developed by Allen Lew and Art Lambert; University Terrace
(1949), extending northwest from the intersection of Dakota and First Streets; the
University Portals neighborhood (1953), located north of Barstow Avenue and east of
First Street; Maroa Heights (1953), bounded by Barstow Avenue to the north, San Jose
Avenue to the south, Del Mar Avenue to the east, and Maroa Avenue to the west; the
Fig Garden Rancho and Thunderbird Heights, tract developments (1956) located in the
Fig Garden Estates, a short distance from Fig Garden Village, in the vicinity of Palm and
Shaw Avenues; and Sun Garden Acres (1968), bounded by Shaw Avenue to the north,
Gettysburg Avenue to the south, Maple Avenue to the east, and Cedar Avenue to the
west. Sun Garden Acres was developed with its own specific plan and drew most of its
residents from the academic faculty of California State University Fresno. The Sunnyside
neighborhood located on Fresno’s far east side bounded by Chestnut Avenue to the
west featured large estate size lots with custom homes, many of which were architect
designed.

Ranch Style

The Ranch style was the dominant style of residential design during the mid-century.** It
was based on the early Spanish haciendas built throughout Mexico and Southern
California in the 1800s and characterized by a single-story sprawling floor plan, with
integration of indoor and outdoor space. The ranch home of the mid-century was built on
a smaller scale than the sprawling haciendas of old California, lots were usually 1/8-1/4
acre in size.

© 2010 Johnson Architecture. All rights reserved



Historical Resource Evaluation
507 W. San Jose Avenue, Fresno, California
February, 2010 Page 9

Cliff May is credited with reintroducing the Ranch house in the 1930s, and is the
architect associated with the style on the west coast. May’s Ranch style designs of the
1930s were more picturesque and influenced by the early California haciendas. After the
war his work responded to the times and adopted the modern characteristic of post-and-
beam construction, creating a modern version of the Ranch style that combined the
characteristic indoor/outdoor living spaces of the haciendas with the simplified lines of
Modernism. In 1958 May published a book of his designs in conjunction with Sunset
Magazine called Western Ranch House. This book had widespread influence resulting in
the construction of both Cliff May Ranch style homes and Cliff May inspired Ranch style
homes throughout California.

The Ranch house proved to be the architectural style best suited to neighborhood-scale
development. The ranch house could be inexpensively constructed and mass-produced,
thereby providing housing at a reasonable cost to middle America. During the 1940s and
1950s the Ranch house appeared in subdivisions throughout the United States, most
prevalently in California. The ranch house was used by developers in a variety of styles;
a practice that led to its renown as the most popular housing type of the postwar era.?

V. Architectural Analysis

The Ranch house was the most popular house type in the United States during the late
1950s and 1960s. Its one-story configuration, low horizontal massing, and sprawling
plan characterize the Ranch house. Other features may include a low-pitched or flat roof
and a wide entry porch. A garage is frequently integrated into the design and attached to
the residence. The Ranch house may be situated among other similar houses which
together present consistent siting, setbacks and landscaping.
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507 W. San Jose Avenue. Photo courtesy of
Johnson Architecture, December 2009.

The single-family residence located at 507 W. San Jose Avenue is an example of the
Ranch style. The residence was constructed in approximately 1950. This one-story
house has an irregular, rectangular footprint and hipped roof, sheathed in composite
shingles, with wide eaves and exposed rafter tails. A dropped, secondary, shed roof is
located on the east elevation, and marks the carport and entrance to the residence. The
exterior walls are covered in wood siding. The buildings visible fenestration pattern
includes: single, aluminum-frame, slider windows and a fixed, aluminum-frame,
projecting bay window. The principal residential entry appears to be from the primary
north elevation and cannot be viewed from the public right of way.

Two windows punctuate the primary north elevation. The dominant window is a
projecting, aluminum-frame, fixed bay window. Adjacent to the bay window is a single,
aluminum-frame slider.

A clear view of the west elevation was obstructed by plant growth and was not visible
due to limited access.
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The east elevation appears to be divided into two wings: The north wing located under
the shed roof and a projecting south wing with a dropped hip roof. At the time of the site
visit, visibility of the east elevation by plant growth, a fence, and limited access.

The rear (south) elevation was not visible due to limited access.

Architect/Builder

No original building permits could be located for this residence. Four permits were
located at the City of Fresno Building Department. The earliest extant permit is dated
December 31, 1954 and is from the Fresno County Health Department for the inspection
of the septic tank. In 1958 a building permit was pulled for the construction of a tool
shed. In 1963 an electrical permit was pulled on the residence. A William H. Bliss is
listed as owner of the property. A permit was pulled in 1977 for a sewer connection. The
owner is listed as a Mrs. T.A. Vauder and the property is listed as a rental.

V. California Register of Historical Resources Significance Criteria

All resources listed in or formerly determined eligible for the National Register are
eligible for the California Register. In addition, properties designated under municipal or
county ordinances are also eligible for listing in the California Register. A historical
resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the
following criteria:

Criterion 1: Event or Patterns of Events

It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of
California or the United States

The 507 W. San Jose Avenue residence has not been associated with an important
event or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United
States. The property is not eligible under Criterion 1: Events or Patterns of Events.

Criterion 2: Important Person(s)
It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history

Historical research has determined that the 507 W. San Jose Avenue property is not
directly associated with any important persons in local, state, regional, or national
history. Consequently, the home does not qualify under California Register Criterion 2:
Important Person(s).

Criterion 3: Design/Construction

It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values
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The 507 W. San Jose Avenue property was originally built in approximately 1950 in the
Ranch architectural style. Although the exterior of the residence appears to be basically
unaltered from its original design, it does not embody the distinctive characteristics of the
Ranch style, and does not rise to the level of significance necessary for listing on the
California Register. The property is not eligible for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources under Criterion 3: Design/Construction.

Criterion 4: Information Potential

It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or
history of the local area, California or the nation

Beyond what is discussed in this evaluation, the 507 W. San Jose Avenue property has
not yielded, and are unlikely to yield information important to prehistory, or local, state,

regional or national history, and, consequently, do not qualify under California Register
Criterion 4: Information Potential.

VI. Evaluation of Integrity

In addition to having significance, resources must retain enough of their historic
character of appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the
reasons for their significance. Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s
physical identity and evidenced by the survival of characteristics or historical fabric that
existed during the resource’s period of significance. There are seven elements of
integrity recognized and employed by both the National Register of Historic Places and
the California Register of Historical Resources: location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. A resource that is not considered to retain
enough integrity for listing on the National Register may still be eligible for listing on the
California Register.

These seven aspects of integrity have been applied to the single-family residence
located at 507 W. San Jose Avenue. The residence was constructed c. 1950 and is
approximately 60 years of age and had potential to be considered a historical resource.

Location

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the
historic event occurred.

The residence remains in its original location along the north border of the property.
Therefore, this aspect of the property’s integrity has not been diminished.

Design
Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property.

507 W. San Jose Ave.:
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The exterior volume and massing of the residence is intact. However, changes
to the exterior of the building are evident in the replacement of materials. Overall
the integrity of the residence has been diminished.

Setting

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property, constituting topographic
features, vegetation, manmade features, and relationships between buildings or open
space.

The residence maintains its original use as domestic dwelling. Therefore, this aspect of
the property’s integrity has not been diminished.

Materials
Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.
507 W. San Jose Ave.:
Materials have been replaced and changes have been made to a number of
structural features, including: doors, roof, and wall cladding. In addition, exterior
building materials have experienced significant deterioration. Therefore, this
aspect of the property’s integrity has been diminished.

Workmanship
Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture, people, or
artisan during any given period in history or pre-history.

507 W. San Jose Ave.:

The original workmanship of this structure provides physical evidence of
construction methods and styles of residential development in the mid twentieth
century

Feeling

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historical sense of a particular
period of time.

The building has maintained its original residential use and the setting is intact.
Therefore, the property retains its original feeling, and this aspect of integrity has not
been diminished.

Association

Assaociation is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property.

There are no records that indicate that the residential structure located at 507 W. San
Jose Avenue have any direct link between an important historic event, person, or historic
property. Integrity of Association is not applicable to this building.

In summary, the single-family residence located at 507 W. San Jose Avenue retains a
minimal degree of integrity. In regards to setting, location, and feeling, the properties
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have undergone minimal change and are predominantly intact. However, the buildings
design, materials and workmanship have been altered. Integrity of association is not
applicable to this building. Although the residence does retain some integrity as a whole
the property does not retain sufficient integrity to be considered an historic resource.

VII. Application of CEQA

CEQA Public Resources Code §21084.1 provides that any project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. Public Resources Code §5020.1(q)
defines “substantial adverse change” as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration
such that the significance of the historical resource would be impaired. According to
Public Resources Code §5024.1, an historical resource is a resource that is listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources;
included in a local register of historical resources; or is identified as significant in an
historic resource survey if that survey meets specified criteria.

The 507 W. San Jose Avenue residence is not eligible for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources either individually or as part of an historic district. The
building has been associated with an important person or event significant in local,
regional, California or national history. The dwelling is not architecturally significant for
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
and the residence does not appear to represent the work of a master or possesses high
artistic value. Lastly, the dwelling has not yielded, or is likely to yield information
important in the prehistory or history of the area.

According to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a)(3), a lead agency can find a resource has
been determined to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic,
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California,
provided that the determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record.

The 507 W. San Jose Avenue residence is not eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources and is not considered significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California. The residence, therefore does not qualify as historical resources under
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a)(3).

VIIl. Conclusions

The 507 W. San Jose Avenue residence does not qualify for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources either individually or as part of an historic district. The
building has not been identified as maintaining an association with an important event or
person in local, regional, California or national history. The building does not display
distinctive construction or design characteristics, or represents the work of a master, or
possesses high artistic values. Lastly, the 507 W. San Jose Avenue residence has not
yielded and is not likely to yield any information important to prehistory or history.
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Consequently, the property does not qualify as an historical resource under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of our investigation was to identify potential geotechnical feasibility issues for planning
purposes.

It is our understanding the proposed construction will consist of a four-story above-ground structure
with a basement parking level (five total floor levels) of approximately 27,500 square feet in plan
view dimension for the above ground building dimension and approximately 84,048 square feet in
plan view dimension for the parking garage basement level. Appurtenant construction is anticipated
to include asphaltic concrete pavements, underground utilities, and landscape areas.

Based on the proposed construction, it is anticipated that maximum dead and live loads for interior
columns will be about 450 kips.

A total of seven (7) test borings were drilled at the subject site to depths of about 30 to 514 feet
below site grades (BSG). The near surface soils encountered generally consisted of silty sands
extending from the ground surface to depths of about 5 feet to 15 feet BSG. The near surface sands
were underlain by poorly graded sands extending to the depths ranging from 36 feet to 45 feet BSG.
Interbedded layers of silty sands and sandy silts were encountered below the poorly graded sands to
the maximum depth explored of 51% feet BSG. Silty sand fill soils were encountered in the majority
of the test borings to depths ranging from 1 foot to 2 feet BSG.

The site is considered geotechnically suitable for the proposed construction with regard to support
of the proposed structure. Specific recommendations for design of foundations, floor slabs and
pavements will be included in a future design level geotechnical engineering investigation report.

Based on review of nearby water well data reported on the Department of Water Resources
Groundwater Database Website, historic ground water depths are reported to be greater than 50 feet
BSG.

The potential for fault rupture is considered low. A total seismic settlement of %2 inch and a
differential seismic settlement of about ¥ inch in 40 feet were estimated based on the design
horizontal ground acceleration determined in accordance with the 2010 CBC.

This executive summary should not be used for design or construction and should be reviewed in
conjunction with the attached report.
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV
NEAR THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
SAN JOSE AVENUE AND MAROA AVENUE
FRESNO, CALIFORNIA

Project Number: D48704.01

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a geotechnical engineering feasibility investigation for the
proposed Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV, to be located near the southwest corner of San Jose
Avenue and Maroa Avenue in Fresno, California. Moore Twining Associates, Inc. (Moore Twining)
was authorized by Gunner Andros Investments, LLC to conduct this investigation.

The contents of this report include the purpose of the investigation and the scope of services
provided. The site history, previous studies, existing site features, and anticipated construction are
discussed. In addition, a description of the investigative procedures used and our findings obtained
are presented. Finally, the report provides an evaluation of the findings, general conclusions, and
related recommendations. The report appendices contain the drawings (Appendix A); the logs of
borings (Appendix B); and the results of laboratory tests (Appendix C).

The Geotechnical Engineering Division of Moore Twining performed the investigation,

2.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION

2.1 Purpose: The purpose of the geotechnical engineering feasibility investigation was
to conduct a field exploration, a laboratory testing program, evaluate the data collected during the
field and laboratory portions of the investigation, and provide the following:

2.1.1 Identification of pertinent geotechnical conditions for use in project planning;
2.1.2  Conclusions regarding the potential for liquefaction, fault rupture, seismic

settlement, and recommendations for CBC seismic near source factors and
coefficients;
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2.1.3 Recommendations for future geotechnical investigations for use in project
design; and

2.1.4 Conclusions regarding soil corrosion potential.

This investigation did not include a floodplain investigation, compaction tests, environmental
investigation, or environmental audit. This report should not be used for design or construction of
on or off-site improvements. Specific geotechnical recommendations for design will be provided
as part of future investigations.

2.2 Scope: Our original proposal dated March 5, 2008 and subsequent contract
amendments, outlined the scope of our services. The actions undertaken during the investigation are
summarized as follows.

2.2.1 Plan sheets 1, 2, 3, and 4, of the Entitlement Plans entitled Fig Garden
Financial Center Phase IV, prepared by Scott A. Mommer Consulting,
identified by project number SM091.08, dated May 23, 2011, were reviewed.

222 A ground-level dimension plan prepared by Togawa Smith, Martin
Residential, Inc., dated February 12, 2009, was reviewed.

2.2.3 Low elevation aerial photographs of the site were reviewed.
2.2.4 A site reconnaissance and subsurface exploration were conducted.

2.2.5 Areporttitled “Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Iig Garden Financial
Center - Phase II, Fresno, California” dated November 22, 1989 and a
supplemental report dated January 4, 1990, prepared by BSK & Associates,
Inc., were reviewed.

2.2.6 Laboratory tests were conducted to determine selected physical and
engineering properties of the subsurface soils.

2,27 Mr, Dennis Frye (Gunner Andros Investments, LLC), Mr. Scott Mommer
(Scott A. Mommer Consulting) and Mr. Art Lucas Scott A, Mommer
Consulting) were consulted during this investigation.

2.2.8 The data obtained from the investigation were evaluated to develop an
understanding of the subsurface conditions and engineering properties of the
subsurface soils.
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2.2,9 This report was prepared to present the purpose and scope, background
information, field exploration procedures, findings, evaluations, conclusions,
and recommendations.

3.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The site history, previous studies, existing site features, and the anticipated construction are
summatized in the following subsections.

3.1  Previous Studies and Site History: Moore Twining Associates, Inc. prepared a
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I} for this project in 2009. The areas of planned
development were reportedly used previously for agriculture and portions of the project were
subsequently developed for residential use. Aerial photographs from the years 1937, 1950, 1957,
1961, 1965, 1967, 1973, 1977, 1993, 1998 and 2005 were reviewed as part of the preparation of the
Phase I report. Based on our review of the aerial photographs, the subject site was in agricultural
use and occupied by residential and shed-like structures prior to 1937. The 1950 aerial photograph
shows a residential structure within the eastern portion of the site. The existing apartment building
development, located within the western portion of the property, was present in the 1973 aerial
photograph. Based on our recent site observations (February 2009), the former structures (residence
and shed like structures) located within the central portion of the property have been demolished and
removed from the site.

The “Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Fig Garden Financial Center - Phase II, Fresno,
California” dated November 22, 1989 and the supplemental report dated January 4, 1990, prepared
by BSK & Associates, Inc., were also reviewed as part of this investigation. The reports were
prepared to address the design of the adjacent office building west of the site.

The BSK & Associates, Inc., geotechnical report dated November 22, 1989 indicated the proposed
structure was to consist of a four-story office building with a below ground basement. The report
indicated the office would be approximately 90,000 square feet in plan dimensions. The report
indicated maximum building and basement parking loads of 640 kips and 200 kips, respectively.

The referenced geotechnical report indicates that a total of four borings were drilled to depths
ranging from 20 to 40 feet below site grades. The report indicated [oose sandy silts within the upper
8 to10 feet and indicated the “underlying soils” were “firm to medium dense.” Fills over hardpan
soils were also reported in one of the borings to a depth of 9 feet below site grade.

The report recommended a drilled pier foundation system to support the column loads. The report
recommended a minimum pier length of 30 feet and a minimum of 2 feet in diameter. The report
indicated total settlements of 1 to 1 % inches for the office building and % to 1 inch for the parking
structure,
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The report also recommended that 2 feet of soils below the basement level should be over-excavated
and compacted as engineered fill. The bottom of the overexcavation should be “scarified to a
minimum depth of 6 inches” and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum density prior fo placing
fill.

The report indicated pavement section of 3 inches of AC over 7 inches of Class Il AB over 8 inches
of compacted soils based on a traffic index and R-value of 6.0 and 36, respectively.

The BSK & Associates, Inc. supplemental report dated January 4, 1990 provided alternative
recommendations for supporting the building on shallow foundations. The report noted differential
settlement of between Y2 and % inch between the building and the parking structure footings were
considered acceptable. The report recommended over-excavation depths of a minimum of 2 feet,
as measured from basement - level parking structure subgrade. A minimum of 4 feet of over-
excavation and compaction of engineered fill was recommended below the parking structure
footings. The report recommended that engineered fill soils be compacted to 92 percent compaction
and moisture conditioned to optimum. The report also indicated that soils within the upper 8 inches
of the “finished subgrade” of basement and driveways be compacted to 95 percent compaction.

No other previous geotechnical engineering, geological, or environmental studies conducted for this
site were provided for review during this investigation. If available, these reports should be provided
for review and consideration for this project.

3.2  Site Description: The project site is located near the southwest corner of San Jose
Avenue and Maroa Avenue in Fresno, Fresno County, California. At the time of our field
exploration, the subject site was bound to the north by San Jose Avenue with single family housing
beyond; to the east by single family housing; to the south by existing multi-family housing, and to
the west by an existing multi-story office building and paved parking areas.

At the time of this investigation, the western portion of the subject site was occupied by an existing
multi-family apartment complex with asphaltic concrete pavements. The complex includes eight
(8) apartment buildings, a restroom building, in-ground swimming pool, landscaping with numerous
large, mature trees and interior walkways, carports and asphaltic concrete pavements, Numerous
underground utilities associated with the apartment complex were noted throughout the western
portion of the site. In addition, based on the conceptual grading plan provided, existing dry wells
are identified within the limits of the existing apartment complex. The central portion of the site
consisted of vacant property with some scattered mature trees. At the time of our observations, the
surface soils in the central portion of the site appeared relatively loose from recent discing
operations. Construction debris, such as piping, concrete and wood, were observed in areas where
former structures were located. The eastern portion of the site was occupied by a single family
residence (507 W. San Jose Avenue) and landscaping including numerous large trees. In addition,
timber utility poles were observed within portions of the site.
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The conceptual grading plan indicates an in-ground swimming pool was previously located near one
of the former residences within the central portion of the site. At the time of this investigation,
depressions were noted within the limits of the former swimming pool and one of the former
structures. The depressions located within the former swimming pool and residence were noted to
be approximately 2% feet and 1 foot deep, respectively.

At the time of this investigation, the subject site was noted to be relatively flat. Based on review of
the conceptual grading plan provided by Lars Andersen and Associates, the existing elevation of the
subject site ranged from approximately 318 feet AMSL to 320.5 feet AMSL.

3.3  Anticipated Construction: According to the site plan, the project site is
approximately 4.69 acres. It is our understanding the proposed construction will consist of a four-
story above-ground structure with a basement parking level (five total floor levels) of approximately
27,500 square feet in plan view dimension for the above ground building dimension and
approximately 84,048 square feet in plan view dimension for the parking garage basement level. The
proposed building is anticipated to consist of reinforced concrete, steel and wood framing systems
with a concrete slab-on-grade within the basement level. Appurtenant construction is anticipated
to include an asphaltic concrete parking, underground utilitics, concrete hardscape areas, and
landscape areas.

Based on the anticipated construction, it is assumed that maximum dead and live loads for interior
columns and perimeter walls will be about 450 kips and 6 kips per lineal foot, respectively. For the
purpose of this report, allowable total and differential static settlements of 1 % inch and % inch in
40 feet, respectively, were considered for foundations.

Based on our conversations with Lars Andersen and Associates, earthwork cuts up to about 10 feet
are expected to achieve site grades within the basement level. Areas outside the basement level are
anticipated to consist of relatively shallow cuts and fills to achieve design grades.

4.0 INVESTIGATIVE PROCEDURES

The field exploration and laboratory testing program conducted for this investigation are summarized
in the following subsections.

4.1  Field Exploration: The field exploration consisted of a site reconnaissance, drilling
test borings, soil sampling, and standard penetration tests.

4.1.1 Site Reconnaissance: The site reconnaissance consisted of walking the site
and noting visible surface features. The visual reconnaissance was conducted by Mr. Max Miljevich
Moore Twining Staff Engineer, on April 22, 2008, Subsequent observations by Moore Twining in
2011 as part of preparation of the Phase I report were also reviewed. The features noted are
described in the background information section of this report.
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4.1.2 Drilling Test Borings: On April 22, 2008, a total of seven (7) test borings
were drilled at the subject site to depths of about 30 to 51% feet below site grades (BSG). The field
investigation was performed under the technical supervision of a registered civil engineer from our
firm. The test borings were logged and the soils were classified in general accordance with the
Unified Soil Classification System, The depths and locations selected for the borings were based
on the anticipated location of the proposed building, existing site constraints, type of construction,
estimated depth of influence of foundation loads, and subsurface soil conditions. The approximate
locations of the borings are shown on Drawing No. 2 in Appendix A of this report.

The borings were advanced using a CME-75 drill rig equipped with 6%-inch outside diameter (O.D.)
hollow-stem augers. The soils encountered in the borings were sampled at an approximate depth
interval of 5 feet and returned to our laboratory for testing. The presence and elevation of free water,
if any, in the borings were noted and recorded during drilling and immediately following completion
of the borings. Test boring locations were determined by pacing with reference to existing site
features shown on the site plan. The locations, as described, should be considered accurate to within
about 10 feet. The test borings were generally loosely backfilled with material excavated during the
drilling operations; thus, some settlement should be anticipated. However, one of the borings (B-7)
was backfilled with pea gravel for approximately the upper 5 feet.

Test boring logs are provided in Appendix B of this report. A Key to Boring Logs is also presented
in Appendix B following the logs. The descriptions on the logs are based on field observations and
laboratory test results,

4.1.3 Soil Sampling: Standard penetration tests were conducted, and both
disturbed and relatively undisturbed soil samples were obtained.

The standard penetration resistance, N-value, is defined as the number of blows required to drive a
standard split barrel sampler into the soil. The standard split barrel sampler has a 2-inch O.D. and
a 1%-inch inside diameter (I.D.). The sampler is driven by a 140-pound weight free falling 30
inches. The sampler is lowered to the bottom of the bore hole and set by driving it an initial 6
inches. It is then driven an additional 12 inches and the number of blows requited to advance the
sampler the additional 12 inches is recorded as the N-value.

Relatively undisturbed soil samples for laboratory tests were obtained by pushing or driving a
California modified split barrel ring sampler into the soil. The soil was retained in brass rings, with
a2%inch O.D. and 1-inch in height. The lower 6-inch portions of the samples were placed in close-
fitting, plastic, airtight containers which, in turn, were placed in cushioned boxes for transport to
Moore Twining’s laboratory for classification and testing. Bulk samples of soil were obtained during
drilling to test for Resistance (R)-value, expansion index, moisture-density relationships, and
corrosion analyses.
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5.0  FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The findings and results of the field exploration and laboratory testing are summarized in the
following subsections.

5.1  Surface Conditions: At the time of our field exploration (April 22, 2008), the
western portion of the site was occupied by an existing apartment complex. Approximately eight
(8) two-story structures, a restroom building, an in-ground swimming pool, asphaltic concrete
pavements, exterior concrete slabs-on-grade, etc., were noted throughout the existing apartment
complex. In addition, various underground utilities and dry wells are anticipated within the limits
of the existing apartment complex. The eastern portion of the site was developed for residential use
and included a single family residence. Further, the central portion of the site was previously
developed and included several structures and an in-ground swimming pool, which have since been
demolished and removed. Two depressions were noted within the limits of the former residence and
swimming pool indicated on the conceptual grading plan. Some construction debris (concrete,
wood, etc,) was observed within the near surface soils in the central portion of the site.

5.2  Soil Profile: The near surface soils encountered generally consisted of silty sands
extending from the ground surface to depths ranging from about 5 feet to 15 feet BSG. The near
surface silty sands were underlain by poorly graded sands extending to depths ranging from 36 feet
to 45 feet BSG. Interbedded layers of silty sands and sandy silts were encountered below the poorly
graded sands to the maximum depth explored of 51% feet BSG. It should be noted that shallow fill
s0ils were encountered in a majority of the test borings extending to depths of from 1 foot to 2 feet
BSG. In addition, dense to very dense cemented soils (hardpan) were encountered at depths of
approximately 2 to 10 feet BSG.

The foregoing is a general summary of the soil conditions encountered in the test borings drilled for
this investigation, Detailed descriptions of the soils encountered at each test boring are presented
on the logs of borings in Appendix B. The stratification lines shown on the logs represent the
approximate boundary between soil types; the actual in-situ transition may be gradual.

5.3  Soil Engineering Properties: The following is a description of the soil engineering
propetties as determined from our field exploration.

Silty Sands: The silty sands ranging from the ground surface to depths ranging from about 5 o 135
feet BSG were loose to very dense as determined by standard penetration resistance, N-values,
ranging from 7 to greater than 50 blows per foot. Five (5) in-situ soil samples revealed dry densities
ranging from 98.8 to 129.3 pounds per cubic foot. The native silty sand samples tested exhibited low
compressibility characteristics as indicated by two (2) consolidation tests (results of 4.5 and 5.0
percent consolidation under a load of 8 kips per square foot). Upon inundation, the sample exhibited
low collapse potential (results of 1.1 and 2.5 percent collapse under a load of 2 kips per square foot).
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The results of a direct shear test performed on one (1) near surface soil sample indicated an angle
of internal friction of 23 degrees, with a cohesion value of 420 pounds per square foot. One (1)
expansion index (E.1.) test indicated very low expansion potential (E.I. = 0).

Poorly Graded Sands: Below the near surface silty sands, various interbedded layers of loose to
medium dense poorly graded sands were encountered, as indicated by standard penetration
resistance, N-values, ranging from 6 to 23 blows per foot. Two (2) samples revealed dry densities
of 94.6 and 101.4 pounds per cubic foot. The results of a direct shear test performed on one (1)
poorly graded sand sample indicated an angle of internal friction of 34 degrees, with a cohesion
value of 180 pounds per square foot.

Sandy Silts: The sandy silts encountered were stiff to hard as determined by standard penetration
resistance, N-values, ranging from 9 to 40 blows per foot.

Deeper Silty Sands: Below the near surface silty sands various interbedded layers of silty sands
encountered were loose to medium dense as determined by standard penetration resistance, N-
values, ranging from 7 to 25 blows per foot.

Moisture/Density Relationship: A maximum density optimum moisture determination test was
conducted on a near surface silty sand sample collected from between the ground surface and a depth
of about 5 feet BSG. The results of the maximum density optimum moisture test indicated a
maximum dry density of 129.4 pounds per cubic foot and an optimum moisture of 7.5 percent,

R-Value Test: Two (2) R-value tests conducted on near surface silty sand samples collected between
the ground surface and a depth of 5 feet BSG indicated R-values of 27 and 40.

Chemical Tests: Chemical test performed on two (2) silty sand samples at depths of 1 to 5 feet and
10 to 11%: feet BSG indicated pH values of 7.0 and 8.4; minimum resistivity values of 8,000 and
58,000 ohms per centimeter; chloride concentrations of 0.00088 percent by weight and “non detect”
(reporting limit of 0.00060 percent by weight); and sulfate concentrations of 0,00085 percent by
weight and “non detect” (reporting limit of 0.00060 percent by weight), respectively.

In addition, chemical test performed on one (1) poorly graded sand at a depth of 10 to 11 feet BSG
indicated a pH value of 8.4, minimum resistivity value of 5,300 ohms per centimeter; chloride
concentration of “non detect” (reporting limit of 0.00060 percent by weight); and sulfate
concentration of 0.010 percent by weight.

5.4 Groundwater Conditions: Groundwater was not encountered at the time of drilling
(April 2008), to the maximum depth explored of 5174 feet BSG. Based on review of nearby water
well data reported on the Department of Water Resources Groundwater Database Website, historic
ground water depths are reported to be greater than 50 feet BSG.
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However, water table elevations fluctuate with time, since they are dependent upon seasonal
precipitation, irrigation, land use, and climatic conditions as well as other factors. Thercfore, water
level observations at the time of the field exploration may vary from those encountered both during
the construction phase and the design life of the project. The evaluation of such factors was beyond
the scope of this investigation.

6.0 EVALUATION

The data and methodology used to develop conclusions and recommendations for planning purposes
are summarized in the following subsections. The evaluation was based upon the subsurface soil
conditions determined from our investigation and our understanding of the proposed construction.
The conclusions obtained from the results of our evaluations are described in the Conclusions and
Recommendations section of this report,

6.1 Surface Conditions and Existing Improvements: At the time of the field
investigation, the western portion of the site was occupied by an existing apartment complex with
an existing in-ground swimming pool. Existing foundations, underground utilities, asphaltic
concrete pavements, etc., associated with the existing apartment complex were noted. In addition,
existing dry wells, identified on the conceptual grading plan provided by Lars Andersen and
Associates, are anticipated. The exact depth of the existing subsurface improvements (i.e.,
foundations, utilities, dry wells, etc.) were unknown at the time of this investigation,

The eastern portion of the subject site includes an existing single family residence. Based on review
of the site plan provided, it is our understanding that two former residences with shed buildings and
an underground swimming pool were previously demolished on-site. Depressions within the
approximate limits of the former buildings and swimming pool area were noted at the time of this
investigation. In addition, scattered concrete and asphaltic concrete debris was noted at the surface.

As a part of site preparation, all existing subsurface structures (i.e., foundations, dry wells,
underground utilities, ete.), should be completely removed and backfilled as engineered fill.

6.2  Expansive Seoils: One of the potential geotechnical hazards evaluated at this site is
the expansion potential of the near surface soils. Over time, expansive soils will experience cyclic
drying and wetting as the dry and wet seasons pass. Expansive soils experience volumetric changes
(shrink/swell) as the moisture content of the clayey soils fluctuate. These shrink/swell cycles can
impact foundations and lightly loaded slabs-on-grade when not designed for the anticipated
expansive soil pressures.

In evaluation of the expansive soils at the site, expansion testing was performed on representative
samples of the near surface soils which are anticipated to be within the zone of influence of the
planned improvements. The expansion testing was performed and classified by expansion potential
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in accordance with ASTMD4829 are summarized in Appendix C of this report. The results of
expansion index testing indicated that the near surface soils exhibit very low expansion potential as
indicated by expansion index value of zero (0). Accordingly, no special mitigation measures are
required for this site due to expansive soils.

6.3  Foundation Support - General: Based on the magnitude of the anticipated
foundation loads and the soils conditions encountered, both shallow and deep foundation systems
consisting of cast-in-drilled-hole pier foundations were evaluated for this project. Based on our
evaluations, both shallow and deep foundations arc considered feasible for the project from a
geotechnical perspective.

6.4  Static Settlement and Bearing Capacity of Shallow Foundations: The potential
for excessive total and differential static settlement of shallow foundations was evaluated based on
the anticipated foundation loading. The increases in effective stress to underlying soils which can
occur from new foundations and structures, placement of fill, etc. can cause vertical deformation of
the soils, which can result in damage to the overlying structure(s) and improvements. The differential
component of settlement is often the most damaging. In addition, the allowable bearing pressures
for the soils supporting the foundations were also evaluated for shear, or punching type failure of the
soils due to the anticipated foundation loads.

Based on the anticipated foundation loads, excessive static settlements were estimated if shallow
foundations were supported on native soils, Therefore, over-excavation and recompaction of the
subgrade soils below foundations would be required for support of new foundations. Based on
preliminary static settlement analysis and considering the foundation loads of 450 kips for interior
columns and 6 kips per foot for perimeter walls, over-excavation and compaction of engineered fill
below foundations of approximately 2 feet was be required to reduce the static settlements to within
1% inch total and % inch differential in 40 feet. The site preparation should be assessed as part of
future geotechnical studies as part of preparation of detailed recommendations.

Given that the proposed structure includes a full height basement, over-excavation and compaction
below foundations would increase the depth and extent of temporary excavations adjacent to the
public right of way and the westerly adjacent parking lot. Provisions for support of temporary
excavations should be included in future construction planning.

6.5  Temporary Basement Excavations: The projectincludes a basement level parking
area anticipated to extend a minimum of approximately 10 feet below the present ground surface.
Therefore, temporary excavations and shoring are anticipated as part of the proposed construction.
It is recommended that existing improvements adjacent to the temporary excavations be inspected
and conditions documented by a preconstruction survey prior to, during, and after construction of
the new improvements, and any related distress should be repaired prior to completion of the project.
The future design level geotechnical investigation should include recommendations for support of
temporary excavations, preconstruction surveys and monitoring.
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6.6  Fault Rupture and Seismic Design Parameters: The project site is not located in
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest active or potentially active fault is theClovis
Fault located approximately 9 miles (14.5 km) east of the site. Accordingly, the potential for ground
rupture at the site is considered low.

It is our understanding that the 2010 CBC will be used for structural design, and that seismic site
coefficients are needed for design.

Based on the 2010 CBC, the site is classified the site is classified as a stiff soil (D) site with standard

penetration resistance, N-values averaging between 15 and 50 blows per foot in the upper 100 feet
BSG.

The seismic ground shaking levels at the site will be mitigated by designing the structure in
accordance with the requirements of the California Building Code for seismic loading conditions.
Based onthe 2010 CBC and considering a five percent damped design spectral response acceleration
for short period (Spg) of 0.467, the CBC design horizontal ground acceleration was estimated to be
0.19¢g.

A table providing the recommended seismic coefficient and earthquake spectral response
acceleration values for the project site is included below. The following values were developed
using the Ground Motion Parameter Calculator provided by United States Geological Survey
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/) in accordance with the 2010 CBC.

Item 2010 CBC
Value
Site Class D
Spectral Response At Short Period 0.501
(0.2 Second), Ss
Spectral Response At 1-Second 0.221
Period, S,
Site Coefficient, Fa 1.399
Site Coefficient, Fv 1.958
Maximum considered earthquake 0.701
spectral response acceleration for
short period, Sy
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Item 2010 CBC
Value
Maximum considered earthquake 0.432
spectral response acceleration for 1
second, S,
Five percent damped design spectral 0.467
response acceleration for short period,
Sps
Five percent damped design spectral 0.288
response acceleration at 1-second
period, Sy,

6.7  Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement: Liquefaction and seismic settlement are
conditions that can occur under seismic shaking from earthquake events. Liquefaction describes a
phenomenon in which a saturated, cohesionless soil loses strength during an earthquake as a result
of induced shearing strains. Lateral and vertical movement of the soil mass, combined with loss of
bearing, usually results. Saturated, loose, cohesionless soils, higher intensity earthquakes, and
particularly long duration of ground shaking are the requisite conditions for liquefaction.

One of the most common phenomena that occurs during seismic shaking is the induced settlement
of loose, unconsolidated sediments. This can occur in unsaturated and saturated granular soils.
Considering the historic depth to ground water, liquefaction is not considered a factor in design for
this site.

Seismic settlement analyses were conducted based on soil properties revealed by test borings. The
analysis was conducted based on the corrected SPT N-value data from soils encountered in test
boring B-1 and B-5 to estimate the potential seismic settlement. The evaluations were conducted
for soils encountered using the computer program LiquefyPro, developed by CivilTech Software.
The design horizontal ground acceleration as defined by the 2010 CBC of 0.19g and a design
earthquake magnitude of 5.9 were used. The N-values generated based on the test borings were used
in the analysis. Groundwater depths of greater than 50 feet were used in the analysis.

The results of the seismic settlement analyses indicated that dry seismic settlement would occur as
aresult of the 2010 CBC design horizontal ground acceleration in the loose sand layers encountered
between 10 and 40 feet BSG. The results indicated an estimated total seismic settlement of %2 inch
and a differential seismic settlement of about % inch in 40 feet,
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6.8  Corrosion Protection: The risk of corrosion of construction materials relates to the
potential for soil-induced chemical reaction. Corrosion is a naturally occurring process whereby the
surface of a metallic structure is oxidized or reduced to a corrosion product such as iron oxide (i.e.,
rust). The metallic surface is attacked through the migration of ions and loses its original strength
by the thinning of the member, Corrosion can eventually damage or destroy a metallic object.

Soils make up a complex environment for potential metallic corrosion. The corrosion potential of
a soil depends on soil resistivity, texture, acidity, field moisture and chemical concentrations. In
order to evaluate the potential for corrosion of metallic objects in contact with the onsite soils,
chemical testing of soil samples was performed by Moore Twining as part of this report. The test
results are included in Appendix C of this report. Conclusions regarding the corrosion potential of
the soil tested are included in the Conclusions and Recommendations section of this report. If piping
or concrete are placed in contact with imported soils, these soils should be analyzed to evaluate the
corrosion potential of these soils.

If the manufacturers or suppliers cannot determine if materials are compatible with the soil corrosion
conditions, a professional consultant, i.e., a corrosion engineer, with experience in corrosion
protection should be consulted to provide design parameters. Moore Twining does not provide
corrosion engineering services.

6.9  Sulfate Attack of Concrete: Degradation of concrete in contact with soils due to
sulfate attack involves complex physical and chemical processes. When sulfate attack occurs, these
processes can reduce the durability of concrete by altering the chemical and microstructural nature
of the cement paste. Sulfate attack is dependent on a variety of conditions including concrete
quality, exposure to sulfates in soil/groundwater and environmental factors, The standard practice
for geotechnical engineers in evaluation of the soils anticipated to be in contact with concrete is to
perforn: testing to determine the sulfates present in the soils. The test results are then compared with
the provisions of ACI 318, section 4.3 to provide guidelines for concrete exposed to sulfate-
containing solutions. Common methods used to resist the potential for degradation of concrete due
to sulfate attack from soils include, but are not limited to the use of sulfate-resisting cements, air-
entrainment and reduced water to cement ratios.

The soil corrosion data should be provided to the manufacturers or suppliers of materials that will
be in contact with soils (pipes or ferrous metal objects, etc.) to provide assistance in selecting the
protection and materials for the proposed products or materials. If the manufacturers or suppliers
cannot determine if materials are compatible with the soil corrosion conditions, a professional
consultant, i.e., a corrosion engineer, with experience in corrosion protection should be consulted
to provide design parameters.
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the data collected during the field investigation and laboratory testing, our geotechnical
experience in the vicinity of the project site, and our understanding of the anticipated construction,
we present the following general conclusions and recommendations.

7.1

7.2

7.3

The site is suitable for the proposed construction with regard to support of the
proposed improvements. Recommendations to achieve stable subgrade conditions
by over-excavation below proposed new foundations and preparation of the near
surface subgrade soils below pavement and hardscape areas will be provided in the
future design level geotechnical investigation. Inaddition, specific recommendations
for design of foundations will be included in the future design level geotechnical
investigation report, The future geotechnical investigation should include test
borings in the remaining areas of the site and supplemental analysis of allowable
bearing capacity and static settlement for foundations.

In general, the near surface soils encountered generally consisted of silty sands
extending from the ground surface to depths ranging from about 5 feet to 15 feet
BSG. The near surface sands were underlain by poorly graded sands extending to
depths ranging from 36 feet to 45 feet BSG. Interbedded layers of silty sands and
sandy silts were encountered below the poorly graded sands to the maximum depth
explored of 51% feet BSG. Silty sand fill soils were encountered in the majority of
the test borings from the surface to depths ranging from 1 foot to 2 feet BSG. In
addition, dense to very dense cemented soils (hardpan) were encountered at depths
ranging from approximately 2 to 10 feet BSG.

Based on our review of the site plans provided, it is our understanding that a former
in-ground swimming pool was located in the northern portion of the site. Also, a
shallow depression was noted within the vicinity of the former swimming pool.
Therefore, it is anticipated that loose fill soils may be present within the former
swimming pool backfill. Also, it should be noted that shallow fills (from the surface
to 1-2 feet BSG) were encountered throughout the majority of the site area. As part
of site preparation, areas of proposed new improvements should include over-
excavation of the existing undocumented fill soils, followed by placement, moisture
conditioning, and compaction of on-site soils as compacted engineered fill. The
existing fills should be anticipated to contain construction debris including concrete,
wood, piping, etc. In addition to removal of the existing fill soils, existing
foundations, underground utilities, dry wells and other site improvements are present
in the western and eastern portion of the subject site. The existing improvements and
all soils disturbed as part of demolition and removal of the existing improvements
should be excavated and the areas backfilled with engineered fill.
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7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

The near surface soils possess a very low expansion potential.

The site is not located in an earthquake fault zone designated pursuant to the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1972). The nearest known potentially active
fault is the Clovis Fault, with the nearest surface trace of the fault mapped about 9
miles (14.5 km) east of the site. Based on the site proximity to the nearest known
potentially active fault, the potential for fault rupture at the site is considered low.

The proposed building shall be designed by a licensed structural engineer to mitigate
the anticipated seismic ground shaking in accordance with the 2010 CBC for seismic
loading conditions.

The results of soil sample analyses indicate that the near surface soils exhibit a
“moderately corrosive” to “progressively non corrosive” corrosion potential to buried
metal objects.

The near-surface soils exhibit fair support characteristics for pavements when
compacted as engineered fill. Recommendations for over-excavation and
compaction of engineered fill soils below pavement areas will be included in the
future design level geotechnical investigation,

The subject site is relatively flat and onsite stormwater systems are anticipated as patt
of the development, therefore, excessive surface runoff of stormwater over soils is
not anticipated to be significant. Furthermore, undeveloped areas of the site will be
vegetated or will include a landscape cover. Thus, the risk for erosion within the site
is considered low.

The design horizontal ground acceleration for this site was estimated to be 0.19g.

The results of the seismic settlement analysis indicate total and differential seismic
settlement of ¥ inch and ¥ inch in 40 feet, respectively.

Groundwater was not encountered at the time of drilling (April 2008), to the
maximum depth explored of 51% feet BSG. Based on review of nearby water well
data reported on the Department of Water Resources Groundwater Database Website,
historic ground water depths are reported to be greater than 50 feet BSG.
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8.0 NOTIFICATION AND LIMITATIONS

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on the
information provided regarding the proposed construction, and the results of the field
and laboratory investigation, combined with interpolation of the subswrface
conditions between boring locations. The nature and extent of subsurface variations
between borings may not become evident until construction.

If variations or undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, Moore
Twining should be notified promptly so that these conditions can be reviewed and
the recommendations reconsidered where necessary. It should be noted that
unexpected conditions frequently require additional expenditures for proper
construction of the project.

If the proposed construction is relocated or redesigned, or if there is a substantial
lapse of time between the submission of our report and the start of work (more than
12 months) at the site, or if conditions have changed due to natural cause or
construction operations at or adjacent to the site, the conclusions and
recommendations contained in this report should be considered invalid unless the
changes are reviewed and our conclusions and recommendations modified or
approved in writing,

Changed site conditions, or relocation of proposed structures, may require additional
field and laboratory investigations to determine if our conclusions and
recommendations are applicable considering the changed conditions or time lapse.

The conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are valid only for the
project discussed in the Anticipated Construction section of this report. The use of
the information and recommendations contained in this report for structures on this
site not discussed herein or for structures on other sites not discussed in this report
is not recommended. The entity or entities that use or cause to use this report or any
portion thereof for another structure or site not covered by this report shall hold
Moore Twining, its officers and employees harmless from any and all claims and
provide Moore Twining's defense in the event of a claim.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the client
to transmit the information and recommendations of this report to developers,
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APPENDIX A
DRAWINGS
Drawing No. 1 - Site Location Map

Drawing No. 2 - Test Boring Tocation Map

D48704.01
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B-1 D48704.01
APPENDIX B

LOGS OF BORINGS

This appendix contains the final logs of borings. These logs represent our interprefation of the
contents of the field logs and the results of the field and laboratory tests.

The boring logs and related information depict subsurface conditions only at these locations and at
the particular time designated on the logs. Soil conditions at other locations may differ from
conditions occurring at these test boring locations. Also, the passage of time may result in changes
in the soil conditions at these test boring locations.

In addition, an explanation of the abbreviations used in the preparation of the logs and a description
of the Unified Soil Classification System are provided at the end of Appendix B.




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase |V

Logged By: M.M.

Drilled By: T.B.

Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

TEST BORING B-1

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/22/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater;: N/E

ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS
(feet} AND FIELD TEST DATA

Soil Description

N-Values | Moisture

Remarks blowsiit. | Cantent %

~0 3/6
4/6
4/6

31/6
25/86
28/6
4/6
4/6
5/6

—10 3/6
3/6

4/6

— 20

25 5/6
576

5/6

a/6
5/6

Notes:

SAND, Silty; Loose, maist, fine to 8
medium, light brown to brown, with

~trace fine gravel

SAND, Silty; Loose, moist, fineto

medium, light brown to brown, with | DD=98.8pcf 53 6

trace fine gravel
No gravel
Decrease in silt content

dense, fine to medium, light brown

Slight silt increase

1

186 1

10

1" 1

Figure Number B-1




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-1

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS
. o N-Values | Moisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks 0
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P biowsft. | Contant %
B 6/6
35 % 5'6 Light gray, decrease in silt content 23
i 13/
40 s/6 | sM | SAND, Sity; Medium dense, moist, 24 4
i 12/6 fine to coarse, light brown, with
5 trace fine gravel
% H;;; 7| ML | SILT, Sandy; Very stiff, moist, siight 24
i 13/6 plasticity, light brown, with trace
- clay
50 13/6 25 3
| peee 4}
LLElerse 3 SM | SAND, Silty; Medium dense, moist,
I \ fine to medium, light brown with
- reddish brown
- Bottom of boring at 51.5 feet
- 55
- 60

Notes:

Figure Number B-1




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC. TEST BORING B-2

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS :
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks N-Values | Moisture
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P blows/it. | Content %
0 3/ 7| FILL'| SAND, Silty; Medium dense, moist, 16 4
i 8/6 fine to medium, reddish brown, with
‘ e gy | rootsandtaceclay 0
s 5/6 SAND, Silty; Medium dense, moist,
L fine to medium, reddish brown, with
trace clay
-° 38/6 c=420ksf >50 5
s 50/6 #=23°
/6 -
B 8/ Hardpan DD=120.7pcf 17
" 9/6
1 s26. 7| ML | SILT, Sandy; Very stiff, moist, non 24 15
11/6 plastic
o1e TEMae 7| sm | SAND, Silty; Loose, damp, fine to 9
" a/6 medium, reddish brown
- 20 g;g Increase in coarse sand 7 i
i 4/6
% 56 7| SP | SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose, 9
i 5/6 moist, fine to coarse, light brown
30 5/6 i 1
27 Light gray 9

Notes:

Figure Number B-2




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M.
Drilled By: T.B.
Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

TEST BORING B-2

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/22/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater: N/E

ELEVATION! SOIL SYMBOLS N-values | Moisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks blowsfit. | Content %
{feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA ’ °
I 4/6
35 3/6 10
| 4/6
6/6
40 :;g Loose, trace gravel 7 2
i 4/6
= Bottom of boring at 41.5 feet
-~ 45
- 50
= b5
- 60

Notes:

Figure Number B-2




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase 1V
Logged By: M.M.

Drilled By: T.B.

Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

TEST BORING B-3

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/22/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater: N/E

ELEVATION/
DEPTH
{feet}

SOIL SYMBOLS
SAMPLER SYMBOLS
AND FiELD TEST DATA

Soil Description

N-Values | Molsture

Remarks blows/ft. | Content %

Notes:

3/6
4/6
3/6
5/6
6/6
6/6

3/6
3/6
8/6

21/6
12/6
12/6
3/6
4/6
5/6

EEERS - EXL

T 4/6
..... Tl

4/86
5/6
4/6

SAND, Siity; Loose, moist, fine to 7 6

_medium, reddish brown, with roots

SAND, Silty; Medium dense, moist,

fine to medium, reddish brown

'SILT, Sandy; Stiff, moist,non

-plastic, light gray

SAND, Silty: Loose, moist, fine to

medium, light brown

'SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose,

moist, fine to coarse, brown

Ihcrease in coarse sand

Light gray

12

1

DD=1141.2pcf 24 1

Figure Number B-3




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-3

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION SOIL SYMBOLS
DERTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS | USCS Soil Descripti Remark N-Values | Molsture
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA ofl beseription emarks blows/ft. | Content %
I 5/6
I~ 35 8/6 15 3
L /e .
I B/6 4 ML | SILT, Sandy; Stiff, moist, slight
\ plasticity, gray, trace clay
- Bottom of boring at 36.5 feet
- 40
- 45
— 50
— 55
— 60

Notes:

Figure Number B-3




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-4

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 , Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS
. . s N-Values | Molsture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soll Description Remarks o
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P blows/ft. | Content %
0 TEEER 2 | SM | SAND, Sity; Medium dense, moist, | EI=0 10
s : Flsse fine to medium, reddish brown
L 10/6 Hardpan DD=129.3pcf =50 5
33/6
5 1 HHHE"™ by 35
. {4 [EYL
eiel-l-f L1576 e P REEREEE T RERER
- ML SILT, Sandy; medium stiff, moist,
L non plastic, light gray
i 3/6 8 1
4/6 L S [
- 10 4/6 SP | SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose, fine
I to coarse, reddish brown
: 3/6 8
3/
15 5/6
N g; 2 Light gray 7 1
- 20 4/6
: 3/6 8
1/é
- 25 a/6
i 3/6 9 i
4/6
- 30 5/6

Notes:

Figure Number B-4




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.

TEST BORING B-4

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M.
Drilled By: T.B.
Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/22/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater: N/E

ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS Uscs
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA

. C o N-Values | Moisture
Soil Description Remarks blowsift. | Content %

— 45

Bottom of boring at 35 feet

Notes:

Figure Number B-4




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-5

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS )
. - N-Values | Moisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks o
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA 'PH blows|ft. | Contant %
° —| AC | Asphaltic Concrete=3 inches .
i SN —| FILL } SAND, Silty; Moist, fine to medium,
I i HHE SM | reddishbrown ,
- 5 SAND, Silty; Very dense, moist, fine
L to medium, red, brown
5 28/6 >50 8
- 50/3
L iifg Hardpan =50
B 50/1
— 10
L 3; g Loose, increase coarse sand 5 8
- 15 3/6
I | sP | SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose,
i moist, fine to coarse, light reddish
- brown
L 3/6 6
3/6
L 20 3/6
L -_';. i;g Light gray 9 7
25 5/6
: 2/6 7
/6
- 30 3/6

Notes:

Figure Number B-5




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-5

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/22/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION! SOIL SYMBOLS
. . N-Values | Molisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks °
(Feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA E P blowsift. | Content %
: /s g
a/6
- 35 1/6
L ;g;g DD=9%4.6pcf 57
L 40 s2/6 oo SAND=48%
18/6 ML { SILT, Sandy; Hard, moist, slight -200=52% 40
- 158/6 L . . . .
25/%6 plasticity, light gray, with iron oxide
- staining, with some clay
L Non plastic, no clay, increase in fine
i sand
45 135 g : Slight plasticity, trace clay 31 19
" 14/6
- 50 9/6 20
o 9/8
11/86
- Bottem of boring at 51.5 feet
- 55
- 60

Notes:

Figure Number B-5




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-6

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilled By: T.B. Date: 4/23/08
Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A
Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E
Hammer Type: TRIP
ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS :
. o N-Values | Moisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS Uscs Soil Description Remarks P
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P blows/ft. | Content %
° | AC | Asphaltic Goncrete=3inches .
I AHHAE ] FILL | SAND, Silty; Moist, fine to medium, _
i L 257s SM | reddish brown, with trace clay and | PP=128.6pcf »50 8
- 1= D ‘gravel, Hardpan 34
L 17/6 SAND, Silty; Moist, dense, fine,
| . 17/6 reddish brown
o Medium dense, trace clay 17 9
i 9/6
- 10 g;g Increase in clay content 14
i /6
- 15 ;52 Loose, increase in coarse sand, no 8 9
I 3/6 Clay
I | 'SP | SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose,
—20 a/e moist, fine to coarse, red to brown 6
i 3/6
25 3/6 7 3
i 476
3/6
- 30 3/6 :
e Light gray 6

Notes:

Figure Number B-6




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC,

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M.
Drilled By: T.B.
Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

TEST BORING B-6

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/23/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater: N/E

ELEVATION] SOIL SYMBOLS
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS | USCS Soil Description Remarks | hvalies | Mowture
{feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA :
- 3/6
39 /6 14 3
| 6/86
g/6
- Bottom of boring at 38.5 feet
- 40
- 45
- 50
- 55
- 60

Notes:

Figure Number B-6




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.  TEST BORING B-7

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M. Project Number: D48704.01
Drilted By: T.B. Date: 4/23/08

Drill Type: CME 75 Elevation: N/A

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D. Depth to Groundwater: N/E

Hammer Type: TRIP

ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS
. e N-Values | Moisture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS Uscs Soil Description Remarks o
{feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P blowsfft. | Content %
¢ = 'AC |  Asphaltic Conerete=3.25 inches
I 8/6 | FILL { SILT, Sandy; Very dense, moist, 53
i 21/6 SM | - fine to coarse, reddish brown, with
- 3276 ‘traceclay .
! SAND, Silty; Dense, moist, fine to
s | | medium, reddishbrown
&6 ML | SILT, Sandy; Stiff, moist, slight " 21
i 6/6 plasticity, light brown
10 16 7| P | SAND, Poorly Graded; Loose, fine 3
i 2/6 to coarse, light brown
— 15 B 2/6 8
L 4/6
2/6
20 3;2 c=180pcf 17 1
B 10/6 ﬂ=340
i 1/6 DD=101.4pcf 7
4/6
. 3/6
- 25
L :f: Medium dense 10 2
- 30 5/6

Notes:

Figure Number B-7




MOORE TWINING
ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

Logged By: M.M.
Drilled By: T.B.
Drill Type: CME 75

Auger Type: HSA 65/8" O.D.
Hammer Type: TRIP

TEST BORING B-7

Project Number: D48704.01
Date: 4/23/08
Elevation: N/A

Depth to Groundwater: N/E

ELEVATION/ SOIL SYMBOLS N.Values | Molsture
DEPTH SAMPLER SYMBOLS uscs Soil Description Remarks "
(feet) AND FIELD TEST DATA P blows/ft. | Content %
L Loose 8
— 35
L interbedded with silt and clay 9 4
— 40 ;
Bottom of boring at 40 feet

— 45
— 50
55
60

Notes:

Figure Number B-7




KEY TO SYMBOLS

Symbol Description Symbel Description
Strata symbols Scoil Samplers
Fill Standard penetration test
Silty sand E California Modified
split barrel ring
sampler

Poorly graded sand

Silt

. Paving

Misc. Symbols

—N— Boring continues

Notes:

1. Test Borings were drilled on 4/22/08 using a CME 75
equipped with 6 5/8" 0.D. Hollow Stem Augers

2. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling of the test borings.

3. Test boring locations were located by pace with reference
to the existing site features.

4. These logs are subject to the limitations, conclusions, and
recommendations in this report.

5. The "N-value" reported for the California Medified Split Barrel Sampler
is the uncorrected field blow count. This value should not be
interpreted as an SPT equivalent N-value.

6. Results of tests conducted on samples recovered are reported
on the logs. Abbreviations used are:

DD = Natural dry density (pef) LL = Ligquid limit (%)
UC = Unconfined compression (psf) PI = Plasticity index (%)
-4 = Percent passing #4 sieve (%) pH = Soil pH

-200 = Percent passing #200 sieve (%) 88 = Soluble sulfates (%)
SR = Soil resistivity {ohm-cm) Cl = Scluble chlorides (%)

¢ = Cohesion (psf) ¢ = Angle of internal
TS = Field Torvane Shear Strength friction (degrees)
test (tsf) N/A = Not applicable
pcf = pounds per cubic foot N/E = None encountered

psf pounds per square foot




C-1 D48704.01
APPENDIX C

RESULTS OF LABORATORY TESTS

This appendix contains the individual results of the following laboratory tests. The results of the
moisture content and dry density tests are included on the test boring logs in Appendix B. These
data, along with the field observations, were used to prepare the final test boring logs in Appendix

B.

These Included:

Moisture Content
(ASTM D2216)

Dry Density
(ASTM D2216)

Direct Shear
(ASTM D3080)

Consolidation
(ASTM D2435)

Moisture-Density
Relationship
(ASTM D1557)

Expansion Index
(ASTM D4829)

To Determine:

Moisture contents representative of
field conditions at the time the sample

Dry unit weight of sample
representative of in-situ or in-place
undisturbed condition.

Soil shearing strength under varying
loads and/or moisture conditions.

The amount and rate at which a soil
sample compresses when loaded, and
the influence of saturation on its
behavior.

The optimum (best) moisture content
for compacting soil and the maximum
dry unit weight (density) for a given
compactive effort.

Swell potential of soil with increases
in moisture content,




C-2

These Included:

Grain-Size Distribution
(ASTM D422)

R-Value
(CTM 301)

Sulfate Content
(ASTM D4327)

Chloride Content
(ASTM D4327)

Resistivity
(ASTM D1125)

pH (ASTM D4972)

D48704.01

To Determine:;

Size and distribution of soil particles,
i.e., sand, gravel and fines (silt and

clay).

The capacity of a subgrade or subbase
to support a pavement section
designed to carry a specified traffic
load.

Percentage of water-soluble sulfate as
(SO,) in soil samples. Used as an
indication of the relative degree of
sulfate attack on concrete and for
selecting the cement type.

Percentage of soluble chloride in soil.
Used to evaluate the potential attack
on encased reinforcing steel.

The potential of the soil to corrode
metal.

The acidity or alkalinity of subgrade
material.




Resuits
C, ksf 0.42
$, dog 23
Tan(y) | 043 e .
A 4 ;

Shear Stress, ksf

B 7 3 3 5 6

Normal Stress, ksf

Sample No. 1 2 3
Water Content, % 4.6 4.6 4.6
Dry Density, pcf 123.6 119.6 119.6
S | Saturation, % 36.0 31.9 31.9
- < | Void Ratio (0.3385 0.3828 (.3828
32_ Diameter, in. 2.420 2.420 2.420
2 Height, in. 1,000 1.000  1.000
& Water Content, % 17.8 17.7 19.1
g - Dry Density, pcf 125.9 122.9 124.5
2 8 | saturation, % 1502 1354 1538
% | Void Ratio 0.3144 03458 0.3280
Diameter, in. 2.420 2.420 2.420
Height, in. 0.982  0.973 0.961
(R I O T Normal Stress, ksf 1.00 2.00 3.00
of Shear Stress, ksf 0.83 129 1.69
0 0.5 1.5 2 Strain, % 0.5 0.6 0.5

Strain, % Ult. Stress, ksf
Strain, %
Strain at peak, % 0.5 0.6 0.5
Sample Type: Client:

Description:
Project: Financial Center Phase IV

Specific Gravity= 2.65 Sample Number: B-2 Depth: 5-6.5'
Remarks:
Proj. No.: D48704.01 Date Sampled:

DIRECT SHEAR TEST REPORT

Figure Moore Twining Associates, Inc.




Results
C.ksf | 0.18 - -
4, deg 34
Tan(d _ 0.67 _ ;
5
g =
({_} .
& i
B t
! T .
0 ‘ ' SN T N N N U S S O S B P |- .
0 1 3 5 6
Normal Stress, ksf
8 Sample No. 1 2 3
_ I Water Content, % 0.8 0.8 0.8
28T Dry Density, pcf 1008 1008  100.8
| T | Saturation, % 33 33 3.3
o 9 € Void Ratio 0.6410 0.6410 0.6409
) Diameter, in. 2420 2420 2420
@ Height, In, 1000 1.000 1,000
& 15 Water Content, % 21.0 234 22.8
g _ | Dry Density, pef 1013 1017 1028
[ 8 | Saturation, % 87.8 989 993
& [Void Ratio 0.6335 0.6261 0.6094
A Diameter, in. 2.420 2.420 2.420
Vi Height, in. 0995  0.991  0.981
Normal Stress, ksf 1.00 2.00 3.00
ol P Shear Stress, ksf 0.85 1.51 2.19
1 15 Strain, % 0.4 0.6 0.5
Strain, % Ult, Stress, ksf
Strain, %
Strain at peak, % 0.4 0.6 0.5
Sample Type: Client:
Description:
Project: Financial Center Phase IV
Specific Gravity= 2.65 Sample Number; B-7 Depth: 20-21.5'
Remarks:
Proj. No.: D48704.01 Date Sampled:
DIRECT SHEAR TEST REPORT
Flgure Moore Twining Associates, Inc.
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CONSOLIDATION TEST REPORT

 WATER ADDED _

Percent Strain
o

’
7
0
9
1075 7 5 1 2 5
Applied Pressure - ksf
Natural Dry Dens. Sp. | Overburden Pc G C. | Swell Press. | Clpse. | o
sat [wost | o | S P e | ke (ks) ° | " Gksh % | %0
30% | 0.7% 108.5 2.65 0.12 0.05 | 0.01 2.5 0.581
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Uscs AASHTO
Project No. D48704.01 Client: Remarks:
Project: Financia! Center Phasc IV
Source: Sample No.: B-3 Elev./Depth: 8.5-10'
Moore Twining Associates, Inc.
FI‘eSI’lO, CA F|gure




CONSOLIDATION TEST REPORT

1 u.____ ‘
- WATER ADDED |

3 | |

4 \\

° T I —
£ | | ‘\‘:'__‘ C : \
v P T — iy : ]
e 6
©
o
9]
o

7

8 .

o—

10

1 Z 5 1 5 5

Applied Pressure - ksf

Natural Dry Dens Sp. | Overburden Pe Swell Press. | Clpse.

: ' C C P e
sat. | Most | o | S| P er | keh (ks o | " | sh % |
436% | 79% 115.5 2.65 4,22 0.08 | 0.01 1.1 0.478

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION USCS AASHTO
Project No. D48704.01 Client: Remarks:
Project: Financial Center Phase IV
Source: Sample No.: B-5 Elev./Depth: 5-6.5'
Moore Twining Associates, Inc.
Fresno, CA Figure




COMPACTION TEST REPORT

Project:

¢ Source:

Financial Center Phase IV

Sample No,: B-2

Elev./Depth: 0-5'

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.

Fresno, CA

131 Curve No.
N N S N S S
129 ' o Test Specification:
BT N ASTM D 698-07 Procedure A Standard
Hammer Wt.: 5.51b.
E 127 i | Hammer Drop: 12 in,
.%‘ -] Number of Layers: three
é : Blows per Layer: 25
> i | Mold Size: 03333 cu.ft.
o 125 3
-—| Test Performed on Material
; Passing No.4 Sieve
Soil Data
123 | ‘ mEL Sp.G.
- § | LL PI
: ; %>No.4 %<#200
2 4 3] 8 10 12 14
Water content, %
TESTING DATA
1 2 3 4 5 6
WM+WS{ 9.01 8.89 8.80
WM 4.37 4.37 4.37
WW + T #1 292.90 300.50 298.60
WD + T #1 272.30 274.20 282.30
TARE#1| ¢.00 0.00 0.00
WW + T #2
WD + T #2
TARE #2
MOISTURE 7.8 9.6 5.8
DRY DENSITY 129.4 123.7 125.7
TEST RESULTS Material Description
Maximum dry density = 129.4 pcf
Optimum moisture = 7.5 %
Project No, D48704.01 Client: Remarks:

Figure




MOQORE TWINING

AS55 O CTATES, TN T,

EXPANSION INDEX TEST, ASTM D4829

MTA PROJECT NAME: Fig Garden REPORT DATE:  4/30/2008
Development TEST DATE: 4/29/2008

MTA PROJECT NO.: D48704.01

SAMPLE 1.D.: B-4 @ 0-5 Feet

SAMPLED BY: MM

SAMPLE DATE: 4/29/2011 TESTED BY: TD

% PASSING # 4 SIEVE LE00

Initial Moisture Determination: Final Moisture Determination:

Pan + Wet Soil Wt., gm 2500 Wet Soit Wt., Ibs 0.9820

Pan + Dry Soil Wt., gm 234 Dry Soil Wt., Ibs 0.8603

Pan Wt., gm 0.0 ;

Initial % Moisture Content 8.0 Final % Moisture Content 14 .1

Initial Expansion Data: Final Expansion Data:

Ring + Sample Wt., Ibs 00,9296 Ring + Sample Wt,, Ibs ©0.9820

Ring Wt., Ibs ++.:0.0000 Ring Wt., Ibs 0.0000

Remolded Wt., Ibs 0.9295 Remolded Wt., Ibs 0.9820

Remolded Wet Density, pcf 127.8 Remolded Wet Density, pcf 135.0

Remolded Dry Density, pcf 118.3 Remolded Dry Density, pcf 118.3

Expansion Data: Initial Volume Final Volume

0.00727222 0.007272

Initial Gage Reading, in: 00500

Final Gage Reading, in: 0.05600

Expansion, in: 0

Expansion Index 0 Comments: (Very Low Expansion Potential)

Classification of Expansive Soils. (Table No.1 From ASTM D4829)

Expansion [ndex Potential Expansion
0-20 Very Low

21-560 Low

51-90 Medium

91-130 High

>130 Very High

Pii: 800.268.7021

) Fx: 559.268.7126
vining.com - | 2527 Fresno Slreet

| Frosno, cAgaz21 .



Particle Size Distribution Report
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W 40| : i
O |
30 —— l —
20
10}
ol | :
500 100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE - mm
0 % GRAVEL % SAND % FINES
% COBBLES CRS. FINE CRS. MEDIUM FINE SILT ! CLAY
0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 4.0 435 14.3
SIEVE PERCENT SPEC.* PASS? Material Description
SIZE FINER PERCENT {X=NO)
#4 100.0
#8 99.5
T
30 74, Atterberg Limit
#50 41.6 PlL= LL= 4Limes Pi=
#100 23.2
#200 143 Coefficients
Dgg= 0.793 Dgo= 0.443 Dgp= 0.362
Dap= 0.209 Dqg= 0.0800 D1o=
Cuz CC=
Classification
USCS= AASHTO=
Remarks
F.M.=1,63
b (no specification provided)
Sample No.: B-3 Source of Sample: Date:
Location: Elev./Depth: 0-1.5
_ . Client:
Moore Twining Associates, Inc. Project: Financial Center Phase IV
Fresno, CA ProJect No: D48704.01 Figure




Particle Size Distribution Report

Fresno

, CA

Project No: D48704.01

Figure

too[ | RN IR RN S S T T T
H | i
90 -4 -
14 3 R L
L|_| BO |- b o i
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i i o
L |
Q : ?
s
W 40—+
o
KIS _ :
20 | —i
10
oL ! f :
500 100 0 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE - mm
o % GRAVEL % SAND % FINES
% COBBLES CRS. FINE CRS. [ MEDIUM FINE SILT [ cLay
0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 40.5 51.5 3.9
SIEVE PERGENT SPEC. PASS? Material Description
SIZE FINER PERCENT | (X=NO)
74 100.0
#8 97.8
ﬁ:lsg 85.5
63.9 Atterberg Limits
#50 417 PL= e Pl=
#100 8.3
#200 3.9 Coefficients
Dgs= 1.16 Dgo= 0.492 Dgp= 0,365
D3g= 0.239 D15= 0.179 D7g= 0.158
Cy= 3.12 Ce= 0.74
Classification
USCS= AASHTO=
Remarks
F.M.=2.01
¥ (no specification provided)
Sample No.: B-5 Source of Sample: Date:
Location: Elev./Depth: 23.5-25'
- . Client:
Moore Twmlng Assoclates, Inc. Project: Financial Center Phase [V




Particle Size Distribution Report

PERCENT FINER

< < ;j c " g 5 o a o o a 8 % 8
s S ET Fyx ooz i ;. § 2 3 2 F 5 §
100 !
90
go| |
I n
L LR
: i : H H !:
20
iol- -
o] IR HEIERE : Pl b : -
500 100 10 1 01 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE - mm
% GRAVEL % SAND % FINES
% COBBLES CRS, FINE CRS. MEDIUM FINE SILT | CLAY
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 46.6 32.0
SIEVE PERGENT SPEC.” PASS? Material Description
SIZE FINER PERCENT | (X=NO}
ft4 100.0
#8 100.0
#16 100.0
ﬁgg ggg Atterberg Limits
#100 88.0 PL= L= Pl=
#200 520 Coefficients
Dgs= 0.138 Dgg= 0.0855 Dgo=
D3p= Dy5= D1p=
Cy= Ce=
Classification
USCS= AASHTO=
Remarks
F.M.=0.15
* (no specification provided)
Sample No.: B-5 Source of Sample: Date:
Location: Elev./Depth: 40-41.5'

CHent:

Moore Twining Associates, Inc. Project: Financial Center Phase IV

Fresno, CA

Project No: D48704.01 Figure




R-VALUE TEST REPORT

100 — T 3"
- | L - ]
C \ 3 _
80 [ b — 08
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= ] m
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- . 3
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- ] 0
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> - | ] a
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|- | | - @2,
20 |- — 0.2
0 :IIIIIIIII|2III|IliI|IIII!IIIIilllllllllllllllllll Illllllllillillllli:o
800 700 600 500 400 300 200 106G
Exudation Pressure - psi
Resistance R-Value and Expansion Pressure - Cal Test 301
Compact. Expansion Horizontal Sample Exud. R
P Density Moist. P , ) P R
No. | Pressure of Y Pressure Press. psi Height Pressure Value Value
psi P ° psi @ 160 psi in, psi Corr.
1 175 126.1 10.3 0.55 70 248 358 30 30
2 100 122.8 11.3 0.39 81 2.54 181 24 24
3 125 1241 10.8 0.45 82 2,52 260 25 25

Test Results

Material Description

R-value at 300 psi exudation pressure = 27

Exp. pressure at 300 psi exudation pressure = 0.49 psi

Project No,: D48704,01
Project: Financial Center Phase IV
Sample Number: B-2 Depth: 0-5'

Date: 6/22/2011

Tested by: 808
Checked by: 871

Remarks:

R-VALUE TEST REPORT

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.

Figure




Resistance R-Value and Expansion Pressure - Cal Test 301

® R-value

R-VALUE TEST REPORT

100 ; a1
- | m
80 |- — 08
60 [ =06
- | ; i ! :

- if | .
— i ] i i -
40 | — 0.4
L. ‘ : ! : ‘ : -
0:IlllilllI|IIII|IIIIilIII|II!Illlllillll&lllllllllMIII”IIII:O
800 700 600 500 400 300 200 100

Exudation Pressure - psi

(1sd) aunssaigd uoisurdxy m

Compact. . . Expansion Horizontal Sample Exud. R
Density Moist. ) . R
No. | Pressure of % Pressure Press. psi Height Pressure Value Value
psi P ° psi @ 160 psi in. psi Corr.
1 75 130.7 9.7 0.00 80 2.35 199 24 22
2 350 1343 7.7 0,12 38 2.39 418 62 60
3 225 132.5 8.7 0.06 64 2.36 268 38 35

Test Results

Material Description

R-value at 300 psi exudation pressure = 40

Exp. pressure at 300 psi exudation pressure = 0.08 psi

Project No.: D48704.01

Project: Financial Center Phase IV
Sample Number: B-5 Depth: 1-5'

Date: 6/22/2011

Tested by: 871
Checked by: 808

Remarks:

R-VALUE TEST REPORT

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.

Figure




M 00 R E 2527 Fresno Street

' Fresno, CA 93721
TWINING (559)268.7021 Phone
ASSOCIATES,INC, (559) 268-0740 ¥ax
CALIFORNIA ELAP CERTIFICATE #1571

March 02, 2009

Work QOrder#: 8E01024

Dean Ledgerwood
MTA Geotechnical Division

2527 Fresno Strest
Fresno, CA 93721

RE: Fig Garden

Enclosed are the analytical resulis for samples received by our laboratory on 058/01/08 . For
your reference, these analyses have been assigned laboratory work order number 8E01024,

All analyses have been performed according to our laboratory's quality assu rance program.
All results are intended to be considered in their entirety. Moore Twining Associates, Inc.
(MTA) is not responsible for use of less than complete reports. Results apply only to
samples analyzed.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us at the number listed above,
Sincerely,

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.

.

Renald J. Boguist
Dirgctor of Analytical Chemistry




M OOR E 2527 Fresno Streot

Fresno, CA 93721
! NG (559) 268-7021 Phone
559) 268-0740 Fax
ASSOCIATES,INC. )
CALIFORNIA ELAP CERTIFICATE #1371
MTA Geotechnical Division Project: Fig Garden
2527 Fresno Street Profect Number: D48704.01 Reported:
Fresnn CA, 93721 Projsct Manager: Dean Ledgerwood 03/02/2009
ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES
l Sample 1D Labaratory 1D Matrix Date Szmpled Date Recelved
B-3@1-3 3E01024-02 Soil 05/01/08 16:24 05/01/08 16:34
B-1@10-11 8E01024-03 Soil 05/01/08 16:24 05/01/08 16:34

Moore Twining Associates, Inc. The resulls in this report apply 1o the samples analyzed in accordance with the chaln of
Ronald J. Boquist, Director of Analytical Chemistry austady documtt, This analycal veport mmust be Feprociuced it enires.

Jares H. Brownfield, Quality Assurance Manager

'Page 10of3




M 00 R E 2527 Frasno Street
Fresno, CA 93721

TW’ N ! NG (559) 268-7021 Phone
(559) 268-0740 Fax

ASSOCIATES,INC.
CALIFORNIA ELAP CERTIFICATE #1371

MTA Geotechnical Division Project: Fig Garden )

2527 Presno Street Project Number: D48704.01 Reported:

Fresno CA, 93721 Project Manager: Dean Ledgerwood 03/02/2009

B-5@1-5
8E01024-02 (Soil)
Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Qualificr
Inorganics
Chloride 8.8 6.0 mg/kg TSE0G03  05/06/08  03/07/08 ASTM D-4327-34
Chioride 000088 0.00060 % by Weight  [CALC]  05/06/08  05/07/08 ASTM D4327-84
Sulfate as S04 0.00085 0.00060 % by Weight  [CALC]  05/05/08 05/07/08 ASTM D4327-84
pH 7.0 0.30 pH Units T8B0603  03/06/08  05/07/08  ATSM D4972-89 Mod
Raesistivity 8000 ohms-cm TEE0G03  05/06/08 05/07/08 ASTM D1123-22
Sulfate as SO4 8.5 6.0 mg/kg T8E0G603  05/06/08 05/07/08  ASTM D4327-84
Moore Twining Associates, Inc. The results in this report apply fo the samples analyzed In accordance with the chain of

Ronald I. Boquist, Director of Anal ytical Chemistry custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced i its entirely,

Jamas H. Brownfield, Quality Assurance Manager

Page 2 of 3




M 0 OR E 2527 Fresno Street
Fresho, CA 93721
TW’ N ’ N G (559) 268-7021 Phone
: (559) 268-0740 Fax
ASSOQCIATES,INC.
CALIFORNYA ELAP CERTIFICATE #1371

MTA Geotechnical Division Project: Fig Garden

2527 Fresno Street Project Number: D48704.01 Reported:

Fresno CA, 93721 Project Manager: Dean Ledgerwood 03/02/2009

B-7@10-11
8E(1024403 (Soil)
Reporting )

Analyte Result Limit Units Bawch  Prepared  Analyzed Meihod Qualifier
Inorganics
Chioride ND 6.0 mg/ke TBEQ603  0S/06/08  05/07/08 ASTM D-4327-84
Chloride ND 0.00060  %by Welght  [CALC]  05/06/08  0S/07/08 ASTM DA327-84
Sulfate as S04 0010  0.00060 %by Weight  [CALC]  05/06/08  05/07/08 ASTM D4327-34
pH 8.4 0.30 pH Units TRE0603  05/06/08 05/07/08 ATSM D4972-849 Mod
Resistivity 5300 obhms-¢cin TBEQ0603  05/06/08 05/07/08 ASTM D1125-82
Sulfate as S04 00 6.0 mg/ke TRE0603  05/06/08 03/07/08  ASTM D4327-84

Notes and Definitions

ND Analyie NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limit
NR Not Reported

RPD Relative Percent Difference

Quality Control Data Available Upon Request

Moore Twining Associates, Inc, The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed tn accordance with the chain of
. M s . , Th 13 int flrety,
Ronald J. Boquist, Director of Analytical Chemistry custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its enfirety,

James H., Brownfield, Quality Assurance Manager

Page 3 of 3




2527 Fresno Street
P RRE, o
ASSOCIATES,INC. (559) 268-4740 Fax
CALIFORNIA ELAR CERT]I:’ICATE aky)!

March 02, 2009

Work Order #: 8E13042

Dean Ledgerwood
MTA Geotechnical Division

2527 Fresno Sireet
Fresno, CA 93721

RE: Fig Garden

Enclosed are the analytical results for samples received by our laboratory on 05/13/08 . For
your reference, these analyses have been assigned laboratory work order number 8E13042,

All analyses have been performed according to our laboratory’s quality assurance program.
All results are intended to be considered in their entirety. Moore Twining Associates, {nc.
(MTA) is not responsible for use of less than complete reports. Results apply only to
samples analyzed.

If you have any guestions, please fes! free to contact us at the number listed above.
Sincerely,

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.

Ronald J. Boquist
Director of Analytical Chemistry




MO ORE 25277 Fragng Street
Fresno, CA 93721
TW’NgNG {5859} 268-7021 Phone
(559) 268-0740 Fax
ASSOCIATES,INC.
CALIFORNIA FLAP CERIIVICATE #1371

MTA. Geotechnical Division Profect: Fig Garden.
2527 Fresno Street Project Numbsr: D48704,01 Reported:
Fresne CA, 93721 Project Manager: Dean Ledgerwood 03/02/2009

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES

t Sample ID Laboratory ID Matrix Date Sampled Date Recelved l

8E13042.01 Seil 05/13/08 16:00 05/13/08 16:03

B-1@10-115

The ragults in this report apply to the samples analyzed in acoordance with tha chai of

Moore Twining Associates, Inc.
custody dozument, This analylical repart must be raproduced In ity entirety.

Romald J. Boguist, Director of Analytical Chemistry
James H. Brownfleld, Quality Assurance Manager

Page 1 of' 2




M 0 0 R E 2527 Fresno Street
Fresnn, CA 93721
TW! N ! N G (559) 268-7021 Phone
(559) 268-0740 Fax
ASSOCIATES,INC,
CALIFORNIA ELAP CERTIFICATE BI371

MTA. Geotechnical Division Project: Fig Garden

2527 Fresno Street Project Number: D48704.01 Reported:

Fresno CA, 93721 Project Manager: Dean Ledgerwood 03/02/2009

B-1 @ 10-11.5
8E13042-01 (Soil)
Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Batch  Prepared Analyzed Method Qualifier
Inorganics
Chloride ND 6.0 mg/kg TEE1G08  05/16/08 D5/16/08 ASTM D-4327-84
Chloride ND 0.00060 % by Weight [CALC]  95/16/08 05/16/08 ASTM D4327-34
Sulfate as SO4 ND 0.60060 % by Weight [CALCY  05/16008  03/16/08 ASTM D4327-84
pH 8.4 €.30 pk Units T8E1G608  05/16/08 03/16/08  ATSM 497289 Med
Resistivity 33000 ohms-cm TSE1608 05/16/08  05/16/08 ASTM DI1125-82
Sulfate as S04 NB 6.0 mg/kg TBE1S08  05/16/08 05/16/08  ASTM D4327-84

Notes and Definitions

ND Analyte NOT DETECTED at or sbove the reporting limit
NR Not Reported

RPD Relative Percent Difference

Quality Control Data Available Upon Request

Moore Twining Associates, Inc. The results in this report apply lo the samples analyzed in accordance with the chaln of
Ronald T, Boquist, Director of Analytical Cherni custody documant. This analytical report must be reproguced In its entirety.
. td vk h 3
James H. Brownfield, Quality Asswrance Manager

Page 2 of 2







APPENDIX F

PHASE | ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW












































































































APPENDIX G

NOISE ASSESSMENT






ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ASSESSMENT

FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV
FRESNO, CALIFORNIA

BBA Report 09-001A

PREPARED FOR

DENISE DUFFY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
947 CASS STREET, SUITE 5
MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93940

PREPARED BY

BROWN-BUNTIN ASSOCIATES, INC.
VISALIA, CALIFORNIA

DECEMBER 7, 2011

BBA

Corporate Office: 1148 N. Chinowth St., Suite B - Visalia, CA 93291- (559) 627-4923 - (559) 627-6284 Fax
Sacramento Area Office: (916) 765-6205

il

BROWN = BUNTIN
ASS5OCIATES, INC



1. INTRODUCTION

11 Project Description and Location:

The proposed Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV (project) office building would be located
on the south side of West San Jose Avenue between Maroa and Palm Avenues within the City of
Fresno. The project would consist of a four-story 104,593 square foot office building to be
constructed on a 4.9-acre site currently occupied by one single-family home and a vacant 44-unit
apartment complex. The project site location is shown by Figure 1.

The project site is surrounded by single- and multi-family homes to the north, single-family
homes to the east, multi-family apartments to the south and an existing Fig Garden Financial
Center office building to the west. Although the project is located within the City of Fresno, the
residential areas to the east and south of the project site are located within an unincorporated area
of Fresno County.

1.2 Environmental Noise Assessment:

This environmental noise assessment has been prepared by Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.
(BBA) to determine if significant noise impacts would be expected to occur as a result of the
project, and to describe mitigation measures for noise if significant impacts are determined.

Appendix A provides a description of the acoustical terminology used in this report. Unless
otherwise stated, all sound levels reported are in A-weighted decibels (dB). A-weighting de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequencies of sound in a manner similar to the human
ear. Most community noise standards utilize A-weighting, as it provides a high degree of
correlation with human annoyance and health effects.

2. REGULATORY SETTING

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that significant environmental
impacts be identified for proposed development projects, and that such impacts be eliminated or
mitigated to the extent feasible. A significant effect from noise may exist if a project would:

e Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies,

e Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project,

e Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project, or

e Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels.

09-001A (Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV, Fresno) 12-7-11 1



3. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
3.1 Local Noise Level Standards:
3.1.1 City of Fresno Noise Element

The primary objective of the City of Fresno Noise Element of the General Plan’ is to protect the
citizens of the city from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise. The
noise element establishes noise compatibility standards for transportation and stationary noise
sources. Public roadways, railroads and aircraft are considered transportation noise sources.
Noise sources not related to transportation are considered to be stationary noise sources. This
would include mechanical equipment and vehicle movements that do not occur on a public
roadway. The following policies of the noise element specifically pertain to the project:

Policy H-1-a: New noise-sensitive land uses impacted by existing or projected future
transportation noise sources shall include mitigation measures so that
resulting noise levels do not exceed the standards shown in Table I.

TABLE |

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE
TRANSPORTATION NOISE SOURCES

, Outdoor Aclztivity Interior Spaces
Noise-Sensitive Land Use Areas )
DNL, dB DNL, dB LeqdB
Residential 60° 45
Transient Lodging 60° 45
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 60° 45
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls 35
Churches, Meeting Halls 60° 45
Office Buildings 45
Schools, Libraries, Museums 45

"Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or is not applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall
be applied to the property line of the receiving land use.

?As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use.

*Noise levels up to 65 dB DNL adjacent to the Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union Pacific mainline tracks may
be allowed by the project approving authority when it is determined that it is not possible to achieve 60 dB DNL in
outdoor activity areas using a practical application of the best-available noise reduction technology, and when all
feasible exterior noise reduction measures have been proposed.

*“The Planning and Development Director, on a case-by-case basis, may designate land uses other than those shown
in this table to be noise-sensitive, and may require appropriate noise mitigation measures.

Source: Table 8 of the City of Fresno Noise Element.

09-001A (Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV, Fresno) 12-7-11 2




Policy H-1-b: For purposes of city analyses of noise impacts, and for determining
appropriate noise mitigation, a significant increase in noise levels is
assumed if the project results in any of the following conditions:

» the existing ambient noise level is less than 60 dB DNL and the project
will cause the ambient noise level to increase by 5 dB or more.

» the existing ambient noise level is 60-65 dB DNL and the project will
cause the ambient noise level to increase by 3 dB or more.

» the existing ambient noise level is greater than 65 dB DNL and the
project will cause the ambient noise level to increase by 1.5 dB or
more.

Policy H-1-c:  The city shall review new public and private development proposals to
determine conformance with the policies of the noise element.

Policy H-1-1:  Noise created by proposed new stationary noise sources or existing
stationary noise sources that undergo modifications that may increase
noise levels shall be mitigated so as not to exceed the standards shown in
Table 11 at noise-sensitive land uses.

TABLE I

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE"
STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES

Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.)
Hourly Equivalent Sound Level (Lg,), dBA 50 45
Maximum Sound Level (Lyay), dBA 70 65

'As determined at outdoor activity areas. Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or is not
applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall be applied to the property line of the receiving land use. When
ambient noise levels equal or exceed the levels in this table, mitigation shall only be required to limit noise to the
ambient plus five (5) dB.

Source: Table 9 of the City of Fresno Noise Element.

3.1.2 City of Fresno Noise Ordinance

The City of Fresno Municipal Code (Noise Ordinance)® prohibits excessive noise from sources
not preempted from local control by existing federal or state noise regulations. This would
include mechanical equipment and vehicles not operated on a public roadway (referred to as
stationary sources in the noise element). A potential violation of the noise ordinance would exist
if the existing ambient noise level would be exceeded by five (5) dBA due to an existing or
proposed use. The existing ambient noise level may be measured, but in no case may it be
presumed to be lower than specified by the ordinance.
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Table 111 summarizes the noise level standards of the city’s noise ordinance as they are applied at
residential and commercial properties. The noise element standards are more restrictive than the
noise ordinance standards, and have therefore been used to determine noise mitigation
requirements for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV project.

TABLE 111

CITY OF FRESNO NOISE ORDINANCE STANDARDS
RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES

Time | Presumed Lowest Ambient Level, dBA' | Allowable increase, dBA

Residential Receivers

10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m. 50 +5

7:00 p.m.-10:00 p.m. 55 +5

7:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m. 60 +5
Commercial Receivers

10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m. 60 +5

7:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m. 65 +5

! Assumed by BBA to be defined by the Ly noise metric for consistency with the noise element standards.

Source: City of Fresno Municipal Code, Section 9-2701(a)

3.1.3 Fresno County Noise Element

The Fresno County Noise Element establishes a land use compatibility criterion of 60 dB DNL
for exterior noise levels in outdoor activity areas of residential developments. Outdoor activity
areas generally include backyards of single-family residences and individual patios or decks of
multi-family developments. The county’s 60 dB DNL standard is consistent with the city’s noise
element although the county’s standard is applicable to both transportation and stationary noise
sources. In instances where it is not possible to achieve 60 dB DNL after a practical application
of the best available noise reduction technology, the county will allow an exterior noise exposure
of up to 65 dB DNL. The intent of the exterior noise level requirement is to provide an
acceptable noise environment for outdoor activities and recreation.

Although not expressly stated in the county’s noise element, it is assumed that the county also
requires that interior noise levels attributable to exterior noise sources not exceed 45 dB DNL.
An interior noise level standard of 45 dB DNL is consistent with earlier versions of the county’s
noise element, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noise standards
and the California Noise Insulation Standards. The intent of the interior noise level standard is to
provide an acceptable noise environment for indoor communication and sleep.
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3.1.4 Fresno County Noise Ordinance

Chapter 8.40 of the Fresno County Ordinance Code (noise ordinance) applies to noise sources
that are not pre-empted from local control by existing state or federal regulations. Pre-empted
noise sources include traffic on public roadways, railroad operations and aircraft in flight.

The county’s noise ordinance addresses the statistical distribution of noise over time and allows
for progressively shorter periods of exposure to levels of increasing loudness. Table IV
summarizes the exterior noise level standards of the ordinance. The standards are to be adjusted
by -5 dB if the noise source of concern consists primarily of speech or music. The ordinance is
to be applied during any one-hour time period of the day or night and the standards are 5 dB
more restrictive during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

TABLE IV

EXTERIOR NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS, DBA
FRESNO COUNTY NOISE ORDINANCE

Category Cgmulative #f Daytime Nighttime
Min/Hr. (L,) (7 am-10 pm) (10 pm-7 am)
1 30 (Lsg) 50 45
2 15 (Lys) 55 50
3 5 (Lgs) 60 55
4 1(Ly7) 65 60
5 0 (Linax) 70 65

!In layman’s terms, the noise level standards shown may not be exceeded for more than the specified number of minutes within any one-hour
time period. The L, value shown in parenthesis indicates the percent of the time during an hour that a particular noise level may not be
exceeded. For example, the Lso represents 50% of the hour, or 30 minutes.

Source: Fresno County Ordinance Code

3.1.5 Construction Noise and Vibration

Noise due to construction activities is generally considered to be less than significant if the
construction activity is temporary, use of heavy equipment and noisy activities is limited to
daytime hours, pile driving or surface blasting would not occur, and all industry-standard noise
abatement measures are implemented for noise-producing equipment. These general parameters
acknowledge that people are not as likely to be annoyed by activities that are perceived as being
necessary for normal commerce, so long as the inconveniences due to noise are of relatively
short duration and all practical measures are being implemented to reduce the impacts of noise-
producing activities.

Neither the city nor the county noise element specifically limits hours during which construction
may occur. However, it is a common practice to limit hours of construction activity to minimize
construction noise impacts at nearby residential receptors during the early morning and late
evening hours, and on weekends and holidays. Although not specifically stated in the city or
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county noise elements, it is also a standard requirement for many jurisdictions that all
construction equipment be properly maintained and muffled to minimize noise generation at the
source.

Neither the city nor the county has regulations that define acceptable levels of vibration. One
reference suggesting vibration standards is the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) publication
concerning noise and vibration impact assessment from transit activities®. ~Although the FTA
guidelines are to be applied to transit activities, they may be reasonably applied to the assessment
of the potential for annoyance or structural damage resulting from other activities. To prevent
vibration annoyance in residences, a vibration velocity level of 80 VdB or less is suggested when
there are fewer than 70 vibration events per day. A level of 100 VdB or less is suggested by the
FTA guidelines to prevent damage to fragile buildings.

4. EXISTING CONDTIONS

The predominant existing noise sources affecting the project site and surrounding area include
vehicular traffic on local roadways, ventilation equipment associated with underground parking
garages at the existing Fig Garden Financial Center office building to the west and aircraft over-
flights associated with the Fresno-Yosemite International Airport (FAT). The project site is not
directly affected by parking lot activities or other sources of noise associated with the Fig Garden
Shopping Center located to the south due to distance and acoustic shielding provided by existing
intervening office and apartment buildings.

4.1 Ambient Noise Level Measurements:

Existing ambient noise levels were measured at two locations within or near the project site on
May 12, 2010. Noise monitoring equipment consisted of a Larson-Davis Laboratories Model
LDL 820 sound level analyzer equipped with a Bruel & Kjaer (B&K) Type 4176 %"
microphone. The microphone was located on a tripod at approximately five (5) feet above the
ground. The noise monitoring equipment was calibrated with a B&K Type 4230 acoustical
calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The equipment complies with applicable
specifications of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for Type 1 sound
measurement systems.

The locations of the ambient noise monitoring sites are noted on Figure 1. The first site was
located near the northeast corner of the proposed office building site, approximately 50 feet from
the center of West San Jose Avenue. The site is predominantly affected by noise from vehicular
traffic on West San Jose Avenue, residential maintenance activities on nearby properties, birds in
nearby trees and occasional aircraft over-flights. Distant train horns are also occasionally
audible. Measured noise levels ranged from 40-74 dBA with an energy average (Leq) of 52.4
dBA.

The second site was located west of the intersection of West San Jose Avenue and North

Colonial Avenue, approximately 50 feet from the center of the intersection. The site is exposed
to noise from the same sources identified above plus noise from ventilation fans associated with
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the underground parking garage at the existing Fig Garden Financial Center office building to the
west. Measured noise levels ranged from 47-75 dBA with an energy average (Leq) of 57.2 dBA.

4.2  Existing Traffic Noise Exposure:

Existing traffic noise levels within and near the project site were modeled using the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model* and traffic data
obtainSed from the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project by TPG Consulting, Inc. (August
2011)°.

The FHWA Model is an analytical method utilized by many state and local agencies, including
Caltrans, for highway traffic noise prediction. The FHWA Model is based upon reference
energy emission levels for automobiles, medium trucks (2 axles) and heavy trucks (3 or more
axles), with consideration given to vehicles volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to
the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the site. The FHWA Model was developed to
predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions, and is generally considered to be
accurate within £1.5 dB. To predict DNL values, it is necessary to determine the hourly
distribution of traffic for a typical day and adjust the traffic volume input data to yield an
equivalent hourly traffic volume. The FHWA Model assumes a clear view of traffic with no
shielding at the receiver location.

Existing traffic volumes on West San Jose Avenue adjacent to the proposed office building site
are very low. Peak hour traffic volumes on the section of West San Jose Avenue adjacent to the
site were not specifically addressed in the above-referenced traffic impact study. The annual
average daily traffic volume was therefore estimated by BBA based upon data for Colonial
Avenue. Colonial Avenue connects to West San Jose Avenue just west of the site. Using the
FHWA Model and an estimated AADT of 500, the predicted DNL at 50 feet from the center of
the roadway is less than 50 dB. This is well below the City’s 60 dB DNL standard for residential
uses exposed to transportation noise sources.

4.3  Stationary Noise Sources:

The existing Fig Garden Financial Center office building located to the west of the project site
has ventilation fans for an underground parking garage. There are fans located near the
southwest and northwest corners of the project site. The fans were found to produce noise levels
in the range of 60-66 dBA, depending upon direction from the fan outlet grills, at a distance of
50 feet.

4.4  Aircraft Noise Exposure:

The project site is located approximately 4.5 miles northwest of the Fresno-Yosemite
International Airport (FAT). The site is just south of the extended centerlines of the airport
runways, and is therefore subject to aircraft over-flights. Aircraft typically depart to the
northwest over the site, but aircraft arrivals occur over the site when required by wind conditions
or other factors. Aircraft arrivals were observed during the project site visit and noise
measurements on May 12, 2010. Noise levels from individual arrivals by commuter propeller
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and regional jet aircraft were in the range of 55-65 dBA. Noise levels from departing jet aircraft,
especially California Air National Guard CANG) jet aircraft, would be expected to be higher.

According to the public information office at the 144™ Fighter Wing of the CANG®, the number
of CANG aircraft operations at FAT has been slightly higher than normal in recent months due
to new flight crew training requirements. CANG operations are expected to return to normal
over the next few months. Also, it is possible that the F-16 aircraft now operated by the CANG
may be replaced in 2-3 years by F-15 aircraft. The CANG is in the process of preparing an
EIR/EIS for the possible aircraft conversion project. Currently, the project site is located well
outside the annual average 60 dB CNEL contours for existing or projected future aircraft
operations at FAT’.

45  High Speed Rail Noise Exposure:

According to the recently released Draft Environmental Impact Report and Statement (August 9,
2011)® for the Merced-Fresno section of the proposed California High Speed Rail (HSR) project,
the proposed alignment of the HSR line would follow the existing Union Pacific Railroad
(UPRR) line in the area of Shaw Avenue. This is more than three miles from the project site.
Since the HSR line would be at grade in this area, and noise would be attenuated due to distance
from the source and other factors by at least 50 dB, noise or vibration from the HSR line would
not be significant at the project site.

S. PROJECT-RELATED NOISE IMPACTS

The Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV project could cause noise levels to increase within the
project site and in areas near the project site. The proposed office building is considered a noise-
sensitive land use by the policies of the city’s noise element. There are also noise-sensitive uses
located adjacent to and near the project site. Such uses include the existing single-family homes
to the east of the project site and on the north side of West San Jose Avenue, the existing multi-
family apartment units to the south of the project site and the existing office building to the west.
Additionally, residential uses are located at various locations along major roadways near the
project site that could experience project-related increases in traffic.

5.1  On-Site Transportation Noise Source Impacts (Not significant with mitigation):

Noise levels from existing or future traffic on West San Jose Avenue or aircraft operations at
FAT would not exceed 60 dB DNL exterior to the proposed office building. Assuming that the
peak hour Leq for combined traffic and aircraft noise sources would not exceed 65 dBA (a worst-
case assessment), compliance with the city’s 45 dBA hourly Leq interior standard for office uses
(Policy H-1-a) would require a minimum exterior-to-interior noise level reduction (NLR) of 20
dB (65-45=20). Since standard commercial office building construction will provide a minimum
of 25 dB of NLR, the project will comply with city’s interior noise level standard for office
buildings provided windows and doors are closed.
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Mitigation of On-site Transportation Noise Source Impacts

Mitigation of on-site noise exposure from transportation sources may be achieved by requiring
that air conditioning or some other form of mechanical ventilation will be provided for all indoor
office spaces.

5.2  On-Site Stationary Noise Source Impacts (Not significant with mitigation):

The city’s noise element (Policies H-1a and H-1-I) pertain to outdoor activity areas and interior
spaces. The proposed commercial office building will not have outdoor activity areas, so the
applicable standard is an interior hourly Leq of 45 dBA. Compliance would require that noise
levels from exterior on-site stationary noise sources (fans, other mechanical equipment and
vehicle movements within the site) not exceed an hourly Le, of 70 dBA at the building facade,
and that standard commercial office building construction (minimum NLR of 25 dB) be utilized.
Assuming that noise levels from on-site stationary noise sources will have to be mitigated so as
not to exceed applicable standards within nearby (off-site) residential areas, the project will
achieve an acceptable interior noise level.

Mitigation of On-site Stationary Noise Source Impacts

Mitigation of on-site noise exposure from stationary sources may be achieved by requiring that
air conditioning or some other form of mechanical ventilation will be provided for all indoor
office spaces.

5.3  Off-Site Transportation Noise Source Impacts (Not significant):

The project could result in an increase in traffic on some roadways in the project area. The
potential for significant increases in traffic noise exposure at off-site noise-sensitive uses was
analyzed using the above-referenced traffic impact study and the FHWA Model. Traffic noise
modeling assumptions are summarized in Appendix B. Since the noise-sensitive uses of concern
are residential uses, traffic noise exposure was calculated using the DNL metric.

Traffic noise levels were calculated at typical residential setbacks for selected roadways in the
project area for existing and future (2030) conditions. Calculated DNL values with and without
the project were compared to determine if the project would cause traffic noise levels to exceed
the city/county 60 dB DNL exterior standard (Policy H-1-a) or result in a significant noise level
increase (Policy H-1-b). Existing noise barriers or other noise mitigation features were not
accounted for in the calculations since the analysis is intended to demonstrate the relative change
in traffic noise exposure that could occur as a result of the project.

Table V summarizes the findings of the off-site traffic noise analysis. Shown by the table are
existing and future (2030) traffic noise levels at typical residential setbacks near intersections
analyzed by the TPG Traffic Impact Study. Typical residential setbacks were determined by
reference to aerial photographs of the area and field observations by BBA staff. A typical
residential setback of 50 feet from the center of the roadway was assumed for all roadways to
provide a worst-case assessment of traffic noise exposure. Many existing homes in the project
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area are located at greater distances from the roadway or are acoustically shielded from roadway
traffic noise by intervening buildings or sound walls.

Table V shows that cumulative (2030 with project) traffic exposure along the roadways analyzed
could increase by up to 1.0 dB as a result of the project. Such increases are not considered
significant as defined by the noise element. Additionally, the project would not cause traffic
noise levels to exceed the city/county 60 dB DNL standard along any of the roadway segments
analyzed.

TABLE V

SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE (2030) TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS
FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV PROJECT

DNL (dB) @ Typical Residential Setback’
Roadway Roadway Segment Existing 2039 2030 Project Change? Significant?
No Project
n/o Barstow Ave 69.9 71.0 71.0 -0- No
s/o Barstow Ave 70.1 70.7 70.8 +0.1 No
n/o San Jose Ave 69.9 70.5 70.6 +0.1 No
Palm Avenue s/o San Jose Ave 69.7 70.4 70.6 +0.2 No
n/o Shaw Ave 69.6 70.4 70.6 +0.2 No
s/o Shaw Ave 68.1 69.4 69.5 +0.1 No
n/o Gettysburg Ave 67.3 69.0 69.1 +0.1 No
Barstow Avenue w/o Palm Ave 65.4 65.9 65.9 -0- No
e/o Palm Ave 65.0 65.8 65.8 -0- No
San Jose Avenue e/o Palm Ave 61.9 58.9 59.9 +1.0 No
Shaw Avenue w/o Palm Ave 71.6 72.2 72.2 -0- No
e/o Palm Ave 72.0 72.6 72.6 -0- No
Gettysburg Avenue w/o Palm Ave 56.6 60.8 60.9 +0.1 No
e/o Palm Ave 57.2 60.1 60.1 -0- No

!A typical residential setback was assumed to be 50 feet from the center of the roadway.
?Reported changes determined by subtracting 2030 No Project noise levels from 2030 Project noise levels.

Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.

5.4  Off-Site Stationary Noise Source Impacts (Not significant with mitigation):

Noise from ventilation fans associated with the underground parking garage for the proposed
office building and vehicle movements within the project site have the potential to exceed
applicable city or county standards, depending upon project design. Typical maximum noise
levels from mechanical ventilation systems are in the range of 60-70 dBA at a distance of 50
feet. Low-speed vehicle movements within a driveway or parking lot typically produce noise
levels in the range of 60 to 65 dBA at a distance of 40 feet. Noise sources in parking lots that are
not related to vehicle movements may include voices, stereo systems, honking horns and the
opening and closing of car doors and trunk lids.
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The precise location and configuration of ventilation equipment associated with the underground
parking garage were unknown to BBA at the time this analysis was prepared. Vehicle access to
the underground parking garage would be located on the east side of the office building.
Vehicles would utilize driveways to be located on the north and south sides of the building to
access the surface parking lot on the east side of the building and the entrance to the underground
parking garage. Vehicles would pass as close as about 40 feet from the closest noise-sensitive
uses to the south and 120 feet from the closest noise-sensitive uses to the north of the project site.
The project design includes a six (6) foot high block wall around the north, east and south
perimeters of the project site.

As previously noted, noise-sensitive receptors to the south and east of the project site are located
in an unincorporated area of Fresno County. Noise-sensitive receptors to the north of the project
site are located within the City of Fresno. The county’s noise element applies a DNL standard of
60 dB to stationary noise sources, whereas the city’s noise element applies hourly Leq and Lmax
standards to stationary noise sources. The city’s noise element standards for stationary noise
sources are summarized in Table I1.

The county’s noise ordinance addresses the statistical distribution of noise over time as
summarized in Table IV. The county’s hourly Lsy and Lmax Standards are comparable to the
hourly Leq and Lmax Standards of the city’s noise element as described above. As previously
noted, the city’s noise element is more restrictive than its noise ordinance with regard to
stationary noise sources.

The above-referenced six-foot high block wall around the site perimeter would be expected to
reduce noise from vehicle movements within the parking lot and driveways by a minimum of 5
dB. This will be sufficient to achieve compliance the daytime and/or nighttime hourly Lso
standards of the county’s noise ordinance and the 60 dB DNL standard of the county’s noise
element at all noise-sensitive receptors within the unincorporated area of the county. Noise from
vehicle movements within the site would also not be expected to exceed the hourly Lq standards
of the city’s noise element to the north of the project site.

With respect to maximum noise levels, on-site vehicle movements would be expected to produce
Lmax values in the range of 55-60 dBA at the closest residential receptors to the south of the
project site after acoustic shielding from the proposed perimeter block wall is taken into
consideration. Such levels would not exceed the 65 dBA nighttime or 70 dBA daytime Lpax
standards of the county’s noise ordinance. Maximum noise levels from on-site vehicle
movements would also comply with applicable city standards at the closest residential receptors
to the north of the site.

Mitigation of Off-site Stationary Noise Source Impacts

Ventilation systems and other mechanical equipment should be designed so that their noise
levels do not exceed an hourly Leq of 45 dBA at the closest off-site noise-sensitive uses. As
noted previously, the hourly Leq descriptor used by the city is comparable to the hourly Lso
descriptor used by the county. Mitigation measures may include shielding of proposed fan
inlet/outlet openings or other acoustical design features to reduce noise at the source.
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55  Off-Site Construction Noise and Vibration (Not significant with mitigation):

During construction of the proposed office building, noise from construction activities could
potentially impact noise-sensitive land uses in the immediate area. Activities associated with
construction would generate noise levels at 50 feet as indicated by Table VI. Most of the heavy
equipment that produces the highest noise levels would only be used for demolition of existing
structures, project grading and excavation or during utility construction.

Vibration from demolition and/or construction activities could occasionally be perceptible at the
closest sensitive land uses. The primary vibratory sources during demolition or construction
within the project area would likely be large bulldozers or excavators and loaded trucks. Typical
bulldozer or loaded truck activities generate an approximate vibration level of 86-87 VdB at a
distance of 25 feet. Typically, vibration levels must exceed 80 VVdB before annoyance occurs or
100 VdB before building damage occurs.

TABLE VI

TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Type of Equipment Maximum Level, dB (50 Ft.)
Backhoe 78
Concrete Saw 90
Crane 81
Excavator 81
Front End Loader 79
Jackhammer 89
Paver 77
Pneumatic Tools 85
Bulldozer 82

Source: FHWA®

Mitigation of Off-site Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts

Construction noise or vibration are not usually considered to be significant impacts if
construction occurring near noise-sensitive land uses is limited to the daytime hours,
extraordinary noise-producing activities (e.g., pile driving) are not anticipated, and construction
equipment is adequately maintained and muffled. Construction activities should not be allowed
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
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Figure 1: Project Site Plan and Noise Monitoring Sites
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APPENDIX A

ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY

AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL: The composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this
context, the ambient noise level constitutes the normal or
existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level. The average equivalent
sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of
approximately five decibels to sound levels in the evening from
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and ten decibels to sound levels in the
night before 7:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m.

DECIBEL, dB: A unit for describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times
the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the
sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20
micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter).

DNL/Lgn: Day/Night Average Sound Level. The average equivalent sound
level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of ten decibels
to sound levels in the night after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m.

Leg: Equivalent Sound Level. The sound level containing the same
total energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period.
Legq is typically computed over 1, 8 and 24-hour sample periods.

NOTE: The CNEL and DNL represent daily levels of noise exposure
averaged on an annual basis, while Le, represents the average
noise exposure for a shorter time period, typically one hour.

L max: The maximum noise level recorded during a noise event.
Ln: The sound level exceeded "n" percent of the time during a sample

interval (Loo, Lso, Lio, €tc.). For example, Lio equals the level
exceeded 10 percent of the time.
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A-2

ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY

NOISE EXPOSURE

CONTOURS: Lines drawn about a noise source indicating constant levels of
noise exposure. CNEL and DNL contours are frequently utilized
to describe community exposure to noise.

NOISE LEVEL

REDUCTION (NLR): The noise reduction between indoor and outdoor environments or
between two rooms that is the numerical difference, in decibels,
of the average sound pressure levels in those areas or rooms. A
measurement of Anoise level reduction@ combines the effect of
the transmission loss performance of the structure plus the effect
of acoustic absorption present in the receiving room.

SEL or SENEL.: Sound Exposure Level or Single Event Noise Exposure Level.
The level of noise accumulated during a single noise event, such
as an aircraft overflight, with reference to a duration of one
second. More specifically, it is the time-integrated A-weighted
squared sound pressure for a stated time interval or event, based
on a reference pressure of 20 micropascals and a reference
duration of one second.

SOUND LEVEL.: The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level
meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting
filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency
components of the sound in a manner similar to the response of
the human ear and gives good correlation with subjective
reactions to noise.

SOUND TRANSMISSION

CLASS (STC): The single-number rating of sound transmission loss for a
construction element (window, door, etc.) over a frequency range
where speech intelligibility largely occurs.

BBA
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APPENDIX B

TRAFFIC NOISE MODELING ASSUMPTIONS

BBA

N

LG
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Brown Buntin Associates, Inc

FHWA-RD-77-108
Calculation Sheets

August 30, 2011

Appendix B-1

Project #: 09-001A | Contour Levels(dB) [ 55 | 60 | 65 | 70 | |

Description: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV-Existing plus Project

Ldn/Cnel: Ldn

Site Type: Soft

Day Eve Night Truck % Speed Dist Offset

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT % 9% 9% Med Hvy mph ft dB
1 Palm Avenue n/o Barstow Ave 25150 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
2 Palm Avenue s/o Barstow Ave 26330 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
3 Palm Avenue n/o San Jose Ave 25170 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
4 Palm Avenue s/o San Jose Ave 23910 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
5 Palm Avenue n/o Shaw Ave 23460 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
6 Palm Avenue s/o Shaw Ave 16650 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
7 Palm Avenue n/o Gettysburg Ave 13750 | 90 10 3 2 40 [ 50
8 Barstow Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 14580 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
9 Barstow Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 13380 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
10 San Jose Avenude/o Palm Ave 13680 | 90 10 2 1 25 | 50
11 Shaw Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 36650 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
12 Shaw Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 40200 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
13 Gettysburg Avenjw/o Palm Ave 2740 90 10 2 1 30 [ 50
14 Gettysburg Avenie/o Palm Ave 3160 90 10 2 1 30 | 50
15 San Jose Avenudat Site 430 90 10 2 1 25 | 50
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Appendix B-2

Project #: 09-001A | Contour Levels(dB) [ 55 | 60 | 65 | 70 |

Description: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase 1\VV-2030 No Project

Ldn/Cnel: Ldn

Site Type: Soft

Day Eve Night Truck % Speed Dist Offset

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT % 9% 9% Med Hvy mph ft dB
1 Palm Avenue n/o Barstow Ave 31890 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
2 Palm Avenue s/o Barstow Ave 29860 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
3 Palm Avenue n/o San Jose Ave 28970 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
4 Palm Avenue s/o San Jose Ave 28030 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
5 Palm Avenue n/o Shaw Ave 28070 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
6 Palm Avenue s/o Shaw Ave 22140 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
7 Palm Avenue n/o Gettysburg Ave 20180 | 90 10 3 2 40 [ 50
8 Barstow Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 16590 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
9 Barstow Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 16080 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
10 San Jose Avenude/o Palm Ave 6880 90 10 2 1 25 | 50
11 Shaw Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 42360 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
12 Shaw Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 46290 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
13 Gettysburg Avenjw/o Palm Ave 7290 90 10 2 1 30 [ 50
14 Gettysburg Avenie/o Palm Ave 6140 90 10 2 1 30 | 50
15 San Jose Avenudat Site 510 90 10 2 1 25 | 50
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Appendix B-3

Project #: 09-001A | Contour Levels(dB) [ 55 | 60 | 65 | 70 |

Description: Fig Garden Financial Center Phase 1VV-2030 Project

Ldn/Cnel: Ldn

Site Type: Soft

Day Eve Night Truck % Speed Dist Offset

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT % 9% 9% Med Hvy mph ft dB
1 Palm Avenue n/o Barstow Ave 32320 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
2 Palm Avenue s/o Barstow Ave 30540 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
3 Palm Avenue n/o San Jose Ave 29650 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
4 Palm Avenue s/o San Jose Ave 29010 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
5 Palm Avenue n/o Shaw Ave 29020 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
6 Palm Avenue s/o Shaw Ave 22700 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
7 Palm Avenue n/o Gettysburg Ave 20640 | 90 10 3 2 40 [ 50
8 Barstow Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 16700 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
9 Barstow Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 16220 | 90 10 2 1 35 | 50
10 San Jose Avenude/o Palm Ave 8540 90 10 2 1 25 | 50
11 Shaw Avenue |w/o Palm Ave 42640 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
12 Shaw Avenue |e/o Palm Ave 46880 | 90 10 3 2 40 | 50
13 Gettysburg Avenjw/o Palm Ave 7310 90 10 2 1 30 [ 50
14 Gettysburg Avenie/o Palm Ave 6150 90 10 2 1 30 | 50

San Jose Avenudat Site 510 90 2 1 25 | 50
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
FOR THE
FIG GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER
PHASE IV

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

This Traffic Impact Study (T1S) was prepared to assess the traffic impacts due to the proposed Fig
Garden Financial Center Phase IV (Project), which will be located on the south side of West San Jose
Avenue between Maroa and Palm Avenues in the City of Fresno. The approximately 3.96 acre siteis
currently occupied by a vacant, single-level apartment complex with 44 units. The proposed Project
will be comprised of a four-story 104,593 square foot (sf) office building. This study evaluates the
impacts of the proposed development on adjacent segment and intersection operations and provides
an assessment of the Project driveways and on-site circulation. Figure 1-1 shows the Project location.

The Project study area for the analysis of traffic impacts extends from Bullard Avenue (north) to
Ashlan Avenue (south) and from Fruit Avenue (west) to Maroa Avenue (east). This report analyzes
fourteen (14) intersections and eleven (11) segments for two (2) time periods (weekday AM and PM
peak hours). Unsignalized and signalized intersection levels of service (LOS) were calculated using
Synchro 7.0 software, which is an industry standard and is recognized for use in the City of Fresno.
The Synchro 7.0 software is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000)
methodology, which is also an industry standard. Segment levels of service were calculated using the
unadjusted_2007 Florida Tables. Signal warrants were prepared using the California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) for Streets and Highways. The analysis methodology
used in thisreport isincluded in Appendix A.

Queue lengths for the movements at the study intersections were also calculated based on the LOS
calculations. The signalized intersection queue lengths are not calculated using the HCM 2000
methodology. Therefore the queue length calculations for the signalized study intersections are
calculated using Synchro 7.0 methodologies and are included in Appendix B.

To analyze the traffic impacts resulting from the build out of the Project, the following five (5)
scenarios were eval uated:

Existing (2011) Traffic Conditions

Existing Plus the Project Traffic Conditions
Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the Project
2030 No Project Traffic Conditions

2030 Plus the Project Traffic Conditions

Growth increments developed from the Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG) Fresno
County Traffic Model (Model) were used to develop the 2030 No Project volumes. The model years
used to develop the 2030 No Project growth increments were 2008 and 2030.

TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 1
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Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
Fresno, California

CHAPTER 2 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Fig Garden Financiad Center Phase IV trip generation was developed using the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, which is the recommended methodology in
the City of Fresno. Table 2-1 shows the Project trip generation used in this anaysis.

TABLE 2-1:
F1G GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV TRIP GENERATION DATA
AM PM
Land Use Daily Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total
General Office Building 1,381 171 23 194 33 163 196

2.1 Thresholds of Significance

2.1.1 Level of Service Standards
City of Fresno
According to the City of Fresno’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines:

“All City intersections and roadway segments shall operate at a LOS D or better
under the near-term conditions, unless a finding of overriding consideration was
adopted in the General Plan MEIR. Under long-term conditions (Year 2030
Conditions) all City intersections and roadway segments shall operate at a LOS D or
better, except for the roadway segments adopted in the General Plan MEIR to
operate at LOS E or F.”"

The City’s General Plan MEIR identifies four (4) study area roadway segments that have been
adopted to operate below the LOS D policy, asfollows:

o Bullard Avenue—Marksto Fresno—LOSF

0 Barstow Avenue—Palm to Blackstone— LOS F
0 Shaw Avenue—Brawley to SR 168 - LOS F

0 Ashlan Avenue — Fruit to Maple— LOS F

Since the General Plan MEIR found the above roadway segments were projected to operate below the
LOS D standard, a finding of overriding considerations was made for those segments. The potential
improvements required for those segments to operate at LOS D were determined to be infeasible by
the Master EIR, therefore all City of Fresno study segments shown above will be evaluated against
the LOS F policy. The remaining study locations within the City of Fresno will be evaluated against
the LOS D poalicy.

County of Fresno

According to the Fresno County General Plan Circulation Element:

“The County shall plan and design its roadway system in a manner that strives to
meet level of service (LOS) D on urban roadways within the spheres of influence of
the cities of Fresno and Clovis and LOS C on all other roadways in the County.””?

! City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, City of Fresno, February 2009, Page 3.
2 County of Fresno 2000 General Plan, The County of Fresno, August 2010 , Page 2-99.

TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 3
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The County’s Genera Plan EIR identifies that Ashlan Avenue, east and west of Palm Avenue, is
currently operating and projected to operate at LOS F under al scenarios. No improvements
(widening to four lanes) are considered feasible for this segment of Ashlan Avenue. As such, the
County has adopted an overriding consideration for this segment. Therefore, the intersection of
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue will be evaluated against the City’ s adopted L OS standard (LOS D).

All study intersections and segments were evaluated according to the appropriate adopted LOS
standard based on the controlling agency’ s policies. Table 2-2 shows the adopted L OS policy for each
study location.

2.1.2 Significant Impact Threshold
According to the City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines®:

“For study intersections, the impact is considered significant if the addition of the
traffic generated from the proposed project results in any one of the following:

1. Triggers an intersection operating at acceptable LOS to operate at
unacceptable levels of service

2. Triggers an intersection operating at unacceptable LOS (LOS E) to operate
atLOS F

3. Increases the average delay for a study intersection that is already operating
at unacceptable LOS”

After each study intersection has been evaluated against the LOS policy, those locations found to be
deficient were compared to the above policies to determine the level of significance of the potential
impacts.

For study segments with an adopted LOS F standard, the significance criteria for Project-related
impacts are identified in the General Plan MEIR as follows:

Development projects that are consistent with plans and policies but that could affect
conditions on major street segments predicted by the General Plan EIR traffic
analysis to perform at an ADT LOS “F” shall not cause further substantial
degradation of conditions on those segments before 2025 without completing a traffic
and transportation evaluation. This evaluation will be used to determine appropriate
project-specific design measures or street/transportation improvements that will
contribute to achieving and maintaining a LOS equivalent to that anticipated in the
General Plan. Further substantial degradation is defined as an increase in the peak
hour vehicle/capacity (v/c) ratio of 0.15 or greater for roadway segments whose v/c
ratio is estimated to be 1.00 or higher in 2025 by the General Plan EIR.?

The v/c increase (0.15) criteria was applied to determine what, if any, significant project-related
impacts occur for al study locations with Master EIR adopted LOS F standards and which are
projected to operate at LOS F. As shown below, none of the study segments meet this criteria.

It had been previously understood that the General Plan MEIR's adoption of an alternative LOS for
specified impacted segments of the major street network encompassed the adoption of the alternative
LOS standard for intersections along the identified segment (MEIR at page V-B16-17). The City of

3 City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, City of Fresno, February 2009, Page 10.
* Draft Master Environmental Impact Report for the 2025 General Plan, City of Fresno, May 2002, Page V-
B17
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Fresno Public Works Department has recently stated that it does not believe the General Plan MEIR
made such a finding with respect to the intersections along those impacted segments, and that the
MEIR's adoption of an aternative LOS for impacted roadway networks relates solely to the roadway
segments.

This traffic study finds that many of the intersections along the impacted roadway network will
operate at less than the LOS D standard, without the Project. That circumstance reflects an existing
cumulative significant impact under the existing General Plan. Therefore, in evaluating the impacts of
the Project to intersections along the impacted segments, this EIR takes the approach that the
incremental effects of the Project are cumulatively considerable (and thereby a significant cumulative
impact), only if one of two criteria exists:

1. Triggers an intersection operating at unacceptable LOS (LOS E) to operate
atLOS F.

2. Increases the average delay by five or more seconds for a study intersection
that is already operating at unacceptable LOS.’

The change in the second criteria from the City of Fresno's published Traffic Impact Study
Guidelines to include the addition of the 5 second criteriais consistent with the standards adopted by
the City in its certification of the Fresno El Paseo Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2008011003).
This criterion was also used in the recently published EIR for the Fresno Southeast Walmart
Expansion Project (SCH #2007091064)°. This criteria, although not included in the City of Fresno’s
TIS Guidelines or the General Plan MEIR, is commonplace in many jurisdictions including: The
Cities of Bakersfield and Folsom and in the County of Sonoma (among many other jurisdictions).

2.2 Level of Service Analysis

Table 2-2 shows the levels of service (LOS) for the study segments and intersections for the various
scenarios. Segments, intersections (signalized) or movements (unsignalized) currently operating
below or projected to operate below the appropriate adopted level of service standard are shown in
bold in Table 2-2. The signalized intersection levels of service shown in Table 2-2 are representative
of the whole intersection. As shown in Table 2-2, the following locations, by scenario, are projected
to operate below the appropriate City of Fresno or County of Fresno’s adopted level of service
standards:

2.2.1 Cumulative Analysis

The following segments and intersections were predicted to operate below the City of Fresno's
appropriate L OS standards.

2030 Without the Project
Segments

0 Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue — PM peak hour
Intersections

0 Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — PM peak hour

® Recirculated Draft Fresno El Paseo Environmental Impact Report, City of Fresno, August 2010, page 5.13-
14,
® Fresno Southeast Walmart Expansion Project, City of Fresno, December 2010, page 157.
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TABLE 2-2:
WEEKDAY LEVELS OF SERVICE SUMMARY FOR THE STUDY SEGMENTS AND INTERSECTIONS
Existing Plus Approved
Existing Existing Plus the Project Project Plus the Project* 2030 No Project 2030 Plus the Project

LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
Segment LOS Standard AM/PM AM/PM PM AM/PM AM/PM
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue F Cc/C c/iC C C/D C/ID
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue F Cc/C C/iC C C/D C/D
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue D c/iC C/iC C C/D C/D
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue D c/iC C/iC D C/D C/D
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue D c/iC C/iC D C/D C/D
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue D C/C C/C C C/D C/D
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg D C/IC C/iC C C/IC C/IC
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue D Cc/C Cc/iC C Cc/iC C/iC
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue D C/C Cc/iC C C/iC Cc/C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue D C/D C/D D D/F D/F
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue D C/C Cc/iC C C/C C/C

LOS Delay? LOS Delay® LOS Delay? LOS Delay? LOS Delay?

Intersection LOS Standard AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM PM PM PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM
Bullard Avenue at PAlm Avenue D C/D 34.2/38.8 D/D 35.4/39.6 D 51.1 D/F 49.0/100.3 D/F 51.3/102.8
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue D B/A 14.6/8.7 B/B 14.8/8.8 B 14.3 B/C 16.6/22.8 B/C 16.9/23.0
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue D C/C 20.6/29.9 C/iC 21.1/31.2 D 54.1 CIF 33.3/81.1 CIF 34.8/84.5
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left B/B 10.7/10.0 B/A 11.1/9.9 B 10.5 A/B 9.6/11.9 A/B 9.8/12.1
e SBLeft D A/B 9.4/10.9 A/B 9.4/11.3 B 12.4 A/B 9.1/14.0 A/B 9.1/14.7
e EB Approach B/B 13.6/14.9 B/B 13.6/14.4 B 13.1 B/C 11.7/15.9 B/C 11.7/16.4
e WB Approach C/B 20.0/15.0 C/B 19.2/15.0 B 145 c/C 15.1/17.1 B/C 14.5/18.1
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue D A/B 10.0/15.9 B/B 12.5/18.0 B 19.5 A/B 9.1/16.1 B/B 10.6/17.9
Shaw Avenue at PAlm Avenue D D/D 37.2/39.2 D/D 38.3/42.1 D 49.2 C/C 29.7/32.9 C/iC 27.4/35.0
Van Ness Avenue at Palm Avenue D
e WB Right B/B 11.8/11.1 B/B 12.0/11.2 B 114 B/B 10.8/10.9 B/B 11.0/11.0
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue D AlA 7.1/6.4 AlA 7.1/6.3 A 6.3 B/A 10.3/9.9 B/B 10.3/10.1
Ashlan Avenue at PAlm Avenue D B/B 14.6/19.1 B/B 15.0/19.4 C 20.9 B/C 16.8/28.9 B/C 16.8/29.2
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue Cc/C 26.8/24.3 C/iC 26.9/23.9
e \WB Left D AlA 9.3/8.5 AlA 9.3/8.5 A 9.0
e NB Approach D/B 33.6/14.2 D/B 34.6/14.4 C 18.6
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Approach B/A 10.9/9.8 B/A 10.9/9.8 B 10.1 B/A 10.3/9.6 B/B 10.3/9.6
e WB Approach D B/A 10.5/9.8 B/A 10.5/9.8 A 10.0 AlA 10.0/9.7 A/B 10.0/9.7
e NB Approach A/A 0.0/0.5 AlA 0.0/0.5 A 0.5 AlA 0.0/0.4 AlA 0.0/0.4
e SB Approach A/A 49/1.4 AlA 49/1.4 A 2.0 AlA 4.8/1.9 AlA 4.8/1.9
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue D B/B 13.6/14.4 B/B 13.6/14.8 B 14.9 B/B 15.8/17.5 B/B 14.7/17.2
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue D B/B 13.3/19.5 B/B 13.4/19.6 C 22.0 B/E 19.4/75.1 B/E 17.2/72.2
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through D AlA 5.5/3.7 AlA 5.6/3.7 A 3.7 AlA 5.8/3.8 AlA 5.9/3.8
o EB Approach AlA 8.8/8.9 AlA 8.8/8.9 A 8.9 AlA 8.8/8.9 AlA 8.8/8.9
! No AM peak hour Approved Project traffic — only PM peak hour analyzed 2 delay in seconds per vehicle
NB = northbound SB = southbound EB = eastbound WB = westhound
TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 6
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2030 Plus the Fig Garden Project
Segments

0 Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue — PM peak hour
Intersections

o Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — PM peak hour

2.2.2 Fig Garden Project-Specific Analysis

After determination of the cumulative analysis identified in the LOS analysis, the significance criteria
were applied to determine what, if any, impacts are project-related. Based on the City’s significant
impact threshold, none of the study locations that are projected to operate below the appropriate
adopted LOS standard are significantly impacted by the Project. For locations with an LOS F
standard that are projected to operate at LOS F in the 2030 without the Project and in the 2030 Plus
the Fig Garden Project scenarios, the overall intersection delay increase was analyzed to determine
what, if any, significant project-related impacts occur. The results of the delay comparison are as
follows:

Intersections
0 Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue —increase in average delay = 2.8 < the 5 sec threshold

= 2030 No Project PM Delay: = 100.3
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay: = 102.8

0 Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue —increase in average delay = 3.4 < the 5 sec threshold

= 2030 No Project: PM Delay: = 81.1
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay: = 84.5

0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — decrease in average delay = 2.9 < 5 the sec threshold
= 2030 No Project: PM Delay = 75.1
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay = 72.2

As shown above, al average delay changes associated with the Project are projected to be below the 5
second increase threshold of significance. There are no significant impacts as a result of the
development of the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project.

2.3 Roadway Improvements

2.3.1 City of Fresno

Potentially recommended improvements (such as addition of through and turn lanes, changes in
signal phasing, movement restriction, etc.) have been evaluated against the established criteria
presented in the City of Fresno’s TIS Guidelines, asfollows:

“For all recommendations to increase the number of travel lanes on a street or at an
intersection as a mitigation measure, the report must clearly identify the impacts
associated with such a change such as whether or not additional right of way will be
required and whether it is feasible to acquire the right of way based on the level of
development of the adjacent land and buildings (if any). All mitigations should be
reviewed in the field to make sure that they can be accommodated. If they cannot be
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accommodated or are not feasible please advise in the TIS so that the applicant and
the City of Fresno are aware of right-of-way issues in advance.”’

As shown above, the Project does not create any project-specific significant impacts to the analysis
roadways. Therefore, the Project will pay the City’s Fresno Major Street Improvement (FMSI) and
Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact (TSMI) fees to mitigate its contribution to the cumulative impacts.

2.3.2 County of Fresno

Thisis consistent for all County controlled locations (Browning Avenue, Van Ness Blvd, and Ashlan
Avenue at their intersections with Palm Avenue) with the County’s General Plan policies, asfollows:

Draft General Plan Implementation Program TR-A.B states that the County would
require new development within an unincorporated area of a city sphere of influence
to pay the traffic impact fees of that city. It would be the responsibility of the cities to
develop and maintain their roadway capital improvement programs and adequate
funding mechanisms to maintain their adopted level of service programs for the
entire sphere of influence.?

2.3.3 Planned City Improvements

Based on the City of Fresno’s current TSMI project list, three improvements included in the TSMI
apply to the study locations. These improvements will be constructed using TSMI funds, which the
Project will pay into. These improvements are as follows:

e Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue
0 Widening to dual left-turn lanes on all four legs
= Dual left-turn lanes are aready located on the southbound approach
= Separate right-turn lanes are already located on the westbound and southbound
approaches

This improvement is currently ranked number 2 on the Fiscal Year 2011 (FY 11) Priority List for
Intersection Traffic Flow Improvements. The left-turn lanes and separate right-turn lanes are assumed
to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project scenarios.

o Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue
o0 Installation of left-turn signals with dedicated phases

This improvement is currently ranked number 12 on the FY 11 Priority List for Warranted Left Turn
Signals. The left-turn signals are assumed to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project
scenarios.

e Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
o Instalation atraffic signal

This improvement is currently ranked number 14 on the FY 11 Priority List for New Traffic Signal
Installations. Thistraffic signal is warranted based on the school crossing signal warrant. As shown in
the signal warrant analysisincluded in this report, the peak hour traffic signal warrant is not currently
met or projected to be met in the future conditions. This traffic signal is assumed to be in place for the
2030 No Project and 2030 Project scenarios.

" City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, City of Fresno, February 2009, Page 11.
8 County of Fresno General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, County of Fresno, February
2000, page 4.4-31
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In addition to the improvements planned in the TSMI, additional improvements are also planned in
the City of Fresno's Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Program. Phase 4 of the City’s ongoing
traffic signal synchronization program will be to synchronize all traffic signals on Shaw Avenue from
SR 99 to SR 41 (fiber) and Bullard Avenue from Marks Avenue to Willow Avenue (wireless). These
improvements are programmed for some time between 2011 and 2015. Therefore, the study
intersections located on these corridors have been analyzed as coordinated for the 2030 No Project
and 2030 Project scenarios.

2.3.4 Cumulative Improvements

Potential improvements have been prepared for all study locations projected to operate below the
appropriate adopted LOS standard. The feasibility of each of the proposed improvements is then
addressed. Based on the identified right-of-way constraints, 2025 General Plan designations, on-street
parking needs, existing and planned bicycle facilities, and City practices and policies, improvements
are not feasible at these locations. Therefore the cumulative conditions are considered significant and
unavoidable because no feasible mitigation measures are available.

2030 Without the Project
Segments

0 Barstow Avenue — Pam Avenue to Fruit Avenue
* No improvements recommended

This segment of Barstow Avenue is currently constructed to two (2) lanes with a continuous two-way
left-turn lane. Thisis the buildout configuration for this roadway adopted in the General Plan. Further
widening of Barstow Avenue would conflict with the adopted General Plan and Bicycle, Pedestrian
and Trails Master Plan policies. If the segment was widened to four lanes, then the segment is
projected to operate at LOS C in both the 2030 No Project and 2030 Plus the Project scenarios.
Widening of this roadway segment would require removal of the current on-street parking on both
sides of Barstow Avenue. On-street parking is needed for the residential development fronting
Barstow Avenue on both sides of the street. On-street parking is aso needed on the north side of the
roadway for the adjacent schools. Additional right-of-way cannot be feasibly obtained for widening
dueto the level of residential development and the adjacent school buildings.

Intersections

0 Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue
=  No improvements recommended

All approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes and two through lanes.
Separate right-turn lanes are available on the westbound and southbound approaches. Adjacent
development is located in very close proximity to the roadways on the northwest, southwest, and
southeast corners, prohibiting widening on those approaches. In addition, the on-street parking
located on Bullard Avenue is needed for the adjacent residentia development and would likely need
to be removed to accommodate widening at the intersection. The addition of through lanes and/or
right-turn lanesis not feasible.

0 Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue
* No improvements recommended

The Barstow Avenue approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes, one
through lane, and a separate right—turn lane. Palm Avenue approaches have separate |eft-turn lanes
and two through lanes with shared right-turn lanes. See above for discussion of the roadway
configuration for Barstow Avenue. Adjacent development is located in very close proximity to the

TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 9
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roadways on the southwest, southeast, and northeast corners, prohibiting widening on those
approaches. In addition, the on-street parking located on Bullard Avenue is needed for the adjacent
residential development and would likely need to be removed to accommodate widening at the
intersection. The same would be required of the existing on-street bicycle lanes on Barstow Avenue.
The intersection is aready planned for installation of protected left-turn phasing, which is the most
feasible improvement for the intersection. The addition of through lanes and/or right-turn lanes is not
feasible.

0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue
* No improvements recommended

The Maroa Avenue approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes, one through
lane, and a separate right-turn lane. Shaw Avenue approaches have separate |eft-turn lanes and three
through lanes with shared right-turn lanes. Adjacent development islocated in very close proximity to
the roadways on all four corners, prohibiting widening on those approaches. In addition, Maroa
Avenue, south of Shaw Avenue, is constructed as a two-lane roadway with undeveloped frontages.
The acquisition of additional right-of-way and removal of trees and structures would be required to
extend the four-lane Maroa section to the south. The addition of right-turn lanes on Shaw Avenue or
additional through lanes on Maroa Avenue are not feasible.

2.4 Project Mitigations

As previoudly discussed, the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project will pay the City of
Fresno's TSMI and FM S| fees based on the currently adopted fee schedule at the time the Project’s
building permit is obtained. As requested by Caltrans in its response to the Notice of Preparation and
at the Scoping meeting conducted with Caltrans on July 28, 2011, Chapter 3 of this report details the
Project trips anticipated to access nearby freeway interchanges. It should also be noted that the
Project is also subject to payment of the Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
(RTMF). The RTMF is currently $1.03 per square foot for Commercial/Office/Service uses. These
fees are based on the Fresno-Madera Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study and intended to provide
mitigation for impacts to Caltrans facilities. Based on the analysis detailed in Chapter 3, the payment
of the RTMF fees will provide complete mitigation for the Project's cumulative impact to State
Facilities identified in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3 - PROJECT INFORMATION

The proposed Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV will be located on the south side of West San
Jose Avenue between Maroa and Palm Avenues in the City of Fresno. The approximately 3.96 acre
site is currently occupied by a vacant, single-level apartment complex with 44 units. The proposed
Project will be comprised of a four-story 104,593 square foot (sf) office building. This study
evaluates the impacts of the proposed development on adjacent segment and intersection operations
and provides an assessment of the Project driveways and on-site circulation. Figure 1 shows the
Project location.

3.1 Project Site Use

According to the ITE Trip Generation manual®, the uses analyzed in this report are defined as
follows:

e “A General Office Building house multiple tenants; it is a location where affairs of
businesses, commercial or industrial organizations, or professional persons or firms are
conducted. An office building or buildings may contain a mixture of tenants including
professional services, insurance companies, investment brokers and tenant services, such
as a bank or savings and loan ingtitution, a restaurant or cafeteria and service retail
facilities.”

The trip generation and trip distribution data used in the various Project analyses are described and

quantified below. A copy of the site plan is shown in Figure 3-1.

3.2 Project Site Access and Circulation Analysis

Typical driveway throat length and queuing analyses are not prepared since the Project trips will all
travel through existing commercial driveways (office building and/or Fig Garden Shopping Center)
via cross access easements prior to reaching the City street system.

3.2.1 Existing Site Access

The vacant apartments accessed San Jose Avenue, east of Colonial Avenue, via a single driveway on
the eastern side of the Project site. The trip generation for the apartments is shown below in Table 3-
3. When they were occupied, the apartments functioned as a stand-alone residential devel opment,
with no vehicle access to the Fig Garden Shopping or Financial Centers. All apartment trips traveled
to/from San Jose Avenue viathe surrounding local residential streets.

3.2.2 Proposed Site Access

The proposed Project will remove vehicular trips from the local streets in the residential
neighborhood to the north by moving the access point. All Project-related vehicle trips will access the
Project through the existing parking lot for the office building west of the Project site. Vehicles may
only access the Project through the Fig Garden Shopping Center or via the San Jose Avenue at Palm
Avenue intersection. The Project’s parking area will have no direct vehicular access to the City street
system. Specifically, NO access will be allowed directly onto San Jose Avenue (in the residentia
area). The main access to the City street system is via that portion of San Jose Avenue in the vicinity
of the Financial Center at the northwest corner of the adjacent office building parking lot. The
southwest corner of the adjacent office building parking lot aso has open access to the Fig Garden
Shopping Center. Vehicular accessis shown in Figure 3-1.

® Trip Generation, 8" edition, Volume 2, ITE, 2008, pages 326, 482
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In addition to the restricted access from the Project site to San Jose Avenue, the curb on San Jose
Avenue aong the Project’s north frontage will be restricted from Project parking by means of a red
curb. Thisisintended to prohibit Project traffic from parking on the street and walking into the office
building. As shown below in Figures 3-2 and 3-3, the Project’ s trip distribution is expected to add no
more than 1 vehicle to the neighboring residential streets during either of the peak hour time periods.
This represents approximately 0.5% of the total Project trips. These additional trips are not using the
residential streets as a by-pass to the surrounding collectors and arterials; rather they are anticipated to
originate within the residential areas (by the COFCG traffic model). Therefore, any new trips along
these roadways will likely be made by residents of the area.

3.2.3 Pedestrian Access

Pedestrian access to the Project site is provided via entrances on the north and south sides of the
Project building. Sidewalks are available on San Jose Avenue, Colonia Avenue, and San Ramon
Avenue. Pedestrian access to/from the Fig Garden Shopping and Financial Centers is available
through the adjacent office building parking lot, similar to the vehicular access. Sidewalks and
pedestrian amenities are available within the centers. The project at the present time is not proposing
direct pedestrian access from the residential neighborhood located to the north of the proposed project
site.

3.2.4 Emergency Access

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is available via three (3) separate routes. These routes
include; through the Fig Garden Shopping Center, San Jose Avenue (west — Palm Avenue entrance to
Financia Center), and San Jose Avenue (east — residential area) via a fire access gate. The fire access
gate will be closed and locked, prohibiting access for non-emergency vehicles.

3.3 Fig Garden Financial Center Phase 1V Trip Generation

3.3.1 Project Trip Generation

The Project trips were developed using the ITE Trip Generation manual and the corresponding
software.’ It should be noted that the trip generation information prepared from the use of the manual
or softwareisraw datato be used as a basis for further evaluation by the traffic impact study preparer.
Table 3-1 lists the daily, AM and PM peak of the street average rates and the directiona distribution
used in this Project assessment. The ITE fitted curve equations were used to calculate the trip
generation. Thiswas done using the methodology included in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook.

TABLE 3-1:
ITE TRIP GENERATION DATA
AVERAGE RATE AND DIRECTIONAL DISTRIBUTION DATA

Directional Distribution
(%0)
Land Use Period Equation Enter Exit
. . Daily In(T) = 0.77In(X) + 3.65 50 50
(Gl.er'éerLa'an%fE‘: si’(')')d' N9 "AM Peak of Street In(T) = 0.8In(X) + 1.55 88 12
PM Peak of Street T =1.12In(X) + 78.81 17 83

T = number of trips X = thousand square feet of gross leasable area

The rates shown in Table 3-1 are based on the building’ s square footage as the independent variable.
Table 3-2 shows the projected number of daily, AM and PM peak hour trips that would be generated
by the Project based on the equations and distributional data shown in Table 3-1.

9 Trip Generation (software), Version 6, Microtrans, 2008.
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TABLE 3-2:
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION DATA
AM PM
Land Use Size Daily | Enter Exit Total | Enter Exit Total
General Office Building 104,593 | 1,381 171 23 194 33 163 196

3.3.2 Trip Capture

The City of Fresno typicaly does not allow the use of vehicle capture in traffic impact analysis for
land use projects. However, given the proximity of the Fig Garden Shopping Center and the Fig
Garden Financial Center and other office buildings, some trip capture is expected between the Project
and these uses. Since the Project has access to these uses without entering the City street system,
captured trips are projected to remain “on-site.”

The COFCG traffic mode accounts for the captured trips based on the distribution of trips between
the proposed Project and the Fig Garden Shopping Center. The Model determines the trip typesto and
from specific uses and distributes them to compatible land uses. For instance, Home-to-Work trips
will be distributed from residential land uses to commercial, industria, etc. land uses based on
average trip lengths calculated by COFCG.

The number of Project vehicle trips “captured” within the Fig Garden Shopping Center represents
nearly 2% of the Project’s vehicle trip generation. This percentage is consistent with the Retail-Office
capture percentages shown in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (2-4% for midday, PM peak hour
and daily). Therefore, captured trip reductions were not calculated for the project using the ITE
methodology, but were still accounted for by the model based on the compatibility and proximity of
the land uses. As such, the mixed-use nature of the Project area is accounted for in a methodology
acceptable to the City of Fresno.

3.4 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distribution for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase |V Project trips was based on Model
generated trip distribution data. Basically the Model determines the locations that the residents of the
Project are likely to travel to and from. The Model then estimates the roadways that these residents
would likely use to travel to/from the site, and calculates the number of Model generated vehicle trips
projected to occur on each roadway. This roadway trip data is then converted to match the trip
generation data developed for the Project. Per Traffic Impact Analysis for Site Development, use of a
Model is one of the most commonly accepted methods for estimating trip distribution.* As stated
previously, the Project trip distribution data was prepared using the 2030 Model.

Figures 3-2 (Existing) and 3-3 (2030) show the Project trip distribution percentages and segment and
intersection assignment for the Existing Plus the Project and 2030 Plus the Project scenarios,
respectively.

3.5 Interchange Trip Distribution

Per Caltrans' request, the project trips were also traced out to adjacent interchanges. Table 3-3 shows
the requested interchanges and the number of Project Trips projected to utilize each one.

1 Traffic Impact Analysis for Site Development, An ITE Proposed Recommended Practice, I TE, 2006, page 45.
TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 14
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TABLE 3-3:
F1G GARDEN FINANCIAL CENTER PHASE IV INTERCHANGE TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Existing 2030
Interchange AM/PM AM/PM
Bullard Avenue at SR 41 3/5 11/8
Shaw Avenue at SR 41 40/38 33/32
Ashlan Avenue at SR 41 2/2 4/2
Shaw Avenue at SR 99 4/3 9/9

Cdltrans, in its response to the Notice of Preparation, also requested the inclusion of the proportionate
share percentages. Using the above 2030 Project trips, the Approved Project trips, and the 2011 and
2030 COFCG models, proportionate share percentages were calculated at each of the interchanges
using the following formula from the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies:

T
Tg-Te

P=

Where:

P = The equitable share for the proposed project's traffic impact.

T = The vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of adjacent State highway facility
invehicles per hour, vph.

Tg = The forecasted traffic volume on an impacted State highway facility at the time of general plan
build-out (e.g., 20 year model or the furthest future model date feasible), vph.

Te = The traffic volume existing on the impacted State highway facility plus other approved projects
that will generate traffic that has yet to be constructed/opened, vph.

Table 3-4 shows the proportionate share volumes and percentages.

TABLE 3-4:
PROPORTIONATE SHARE PERCENTAGES

Project Trips 2030 Plus the | Proportionate
AM/PM Existing Project! Share %

Intersections AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM
Bullard Avenue at SR 41 11/8 4,252/4,516 5,649/6,118 0.8/0.5
Shaw Avenue at SR 41 33/32 5,413/5,972 5,944/6,458 6.2/6.6
Ashlan Avenue at SR 41 4/2 3,961/4,343 4,395/4,707 0.9/0.5
Shaw Avenue at SR 99 9/9 3,976/4,394 6,314/6,802 0.4/0.4
1 Includes the Approved Project trips
TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 15




g Z = 9 L 2 T
m Q < < P
o e} 0 ~
= m
O
l 2 (0)
+ - MAROA
i;
g
(12)61 —
é ==
= &3 VAN NESS
J]
" WHOLE FOOD
. DRIVEWAY
(19)3 —
_ D gl
g 1o o SR
© |+ 3(25) -~ 5(35) N
| @ o) L " 70.1a) JH» — ae -~ 27(6)
—T PALM
(#)22—» (6) 35— (6) 37— 12) 63 —/ (38)5 4 .
f f r a2 (24)3 —= (29)3 (25)3 —= W
p§ ~ = (16)2 Ty (20 Y
IS S o o~
- g
? THORNE
e ~| € LEGEND
= Q L AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
o > 7
e [ S S @ Signal
% Z Z ~ @ Stop Sign
o0 %) %) l

10
o
r
iy

FRUIT

(3) 18 —=

-z

NOT TO SCALE

(ROAD WAY ALIGNMENT CONCEPTUAL ONLY)

PG,

CONSUlTiNCJ

INCORPORATE

TRIP DISTRIBUTION PEAK HOUR
TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Project Trips

Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

08-1176.1




o O = L 2 Q Z
4 Z o 3 < e 3
< Z = 5 T 2 T
= @) S <
m < <
x m 2 ',:
@ W
O]
e
+ MAROA
é SHO
= XN VAN NESS
1]
WHOLE FOOD
DRIVEWAY
21)3 —
g ‘*;g;) g 201 | e 5?5
T — ——4(35) T 535 © =
L —o(1) —0(2) L —20) |\ ][ —75(14) J. L s — 33(6)
PALM
(3)18 — ( (6) 34 — ( (7) 36— ( (12) 58 — (32)5 __, Mo a4
N N (32)3 — (36)4 - ] i 1
S S s (18) 2 e — - |
? THORNE
s |® LEGEND
= Q L AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
o > 7
- = ] s @® Signal
E(C <Zt <Zn: ®o & Stop Sign
) ) %) \ | —301)
FRUIT
& NOT TO SCALE
$ (ROAD WAY ALIGNMENT CONCEPTUAL ONLY)
TRIP DISTRIBUTION PEAK HOUR
PG TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Consuliing 2030 Project Trips

Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV

©
~
-
Ny
©
o




Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
Fresno, California

Cdltrans, in its response to the Notice of Preparation, incorporated by reference a letter of August 25,
2009 concerning development of the proposed site, wherein it specifically stated that its requested
analysis was limited to Project trip traces and calculation of proportional share percentages (detailed
above), and that no technical analysis, including alevel of service analysis, was requested. Based on
that Caltrans request, and consistent with the proportionate share determinations detailed above, no
Project specific impact to the service levels of the Caltrans facilities is evident. . The Project is subject
to payment of the Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee (RTMF). The RTMF is
currently $1.03 per square foot for Commercial/Office/Service uses. These fees are based on the
Fresno-Madera Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study and intended to provide mitigation for
impacts to Caltrans facilities. Based on the above analysis, the payment of the RTMF fees will
provide complete mitigation for the Project's cumul ative impact to the above State Facilities.
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CHAPTER 4 — EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.1 Transit

Currently, the Fresno Area Express (FAX) operates three (3) transit routes in the study area. Route 9,
Shaw Avenue Crosstown, operates along Shaw Avenue in the study area with stops near the
intersections of Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue, and Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue. The route runs
from approximately 5:40 AM to 10:30 PM weekdays and from approximately 6:45 AM to 7:30 PM
weekends with 30 minute headways.
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Route 26, North Palm/Peach Avenue operates along Palm Avenue in the study area with a stop near
the intersection of Palm Avenue at Shaw Avenue, and Palm Avenue at Barstow Avenue. The route
runs from approximately 6:00 AM to 10:30 PM weekdays and from approximately 7:15 AM to 7:30
PM weekends with 30 minute headways.
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Route 45, Ashlan Crosstown, operates along Fruit Avenue and Palm Avenue with stops near the
intersections of Fruit Avenue and Shaw Avenue, and Barstow Avenue and Palm Avenue. The route
runs from approximately 6:00 AM to 9:15 PM weekdays and from approximately 9:30 Am to 6:30
PM weekends with one hour headways.
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4.2 Bicycle Facilities

Currently, bicycle lanes exist along the following locations:

Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue —west leg

San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue — north leg, south leg

Palm Avenue at Barstow Avenue — south leg, east leg, west leg
Palm Avenue at Bullard Avenue — north leg, west leg, east leg
Palm Avenue at Shaw Avenue — north leg

San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue — north leg, south leg
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue — east leg, west leg

According to the 2010 Fresno Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan and the City of Fresno
Circulation Element bike lanes are planned along Palm, Shaw, Fruit and Maroa Avenues in the
study area. Bicycle lanes provide for a striped lane for one-way travel on a street or highway. The
Project is not anticipated to make changes to the existing bicycle facilities in the study area.

TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 21



Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
Fresno, California

4.3 Pedestrian Facilities

Currently, sidewalks exist on all legs of the study locations except at the following locations:

e Bullard Avenue
o0 North and South sides — east and west of Palm Avenue
e Browning Avenue
o North and South sides — east and west of Palm Avenue
e Barstow Avenue
0 South side — Fruit Avenue to Palm Avenue
e San Ramon Avenue
o North and South sides — Fruit Avenue to Colonial Avenue
e San Jose Avenue
0 North and South sides — Palm Avenue to eastern terminus (office building driveway)
0 North and South sides — eastern Project boundary to Maroa Avenue
o  Gettysburg Avenue
o0 North side — east and west of Palm Avenue
0 South side — east of Palm Avenue
e Ashlan Avenue
o North side —west of PaAlm Avenue
e Pam Avenue
0 East and West sides— Bullard Avenue to San Madele Avenue
0 East side— San Ramon Avenue to Fig Garden Middle driveway
0 West side— San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue
0 West side— Alamos Avenue to Gettysburg Avenue
0 East side— Santa Ana Avenue to Gettysburg Avenue
e Thorne Avenue
0 East and West sides — Barstow Avenue to San Jose Avenue
e Colonia Avenue
0 West side— north terminus to San Jose Avenue
e MaroaAvenue
o0 East and West sides — south of Shaw Avenue

The project is not anticipated to make any changes to study area pedestrian facilities other than to
construct sidewalk along the Project frontage on San Jose Avenue. The project at the present time is
not proposing direct pedestrian access from the residential neighborhood located to the north of the
proposed project site.

4.4 Roadways

Table 4-1 describes the Existing street system in the study area including the street classification,
number of lanes, and the posted speed limits.
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TABLE 4-1:
DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING STREET SYSTEM

No. of Lanes Posted Speed Limit
Street Classification (2-dir) (mph)
Bullard Avenue Arterial 4 40
Browning Avenue Local 2 35
Barstow Avenue Collector 2 35
San Ramon Avenue Local 2 NPS
San Jose Avenue Local 2 NPS
Shaw Avenue Arteria 6 40
Van NessBlvd Loca 2 25
Gettyshurg Avenue Collector 2 30
Ashlan Avenue Arteria 2 30
Fruit Avenue Collector 2 40"
Thorne Avenue Local 2 NPS
Palm Avenue Arteria 4 40"
Colonial Avenue Local 2 NPS
Maroa Avenue Collector 4 35

! posted 25 mph school zone for portions of the study segments
NPS = no posted speed limit; residential or business district subject to 25 mph speed limit based on California Vehicle Code

Table 4-2 lists the study intersections and their associated intersection control.

TABLE 4-2:

EXISTING INTERSECTION CONTROL

Intersection Signalized/Unsignalized Type
Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue Unsignalized TWSC
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Van Ness Blvd at Palm Avenue Unsignalized TWSC
Gettyshurg Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue Signalized AU
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue Unsignalized TWSC
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue Unsignalized TWSC
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue Signalized AU
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue Signalized AU
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue Unsignalized No Control
AU = actuated uncoordinated TWSC = two-way stop-control

4.5 Freeways

Level of service analysis was not prepared for the closest freeways and ramp intersections (SR 41 and
99) due to the size and location of the Project in relation to those facilities. The City of Fresno and
Caltrans have agreed that for smaller development, not immediately adjacent to freeways, the level of
analysis for Caltrans facilities within Fresno will be limited to Project trip traces through adjacent
interchanges and calculation of the Project’s proportionate fair shares. In addition, Caltrans in its
response to the Notice of Preparation incorporated by reference a letter of August 25, 2009
concerning development of the proposed site, wherein it specifically stated that its requested analysis
was limited to Project trip traces and calculation of proportional share percentages, and that no
technical analysis, including alevel of service analysis, was requested. The calculations requested by
Caltrans can be found in Tables 3-3 and 3-4.
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4.6 Level of Service

The Existing segment and intersection lane configurations and intersection controls and segment and
intersection peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 4-1. Using the lane configurations and
volumes shown on Figure 4-1, the segments and intersections were analyzed for Existing levels of
service. Table 4-3 shows the Existing levels of service for the study segments and intersections
respectively. The signalized intersection levels of service shown in Table 4-3 are representative of the
whole intersection. Individual intersection movements or approaches may operate above or below the
signalized level of service or delay shown in Table 4-3. The Existing conditions traffic counts are
included in Appendix C. The Existing intersection levels of service calculations are included in
Appendix D.
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Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
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TABLE 4-3:
EXISTING CONDITIONS ANALYSIS LEVELS OF SERVICE

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Segment LOS LOS
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg C C
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue C C
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C D
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay’
Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue C 34.2 D 38.8
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue B 14.6 A 8.7
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue C 20.6 C 29.9
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left B 10.7 B 10.0
e SBLeft A 94 B 10.9
e EB Approach B 13.6 B 14.9
e WB Approach C 20.0 B 15.0
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue A 10.0 B 15.9
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue D 37.2 D 39.2
Van Ness Boulevard at Palm Avenue
¢ WB Right B 11.8 B 11.1
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue A 7.1 A 6.4
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue B 14.6 B 19.1
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e \WB Left A 9.3 A 8.5
e NB Approach D 33.6 B 14.2
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Léft-Through-Right B 10.9 A 9.8
e WB Left-Through-Right B 10.5 A 9.8
e NB Approach A 0.0 A 0.5
e SB Approach A 4.9 A 14
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue B 13.6 B 14.4
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue B 13.3 B 19.5
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through A 55 A 3.7
e EB Approach A 8.8 A 8.9
! delay in seconds per vehicle
SB = southbound NB = northbound EB = eastbound WB = westbound

As shown in Table 4-3, all the study segments and intersections are currently operating at or above
the appropriate adopted level or service standard in the Existing conditions scenario. Therefore, there
are no existing LOS impacts at the study locations.
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4.7 Signal Warrants

Peak hour traffic signal warrants (Warrant 3, part B) were also prepared for the five (5) unsignalized
intersections. Based on the peak hour traffic signal warrants, the warrant is not currently met at any of
the unsignalized intersections in the Existing conditions scenario. These warrant analyses are limited
to the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3, part B) only and other conditions may exist which meet
other traffic signal warrants. Copies of the warrant analyses are included in Appendix E.

4.8 Accident Analysis

The accident analysis for the study intersectionsisincluded in Appendix F.
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CHAPTER 5 - EXISTING PLUS THE PROJECT CONDITIONS

5.1 Level of Service

The Existing Plus the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project segment and intersection lane
configurations and intersection controls and segment and intersection peak hour traffic volumes are
shown on Figure 5-1. Using the lane configurations and volumes shown on Figure 5-1, the segments
and intersections were analyzed for Existing Plus the Project levels of service. Table 5-1 shows the
Existing Plus the Project levels of service for the study segments and intersections respectively. The
signalized intersection levels of service shown in Table 51 are representative of the whole
intersection. Individual intersection movements or approaches may operate above or below the
signalized level of service or delay shown in Table 5-1. The Existing Plus the Project intersection
levels of service calculations are included in Appendix G.
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Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
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TABLE 5-1:
EXISTING PLUS THE PROJECT CONDITIONS ANALYSIS LEVELS OF SERVICE

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Segment LOS LOS
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue C C
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg C C
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue C C
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C D
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay’
Bullard Avenue at PaAlm Avenue D 354 D 39.6
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue B 14.8 B 8.8
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue C 211 C 31.2
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left B 11.1 A 9.9
e SBLeft A 94 B 11.3
e EB Approach B 13.6 B 14.4
e WB Approach C 19.2 B 15.0
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue B 12,5 B 18.0
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue D 38.3 D 42.1
Van Ness Boulevard at Palm Avenue
¢ WB Right B 12.0 B 11.2
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue A 7.1 A 6.3
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue B 15.0 B 19.4
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e \WB Left A 9.3 A 8.5
e NB Approach D 34.6 B 14.4
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Léft-Through-Right B 10.9 A 9.8
e WB Left-Through-Right B 10.5 A 9.8
e NB Approach A 0.0 A 0.5
e SB Approach A 4.9 A 14
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue B 13.6 B 14.8
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue B 134 B 19.6
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through A 5.6 A 3.7
e EB Approach A 8.8 A 8.9
! delay in seconds per vehicle
SB = southbound NB = northbound EB = eastbound WB = westbound

Asshown in Table 5-1, al the study segments and intersections are projected to operate at or above
the appropriate adopted level or service standard in the Existing Plus the Project conditions scenario.
Therefore, there are no LOS impacts caused by the Project in the near-term conditions at the study
locations.
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5.2 Signal Warrants

Peak hour traffic signal warrants (Warrant 3, part B) were also prepared for the five (5) unsignalized
intersections. Based on the peak hour traffic signal warrants, the warrant is not projected to be met at
any of the unsignalized intersections in the Existing Plus the Project conditions scenario. These
warrant analyses are limited to the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3, part B) only and other
conditions may exist which meet other traffic signal warrants.
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CHAPTER 6 - EXISTING PLUS APPROVED PROJECTS PLUS THE PROJECT
CONDITIONS

For purposes of this TIS, the Approved Projects that were added to the Existing Plus the Project
scenario was based upon including the Bullard High School Improvement Project detailed in Traffic
Impact Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project, URS Corporation, December 2009
(the "Bullard High Improvement Project"), as the sole Approved Project that was relevant for this
cumulative impact analysis. This analysis also relied upon the trip distribution for the Bullard High
School Improvement Project that was detailed in that traffic study. According to the Traffic Impact
Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project the Approved Project is only projected to
increase PM peak hour trips. Therefore only the PM peak hour time period is analyzed for this
scenario.

The trip generation and trip distributions for the Bullard High Improvement Project, as reported by
the Traffic Impact Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project are detailed in Tables 6-1
and 6-2.

TABLE 6-1:

BHS LARGE EVENT TRIP GENERATION

Athletic Event (3,000) Daily Trips 7-9 AM Peak Hour Trips [2] | 4-6 PM Peak Hour Trips
Spectator Attendance) | Event Parking [1] Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total
Offsite[3] 458 n/a n/a n/a 229 229 458
Onsite [4] 1,362 n/a n/a n/a 485 485 970

Source: Traffic Impact Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project, Table 4.2
[1] Represents event and parking capacity driven roundtrips only.

[2] No high attendance event anticipated in the morning.

[3] 50 percent pre-event occupancy

[4] 30 percent pre-event occupancy

TABLE 6-1:

BHS TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Direction Percentage
North of BHS 19%
East of BHS 12%
East of BHS and SR 41 10%
South of BHS 28%
West of BHS 31%

Source: Traffic Impact Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project, Section 4.2.2.

6.1 Level of Service

The Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the Project segment and intersection lane configurations
and intersection controls and segment and intersection peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure
6-1. Using the lane configurations and volumes shown on Figure 6-1, the segments and intersections
were analyzed for Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the Project levels of service. Table 6-3 shows
the Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the Project levels of service for the study segments and
intersections respectively. The signalized intersection levels of service shown in Table 6-3 are
representative of the whole intersection. Individual intersection movements or approaches may
operate above or below the signalized level of service or delay shown in Table 6-3. The Existing Plus
Approved Projects Plus the Project intersection levels of service calculations are included in
Appendix H.
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TABLE 6-3:
EXISTING PLUS APPROVED PROJECTS PLUS THE PROJECT CONDITIONS ANALYSIS LEVELS OF SERVICE

PM Peak Hour
Segment LOS
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue C
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue C
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue D
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue D
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue C
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg C
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue C
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue D
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C
Intersection LOS Delay’
Bullard Avenue at PaAlm Avenue D 51.1
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue B 14.3
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue D 54.1
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left B 105
e SBLeft B 12.4
e EB Approach B 131
e WB Approach B 14.5
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue B 19.5
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue D 49.2
Van Ness Boulevard at Palm Avenue
¢ WB Right B 114
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue A 6.3
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue C 20.9
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e \WB Left A 9.0
e NB Approach C 18.6
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Léft-Through-Right B 10.1
e WB Left-Through-Right A 10.0
e NB Approach A 0.5
e SB Approach A 2.0
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue B 14.9
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue C 22.0
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through A 3.7
e EB Approach A 8.9
! delay in seconds per vehicle
SB = southbound NB = northbound EB = eastbound WB = westbound

Asshown in Table 6-3, all the study segments and intersections are projected to operate at or above
the appropriate adopted level or service standard in the Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the
Project conditions scenario. Therefore, there are no LOS impacts caused by the Project, in addition to
the Approved Projects, in the near-term conditions at the study locations.

TPG Consulting, Inc. Page 34




Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
Fresno, California

6.2 Signal Warrants

Peak hour traffic signal warrants (Warrant 3, part B) were also prepared for the five (5) unsignalized
intersections. Based on the peak hour traffic signal warrants, the warrant is not projected to be met at
any of the unsignalized intersections in the Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus the Project
conditions scenario. These warrant analyses are limited to the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3,
part B) only and other conditions may exist which meet other traffic signal warrants.
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CHAPTER 7 - 2030 NO PROJECT CONDITIONS (WITHOUT THE PROJECT)

The 2030 No Project conditions scenario was prepared to address future conditions without the
construction of the proposed Project. The 2030 No Project traffic volumes were developed using the
Existing traffic counts, the trip distribution for the Bullard High School Improvement Project,™® and
the COFCG traffic model, as shown in Appendix |. The 2030 No Project scenario assumes ho
development of the Project site. The 2030 No Project scenario represents the cumulative traffic
conditions without the Project. The 2030 No Project scenario also includes all City planned projects,
including the following:

e Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue
0 Widening to dual left-turn lanes on all four legs
= Dual left-turn lanes are aready located on the southbound approach
= Separate right-turn lanes are already located on the westbound and southbound
approaches

This improvement is currently ranked number 2 on the Fiscal Year 2011 (FY 11) Priority List for
Intersection Traffic Flow Improvements. The left-turn lanes and separate right-turn lanes are assumed
to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project scenarios.

e Barstow Avenue a Palm Avenue
o0 Installation of left-turn signals with dedicated phases

This improvement is currently ranked number 12 on the FY 11 Priority List for Warranted Left Turn
Signals. The left-turn signals are assumed to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project
scenarios.

e Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
o0 Ingallation atraffic signal

This improvement is currently ranked number 14 on the FY 11 Priority List for New Traffic Signal
Installations. The traffic signal is assumed to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project
scenarios.

In addition to the improvements planned in the TSMI, additional improvements are also planned in
the City of Fresno’s Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Program. Phase 4 of the City’s ongoing
traffic signal synchronization program will be to synchronize al traffic signals on Shaw Avenue from
SR 99 to SR 41 (fiber) and Bullard Avenue from Marks Avenue to Willow Avenue (wireless). These
improvements are programmed for some time between 2011 and 2015.

7.1 Level of Service

The 2030 No Project segment and intersection lane configurations and intersection controls and
segment and intersection peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 7-1. Using the lane
configurations and volumes shown on Figure 7-1, the segments and intersections were analyzed for
2030 No Project levels of service. Table 7-1 shows the 2030 No Project levels of service for the study
segments and intersections respectively. The signalized intersection levels of service shown in
Table7-1 are representative of the whole intersection. Individual intersection movements or
approaches may operate above or below the signalized level of service or delay shown in Table 7-1.
The 2030 No Project intersection levels of service calculations are included in Appendix J.

12 Traffic Impact Study for the Bullard High School Improvement Project, URS Corporation, December 2009.
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Traffic Impact Study for the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV
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TABLE 7-1:
2030 NO PROJECT (WITHOUT THE PROJECT) CONDITIONS ANALYSIS LEVELS OF SERVICE

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Segment LOS LOS
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C D
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg C C
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue C C
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue D F
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay’
Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue D 49.0 F 100.3
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue B 16.6 C 22.8
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue C 33.3 F 81.1
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left A 9.6 B 11.9
e SBLeft A 9.1 B 14.0
e EB Approach B 11.7 C 15.9
e WB Approach C 15.1 C 17.1
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue A 9.1 B 16.1
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue C 29.7 C 32.9
Van Ness Boulevard at Palm Avenue
¢ WB Right B 10.8 B 10.9
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue B 10.3 A 9.9
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue B 16.8 C 28.9
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue C 26.8 C 24.3
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Léft-Through-Right B 10.3 A 9.6
o WB Left-Through-Right A 10.0 A 9.7
e NB Approach A 0.0 A 04
e SB Approach A 4.8 A 19
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue B 15.8 B 175
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue B 19.4 E 75.1
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through A 5.8 A 3.8
e EB Approach A 8.8 A 8.9
! delay in seconds per vehicle
SB = southbound NB = northbound EB = eastbound WB = westbound

Segments and intersections projected to operate below the adopted level of service standard are
shown bolded in Table 7-1. As shown in Table 7-1, one (1) segment and three (3) intersections are
projected to operate below the appropriate level of service standard in the 2030 No Project conditions
scenario. All the remaining study segments and intersections are projected to operate at or above the
appropriate adopted level or service standard in the 2030 No Project conditions scenario. Therefore,
there is one cumulative LOS impact identified in the 2030 No Project (without the Project) conditions
at the study locations.
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7.2 Signal Warrants

Peak hour traffic signal warrants (Warrant 3, part B) were also prepared for the four (4) unsignalized
intersections. Based on the peak hour traffic signal warrant, the unsignalized intersections are not
projected to meet the warrant in the 2030 No Project conditions scenario. These warrant analyses are
limited to the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3, part B) only and other conditions may exist
which meet other traffic signal warrants.
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CHAPTER 8 - 2030 PLUS THE PROJECT CONDITIONS

The 2030 Plus the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project conditions scenario was prepared to
address future conditions with the construction of the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV. The
2030 Plus the Project traffic volumes were developed using the 2030 No Project traffic volumes and
the Project traffic (as identified in Chapter 3). The 2030 Plus Project scenario represents the
cumulative traffic conditions with the addition of the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project.
All roadway improvements identified in the 2030 No Project (without the Project) scenario are also
assumed to be in place for the 2030 Plus the Project scenario.

8.1 Level of Service

The 2030 Plus the Project segment and intersection lane configurations and intersection controls and
segment and intersection peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 8-1. Using the lane
configurations and volumes shown on Figure 8-1, the segments and intersections were analyzed for
2030 Plus the Project levels of service. Table 8-1 shows the 2030 Plus the Project levels of service for
the study segments and intersections respectively. The signalized intersection levels of service shown
in Table8-1 are representative of the whole intersection. Individual intersection movements or
approaches may operate above or below the signalized level of service or delay shown in Table 8-1.
The 2030 Plus the Project intersection levels of service calculations are included in Appendix K.
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TABLE 8-1:
2030 PLUS THE PROJECT CONDITIONS ANALYSIS LEVELS OF SERVICE

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Segment LOS LOS
Shaw Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C D
Shaw Avenue — Maroa Avenue to Palm Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Bullard Avenue to Barstow Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — San Ramon Avenue to San Jose Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — San Jose Avenue to Shaw Avenue C D
Palm Avenue — Shaw Avenue to Gettysburg C C
San Jose Avenue — Colonial Avenue to Maroa Avenue C C
San Ramon Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue C C
Barstow Avenue — Palm Avenue to Fruit Avenue D F
Thorne Avenue — Barstow Avenue to San Ramon Avenue C C
Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay’
Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue D 51.3 F 102.8
Browning Avenue at Palm Avenue B 16.9 C 23.0
Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue C 34.8 F 84.5
San Ramon Avenue at Palm Avenue
e NB Left A 9.8 B 12.1
e SBLeft A 9.1 B 14.7
e EB Approach B 11.7 C 16.4
e WB Approach B 145 C 18.1
San Jose Avenue at Palm Avenue B 10.6 B 17.9
Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue C 27.4 C 35.0
Van Ness Boulevard at Palm Avenue
¢ WB Right B 11.0 B 11.0
Gettysburg Avenue at Palm Avenue B 10.3 B 10.1
Ashlan Avenue at Palm Avenue B 16.8 C 29.2
Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue C 26.9 C 23.9
San Ramon Avenue at Thorne Avenue
e EB Léft-Through-Right B 10.3 B 9.6
o WB Left-Through-Right A 10.0 B 9.7
e NB Approach A 0.0 A 04
e SB Approach A 4.8 A 19
Shaw Avenue at Fruit Avenue B 14.7 B 17.2
Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue B 17.2 E 72.2
San Ramon Avenue at Colonial Avenue
e NB Left-Through A 5.9 A 3.8
e EB Approach A 8.8 A 8.9
! delay in seconds per vehicle
SB = southbound NB = northbound EB = eastbound WB = westbound

Segments and intersections projected to operate below the adopted level of service standard are
shown bolded in Table 8-1. As shown in Table 8-1, one (1) segment and three (3) intersections are
projected to operate below the appropriate level of service standard in the 2030 Plus the Project
conditions scenario. All the remaining study segments and intersections are projected to operate at or
above the appropriate adopted level or service standard in the 2030 Plus the Project conditions
scenario. Therefore, there is one cumulative LOS impact which the Fig Garden Financial Center
Phase IV Project contributes to in the 2030 Plus the Project conditions at the study locations.
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8.2 Signal Warrants

Peak hour traffic signal warrants (Warrant 3, part B) were also prepared for the four (4) unsignalized
intersections. Based on the peak hour traffic signal warrant, the unsignalized intersections are not
projected to meet the warrant in the 2030 Plus the Project conditions scenario. These warrant analyses
are limited to the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3, part B) only and other conditions may exist
which meet other traffic signal warrants.
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CHAPTER 9 - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 Level of Service Analysis

As previously discussed, the following locations, by scenario, are projected to operate below the
appropriate City of Fresno or County of Fresno’'s adopted level of service standards:

9.1.1 Cumulative Analysis

The following segments and intersections were predicted to operate below the City of Fresno’'s
appropriate L OS standards.

2030 Without the Project
Segments

0 Barstow Avenue— Pam Avenueto Fruit Avenue — PM peak hour
Intersections

0 Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Barstow Avenue at Pam Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — PM peak hour

2030 Plus the Fig Garden Project
Segments

0 Barstow Avenue— Pam Avenueto Fruit Avenue — PM peak hour
Intersections

o0 Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Barstow Avenue at Padm Avenue — PM peak hour
0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — PM peak hour

9.1.2 Fig Garden Project-Specific Analysis

After determination of the cumulative analysis identified in the LOS analysis, the significance criteria
were applied to determine what, if any, impacts are project-related. Based on the City’s significant
impact threshold, none of the study locations that are projected to operate below the appropriate
adopted LOS standard are significantly impacted by the Project. For locations with an LOS F
standard that are projected to operate at LOS F in the 2030 without the Project and in the 2030 Plus
the Fig Garden Project scenarios, the overall intersection delay increase was analyzed to determine
what, if any, significant project-related impacts occur. The results of the delay comparison are as
follows:

Intersections
o0 Bullard Avenue at PAlm Avenue —increase in average delay = 2.8 < the 5 sec threshold

= 2030 No Project PM Delay: = 100.3
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay: = 102.8

0 Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue — increase in average delay = 3.4 < the 5 sec threshold

= 2030 No Project: PM Delay: =81.1
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay: = 84.5
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0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue — decrease in average delay = 2.9 < 5 the sec threshold

= 2030 No Project: PM Delay = 75.1
= 2030 Plusthe Project: PM Delay = 72.2

As shown above, al average delay changes associated with the Project are projected to be below the 5
second increase threshold of significance. There are no significant impacts as a result of the
development of the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project.

9.2 Roadway Improvements

9.2.1 City of Fresno

Potentially recommended improvements (such as addition of through and turn lanes, changes in
signal phasing, movement restriction, etc.) have been evaluated against the established criteria
presented in the City of Fresno’s TIS Guidelines, as follows:

“For all recommendations to increase the number of travel lanes on a street or at an
intersection as a mitigation measure, the report must clearly identify the impacts
associated with such a change such as whether or not additional right of way will be
required and whether it is feasible to acquire the right of way based on the level of
development of the adjacent land and buildings (if any). All mitigations should be
reviewed in the field to make sure that they can be accommodated. If they cannot be
accommodated or are not feasible please advise in the TIS so that the applicant and
the City of Fresno are aware of right-of-way issues in advance.”*?

As shown above, the Project does not create any project-specific significant impacts to the analysis
roadways. Therefore, the Project will pay the City’s Fresno Maor Street Improvement (FMSI) and
Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact (TSMI) feesto mitigate its contribution to the cumulative impacts.

9.2.2 County of Fresno

Thisis consistent for all County controlled locations (Browning Avenue, Van Ness Blvd, and Ashlan
Avenue at their intersections with Palm Avenue) with the County’s General Plan policies, asfollows:

Draft General Plan Implementation Program TR-A.B states that the County would
require new development within an unincorporated area of a city sphere of influence
to pay the traffic impact fees of that city. It would be the responsibility of the cities to
develop and maintain their roadway capital improvement programs and adequate
funding mechanisms to maintain their adopted level of service programs for the
entire sphere of influence.™

13 City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, City of Fresno, February 2009, Page 11.
14 County of Fresno General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, County of Fresno, February
2000, page 4.4-31
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9.2.3 Planned City Improvements

Based on the City of Fresno’s current TSMI project list, three improvements included in the TSMI
apply to the study locations. These improvements will be constructed using TSMI funds, which the
Project will pay into. These improvements are as follows:

e Shaw Avenue at Palm Avenue
0 Widening to dua left-turn lanes on al four legs
= Dual left-turn lanes are already located on the southbound approach
= Separate right-turn lanes are already located on the westbound and southbound
approaches

This improvement is currently ranked number 2 on the Fiscal Year 2011 (FY 11) Priority List for
Intersection Traffic Flow Improvements. The left-turn lanes and separate right-turn lanes are assumed
to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project scenarios.

e Barstow Avenue at Palm Avenue
o0 Instalation of left-turn signals with dedicated phases

This improvement is currently ranked number 12 on the FY 11 Priority List for Warranted Left Turn
Signals. The left-turn signals are assumed to be in place for the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project
scenarios.

e Barstow Avenue at Thorne Avenue
o0 Installation atraffic signal

This improvement is currently ranked number 14 on the FY 11 Priority List for New Traffic Signal
Installations. This traffic signal is warranted based on the school crossing signal warrant. As shown in
the signal warrant analysis included in this report, the peak hour traffic signal warrant is not currently
met or projected to be met in the future conditions. This traffic signal is assumed to be in place for the
2030 No Project and 2030 Project scenarios.

In addition to the improvements planned in the TSMI, additional improvements are also planned in
the City of Fresno’s Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Program. Phase 4 of the City’s ongoing
traffic signal synchronization program will be to synchronize al traffic signals on Shaw Avenue from
SR 99 to SR 41 (fiber) and Bullard Avenue from Marks Avenue to Willow Avenue (wireless). These
improvements are programmed for some time between 2011 and 2015. Therefore, the study
intersections located on these corridors have been analyzed as coordinated for the 2030 No Project
and 2030 Project scenarios.

9.2.4 Cumulative Improvements

Potential improvements have been prepared for all study locations projected to operate below the
appropriate adopted LOS standard. The feasibility of each of the proposed improvements is then
addressed. Based on the identified right-of-way constraints, 2025 General Plan designations, on-street
parking needs, existing and planned bicycle facilities, and City practices and policies, improvements
are not feasible at these locations. Therefore the cumulative conditions are considered significant and
unavoidable because no feasible mitigation measures are available.
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2030 Without the Project
Segments

o0 Barstow Avenue —Pam Avenue to Fruit Avenue
= No improvements recommended

This segment of Barstow Avenue is currently constructed to two (2) lanes with a continuous two-way
left-turn lane. Thisis the buildout configuration for this roadway adopted in the General Plan. Further
widening of Barstow Avenue would conflict with the adopted General Plan and Bicycle, Pedestrian
and Trails Master Plan policies. If the segment was widened to four lanes, then the segment is
projected to operate at LOS C in both the 2030 No Project and 2030 Plus the Project scenarios.
Widening of this roadway segment would require removal of the current on-street parking on both
sides of Barstow Avenue. On-street parking is needed for the residential development fronting
Barstow Avenue on both sides of the street. On-street parking is also needed on the north side of the
roadway for the adjacent schools. Additional right-of-way cannot be feasibly obtained for widening
due to the level of residential development and the adjacent school buildings.

Intersections

o Bullard Avenue at Palm Avenue
= No improvements recommended

All approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes and two through lanes.
Separate right-turn lanes are available on the westbound and southbound approaches. Adjacent
development is located in very close proximity to the roadways on the northwest, southwest, and
southeast corners, prohibiting widening on those approaches. In addition, the on-street parking
located on Bullard Avenue is needed for the adjacent residential development and would likely need
to be removed to accommodate widening at the intersection. The addition of through lanes and/or
right-turn lanesis not feasible.

0 Barstow Avenue a Palm Avenue
* No improvements recommended

The Barstow Avenue approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes, one
through lane, and a separate right—turn lane. PAlm Avenue approaches have separate left-turn lanes
and two through lanes with shared right-turn lanes. See above for discussion of the roadway
configuration for Barstow Avenue. Adjacent development is located in very close proximity to the
roadways on the southwest, southeast, and northeast corners, prohibiting widening on those
approaches. In addition, the on-street parking located on Bullard Avenue is needed for the adjacent
residential development and would likely need to be removed to accommodate widening at the
intersection. The same would be required of the existing on-street bicycle lanes on Barstow Avenue.
The intersection is aready planned for installation of protected left-turn phasing, which is the most
feasible improvement for the intersection. The addition of through lanes and/or right-turn lanes is not
feasible.

0 Shaw Avenue at Maroa Avenue
* No improvements recommended

The Maroa Avenue approaches to this intersection currently have separate left-turn lanes, one through
lane, and a separate right-turn lane. Shaw Avenue approaches have separate left-turn lanes and three
through lanes with shared right-turn lanes. Adjacent development islocated in very close proximity to
the roadways on all four corners, prohibiting widening on those approaches. In addition, Maroa
Avenue, south of Shaw Avenue, is constructed as a two-lane roadway with undeveloped frontages.
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The acquisition of additional right-of-way and removal of trees and structures would be required to
extend the four-lane Maroa section to the south. The addition of right-turn lanes on Shaw Avenue or
additional through lanes on Maroa Avenue are not feasible.

9.3 Project Mitigations

As previously discussed, the Fig Garden Financial Center Phase IV Project will pay the City of
Fresno’s TSMI and FM S| fees based on the currently adopted fee schedule at the time the Project’s
building permit is obtained. As requested by Caltrans in its response to the Notice of Preparation and
at the Scoping meeting conducted with Caltrans on July 28, 2011, Chapter 3 of this report details the
Project trips anticipated to access nearby freeway interchanges. It should also be noted that the
Project is also subject to payment of the Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
(RTMF). The RTMF is currently $1.03 per sguare foot for Commercial/Office/Service uses. These
fees are based on the Fresno-Madera Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study and intended to provide
mitigation for impacts to Caltrans facilities. Based on the analysis detailed in Chapter 3, the payment
of the RTMF fees will provide complete mitigation for the Project's cumulative impact to State
Facilitiesidentified in Chapter 3.
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OVERVIEW

The project proponents propose to provide for Phase IV to the existing Fig Garden Financial Center (the
“Financial Center”) by incorporating a commercial office building on property immediately adjacent to the
Financial Center (the “Site Addition”). The Site Addition is presently designated high to medium residential and
is being rezoned to C-P. The Site Addition (comprising APNs 417-231-16, 417-231-17, 417-240-37and 417-240-
03) are planned four-story office building of approximately 104,593 square feet of usable office space and an
underground parking lot of 83,076 square feet.

The Site Addition is currently occupied by an existing apartment complex, vacant parcel which was recently
cleared of a pre-existing single family residence and a parcel of a single family house. The Site Addition is
bounded to the north by West San Jose Avenue, and a residential and single family apartment complex properties
beyond; to the east by residential properties; to the south by an existing two-story multi-family apartment
complex; and to the west by the existing four (4)-story Fig Garden Financial Center.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE

The purpose of this section is to determine water demands, availability of water and any additional water supplies
that might be necessary to serve the project.

Existing Water Main Facilities

The Project is entirely within a fluoridated water supply zone, served by the City of Fresno-Water Division. This
water zone must have adequate water supply and distribution facilities to meet instantaneous peak water demands
or pressure drops could occur in the Project vicinity. The Project proponents have been advised that long term
water demands must also be consistent with the City’s Urban Water Management Plan.

City of Fresno maintains all existing public water facilities in the Project vicinity and will provide the domestic
supply and fire flow to serve the Project. City has an existing 6” steel water main located on the south side of
west San Jose Avenue, an existing 6” steel water main located outside and parallel to the west property line of the
project, within the existing five (5) feet wide water easement, and also has an existing 6” steel water main located
inside and parallel to the east property line of the project with no existing easement in records. A fire flow test
was conducted on November 19, 2008 at 9:15 am by Fire Department at existing Fire Hydrant #601, located
within the project frontage at West San Jose Avenue, with static pressure of 45 PSlI, residual of 30 PSI at 1,360
GPM and calculated available flow of 1,800 GPM at 20 PSI.

Domestic Water Demands of the Project

Water supply impacts of the Site Addition will be fully mitigated. Pre and post Project water demands have been
developed. The difference between pre and post Project water demands reflects the water supply impacts of the
Project. Both peak and average annual water demands must be considered. Unless fully mitigated, increases in
peak water demand attributable to the Project could result in undesirable pressure drops in the surrounding water
service area.

Water impacts of the Site Addition will be fully mitigated by retrofitting existing domestic and irrigation systems
throughout the existing office complex at 5250, 5260 and 5200 North Palm Avenue, installation of water
conserving fixtures throughout if necessary by the development of additional water supply facilities off the
Project site. Water impacts were considered both for indoor (domestic) and outdoor (irrigation) uses. Estimates
of peak and annual water demands have been prepared in reliance on historic water use records for the Project
area and widely accepted water use standards.

Domestic (Indoor) Water Demand of the Proposed Site Addition

When completed, the Project will have a usable floor area of 104,593 square feet. The building will be equipped
with water conserving fixtures including 1.6 gallon “low flow” toilets and low flow faucets. Water use studies
frequently cited in developing water use estimates include: (1) 1999 study issued by the American Water Works
Association, and (2) a 2003 study by the East Bay Municipal Utility District. Both of these rigorous studies
compare indoor water use of existing homes with older plumbing to the same homes after retrofitting with the
water conserving fixtures now required by the California Uniform Plumbing Code.

Water usable for the office building is presumed to be 9.2 AFY based on the existing office complex. Indoor
water demand for the existing development (pre-Project) on the Site Addition is estimated to be 4 AC/F per year.
Due to estimated head losses for the proposed four-story building, an onsite domestic booster pump will be
necessary to maintain adequate water service pressure for upper floors.
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Combined Indoor Water Demand of the Project

All one hundred and ten (110) 3.5 gallon per flush toilets in the Financial Center will be retrofitted with low flow
systems to reduce water use to 1.6 gallons per flush. The indoor water supply impact of the completed Project is
the difference between the historic indoor demand of the Site Addition and the estimated demand after completion
of the Site Addition and the retrofit of existing toilets in the Financial Center.

Outdoor Water Demand of the Project

Development of the Site Addition will decrease outdoor water use as compared to the historic water uses on the
3.96 acres. There are 34,955 square feet of irrigable landscape proposed for the Site Addition compared to 85,377
square feet landscape in the existing Project site land uses.

Existing landscape is approximately 50 % greater than the proposed project. New water conserving irrigation
systems and advanced “smart” controllers will be installed. The existing systems are out-dated, low efficient and
prone to higher leakage rates. Furthermore, a review of historic irrigation meter data reveals that existing
landscape has been irrigated at a rate between two and five times the evapotranspiration rate. A basic formula for
calculating annual landscape water demand for the Site Addition is as follows:

MAWB = (ETO) (0.8) (LA) (0.62)

Where MAWB = Maximum allowable water budget expressed in gallons per year.
ETO = 45.1 inches/year reference evapotranspiration for Fresno.
0.8= Allowable percentage of water budgeted for landscape per year.
LA= Landscape area requiring irrigation in square feet = 34,955 SF
0.62 = Conversion factor to calculate MAWB in gallons/year.

MAWSB = (45.1) (0.8) (57,064 Ft%) (0.62) = 807,444 gallyear = 2.6 acre-feet/year (AFY)

As discussed above, irrigation demand of the Site Addition will be reduced with this Project. Completion of the
Project should also reduce historic peak demand for the City’s water pressure zone serving the Project. Due to
inefficient irrigation practices, historic landscape water use for the Financial Center is three to four times higher
than required.

Water Demand Impacts

Total annual water demand for the Project is anticipated to be 11.8 acre feet per year as summarized in the
attached Appendix A. Peak water demand of the Site Addition and the completed Project is not anticipated to
increase. Water production and pressure records from the City of Fresno Utilities Department reveal that the
highest peak water demands in the service area occur at 5 a.m. during the summer. This is clearly attributable to
automated irrigation systems since, prior to 6 .am., indoor residential water demands are at a minimum. As
discussed previously, irrigation demand is anticipated to decrease with the Project as compared to the existing pre
Project irrigation demand. Consequently, it is not anticipated that the Project will have any adverse impact on
peak demands in the service area.

Based on the calculation presented on Appendix “A”, the estimated total water usage for the project AFY which is
consistent with the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) allocations. The estimate total water usage accounts
the following mitigation measures which will reduce the overall water demand of the Project.

1. Retro-fit all existing irrigation controllers with “Smart Controllers” (evaporation transpiration governed
controllers). All new controllers in the Site Addition will be likewise equipped.
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2. Retro-fit approximately 110 toilets to reduce water usage per flush from 3.5 gallons to 1.6 gallons. The
calculations only account for a conservative 10% reduction of actual water consumption. According to a
2002 Retrofit Strategy Report prepared for HUD, attached in Appendix “A”, Exhibit “5”, the retrofit of
toilets are anticipated to reduce water consumption by 10.77% or 6 gallons per capita a day. In order to
comply with these mitigation measures, the retrofit of toilets and Smart Controllers shall be in place for
the life of the project and are permanent. Proper equipment and construction methods will ensure the
expected long term water savings will be achieved.

3. All new landscaping will conform to the State’s new “Waterwise” standard. The State of California has
adopted new landscape efficiency standards and the proposed office building project and associated
landscape on the Site Addition will meet or exceed those requirements.

4. Irrigation controllers will be set to operate during off peak water demand periods.

Fire Flow Demand of the Project

Required Fire Flow for both building fire sprinklers and fire hydrants is 1500 GPM @ 20psi, according to Byron
Beagles, Senior Fire Prevention Inspector with the Fresno Fire Department. Due to this required flow and
available flow at the street system, a fire sprinkler pump is required. One (1) private fire hydrant and two (2)
public fire hydrants are preliminary proposed for the project. Also, during a previous meeting with Neil
Montgomery of the City of Fresno Water Division, he indicated that the existing 6” steel water main pipes that
runs along outside the west property line up to water main junction to the south at North Wishon Avenue, at
existing connection from West Shaw Avenue water main junction to next water main junction to the north at
North Wishon Avenue alignment, and along inside the east property line of the project, will require replacement
and/or size upgrade from 6” steel to 8” PVC water main pipes, due to the low water pressure within the water
service zone area and due to the age of existing water main pipes.

Water Supply Improvements

The Project is located in a fluoridated water service zone which is isolated to maintain uniform and efficacious
fluoride levels throughout the zone. The Project proponent could participate in one or more water projects,
acceptable to the City, which generate additional water supply adequate to offset any and all increases in peak
demand attributable to the Project should the City find this to be a factor. The balance of the new water supply
will be available to supplement existing supply in the fluoridated water service area. The project also may not
connect to the fluoridated system and use existing City water west of the site.

Water Distribution System Improvements

There will be an upsize and/or size upgrade of existing water main pipes adjacent to the project site due to low
water pressure and substandard size. In addition, one (1) public fire hydrant is preliminary proposed along the
frontage at West San Jose Avenue for service of proposed Fire Department Connection Assembly, and one (1) on-
site public fire hydrant and one (1) on-site private fire hydrant with required looped 8” fire line are preliminary
proposed for the project. Aside from these fire hydrants; the project will be required to provide an 8” fire service
line with double detector check valve in vault and 4” domestic water service with backflow prevention assembly
and 2” landscape irrigation service with backflow assembly. These services are planned to be installed at the
northeast corner portion of the proposed building. The project will provide for the proposed water service
facilities such as backflow prevention assemblies, fire department connection, post indicator valve, etc. near the
public right-of-way.

Conclusion for Water Infrastructure

Based on the existing water main system, existing water flow and proposed four-story office building, both
domestic water and fire pumps will be required to fully service the project, along with the three (3) new fire
hydrants proposed and upsize of existing water main along west property line, from 6” to 8” water main.
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WASTEWATER SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE

The purpose of this section is to identify and address sanitary sewerage issues and impacts, and determine the
feasible solutions.

Existing Sanitary Sewer Facilities

City of Fresno maintains all the existing public sanitary sewer system and will provide the sewer service for the
Project. City has an existing 8” Vitrified Clay (VCP) sewer main along West San Jose Avenue that flows from
west to east, and also has an existing 8” VCP sewer main, located approximately mid-half section of the project
property, which flows from south to west into the existing 8 sewer main at West San Jose Avenue. This existing
8” sewer main that runs into the project site, is only up to existing manhole to the adjacent property to the south,
approximately 51 feet to the south property line of the project and it is servicing the existing apartment to the
south.

Proposed Sanitary Sewer System

The project public sanitary sewer main to serve the proposed project is an onsite 8-inch main flowing north to
West San Jose Avenue. The following sewer improvements shall be required prior to providing City sewer
service to the project:

1. Dedicate a 20-foot wide sewer main easement for all onsite public sanitary sewer mains.

2. Engineered improvement plans prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer shall be submitted for
Department of Public Utilities review and approvals for proposed additions to the City Sewer System.

3. All public sanitary sewer facilities shall be constructed in accordance with City Standards, specifications,
and policies.

Conclusion for Sewer Infrastructure

The sewer service of proposed project can be gravity flow into the existing sewer system and no impact to
existing City system should occur.
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STORM DRAINAGE

The purpose of this section is to identify and address storm drainage issues and impacts, and determine the
feasible solutions.

Existing Storm Drain Facilities

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) is the jurisdiction agency for the drainage of the project site
and the surrounding adjacent properties. FMFCD has an existing 24” storm drain line with curb inlet exist
approximately at the middle portion of the project frontage at the south side of West San Jose Avenue which
planned to collect the storm drainage flow of the majority (Approximately 86%) of the project drainage area.
Also, there’s an existing private maintained catch basin connected to an 18” storm drain lateral, located
approximately 11 feet west and 30 feet south of the northwest corner of the project property at the adjacent Fig
Garden Financial Center’s parking lot. The remainder of drainage area of the project will sheet drain flow into the
existing FMFCD storm drain system located on West San Jose Avenue and Nantucket Avenue intersection.

Estimated Storm Drain Discharge Flow for the Project

Based on the 2-year storm as required by FMFCD, Hydrology Pre-Development Plan, the preliminary total
required peak-reducing maximum discharge flow of approximately 1.00 CFS.

Proposed Storm Drain Facilities

There will be no proposed new off-site storm drain line anticipated, aside from the required gravity storm drain
lateral stub for the proposed building structures and on-site peak-reducing storm drain facility.

The proposed gravity storm drain stubs will be connected to the existing curb inlet located at West San Jose
Avenue. Based on the preliminary calculated total peak-reducing maximum discharge flow of 1.28 CFS, a
controlled outlet pipe should be sized accordingly based on 2-year pre-development discharge flow on each
drainage tributary area. The collection drainage of building downspout, fire access drive and planters above
ground level shall be directed to proposed peak-reducing facility before it will discharge to controlled storm drain
outlets.

Also, a storm drain sump pump will be needed at the basement parking garage for the drainage of the proposed
domestic water, fire pump room. This will discharge into the existing privately maintained catch basin, located at
the adjacent Fig Garden Financial Center’s parking lot.

Due to existing land use and existing FMFCD Master Plan drainage system, there will be a total required
maximum peak-reducing discharge flow of 1.00 CFS based on the 2-year storm pre-development conditions,
Hydrology Pre-Development Plan. Because of this controlled peak-reducing storm drain facility is required to
mitigate the impacts of increase runoff due to change of land use from medium high density and medium low
density residential to commercial land use, to eliminate the adverse impacts on the existing storm drain system.
This peak- reducing storm drain facility can be detention pond and/or underground detention pipe system or
combination of both which will be private maintained and located on-site.

Conclusion for Storm Drain Infrastructure

Storm drain discharge for the project site will be gravity controlled drain into the existing FMFCD curb inlet ,
located at west San Jose Avenue. The project will need a storm drain sump pump for the drainage of proposed
domestic water and fire pump room at the basement parking garage that will drain into the existing privately
maintained catch basin located at the adjacent Fig Garden Financial Center’s parking lot. Also, a peak-reducing
storm drain system is required to mitigate the impacts of increase runoff. Location and type of peak-reducing
system should be evaluated and properly designed during preparation of final construction plans.
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Also, FMFCD encourages, but does not require that roof drains be constructed such that they are directed onto
and through a landscaped grassy swale area to filter out pollutants from roof runoff. Direct discharge connection

of swimming backwash to storm drain is not permitted and should be directed onto and through a landscaped
grassy swale area or approved equal.

Therefore, with the above there are none impacts to the FMFCD system.
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ELECTRICITY, NATURAL GAS, TELEPHONE AND CATV INFRASTRUCTURE

The purpose of this section is to identify and address electricity, natural gas, telephone and CATV issues and
impacts, and determine the feasible solutions.

Existing Dry Utility Facilities

PG&E maintained both existing electric and gas facilities along West San Jose Avenue, where the proposed
electric and gas services of the project will connect service. PG&E has an existing overhead power lines that runs
along the south side of West San Jose Avenue which along the project side. Also, PG&E has an existing 2” gas
main along West San Jose Avenue, located approximately 11 feet north of centerline of West San Jose Avenue
within the existing street asphalt paving.

AT&T maintained both existing telephone and CATYV facilities along San Jose Avenue. Telephone line exists
underground at the north side of West San Jose Avenue. These lines will be utilized to service the project site.

Electric, Gas, Telephone and CATV Demand for the Project

The following is the preliminary Dry Utility service demand for the project:
1. Electric — 2,500 AMP / 480V 3 Phase, 4 Wire, 100% Rate
2. Gas—51bs., 200 CFH
3. Telephone — 2 of 4” Telephone Conduits 1500 Pairs
4. CATV -2 of 2” CATV Conduits

Proposed Dry Utility Facilities

1. Electric
The electric service for the project will be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) through
extension of PG&E services of Rules 15 & 16.

2. Gas
Proposed 2 gas service for the project will service from existing 2” gas main, located along west San
Jose Avenue. Proposed number of gas meters will be determined and/or decided by both PG&E and
mechanical consultant of the project during the final preparation of Construction Drawings.

3. Telephone and CATV
The telephone and CATV services for the project will have service from the existing AT&T facilities
along West San Jose Avenue. Two (2) of 4” conduits and two (2) of 2” conduits are preliminary
requirements for telephone and CATV conduit stubs, respectively. These numbers of stubs of telephone
and CATYV services should be verified and/or decided by both AT&T and dry utility consultant of the
project during the final preparation of the Construction Drawings.

Conclusion for Dry Utility Infrastructure

All required dry utility services for the project will obtain service from West San Jose Avenue and it was
guaranteed by the respective utility companies that the project is feasible to provide utility service.

Therefore, there are no impacts on the dry utilities.
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PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Street Improvements

The project will be required to extend and construct the curb and gutter from the west half of the frontage to the
east boundary line of the project, along W. San Jose Avenue with full width of AC paving from centerline plus a
minimum of 16 feet wide AC paving on the north side street, measured from the centerline and necessary AC
paving transition from the existing. The project will also require constructing a concrete sidewalk along the entire
project frontage along San Jose Avenue along with the 26° wide fire/femergency driveway with emergency gate
and street lights.

Water Improvements

Based on the existing water main system, existing water flow and proposed four-story office building, both
domestic water and fire pumps will be required to fully service the project, along with the three (3) new fire
hydrants proposed and upsize of existing water main along west property line, from 6” to 8” water main with
required 20° wide water easement and upsize of existing water main along east property line, from 6 to 8 water
main with require 20’ wide water easement.

Sewer Improvements

Due to the proposed new four-story office building, the existing public 8 sanitary sewer main that runs from
south to north into the project property, will need to be removed and replaced/with a PVC pipe with the required
20’ wide sewer easement that will be dedicated to the City of Fresno, should the location be adjusted.

Storm Drain Improvements

There will be no proposed new off-site public storm drain line anticipated, aside from the required gravity storm
drain lateral stub for the proposed building structures and on-site peak-reducing storm drain facility and pipe
system.

Electric, Gas, Telephone and CATV Improvements

There will be no proposed or new off-site electric, natural gas, and/or telephone lines anticipated as the
installation of new lines will occur inside the project site.
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