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1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is the staff agency of the
Judicial Council of California. The AOC is responsible for implementation
of the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002, landmark legislation that shifts
governance of California courthouses from California counties to the State
of California.

The AOC proposes to construct a new approximately 90,000-square foot
courthouse facility containing nine courtrooms in the City of Porterville
(City) for the Superior Court of California, County of Tulare (Superior
Court). The site is at 300 East Olive Avenue (Figures 1 and 2). The City
currently owns the site.

STATUTORY AUTHORITY AND REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(Public Resources Code Section 21000-21177) and pursuant to Section
15063 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the Judicial
Council typically acts as the CEQA Lead Agency for courthouse projects.
The Judicial Council has delegated its project approval authority to the
Administrative Director of the Courts (ADOC). The ADOC considers a
project’s potential environmental impacts in its evaluation of the proposal
project. If the ADOC finds that there is no evidence that the project (either
as proposed or modified to include mitigation measures) may cause a
significant effect on the environment, then the ADOC will find that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment and
will adopt a Negative Declaration for the project. Alternatively, if the
ADOC finds evidence that any aspect of the proposed project may cause a
significant environmental effect (after addition of mitigation measures);
the ADOC will determine that an environmental impact report (EIR) is
necessary to analyze project-related and cumulative environmental
impacts. A lead agency can make a determination to prepare a mitigated
negative declaration rather than an EIR only if “there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency” that such
impacts may occur (Public Resources Code Section 21080).

The purpose of the environmental documentation is to provide an
environmental basis for subsequent discretionary actions upon the project.
The resulting documentation is not a policy document and its approval
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1.2

and/or certification neither presupposes nor mandates any actions on the
part of those agencies from whom permits and other discretionary
approvals will be required.

The environmental documentation and supporting analysis are subject to
a public review period. During this review, stakeholder and public agency
comments on the document relative to environmental issues shall be
addressed to the AOC. Following review of any comments received, the
AOC will consider these comments as a part of the project’s
environmental review and include them with the Initial Study
documentation.

PURPOSE

The purposes of this Initial Study are to:
1. Identify environmental impacts;

2. Provide the AOC with information to use as the basis for deciding
whether to prepare an EIR or Negative Declaration;

3. Enable the AOC to modify the proposed project, to mitigate adverse
impacts before preparation of an EIR is required;

4. Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of the project;

5. Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in the
Negative Declaration that the proposed project will not have a
significant environmental effect;

6. Eliminate needless EIRs;

7. Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used for the
project; and

8. Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if required, by focusing the EIR on
effects determined to be significant, identifying the effects determined
not to be significant, and explaining the reasons for determining that
potentially significant effects will not be significant.

Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines identifies specific disclosure
requirements for inclusion in an Initial Study. To comply with those
requirements, an Initial Study shall include:

1. A description of the project, including the location of the project;

2. Anidentification of the environmental setting;
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1.3

1.3.1

1.3.2

3. Anidentification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix
or other method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are
briefly explained to indicate that there is some evidence to support the
entries;

4. A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any;

5. An examination of whether the project is compatible with existing
zoning, plans, and other applicable land-use controls; and

6. The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in
preparation of the Initial Study.

INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Pertinent documents relating to this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration have been cited and incorporated in accordance with Sections
15148 and 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, to eliminate the need for
inclusion for voluminous engineering and technical reports within the
Initial Study. This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has
incorporated by reference the City of Porterville 2030 General Plan (City of
Porterville, 2008a). This document was utilized throughout this Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and is available for review on the
City’s website under the Community Development Department.

Porterville 2030 General Plan

The City adopted its City of Porterville 2030 General Plan (“General Plan”)
on 4 March 2008. The General Plan is a comprehensive, long-range plan
that lays out policies and implementation strategies for the next two
decades. The General Plan also focuses on current needs within the
community, including neighborhood character, economic development
opportunities, and mixed-use and infill development. The General Plan
elements reviewed in the preparation of this document include Land Use;
Health and Safety; and Open Space, Youth, and Recreation.

Downtown Porterville Design Guidelines Review Draft

The City is in the process of developing a new zoning ordinance for the
Downtown Area. As part of this effort, the City completed the Downtown
Porterville Design Guidelines Review Draft (Design Guidelines), dated

7 November 2008. The Design Guidelines include lot, density, and block
standards for the downtown districts; building form, location, and street
design; and building design. The City intends that the Design Guidelines
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will assist with implementing new use regulations and standards in the
Downtown Area.
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2.0

2.1

2.2

2.2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The AOC proposes to acquire several parcels from the City, construct a
new nine-courtroom courthouse on the consolidated parcels, and operate
the courthouse for the Superior Court of California, County of Tulare
(Superior Court). As noted above, the new courthouse will become the
South Justice Center for Tulare County and will replace the existing three-
courtroom courthouse in Porterville and the existing one-courtroom
Tulare Division Courthouse. The new Porterville Courthouse will provide
five new additional courtrooms for proposed new judgeships; court
support space for court administration, court clerk, court security
operations, and holding areas for in-custody detainees; and building
support space. Figure 3 provides a proposed site layout map.

PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is in Porterville, Tulare County, and it is approximately 1.5
miles north of State Route 190 and 1.5 miles east of State Route 65. The site
is at 300 East Olive Street and is west of the United States National Guard
Armory, south of East Garden Avenue, north of East Olive Avenue, and
immediately east of a recreational trail and former railroad alignment.
Figure 1 provides a site vicinity map.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Existing Land Uses

The project site is approximately 7.4 acres and is developed with a
baseball field (including a batting cage and a spectator stand) and a
recreational field in the western portion of the site and buildings
associated with the Porterville Fairgrounds in the eastern portion of the
site. The Porterville Fairgrounds also includes existing landscaping
consisting of grassy areas, shrubs, and several trees. A current site layout
map is provided as Figure 2.

The City owns the property, and it identifies the property as the
Porterville Fairgrounds - Municipal Ball Park. The baseball and
recreational fields are currently used by residential neighbors and other
Porterville residents for sports practices and games. The baseball field
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2.2.2

2.3

includes bleachers and a small structure previously used as a concession
building (Tetra Tech EM, Inc. [Tetra Tech], 2008). Temporary board
structures are placed in the outfield of the baseball field for youth soccer
games. The athletic fields are lit for night events with overhead lights and
power lines. The project site is also the site of the annual Porterville Fair
and other large group events.

A non-profit organization, the Tulare County Junior Livestock and
Community Fair, Inc., leases the property. There are currently 11

permanent structures on the site for fairground activities (Tetra Tech,
2008).

The City has notified the AOC that if the AOC acquires the proposed
courthouse site from the City, then the City will relocate the fairgrounds
near the City’s airport. If the AOC purchases the land for the new
Porterville Courthouse, the AOC will demolish the property’s existing
structures and remove the associated debris from the site.

Surrounding Land Uses

The following land uses are immediately adjacent to the project site:
e North: East Garden Avenue and a residential neighborhood;
e East: The U.S. National Guard Armory and Plano Street;

e South: East Olive Avenue and vacant land owned by the California
Junior Livestock Association; and

e West: A recreational trail and former railroad alignment (see Figure 2)
and residential buildings and North Fourth Street.

The nearest water bodies are the Pioneer Ditch adjacent to the north of the
site, the Porter Slough adjacent to the southwest, and the Tule River
approximately 0.6 mile south of the project site. Lake Success is located
approximately 8 miles east of the project site.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATION

As presented in the General Plan (see Figure 2-2, General Plan Land Use
Diagram), the project site is designated as Public/Institutional. The project
site is currently zoned as Open Area (O-A). This classification includes a
variety of uses such as community playhouses, golf courses/country
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2.4

clubs, libraries, museums/art galleries, public and private parks, and
public buildings.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The County of Tulare currently has five court locations serving the
northern and southern portions of the County:

e The Tulare County Courthouse and the Juvenile Justice Facility in
Visalia;

e The Tulare Division Court Building in the City of Tulare;
e The Porterville Courthouse in Porterville; and

e The Dinuba Court Building in Dinuba.

The Tulare County Courthouse in Visalia is the main facility, and the
other facilities serve as branch court locations. Due to significant projected
population growth in the Porterville area over the next 20 years, the Court
has recognized the need to create two main service regions: a North
Justice Center in Visalia and a South Justice Center based in Porterville.

The new Porterville Courthouse will become the South Justice Center and
will replace the two inadequate court facilities currently serving the
County’s southern communities —the Porterville Courthouse and the
Tulare Division Court Building. These existing facilities are functionally
deficient, overcrowded, and have poor security and physical conditions.
Operating two separate court facilities in the south county area is
relatively inefficient, and the existing facilities will remain incapable of
meeting the region’s current demand for court services due to the recent
and projected high population growth in the County (Judicial Council of
California, 2007).

The Tulare County Board of Supervisors and the City adopted resolutions
in October 2007 to express support of the need to replace the existing
Porterville courthouse with a new facility in Porterville and to pledge to
work with the State to develop the project. The AOC has been working
collaboratively with the County of Tulare (County) and City to develop a
project that meets the goals of the local community (Judicial Council of
California, 2007).
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2.5

2.6

PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the project is to provide a new courthouse facility for the
Superior Court. The project’s objectives are to:

e Consolidate judicial operations from other facilities into one facility;
e Replace outdated, worn, and undersized buildings;
e Relieve the Court’s current shortage of space; and

e Provide space for new judicial services and improved facilities with
better internal security and access for judicial staff and the public.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The new Porterville Courthouse will be a four-story building plus a roof-
top machinery room with a total height of approximately 75 feet and a
gross floor area of approximately 90,000 square feet. As noted above, the
courthouse will have nine courtrooms; support space for court
administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding; and
building support space. The building will face East Olive Avenue, and the
primary public driveway will be accessible from East Olive Avenue in the
southeastern portion of the site. The project will include a center turn lane
on East Olive Avenue for vehicles turning into the courthouse’s public
driveway to Olive Avenue. The courthouse will have a gated secondary
driveway in the northwestern portion of the site to restrict access from
East Garden Avenue to the court staff parking area and the sallyport and
another driveway connection to Murray Street. Driveway sight lines will
comply with American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) standards. The AOC’s development of the project site
will conform to recommendations of the Superior Court, the Tulare
County Sheriff’s Department, and the City Fire Department to ensure
adequate emergency access.

The proposed project will include approximately 320 on-site surface
parking spaces for court staff and visitors, 11 secured basement parking
spaces for judicial officers and court executives, and a secured basement
sallyport (secure passageway or tunnel) for transport of in-custody
detainees to the northwestern portion of the building. A drop-off area
with a turnaround will be located in the southeastern portion of the site.
Landscaped areas with trees will be present along the western and
southern perimeter of the project site and in the central portion of the site.
In addition, spaced landscaping is proposed throughout the parking lot.
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Since the AOC is the project’s lead agency and is acting for the State of
California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local
governments’ land use planning and zoning regulations do not apply to
the proposed courthouse project. The AOC will base the design of the new
courthouse on its Principles of Design for California Court Buildings
(AOC 2008d). The AOC adapted these principles from the Guiding
Principles for Federal Architecture by Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Hon. AIA
and on the Excellence in Public Buildings Initiative, by Stephan Castellanos,
FAIA, and former State Architect of California. These principles include:

e Court buildings shall represent the dignity of the law, the importance
of the activities within the courthouse, and the stability of the judicial
system,;

e Court buildings shall represent an individual expression that is
responsive to local context, geography, climate, culture, and history,
and shall improve and enrich the sites and communities in which they
are located,;

e Court buildings shall represent the best in architectural planning,
design, and contemporary thought, and shall have requisite and
adequate spaces that are planned and designed to be adaptable to
changes in judicial practice;

e Court buildings shall be economical to build, operate, and maintain;

e Court buildings shall provide a healthy, safe, and accessible
environment for all occupants; and

e Court buildings shall be designed and constructed using proven best
practices and technology, with careful use of natural resources.

The AOC will apply the following codes and standards: California
Building Code (edition in effect as of the commencement of schematic
design phase of a particular court project); California Code of Regulations,
Title 24; California Energy Code, Americans with Disabilities Act;
American Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines (Section 11); and
Division of the State Architect’s Access Checklist. As part of the AOC's
compliance with the California Building Code, the project will include
preparation of a geotechnical report and utilization of the report’s
recommendations to prepare design criteria that will ensure that the
project’s design meets requirements of the California Building Code for
geological and soil issues.

The AOC’s design will incorporate features that comply with the
requirements for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
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Silver Certification features. The LEED system includes criteria for green
practices that incorporate sustainability, water efficiency, energy and
atmosphere, materials and resources, indoor environmental quality, and
innovation and design processes. Points are awarded for attaining criteria
listed in the LEED checklist (Appendix A). The project’s features will
include drainage features such as vegetated swales and other best
management features to retard and filter storm runoff and promote runoff
percolation, and the project’s design will prevent on-site flooding and
direct runoff to the City’s existing storm drain facilities. The AOC will also
implement a lighting plan that complies with LEED requirements. The
requirements (US Green Building Council 2003) relevant to lighting
include:

e Meet or provide lower light levels and uniformity ratios than those
recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America
(IESNA) Lighting for Exterior Environments: An IESNA Recommended
Practice (Illuminating Engineering Society of North America 1999);

e Design exterior lighting such that all exterior luminaries with more
than 1,000 initial lamp lumens are shielded and all luminaries with
more than 3,500 initial lamp lumens meet the Full Cutoff Illuminating
Engineering Society of North America Classification;

e The maximum candela value of all interior lighting shall fall within the
building (not out through windows) and the maximum candela value
of all exterior lighting shall fall within the property; and

¢ Any luminary within a distance of 2.5 times its mounting height from
the property boundary shall have shielding such that no light from
that luminary crosses the property boundary.

The AOC plans to acquire the site in 2009, begin construction in February
2011, complete construction in July 2012, and begin operation in August
2012. The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require
the construction contractor to acquire the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Board’s approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and
to implement the plan. Prior to construction of the courthouse, the AOC
will demolish the property’s existing structures that have been used for
the Porterville Fairgrounds, including structures located in part or in
whole outside the proposed project boundaries (see area noted in Figure 2
as “Additional Area that the Project will Clear”). After completion of the
new courthouse, the Superior Court will vacate the current Porterville and
Tulare facilities.
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2.7

PROJECT APPROVALS

The ADOC is responsible for approving this project. The State of
California’s Public Works Board must also approve the selection and
acquisition of real property for the location or expansion of State of
California facilities.

The AOC must acquire the proposed site’s title from the City. The City
may rely on the AOC’s Mitigated Negative Declaration for the fee
acquisition. The City must also approve utility connections and street
connections for the project.
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

3.1 BACKGROUND

1.

Project title: New Porterville Courthouse

Lead agency name and address:
Judicial Council of California
Administrative Office of the Courts
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95833-3509

Contact person and phone number:
Jerome Ripperda, Environmental Analyst
Phone: (916) 263-8865

Fax: (916) 263-8140

Email: Jerry.Ripperda@jud.ca.gov

Project location: The project site is located in Porterville, California near the intersection
of East Olive Avenue and Plano Street.

Project sponsor's name and address:
Judicial Council of California
Administrative Office of the Courts
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833-3509

General plan designation: Public/Institutional

Zoning: Open Area (O-A), with a Land Use Designation of Public/Institutional; the
project site is also listed in the Downtown Public and Semi-Public (D-PS) District in the
Downtown Porterville Design Guidelines Review Draft.

Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including, but not limited
to later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features
necessary for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

Refer to Section 2.6, Project Characteristics.

Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.

The following land uses are immediately adjacent to the project site:

North—FEast Garden Avenue and residential buildings,

East—The U.S. National Guard Armory and Plano Street;,

South—East Olive Avenue and vacant land owned by the California Junior Livestock
Association, and

West—A recreational trail and former railroad alignment and residential buildings and
North Fourth Street.

ERM
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3.2

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval,
or participation agreement.)

None needed at this time.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. The issue areas evaluated in this Initial Study
include:

e Aesthetics e Land Use Planning

e Agricultural Resources e Mineral Resources

e Air Quality e Noise

e Biological Resources e Population and Housing
e Cultural Resources e Public Services

e Geology and Soils e Recreation

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials Transportation/Traffic

e Hydrology and Water Quality

Utilities and Service Systems

As a preliminary environmental assessment, this Initial Study determines
whether there are potentially significant impacts that warrant additional
analysis and comprehensive mitigation measures to minimize the level of
impact. On-site, off-site, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts are analyzed for the construction and operation of the proposed
project. The Initial Study poses questions with four possible responses for
each question:

e No Impact. The environmental issue in question does not apply to the
project, and the project will therefore have no environmental impact.

e Less Than Significant Impact. The environmental issue in question
does apply to the project site, but the associated impact will be below
thresholds that are considered to be significant.

e Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The project will have the
potential to produce significant impacts with respect to the
environmental issue in question. However, mitigation measures
modifying the operational characteristics of the project will reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
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e Potentially Significant Impact. The project will produce significant
impacts, and further analysis will be necessary to develop mitigation
measures that could reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
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1. AESTHETICS-Will the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? v

(Section 4.1a)

b) Substantially damage scenic resources such as
trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, and v
other features? (Section 4.1b)

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?(Section v
41¢)

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
that will adversely affect day or nighttime views 4
in the area? (Section 4.1d)

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES-Will the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

v
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? (Section 4.2a)
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or v

a Williamson Act contract? (Section 4.2b)

¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment
that could result in conversion of farmland to non- v
agricultural use? (Section 4.2c)

3. AIR QUALITY—Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon
to make the following determinations. Will the project:

a) Obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? (Section 4.3a)

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality v
violation? (Section 4.3b)

¢) Result in a cumulative considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region
has non-attainment status under an applicable v
federal or state ambient air quality standard?
(Section 4.3c)
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Potentially
Significant Impact
Potentially
Significant Impact
Unless Mitigated
Less Than Significant
Impact
No Impact

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Section 4.3d)

AN

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? (Section 4.3e)

f) Substantially conflict with the State’s goal of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California
to 1990 levels by 2020 as set forth by the timetable
established in Assembly Bill 32, the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006? (Section
4.31)

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Will the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
(Section 4 .4a)

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
(Section 4.4b)

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of v
the Clean Water Act? (Section 4.4c)

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident fish or wildlife species, native
migratory fish or wildlife species, established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
(Section 4.4d)

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 4
preservation policy or ordinance? (Section 4.4e)

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, v
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
(Section 4.4f)

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES-Will the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource? (Section 4.5a)
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource? v
(Section 4.5b)
¢) Disturb any human remains? (Section 4.5c) v

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Will the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving the rupture of a known v
earthquake fault? (Section 4.6a)

b) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving strong seismic ground- v
shaking? (Section 4.6b)

¢) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving seismic-related ground v
failure, including liquefaction? (Section 4.6¢c)

d) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving landslides? (Section 4.6d)

e) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? (Section 4.6e)

f) Expose people or structures to potential substantial

adverse effects involving expansive soil? (Section v
4.66)

g) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater? (Section 4.6g)

h) Destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature? (Section 4.6h)

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-Will the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through routine transport, use,
emission, or disposal or accidental release of
hazardous materials? (Section 4.7a)

v

b) Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and will it v
create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Section 4.7b)
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Potentially
Significant Impact
Potentially
Significant Impact
Unless Mitigated
Less Than Significant
Impact
No Impact

¢) For a project located within an airport land-use
plan, within 2 miles of a public airport or public
use airport, or within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area,? (Section
4.7¢)

d) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or 4
emergency evacuation plan? (Section 4.7d)

e) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? v
(Section 4.7¢)

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Will the projec

iz

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements? (Section 4.8a)

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there will be a net deficit in aquifer v
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level? (Section 4.8b)

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area in a manner that will result in v
substantial erosion or siltation? (Section 4.8c)

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that will
result in flooding? (Section 4.8d)

e) Create or contribute runoff water that will exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff? (Section 4.8e)

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
(Section 4.8f)

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area,
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map? (Section 4.8g)

h) Place structures within a 100-year flood hazard
area that will impede or redirect flood flows? v
(Section 4.8h)

ERM 17 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA/0061285.202-7 /28 /2009



k=
k] T o «
g 22 | 2
ZE | ZESD | E. | €
S = s = = [Yelkst g
o e o Wl oy o= o
£ e £EES | © 4 £
s 5 c &
] = =
- Y 3.3‘0 «sa (=}
L
O M o X g <
A~ g ~E= | B z
[92] 92] 9]
-

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam? (Section 4.8i)

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving inundation by v
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Section 4.8j)

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING-Will the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?
(Section 4.9a)

b) Conflict with any applicable land-use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over v
the project(Section 4.9b)

10. MINERAL RESOURCES—Will the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that will be of value to the region and the v
residents of the state? (Section 4.10a)

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or
other land-use plan? (Section 4.10b)

11. NOISE-Will the project:

a) Produce a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
(Section 4.11a)

b) Produce a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above v
levels existing without the project? (Section 4.11b)

¢) Expose persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 4
levels? (Section 4.11c)

d) Expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive airport-related noise levels or
excessive private airstrip-related noise levels?
(Section 4.11d)

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING—-Will the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area?
(Section 4.12a)

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement v
housing elsewhere? (Section 4.12b)
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¢) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement v
housing elsewhere? (Section 4.12c)

13. PUBLIC SERVICES-Will the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered:

a) Fire protection facilities or the need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response v
times, or other performance objectives? (Section
4.13a)

b) Police facilities or the need for new or physically
altered police facilities in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives? (Section 4.13b)

¢) School facilities or the need for new or physically
altered school facilities in order to maintain other v
performance objectives? (Section 4.13c)

d) Other public facilities or the need for new or
physically altered public facilities in order to 4
maintain performance objectives? (Section 4.13d)

14. RECREATION-Will the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility will occur or be accelerated? (Section 4.14a)

b) Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? (Section 4.14b)

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC-Will the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of v
the street system? (Section 4.15a)

b) Exceed a level of service standard established by v
the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways? (Section 4.15b)

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns that v
produces substantial safety risks? (Section 4.15c)

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 4
feature? (Section 4.15d)

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Section 4
4.15e)
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f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? (Section v
4.15f)
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 4

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)? (Section 4.15¢g)

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Will the project:

a) Have service from a wastewater treatment provider
that has adequate capacity to serve the project’s v
projected demand? (Section 4.16a)

b) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable RWQCB? (Section 4.16b)

¢) Require the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of v
existing facilities? (Section 4.16c)

d) Require the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing v
facilities? (Section 4.16d)

e) Have sufficient water supplies available from

existing entitlements and resources? (Section 4
4.16e)

f) Have service from a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 4

solid waste disposal needs? (Section 4.16f)

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? (Section 4.16g)

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE-Will the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal v
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory? (Section 4.17a)

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (Section 4.17b)

¢) Have environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, v
either directly or indirectly? (Section 4.17c)
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

4.1 AESTHETICS
a) Will the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is mapped on the U.S.
Geological Survey 7 Y2>-minute Porterville, California Topographic
Quadrangle at an approximate location of 36.0661° north latitude, and
119.0116° west longitude (United Stated Geological Survey, 1951).
According to the topographic map, the site and surrounding area are flat
and at an elevation of approximately 479 feet above mean sea level.
Evaluation of aesthetics was based on a site visit of the project area
performed by ERM-West, Inc. (ERM), aerial photographs of the site
(Google, Inc., 2008), and the Porterville General Plan (City of Porterville,
2008a). Based on the above, scenic resources in the vicinity of the project
site include the Tule River approximately 0.6 mile south of the site, and
Rocky Hill (a mountain summit reaching 1,775 feet above sea level)
approximately 3 miles northeast of the site. The Tule River is not visible
from the project site or immediate vicinity.

Rocky Hill and several other hillsides in the surrounding area are
currently visible from a public viewpoint adjacent to the project site,
which is a recreational trail /railroad alignment (Rails-to-Trails bike and
pedestrian trail) adjacent to the west of the project site. Construction of the
proposed courthouse project will affect views of surrounding hills from a
portion of the adjacent recreational trail. Given the new courthouse’s
proposed footprint of approximately 35,000 square feet and a height of 75
feet, however, the proposed project will not significantly block views of
scenic vistas or other scenic resources in the vicinity of the site. Therefore,
the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on scenic
vistas.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project substantially damage scenic resources such as trees, rock
outcroppings, historic buildings, and other features?

Less Than Significant Impact. Other than existing landscaping (grassy
areas, shrubs) and trees, there are no natural rock outcroppings or other
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scenic resources on the site, based on observations from the site visit and
aerial photographs. The existing trees on the site are common landscape
trees and are not scenic features. The project will remove the site’s existing
trees, but the project will plant new trees along the perimeter of the site
and in the parking lot. The AOC concludes that the project’s impacts will
be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) Will the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently used as the
Porterville Municipal Ball Park and Grounds and leased by the nonprofit
organization, the Tulare County Junior Livestock and Community Fair,
Inc., for the Porterville Fair and other large group events. The site is also
developed with baseball and recreational fields and buildings associated
with the Porterville Fairgrounds. The proposed project will result in visual
changes to the site due to the demolition of these existing features, and the
construction of the new, four-story Porterville Courthouse and
approximately 320-space parking lot. As observed during the site visit and
from review of the Porterville General Plan (Cultural Resources, Section
6.8), the existing buildings do not have unique architectural features and
are not City-designated historic resources. Therefore, the demolition of the
existing site buildings will not be a significant visual quality impact.

The proposed Olive Avenue site is in an urban setting, and surrounding
buildings include a wide variety of styles and materials. The proposed
four-story, approximately 75-foot-high courthouse will be taller than
surrounding buildings and will therefore have greater visibility from
public streets and sidewalks within the general vicinity of the project site.
The courthouse’s design will represent the dignity of the law, the
importance of the activities within the courthouse, and the stability of the
judicial system. The design will be responsive to local context, geography,
climate, culture, and history. The AOC expects the courthouse’s features
to be generally consistent with development standards of the City’s
Development Code. The AOC concludes that the project will not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of
the site’s surroundings.

The AOC expects to begin construction in February 2011 and complete the
project in July 2012. During this period, construction debris, demolition
and construction activities, and typical construction equipment such as
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tractors and cranes will cause short-term visual impacts, but the
construction-related visual impacts will occur for only an approximately
15-month period. These visual impacts will no longer exist after project
completion. Therefore, the AOC concludes that construction-related
impacts to visual character or quality will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that will adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed
with lighted baseball and recreational fields and several existing
fairgrounds-related buildings. The site currently does not produce
substantial glare, but the site’s recreational-related lighting does produce
substantial light when evening recreational activities occur.

Most of the building’s interior lighting will be limited to the Superior
Court’s typical weekday operational hours and the periods immediately
before and after the Superior Court’s operations. As noted in Section 2.6,
the AOC will shield all light sources to minimize light on surrounding
properties, and landscaping will also block light from the project’s lights
to other properties. Furthermore, light sources are already present on the
project site from the existing parking lot and neighboring buildings. The
courthouse’s security lighting will not be substantially different from
nearby commercial buildings’ lighting, so the project’s security lighting
will be a very minor additional source of substantial light. Implementation
of these measures and other LEED guidelines will reduce both the
generation of exterior light and the potential for light trespass to affect off-
site areas. Because the project will comply with LEED criteria for reducing
light pollution, the AOC concludes that the project will not create a new
source of substantial light that will adversely affect day or night-time
views in the area.

The California Trial Court Facilities Standards (Judicial Council of
California, 2006) emphasize that the State’s courthouse buildings will be
appropriate to the surroundings and will not have substantial metallic
tinishes. Therefore, the project will not add building features such as
metallic finishes that generate substantial glare.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.2

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Will the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

No Impact. According to the Porterville General Plan (see Figure 6-2,
Farmlands, 2030) ; source: California Department of Conservation, 2002, as
cited in the General Plan), the site of the proposed project is not
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance. The proposed project site is surrounded by land
developed for commercial and residential uses. Therefore, the proposed
project will not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson
Act contract?

No Impact. The proposed project site has a Public/Institutional
designation in the Porterville General Plan and Open Area (O-A) zoning
designation, which includes public buildings as a permitted use. The
Open Area district is not set aside for agricultural uses. Furthermore,
according to the Porterville General Plan Farmlands 2030 Map, there are no
lands under the Williams Act contract in the vicinity of the project site.
The proposed project does not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and the project will have no
impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) Will the project involve other changes in the existing environment that could result
in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and
does not involve any changes to the existing environment that might
convert farmland to non-agricultural use. The development of the new
courthouse will have no impact on conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

a) Will the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The project site is
located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (Air Pollution Control District) has the primary
responsibility for ensuring that the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin attains
and maintains compliance with federal and state ambient air quality
standards. The region currently has a nonattainment status for the federal
8-hour ozone standard, state 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards, and the
standard for particulate matter smaller than 2.5 micrometers in
aerodynamic diameter (PMz5). Based on measurements of particulate
matter smaller than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PMy,
which includes PM25) from 2003-2006, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) found that the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin had met the
PMjp standard (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District , 2008a).
As a result, the area has air quality plans that address attainment of the
ozone and PM;5 standards (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District, 2008b, 2007b, and 2004), and maintenance of the PMio (San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2007a) standards.

The proposed project will not significantly conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of the ozone, PM.5, or PMjg air quality plans.
Construction of the proposed project will generate short-term emissions of
ozone precursors, PMz5, and PMio through the use of construction
equipment burning fossil fuels. According to the Air Pollution Control
District’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts (Guide)
(San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2002), emissions of
these pollutants can be reduced to less than significant levels with the
implementation of the measures identified in Air Pollution Control
District’s Regulation VIII and listed below. In addition, the Air Pollution
Control District has determined that short-term emissions of ozone
precursor from construction equipment will not cause significant impacts
on air quality except for very large or intense construction projects.

As part of the proposed project, the AOC will construct a courthouse
where an existing ball park and fairgrounds are located. The project will
generate new vehicle trips and create new air emissions; however, the
overall increases in trips and emissions are small. The Air Pollution
Control District’s Guide specifies that ozone precursors, which include
nitrogen oxides and reactive organic gases, are of concern when
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examining operational emissions and that an increase of 10 tons per year
of ozone precursors is a significant impact. However, as shown in
Appendix B, the Guide shows that ozone precursor emissions are less
than significant if total new trips are less than 1,400 trips per day. As
discussed in Section 4.15, analysts predict that the proposed project will
generate 305 new trips per day, which is well below the Guide’s threshold
for ozone precursors. Therefore, the associated small increase in vehicle
trips will not significantly impede the attainment or maintenance of the
ozone standards, and the project’s ozone impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures recommended
by the Air Pollution Control District will reduce construction-related PMio
impacts to a level that is less than significant:

AIR QUALITY 1

In all disturbed areas, including storage piles that are not being
actively utilized for construction purposes, the construction
contractor shall be effectively stabilize dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covering with a tarp or other
suitable cover or vegetative ground cover;

AIR QUALITY 2

Use water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant materials to
effectively stabilize dust emissions on all on-site unpaved roads;

AIR QUALITY 3

All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling,
grading, cut & fill, and demolition activities shall include
application of water to effectively control fugitive dust emissions;

AIR QUALITY 4

If materials are transported off-site, the construction contractor
shall cover all material or effectively wet all materials to limit
visible dust emissions and maintain at least 6 inches of freeboard
space from the top of the container;
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AIR QUALITY 5

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation
of mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each
workday;

AIR QUALITY 6

Following the addition of materials to outdoor storage piles or the
removal of materials, the construction contractor shall effectively
stabilize the surface of outdoor storage piles utilizing sufficient
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant to prevent fugitive dust
emissions; and

AIR QUALITY 7

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt
runoff to public roadways from areas with a slope greater than 1
percent.

b) Will the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. Although the
construction of the proposed project will produce temporary, short-term
emissions of criteria pollutants, as stated previously in part (a) the
emissions of ozone precursors, PMzsand PMi from construction activity
will be minor and will not impede the attainment or maintenance of the
ozone, PMz 5, or PMyo standards with appropriate mitigation measures.
Construction activities may produce a temporary increase in localized
concentrations of PMio (which includes PMz5) that may impact nearby
sensitive receptors (e.g., nearby residences). PMio is primarily generated
through ground disturbance activities such as grading and vehicles
traveling on paved and unpaved roads. These PMio impacts can be
reduced to less than significant levels by applying the mitigation
measures Air Quality 1 through Air Quality 7 identified in part (a).

Construction of the proposed project will also involve demolition of
existing fairgrounds structures. The buildings were constructed in the
1960s and 1970s (Tetra Tech, 2008). Due to the construction date of the
buildings, there is a possibility that asbestos materials may have been
used in building construction. Besides the generation of PM1o, demolition
may result in the release of asbestos into the air if not properly handled.
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As long as the proposed project complies with Air Pollution Control
District regulations, which require compliance with asbestos demolition
and renovation requirements developed by the USEPA in the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants regulation, Title 40 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61, Subpart M, impacts from
potential asbestos releases are not considered significant. The Air
Pollution Control District’s regulations require appropriate notification
and the application of measures to control potential releases of asbestos.

As discussed in part (a), the increase in ozone precursor emissions will not
likely significantly impact the attainment of ozone standards. Also, at
nearby intersections, the additional vehicles may increase local carbon
monoxide concentrations, which are affected by not only the number of
vehicles, but by the level of congestion. Congestion at intersections can be
characterized by the level of service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative description
of intersection operations and is reported using an “A” through “F” rating
system, with “A” indicating little or no delay and F indicating excessive
delay. However, according to the Air Pollution Control District’s Guide,
violations of the carbon monoxide standard are not expected at
intersections where the LOS with the proposed project is D or better. As
described in Section 4.15, the LOS is predicted to be C or better at the
nearby intersections analyzed. Therefore, any carbon monoxide
concentration increase is anticipated to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Implement mitigation measures AIR QUALITY 1
through AIR QUALITY 7.

c) Will the project result in a cumulative considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region has a non-attainment status under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The region currently
has a nonattainment status with the federal ozone standard and PM25
standards. As discussed previously, the Air Pollution Control District
does not consider ozone precursor emissions from short-term construction
activity to be significant. The project will contribute PM1o and PMz 5
emissions from construction activities; after incorporation of the
mitigation measures identified in part (a) the cumulative impacts from
short-term PM1o and PMz5 emissions from construction activities will be
less than significant.
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The courthouse itself will not produce additional population growth;
therefore, the project will not directly produce a net increase in pollutants.
The slight increase in emissions represented by the project will
cumulatively add to the emissions from existing and future development
in the region. In addition, the proposed courthouse will be consistent with
the current Public/Institutional land use designation. Considering the
expected small increase in emissions associated with the proposed project,
the cumulative impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Implement mitigation measures AIR QUALITY 1
through AIR QUALITY 7.

d) Will the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The proposed project is
located near residences to the north and west. Of particular concern to
nearby sensitive receptors are PMio, PM25, and carbon monoxide
concentrations. During construction, the proposed project may result in an
increase in PMio and PM25 concentrations for these nearby sensitive
receptors. However, with the application of the mitigation measures
identified in part (a) above, the impacts are considered less than
significant. Also, after construction, local carbon monoxide concentrations
may increase at nearby intersections. As discussed in part (b), the minimal
increase in vehicles and congestion will not likely result in significant
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.

Mitigation Measures: Implement mitigation measures AIR QUALITY 1
through AIR QUALITY 7.

e) Will the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, odors may be
generated from the exhaust of diesel-powered equipment. However the
odors will be temporary in nature and are not expected to significantly
affect a substantial number of people. Once the proposed project is
constructed, no new significant sources of odors will be generated.
Therefore, the overall impacts from odors will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

) WIill the project substantially conflict with the State’s goal of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable
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established in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act of
20062

Less Than Significant Impact. In 2006, the State Legislature passed
Assembly Bill 32 that charged the California Air Resources Board (Board)
to develop regulations on how the State will address global climate
change. There are currently no published thresholds for measuring the
significance of a project’s cumulative contribution to global climate
change. The Board’s Draft Scoping Plan (California Air Resources Board
2008a) presented a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce
overall carbon emissions in California, improve California’s environment,
reduce dependence on oil, diversify California’s energy sources, save
energy, and enhance public health while creating new jobs and enhancing
the growth in California’s economy. For State of California agencies, the
Draft Scoping Plan emphasized the State’s role of setting an example to
meet improved energy standards for new State buildings. The Board
concluded that the State of California should set an example by requiring
all new State buildings to exceed existing energy standards and meet
nationally recognized building sustainability standards such as
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Silver Certified ratings.
In response, the California Building Standards Commission on July 17,
2008, adopted green building standards, amending the 2007 California
Green Building Standards Code, CCR, Title 24, Part 11.

The Board updated the set of actions with a Proposed Scoping Plan
(California Air Resources Board 2008b) The Proposed Scoping Plan
repeated the Board’s emphasis that the State of California, as an owner-
operator of key infrastructure facilities, has the ability to ensure that the
most advanced, cost-effective environmental performance requirements
are used in the design, construction, and operation of State facilities. The
Plan continues the Board’s emphasis on a green building strategy to
achieve significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions through the
design and construction of new green buildings as well as the sustainable
operation, retrofitting, and renovation of existing buildings.

The AOC’s design will incorporate features that conform with the
achieving a LEED Silver certification, which complies with the Board’s
Draft Scoping Plan for AB 32 compliance (California Air Resources Board
2008d) and the Proposed Scoping Plan (California Air Resources Board
2008e); and the California Building Standards Commission’s green
building standards in the 2007 California Green Building Standards Code,
CCR, Title 24, Part 11.
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4.4

In addition, the proposed courthouse site is in downtown Porterville near
existing local government offices and transit facilities, minimizing vehicle
miles traveled by passenger vehicles. Therefore, the AOC concludes that
the project is consistent with the State’s plan for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and has less than significant impacts on the State’s goal of
reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

a) Wil the project have a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
requlations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The proposed 7.4-acre site is currently developed with
baseball and recreational fields and buildings associated with the
Porterville Fairgrounds. According to the General Plan (Figure 6-4, Special
Status Species and Sensitive Vegetation Map), the project site is located in an
area where a special status plant species, Fritillaria striata (striped adobe
lily), may be present (sources as cited in General Plan, 2008a: California
National Diversity Database, 2007; California Gap Analysis, 1998; US Fish
& Wildlife Service Wetlands Geodatabase, 2007; California Department of
Fish and Game, 2007; Sequoia Riverlands Trust, 2007; City of Porterville,
2007).

During the site visit, analysts observed that the majority of the site area
that is not developed with buildings consisted of landscaped, grass-
covered areas. The past grading activities at the site for development of
the recreational fields and fairground facilities, soil compaction from
pedestrian and vehicle movements on the site, regular irrigation of the
site, and regular mowing of the site make the potential presence of
Fritillaria striata very unlikely. Therefore, the AOC concludes that the
project will have no impacts on candidate, sensitive, or special status
species.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
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requlations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

No Impact. According to the General Plan (see Figure 6-4, Special Status
Species and Sensitive Vegetation Map), no riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community has been identified on the project site or within the
vicinity of the proposed project site. Therefore the proposed project will
have no impact on riparian or other sensitive natural community.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) Will the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

No Impact. As previously mentioned, the proposed project site consists of
a mixture of parcels developed with baseball and recreational fields and
buildings associated with the Porterville Fairgrounds. According to the
General Plan (see Figure 6-4, Special Status Species and Sensitive Vegetation
Map), the project site does not contain any wetlands. Therefore the project
will have no impact on wetlands.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. The parcels proposed for development contain existing
buildings, mowed lawns, and recreational fields. No wildlife corridors or
wildlife nursery sites are on the site. Therefore the proposed project will
not interfere with the movement of any wildlife species or the use of
native wildlife nursery sites.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

e) Wil the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The site includes vegetated areas that are in baseball and
recreational fields. The Porterville General Plan indicates that the City
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currently does not have a tree preservation ordinance. Therefore, the
project will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

) Will the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, or

4.5

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The parcels proposed for development contain existing
buildings, lawn areas, and baseball and recreational fields. According to
the Porterville General Plan, there is no adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan or other approved plan that applies to the proposed site. The
proposed project will therefore not conflict with Habitat Conservation
Plan provisions, and there will be no impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Will the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic
resource as defined in § 15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves
demolishing existing structures associated with the recreational fields and
buildings associated with the Porterville Fairgrounds. Based on a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment conducted for the site, and as confirmed
by the site visit, there are 11 permanent structures on the site (Tetra Tech,
2008). The site buildings/structures include:

e A one-story building for the fairgrounds main office (construction date
unknown);

e A large canopy structure serving as the main fairgrounds display area
(in place since 1967);

e A one-story structure for poultry display during fairgrounds events;

e Four, one-story buildings for concessions and vending services during
fairgrounds events (in place since 1976);

e A one-story structure for non-livestock display during fairgrounds
events;

e A one-story building for display of smaller animals during fairgrounds
events;

e A theater/stage structure; and
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e A restroom facility.

The Porterville Fairgrounds has reportedly occupied the site since the
1950s (Tetra Tech, 2008). Prior to development of the fairgrounds, the site
was undeveloped land.

The Porterville General Plan Land Use element does not list the site
structures as City-designated historic resources. The criteria of the
California Register of Historic Resources’ criteria (Public resources Code
Section 5024.01) specifies that buildings, structures, and objects 45 years or
older may be of historic value. Although the development of the fair
facilities began in the 1950s, the Porterville Fairgrounds buildings are less
than 45 years old, and the buildings therefore are not be considered
historic on the basis of age.

To preserve historic resources, the State Historic Resources Committee
conducts the Historic Resources Inventory and maintains the California
Register of Historic Resources identifying historic landmarks and points
of interest. The statewide Historic Resources Inventory database is
included in the California Historic Research Information System and is
maintained by the Office of Historic Preservation. The Southern San
Joaquin Valley Information Center (Information Center) maintains records
for the Porterville area. The Information Center conducted a search of the
California Historic Research Information System database to determine if
the project site has listed historic resources in the Historic Resources
Inventory. Mr. Brian E. Hemphill, Ph.D., coordinator at the Information
Center, indicated (see Appendix C) that there are no cultural resources
within the project area or the immediate vicinity that are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places, the California Register, California
State Historic Landmarks, California Inventory of Historic Resources, or
the California Points of Historical Interest. Therefore, the AOC concludes
that the projects” impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant. Based on aerial photographs and observations
from the site visit, the project site is currently developed with recreational
tields and related structures and with buildings associated with the
Porterville Fairgrounds. Areas surrounding the project site are also
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developed with residential and commercial uses. Therefore, the possibility
that archaeological resources exist on the site is remote.

A request for a Sacred Lands File records search and Native American
Contacts list was submitted on 16 September 2008 to Mr. David Singleton,
Program Analyst with the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) (see Appendix C, Cultural Resources Search). Mr. Singleton
responded on 24 September 2008, through written notification, that the
Sacred Lands File failed to indicate the presence of Native American
cultural resources in the immediate project area. However, Mr. Singleton
stated that the absence of specific site information in the Sacred Lands File
did not guarantee the absence of cultural resources in the project area, and
early consultation with Native American tribes in the area is
recommended. Mr. Singleton provided a list of eight Native American
contacts, who were contacted by certified mail on 26 September 2008 to
inquire about information on cultural resources in the project area.
Responses from the Native American contacts have not been received as
of the writing of this report.

A search was also conducted of the California Historic Research
Information System to determine if cultural resources have been recorded
in the project area. Mr. Brian E. Hemphill, Ph.D., coordinator at the
Information Center, indicated (see Appendix C that there are 13 recorded
archaeological sites within a 0.5 mile radius of the project area; however,
no cultural resources have been recorded within the project area. Mr.
Hemphill’s letter states that if the property is already developed or
underground utilities exist, no further investigation regarding the
potential for cultural resources to exist on the project site is needed at this
time, since, at the time of installation of utilities, cultural resources would
have been identified, if they were present. During the site visit, ERM
observed that the project site is currently developed with recreational
fields and related structures, and existing fairgrounds buildings, including
restroom facilities at northern site locations. ERM observed indications of
underground utilities on the property (i.e., sewer lines through the
presence of a manhole in the southwestern corner of the site). Therefore, it
is unlikely that archaeological resources exist on the site, and the AOC
concludes that the project’s impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.6

c) Will the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. No recorded prehistoric archaeological
sites were identified on or in the vicinity of the project site, and no
evidence exists to indicate that burials occurred within the project area.
Therefore, the AOC concludes that the project will have less than
significant impacts on disturbance of human remains.

In the event that any human remains are encountered during site
disturbance, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code
requires cessation of all ground-disturbing work in the vicinity of the
remains until the coroner of San Joaquin County has investigated the
remains and made a determination in accordance with Chapter 10
(commencing with Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the
Government Code. If the coroner concludes that the human remains are of
Native American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission must
be contacted within 24 hours, and the project sponsor will comply with
state laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials, regulated
by the Native American Heritage Commission (Public Resource Code
Section 5097).

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a) Wil the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

Less Than Significant Impact. Surface rupture is considered most likely
to occur along an active or potentially major fault trace. According to the
United States Geological Survey California-Nevada Active Fault Maps,
the closest active faults to the project site are the Sierra Nevada fault zone
(approximately 50 miles east), an unnamed fault zone (approximately 40
miles south), and the San Andreas fault zone (approximately 80 miles
west) (United States Geological Survey, 2008). Given the distances of these
faults from the proposed project site, the probability of ground rupture at
the project site is highly unlikely. Therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to expose people or structures to significant adverse effects from
ground rupture.

ERM 36 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA/0061285.202-7 /28 /2009



As stated in Section 2.6, the AOC will conduct a geotechnical investigation
of the proposed project site to assess the ground’s capability to withstand
anticipated ground-shaking and other geologic hazards. Based on the
geotechnical report’s recommendations, the AOC will include design
measures to meet the California Building Code’s minimum requirements
to mitigate seismic shaking and other geologic hazards. Therefore, the
AOC concludes that the project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving
strong seismic ground-shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. Ground-shaking intensity is measured on
the Modified Mercalli Scale, which ranges from I (not felt) to XII
(widespread devastation) experienced by people, structures, and earth
materials. The degree of shaking an earthquake will have on the proposed
project site and associated structures depends on a number of factors such
as the location of the fault, distance to the epicenter, size of the
earthquake, the geology of the area, and the quality of building
construction. The closest active faults are located within 50 miles of the
project site, as mapped by the United Stated Geological Survey and shown
in USGS California-Nevada Active Faults Map (United Stated Geological
Survey, 2008). The Modified Mercalli Rating for the Porterville area is
estimated to be between VII (ranging from considerable damage in poorly
designed or constructed buildings to negligible damage in buildings of
good design and construction) and VIII (ranging from great damage in
poorly designed or constructed buildings to slight damage in specially
designed structures) (City of Porterville, 2008a). The following mitigation
measures will ensure that potential impacts in regards to ground-shaking
will be reduced to a less than significant level.

As stated in Section 2.6, the AOC will conduct a geotechnical investigation
of the proposed project site to assess the ground’s capability to withstand
anticipated ground-shaking and other geologic hazards. Based on the
geotechnical report’s recommendations, the AOC will include design
measures to meet the California Building Code’s minimum requirements
to mitigate seismic shaking and other geologic hazards. Therefore, the
AOC concludes that the project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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c) WIill the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving
seismic-related ground failure, including subsidence or liquefaction-induced lateral
spreading?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when saturated, loose,
fine-grained sediment temporarily transforms to a fluid-like state due to
strong earthquake ground-shaking of Modified Mercalli intensity of VII or
greater. Sandy and silty soils are most prone to liquefaction. Soils
underlying the project site have been classified as sand with high
infiltration rates (Tetra Tech, 2008). Given the proximity of the site to three
water bodies, (the Pioneer Ditch adjacent to the north of the site, the Porter
Slough adjacent to the southwest, and the Tule River approximately 0.6
mile south of the project site), the sediment beneath the site is prone to
becoming saturated, and therefore has moderate liquefaction potential.
The following mitigation measure will reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

As stated in Section 2.6, the AOC will conduct a geotechnical investigation
of the proposed project site to assess the ground’s capability to withstand
anticipated ground failure and other geologic and soil hazards. Based on
the geotechnical report’s recommendations, the AOC will include design
measures to meet the California Building Code’s minimum requirements
to avoid ground failure hazards. Therefore, the AOC concludes that the
project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving
landslides?

No Impact. Areas that are susceptible to landsliding include steep slopes
underlain by weak bedrock. Due to the site’s flat terrain, the proposed
project site is not in an area prone to landslides. Based on the site visit and
review of topographic maps, the terrain of the proposed project site and
surrounding areas is generally flat and there are no unusual geographical
features. Therefore, the project has no impacts regarding landslide
potential.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required
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e) Will the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will involve
extensive site preparation and excavation prior to construction. These
activities may temporarily expose soils to erosion potential. Construction
activities are expected to occur for a limited time, beginning in February
2011 and ending in July 2012 (an approximately 15-month period). Due to
the proximity of the project site to water bodies, including the Pioneer
Ditch adjacent to the north of the site and the Porter Slough adjacent to the
southwest, temporary soil erosion impacts on these nearby water bodies
during construction of the project could be significant. These potential
water quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.8 of this report under
Hydrology and Water Quality. However, the proposed project site has flat
terrain with a low potential for soil erosion. In addition, the site is not
shown as having a high erosion susceptibility index, according to
Porterville General Plan (see Figure 7-1, Geologic and Soil Hazards; source
as cited in General Plan: California Division of Mines and Geology). Also,
the AOC will require its construction contractor to prepare a SWPPP,
obtain the Central Valley RWQCB’s approval of the SWPPP, and
implement and maintain the SWPPP; the SWPPP will include soil erosion
best management practices to limit soil erosion. Therefore, the AOC
expects that the project will not have substantial soil erosion or loss of
topsoil, and these impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

) Will the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving
expansive soil?

Less Than Significant Impact. As mapped in the Porterville General Plan
(Figure 7-1, Geological and Soil Hazards; source as cited in General Plan:
California Division of Mines and Geology), the soils underlying the
project site have high soil expansion potential. As stated in Section 2.6, the
AOC will conduct a geotechnical investigation of the proposed project site
to assess the site’s expansive soil risk and other geologic hazards. Based
on the geotechnical report’s recommendations, the AOC will include
design measures to meet the California Building Code’s minimum
requirements to mitigate expansive soil and other geologic hazards.
Therefore, the AOC concludes that the project’s impacts with the
incorporation of the geotechnical report’s recommendations will be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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g) WIill the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or

alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

No Impact. The proposed project does not intend to use septic tanks or
alternative waste disposal systems. Sanitary sewer services in the area are
currently supplied by the City of Porterville. No further analysis is
required.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

h) Will the project destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

4.7

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, the project site is flat and
developed with recreational fields and related structures and with
buildings associated with the Porterville Fairgrounds. Therefore, there are
no unique geologic features on the proposed project’s site. No recorded
prehistoric archaeological sites were identified on or in the vicinity of the
project site, and no evidence exists to indicate that unique paleontological
resources occur within the project area. Therefore, the AOC concludes that
the project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

a) Will the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
routine transport, use, emission, or disposal, or accidental release of hazardous
materials?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The project proposes
the construction of a new courthouse facility that will not require the
routine transport, use, emission, or disposal of hazardous materials in
construction or operational activities. The use of hazardous materials will
be limited to cleaning products, building machinery chemicals, and
pesticides and herbicides that will be infrequently applied to landscaped
areas.

Due to the ages of the existing buildings, it is likely that the existing
buildings may contain asbestos and lead-based paint. Asbestos was
banned in most friable building materials (spray-applied fireproofing and
pipe insulation) in 1978, but the Occupational Safety and Health
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Administration deems these materials as “presumed asbestos-containing
materials” if they are present in pre-1980 buildings (Title 29 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Parts 1910.1001 and 1926.1101). Materials that can be
considered presumed asbestos-containing materials include thermal
system insulation and surfacing materials (including spray-on ceiling
material). In addition, lead-based paint was used widely throughout the
interiors and exteriors of buildings prior to 1978, primarily due to its
strength and overall durability. Historical records indicate that the
Porterville Fairgrounds has occupied the site since the 1950s and that at
least two of the buildings on the site were constructed in 1967 and 1976
(Tetra Tech, 2008). Due to the ages of the buildings and the date of
occupancy of the Porterville Fairgrounds, it is likely that asbestos and
lead-based paint may be present in the buildings.

Due to the potential that hazardous waste, including asbestos and lead-
based paint waste, could be generated during the demolition of the
buildings, the following mitigation measures would reduce potential
hazard impacts to the environment.

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures will reduce
hazards and hazardous materials impacts to less than significant levels
during construction:

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 1

During demolition of the structures, a qualified environmental
professional shall evaluate paint that is separated from the building
material to determine its proper management, and the AOC'’s
construction contractor will dispose of the materials in the manner
determined by the environmental professional and in compliance
with all applicable laws.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 2

Prior to demolition activities, the AOC’s construction contractor
will have a qualified environmental professional conduct an
asbestos survey to determine the presence or absence of asbestos. If
asbestos materials are present, the construction contractor will
perform asbestos removal by a State-certified asbestos containment
contractor in accordance with both the Toxic Substances Control
Act, Title 15 of the United States Code, Section 2601 et seq.), and
Title 2 - Asbestos Hazardous Emergency Response for Handling
Asbestos.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 3

The AOC’s contractor documents will require the construction
contractor to ensure that a licensed hauler transports hazardous
waste for disposal at an appropriate facility in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

b) Will the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and will it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials
sites provided by the USEPA and the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control. In addition, Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
(EDR) provided a recent database search for the project site, which is
provided in a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment conducted for the
site in March 2008 (Tetra Tech, 2008). The site was not listed in any of the
database searched by EDR. There has been no notice of violation, cease
and desist order, or the like issued for the site. No corrective action,
restoration, or remediation has been planned, is currently taking place, or
has been completed at the site. The subject site has not been under
investigation for violation of any environmental laws, regulations, or
standards identified in the databases. Therefore, the construction or
operation impacts of the proposed courthouse facility will be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) For a project located within an airport land-use plan, within 2 miles of a public
airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip, will the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. According to the Porterville General Plan (see Figure 2-2,
General Plan Land Use Diagram), the land use designation of the project site
is Public/Institutional, and the project site is not designated within an
airport land-use plan area. In addition, the project site is not within 2
miles of any airport, as the nearest airport is the Porterville Municipal
Airport, approximately 3 miles to the southwest of the project site (as
mapped on Google Earth). The project site is also not in the vicinity of a
private airstrip, as observed during the site visit. Therefore, the project
will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required
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d) Will the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Porterville General Plan includes a
map showing evacuation routes and emergency response services in the
project area (see Figure 7-6, Emergency Services). According to the map, the
nearest City Fire Station and Police Station are approximately 1.5 miles
northwest of the project site, and the nearest County Fire Station is
approximately 0.85 mile southeast of the project site. A new fire station is
proposed approximately 0.40 mile north of the project site. In addition, the
map indicates that the nearest evacuation routes include State Route 190,
1.5 miles south of the project site, and Main Street located 0.5 mile west of
the project site.

The project will not block streets or create access problems. Given the size
of the proposed project and the duration of the construction period
(approximately 15 months), potential impacts on emergency vehicle access
in the vicinity of the project site will be temporary. Furthermore, given the
availability of emergency services and evacuation routes in various
locations around the project site, emergency vehicles will have multiple
access routes during an emergency event and will not be obstructed by the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than
significant impact on emergency response and evacuation.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

e) Will the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact. The potential for wildland fires is
dependent on the vegetation, or surface fuel, that exists in the area. Based
on observations at the time of ERM’s site visit on 16 October 2008, the
majority of the project site that is not developed by buildings consists of
landscaped, grass-covered areas. Surface fuel at the project site is limited
to several mulberry trees and other bushes located around the perimeter
of the site, and an approximately 50-foot-tall oak tree in the northwestern
portion of the site. The Porterville General Plan includes a Wildland Fire
Hazards Map (see Figure 7-4, Wildland Fire Hazards; source as cited in
General Plan: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
2004), which indicates that the project site has moderate level of fire
hazard severity, based on a surface fuel analysis conducted by California
Department of Forestry and Protection. The proposed project will involve
the construction of a courthouse and a parking lot, in place of recreational
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fields and structures and fairgrounds buildings. Since the proposed
project to meet the California Building Code’s fire Code provisions, and
the State Fire Marshall will review the proposed project for conformance
to the provisions, and the project site is within the Porterville urban area,
the project’s potential wildland fire impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
a) Will the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) regulates waste discharges into waters of the
State through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit system. An NPDES permit is required for any project that
results in the creation or replacement other than maintenance of at least 1
acre of impervious surface area and has the potential to discharge storm
water to a water body of the US. The proposed project falls into the
category of projects requiring NPDES permits. Dischargers are required to
incorporate facilities to treat runoff before it is discharged to storm drains
or creeks. To protect creeks from erosion, projects may also be required to
detain or infiltrate runoff so that peak flows and durations match pre-
project conditions. With the implementation of an appropriate NPDES
permit under RWQCB oversight, potential water quality impacts from the
proposed project will be sufficiently protective of water quality standards
and are expected to be less than significant.

During construction, short-term water quality impacts can potentially
occur. Extensive site preparation and excavation may expose loose soil to
potential erosion, which, if not controlled, could potentially be
transported to local waterways and result in an increase in suspended
sediment load. As the proposed project is greater than 1 acre, the Central
Valley RWQCB will require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) to identify sources of sediments and pollution that could
potentially affect storm water quality. The SWPPP will also identify and
implement storm water prevention measures to reduce pollution. The
AOC will require its construction contractor to prepare a SWPPP, obtain
the Central Valley RWQCB’s approval of the SWPPP, and implement and
maintain the SWPPP. Therefore, the AOC concludes that potential water
quality and waste discharge impacts from the proposed project will be
less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there will be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater level?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site and surrounding
area are generally developed with existing buildings and landscaped
surfaces. Since the site is currently occupied by a ballpark and recreational
tields, the proposed project will create additional paved surfaces at the
project site than existing conditions. However, the proposed project covers
only approximately seven acres, and it also proposes landscaped surfaces
that will allow groundwater recharge. Furthermore, the project will not
intercept an aquifer since the project’s basement will not require
substantial excavation. Since the project will cover only a very minor
portion of the local groundwater recharge area and will not include new
housing or result in a major increase in jobs, the AOC concludes that the
project’s potential groundwater impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) Will the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in
a manner that will result in substantial erosion or siltation?

Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest water body to the project site
is the Pioneer Ditch, located adjacent to the north of the project site. A
portion of the ditch also extends beneath the northwestern portion of the
site. The project’s boundary is immediately south of the Pioneer Ditch,
and the project will not disturb the Pioneer Ditch.

Based on site visit observations in October 2008, the project site is
predominantly flat with a slope to the south toward East Olive Avenue.
Near the proposed project East Olive Avenue driveway, runoff from the
site flows toward the street into City storm drains located beneath the
street curbs along East Olive Avenue. The southwestern corner of the
parcel is lower than the parcel’s southeastern corner, and a former
embankment and East Olive Avenue’s elevated roadway contributes
runoff onto the site and restricts runoff. The construction of the proposed
courthouse and parking lot will involve excavation for the courthouse’s
basement and foundation footings and some grading. The project’s final
site grading will raise the parcel’s southwestern corner so that runoff from
the southwestern corner flows toward storm drain inlets near the project’s
East Olive Avenue driveway. However, the project’s final slope will be

ERM 45 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA/0061285.202-7 /28 /2009



relatively flat; the project’s surfaces will be covered by structures,
pavement, or landscaping; and the project’s design will include vegetated
swales to slow runoff flow and trap sediment. Therefore, the AOC
concludes that the project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that will
result in flooding?

Less Than Significant Impact. As previously stated, the project site
currently slopes to the south toward East Olive Avenue, and runoff drains
into storm sewers located beneath the street curbs. The project site
includes only approximately 7 acres. The construction of the proposed
project will not involve significant grading since the project includes no
substantial underground structures, and the slope of the site will continue
to be to the south toward East Olive Avenue. The project’s storm drain
facilities will connect to the City’s storm drain line along Olive Avenue.
Therefore, the proposed project will not alter existing drainage patterns at
the site.

The proposed project includes construction of a parking lot and
courthouse on an existing, unpaved ball field and a fairgrounds site that is
largely unpaved in areas not occupied by buildings. Therefore, the project
will increase the amount of impervious surface and associated surface
runoff. However, the project will be designed to prevent on-site and off-
site flooding through the construction of storm sewers in the proposed
courthouse parking lot. The project will also adopt best management
practices to incorporate inlet filtration devices to capture potential
pollutants from the storm drain runoff and utilize landscape areas for
percolation of runoff. Therefore, the project will have a less than
significant impact in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

e) Will the project create or contribute runoff water that will exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site covers only
approximately 7.4 acres. The project does not propose an increase in
impervious surfaces of a magnitude that will substantially increase the
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amount of runoff from the site. In addition, as stated above, the proposed
project will adopt best management practices to incorporate inlet filtration
devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm drain runoff and
utilize landscape areas for percolation of runoff.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
) WIill the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. For the project’s construction phase, the
AOC will require its construction contractor to prepare a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), obtain the Central Valley RWQCB's
approval of the SWPPP, and implement and maintain the SWPPP. For the
project’s operational period, Section 2.6 describes the proposed project’s
site drainage facilities to control and treat runoff. The AOC does not
expect the proposed project to create additional impacts that will further
degrade water quality. Therefore, potential impacts will be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No further mitigation measures are required.

g) WIill the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

No Impact. Flood zone mapping conducted by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency indicates that approximately 6 percent of the total
Planning Area is located within the 100-year floodplain, and another 5
percent is located within the 500-year floodplain (City of Porterville,
2008a). However, the proposed project does not include housing.
Therefore, the project will have no impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

h) Will the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that will impede
or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the southwestern
corner of the project site is located in the 100-year floodplain. The project
will add a landscaped area for this corner of the project site, and the
project might add excavated soil material from the proposed courthouse
area to raise the elevation of the ground surface. However, the elevated
former railway embankment (the location of the Rails to Trails Parkway
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shown in Figure 3) and the East Olive Avenue embankment along the
southern side of the project site already impede and direct flood flows at
the project site. The project’s grade changes and structures will not modify
the existing embankments’ effect on flood flows. Therefore, the proposed
project will have less than significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

i) Will the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Less Than Significant Impact. As shown on Figure 7-3, Flood Hazards, of
the Porterville General Plan, the project site is located in an area that could
be inundated from a breach or overflow event at Lake Success Dam. The
figure also shows that large portions of the City of Porterville are located
within the inundation area. The United States Army Corps of Engineers is
proposing to reconstruct and widen the dam to bring it up to federal
safety standards with construction beginning in 2009. Therefore, the AOC
concludes that there is no substantial risk of failure of the dam, and the
potential impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

j) Will the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving inundation by seiche or mudflow?

Less Than Significant Impact. Based on site visit observations and review
of aerial photographs, the project site is not located near a water body that
could potentially create seiche hazards. The nearest water bodies are the
Porter Slough and the Pioneer Ditch which do not have significant water
volume to create a seiche or tsunami hazard. The site is located in a
generally flat area (United Stated Geological Survey, 1951) and is therefore
not prone to mudflows. Ground failure is dependent on topography and
underlying geologic materials. Potential mudflow impacts from the hill

east of the project site caused by ground failure are considered unlikely

because of the relatively stable geological formation underlying the areal.

Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.

1 Porterville 2030 General Plan: Dr aft Environmental Impact Report
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4.9

4.10

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
a) Will the project physically divide an established community?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed courthouse site is currently
occupied by recreational fields and related structures and buildings
associated with the fairgrounds. Residential areas occur to the north
across East Garden Avenue, to the east across North Plano Street, and to
the west beyond the abandoned railway embankment. There is a
commercial/retail area and a vacant field to the south. However, since the
proposed courthouse site already existing and the project will not obstruct
existing streets, the project will not divide the residential existing
community. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact
in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or requlation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. Since the AOC is the project’s lead agency and is acting for the
State of California’s Judicial Council, local governments’ land use
planning and zoning regulations do not apply to the proposed courthouse
project. Therefore, the project has no impacts. However, the proposed
courthouse project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and the
parcel’s zoning classification.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Will the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that will
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The Porterville General Plan includes Figure 7-1, Geologic and
Soil Hazards (source as cited in General Plan: California Department of
Mines and Geology, Tulare County, 2007), which indicates the locations of
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4.11

State-designated Mineral Resource Zones or areas possessing minerals
which are of state-wide or regional significance. According to the map, the
project site is not located in a Mineral Resource Zone. The nearest Mineral
Resource Zone is located along the Tule River, approximately 0.6 mile
south of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project will have no
impact on mineral resources.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land-
use plan?

a)

No Impact. A Mineral Resource Recovery Zone is an area designated by
the Solid Waste Management Board or by a local ordinance for resource
recovery and recycling, such as a recycling center at a solid waste disposal
site. The Porterville General Plan does not delineate the site as a Mineral
Resource Recovery Zone. Therefore, the proposed project will have no
impact in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

NOISE

Will the project produce a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. Noise is the term
generally given to the “unwanted” aspects of sound and generally
characterized in terms of decibels (ABA). Because environmental noise
fluctuates over time, most descriptors average the sound level over the
time of exposure, and some add “penalties” during the times of day when
intrusive sounds would be more disruptive to listeners. The most
commonly-used descriptors are:

e Day-night average sound level (Ldn). The Ldn is a 24-hour average
sound level, but for the night hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.,
10 dBA is added to the average. This additional 10 dBA accounts for
the tendency of people to perceive noise more loudly at night.

e Community noise equivalent level (CNEL). The CNEL is similar to the
Ldn except that it adds a 5 dBA penalty to noise levels occurring from
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7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. in addition to the 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 10 dBA
penalty.

These two descriptors are roughly equivalent.

The Porterville Municipal Code contains general limitations on noise in
several ordinances, but does not quantify levels that should not be
exceeded. For example, the Municipal Code limits the use of construction
equipment during excavation between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7a.m.

Adjacent to the proposed project are residential developments,
commercial uses, and vacant land. There are two residences north of the
project site that are within 300 feet of the proposed courthouse building’s
location (see Figure 3). Additional residences are west of the building’s
location, but the abandoned railroad embankment will screen the
westward residences from construction noise. During construction, the
residential sensitive receptors may be exposed to short-term noise
generated from workers traveling in their vehicles to and from the site

and from the use of construction equipment. While the noise contribution
from worker vehicles will be temporary and small, the noise from
construction equipment may be appreciable. The operation of construction
equipment is generally expected to result in maximum short-term noise
levels ranging from 80 to 95 dB. These levels may be significant depending
on the duration, but mitigation measures will minimize the impacts.
Given the short-term nature of the noise, the impacts will be less than
significant with the mitigation measures below.

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures will reduce
construction noise impacts to less than significant levels:

NOISE 1

Restrict construction activities that generate substantial noise to the
hours between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Monday through Saturday. No
activities that generate substantial noise shall occur on Sundays or
holidays;

NOISE 2

Locate staging area and stationary equipment as far as possible
from sensitive receptors (such as the homes north and west of the
project site); and
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b)

NOISE 3

Ensure all construction equipment is properly maintained and
operated and equipped with mufflers.

Will the project produce a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Municipal Code references noise
standards described in the Porterville General Plan. In particular, the
Porterville General Plan contains noise policies and identifies degrees of
acceptable usage for new development depending on land use and noise
levels as shown on Table 4.11-1. In this table, an acceptable noise exposure
to a new courthouse is not specifically identified. However, the most
similar land use to the proposed project would be the “office buildings,
businesses commercial, and professional” where normally acceptable
noise exposure is 70 dBA or less.

Appendix D contains a summary of noise measurements collected on

16 October 2008, at the project site to characterize the existing noise levels
near the roadways. For example, a monitor near the Oliver Avenue
entrance to the proposed parking lot (approximately 15 feet from the edge
of the major travel lane) measured a day-night average noise (Ldn) of
about 73 dBA. Noise from a roadway typically decreases by about 3 dBA
for every doubling of distance between the noise source and noise
receptor. The courthouse building will be located about 100 feet from the
roadway. Therefore, day-night average noise levels near the courthouse
building would be under 65 dBA. This noise level would fall under the
“normally acceptable” noise level for similar land use as shown in

Table 4.11-1.

The proposed project will result in a minor increase to nearby traffic and
therefore add to the existing noise levels. The increase will originate
primarily from passenger vehicles that do not generate as much noise as
large transport trucks. These vehicles will likely travel to and from the site
during limited times of the day. Most of the arriving vehicles associated
with operational conditions (i.e., after courthouse construction) will come
during the peak morning traffic hour. These vehicles are expected to leave
gradually throughout the afternoon. The traffic assessment discussed in
Section 4.15 identifies approximately 305 new AM peak hour trips (round
trip) generated by the proposed project. The small increases in traffic will
not result in significant increases in noise levels. For example, a cautious
noise estimate can be made with the following assumptions:
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e 95 percent of the new vehicles trips are passenger cars and 5 percent
are heavy-duty trucks traveling on the same roadway (in reality, the
vehicles traveling to the proposed site will not all take the same road);

e All vehicles are traveling 45 mph; and

e Existing noise levels at nearby residences is 60 dBA. The General Plan
specifies an overall existing noise level of at least 60 dBA in the area
adjacent to Olive Avenue.

Based on these assumptions, the day-night noise level at about 50 feet
would increase by less than 1 dBA. As specified in the General Plan, an
increase of 1 dBA is typically not perceivable. Therefore, the AOC
concludes that the permanent increase in average daily noise levels will be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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Table 4.11-1 Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments

Community Noise Exposure
Len or CNEL dB
Land Use Category 55 80 65 70 75 | 80 | =80

Residential — Low Density Single Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes
Residential — Multi Family
Mixed-Use & High Density Residential
Transient Lodging — Motels, Hotels
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospirals,
Mursing Homes
Auditoriums, Concerts, Halls,
Amphitheaters
Sports Area, Outdoor Spectator Sports
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries
Office Buildings, Businesses Commercial
and Professional
Industrial, Manufacturing Urilities,
Agriculture
Interpremtion:

Marmally Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any

Acceptable building invelved is of normal conventional construction, without any

special noise insulation requirements.
Conditionally Mew construction or development should be undertaken only after a
Acceptable detailed aralysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and

needed noise insulation featres included in the design. Conventional
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or
air conditioning will normally suffice.

Mormally Unacceptable MNew comstruction or development should generally be discouraged. If
new construction or development does proceed, a detailed aralysis of
the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise
insulation features included in the design.

- Clearly Unacceptable Mew construction or development should not be undertaken.
Source: City of Parterville, 2006,
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4.12

c) WIill the project expose persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. During construction,
groundborne vibration and noise may be generated by large trucks and
other heavy equipment during demolition, grading, and construction of
buildings. Generally, the groundborne vibration and noise would have a
minimal impact on nearby sensitive receptors. However, at particular
phases of construction (e.g., demolition), it is generally expected that
groundborne vibration may be noticeable. These vibrations will end when
construction is complete. Given the short-term nature of the vibrations,
construction impacts to vibration levels are expected to be less than
significant with the application of Mitigation Measure NOISE 1, which
limits construction hours.

Mitigation Measures: Implement Mitigation Measures NOISE 1.

d) Will the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
airport-related noise levels or excessive private airstrip-related noise levels?

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land-use
plan or within 2 miles of a public airport, and the project is not located in
the vicinity of a private airstrip. The project will therefore not expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive airport-related
noise levels or excessive private airstrip-related noise levels.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

a) Will the project induce substantial population growth in an area?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not include
residential development or extension of residential development-related
infrastructure, and it will not involve a significant increase in
employment. Therefore, the AOC concludes that the project will not
induce substantial population growth. Therefore, no further analysis is
required.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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b) Will the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The proposed project involves construction of a courthouse on
a site that is currently occupied by recreational fields and buildings
associated with the Porterville Fairgrounds. There are no residential
buildings on the site; therefore, the proposed project will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) WIill the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. See Response 4.12(b).

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Will the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities or the need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Porterville General Plan includes a
map showing the locations of fire stations in the City (Figure 7-6,
Emergency Services). According to the map, the nearest City Fire Station
is approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the project site, and the nearest
County Fire Station is approximately 0.85 mile southeast. The City has
proposed construction of a new fire station approximately 0.40 mile north
of the project site.

The City Fire Department will also inspect the project plans and provide
comments to ensure optimal access of emergency vehicles and maximize
the performance objectives of emergency service personnel. The State Fire
Marshall will review the AOC’s plans for the proposed courthouse to
ensure compliance with fire-related portions of the California Building
Code (California Code of Regulations Title 24). The AOC’s courthouse
design will include measures such as:

e The project will include automatic fire sprinklers.
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e The project will include a supervised fire alarm system located in an
accessible location with an annunciator.

e The project will be designed so that access to and around structures
will meet all City Fire Department and California Fire Code
requirements.

e The project will be designed so that all rooms and buildings will be
clearly marked with addresses, and a site directory will be posted at
the front entrance to the facility.

Since the project will meet the requirements of the California Building
Code and the proposed courthouse is near existing fire department
facilities, the AOC concludes that the proposed project will have a less
than significant impact on fire protection services even if the City does not
construct a new fire station.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered police facilities or the need for new or physically
altered police facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Porterville Police Department
will provide police protection services to the new courthouse facility. The
Department’s headquarters are located at 350 North D Street,
approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the project site. The Porterville
General Plan states that the current operating ratio is approximately 1.3
police officers per 1,000 residents, and expects that a ratio of 1.2 police
officers to 1,000 residents will support adequate law enforcement efforts at
buildout. The General Plan estimates that this will require a total of 72
additional sworn officers by 2030.

The Tulare County Sheriff’s Department and private security personnel
currently provide protection services at the existing Porterville courthouse
and will provide security protection services at the proposed courthouse.
The new courthouse will have enhanced courthouse security features for
its sallyport area, in-custody detainee holding area, detainee access
corridors, Sheriff’s center, and public screening area. Due to the
consolidation of Superior Court facilities and the proposed courthouse’s
security features, the AOC concludes that the project will not substantially
degrade service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.
The proposed project will not rely on City’s Police Department staff for
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security, so it will not affect the amount of police protection services that
has been planned for the future buildout of the City. Therefore, the project
will have a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) Will the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered school facilities or the need for new or physically
altered school facilities in order to maintain other performance objectives?

Less Than Significant Impact. Residential development is not a part of
the project, and there are no residences currently on the parcel.
Furthermore, the project will not affect changes in the number of
residences in the surrounding area. Therefore, the project will not create a
change in needed school services based on increases or decreases in the
number of residents on the parcel or in its vicinity. As explained above,
the AOC concludes that the project will not induce substantial population
growth. Therefore, the AOC concludes that the project’s impacts will be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered other public facilities or the need for new or
physically altered public facilities in order to maintain performance objectives?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is to construct a
courthouse that will become the South Justice Center, replacing two
inadequate court facilities currently serving the south county
communities. The proposed courthouse will combine the services
currently being provided by two facilities, and is expected to be a more
efficient use of resources. The proposed project will not substantially
increase the need for assistance from public facilities or agencies.
Therefore, the AOC concludes that the project’s impacts will be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
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4.14 RECREATION

a) Will the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility will
occur or be accelerated?

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, the proposed courthouse
project does not include any residential units, so it will not increase the
City’s population and the related use of recreational facilities. Therefore,
the AOC concludes that impacts of the proposed project on park facilities
will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) Will the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The proposed
courthouse site is currently partly occupied by the Porterville
Fairgrounds-Municipal Ball Park and Grounds. Construction of the
project will eliminate these facilities, which cover approximately 3.6 acres
(City of Porterville 2008a). The AOC concludes that the project’s impact
will be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measure will reduce
recreation impacts to less than significant levels:

RECREATION 1

The AOC will provide funds directly to the City for the City’s
development of additional recreational facilities to provide new facilities
and/or expand the use of existing facilities to replace the lost recreational
facilities.
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4.15

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a) Will the project cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads,
or congestion at intersections)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Courthouse-related traffic is irregular and
variable on a daily basis primarily due to irregular patterns of juror calls.
Since jurors typically report to the courthouse in the morning and judicial
proceedings typically conclude before the afternoon peak traffic hour,
courthouse-related traffic is much higher during the morning traffic peak
hour than during the afternoon peak hour. Since the AM peak hour
analysis provides a stronger test of courthouse-related intersection
congestion and roadway capacity than a PM peak hour analysis, the
AQOC’s traffic analysis is evaluating the morning AM traffic peak and is
not evaluating the PM traffic peak. This AM analysis is based on a high
traffic day (i.e., concurrent operation of seven trial courts on the same
day). (See Appendix E for full Traffic Study).

Based on the Traffic Study performed for this project (Appendix E), the
project would be expected to generate, at most, 277 inbound and 28
outbound vehicle trips during the AM commute peak traffic hour of
adjacent street traffic.2 Delay due to project traffic increases will be
minimal at study intersections. This volume of traffic is not substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The
Traffic Study (see Table 1, Appendix E) found that Year 2012 volumes +
project traffic will result in all study intersections operating acceptably at
LOS C or better during the AM peak commute traffic hour of ambient
traffic on study area roadways. The high traffic day analyzed in this study
is representative of a reasonable worst-case scenario. Therefore, the AOC
concludes that traffic impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

2 Peak hours of adjacent street traffic are based upon November 2008 traffic counts
conducted for this project.
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b) Will the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

Less Than Significant Impact. Study area roadways are not included in
level of service standards established by the Tulare County Association of
Governments. Level of service standards for the subject roadways are
established by the City. Therefore, the AOC concludes that traffic level of
service impacts for designated roads are less than significant

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) WIill the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. Construction of the courthouse will have no impact on air
traffic patterns, air traffic levels, or safety risks. Therefore, the project will
have no impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Traffic Study evaluated the following
design features that commonly have the potential to increase hazards: left
turn lanes, sight line, and design speed/stopping distance. As noted in
Appendix E, analysts concluded:

e Left Turn Lane Evaluation (Eastbound Olive Avenue Approach To The
Project Access). Olive Avenue runs east-west. The project site has about
300 feet of frontage along Olive Avenue. The roadway is generally
level fronting the site, and there is little vegetation to obstruct sight
lines. The project site has sufficient frontage to accommodate the
planned two-way left turn lane. There are no physical obstructions to
prevent addition of a center turn lane to the roadway;

e Sight Line Evaluation. Field measurements indicate that from the
proposed Project Access driveway, sight lines will exceed 400 feet
viewing east and west (viewed from a vehicle waiting to turn onto
Olive Avenue from the Project Access);

e Design Speed and Stopping Sight Distance. Caltrans uses a term called
“Design Speed” in determining appropriate sight lines. The posted
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speed limit westbound and eastbound along Olive Avenue in the site
access vicinity is 35 mph. Based upon field measurements conducted
by Crane Transportation Group at the proposed driveway location, the
measured 85t percentile speed through this location was 43 mph

eastbound (downgrade) and 39 mph westbound.? For purposes of this
analysis, a conservative 43 mph speed limit is used as the “design
speed.”

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual indicates that for Private Road
Intersections “the minimum corner sight distance shall be equal to the
stopping sight distance.” (Section 405.1(c) —4 January 2007). Caltrans
Table 201.1 provides Stopping Sight Distance (speed/stopping sight
distance relationships) for private driveways - these relationships are
shown on Table 2 (Appendix E). At a design speed of 43 miles per
hour on wet pavement with a downhill grade, 353 feet of sight
distance would be required, viewed from the position of a vehicle
waiting to turn onto Olive Avenue from the Project Access driveway.
Field measurements indicate that the proposed courthouse driveway
will have sight lines that meet and exceed the required sight distances.

The new courthouse’s main entrance will connect to East Olive Avenue,
and the AOC’s design will be consistent with professional engineer traffic
standards. Driveway sight lines will comply with American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards. All
vehicular traffic will continue to access the courthouse using existing
roadways. Affected intersections have been shown to result in acceptable
with-project levels of service for the future (year 2012) scenario when the
project will be constructed and occupied. The AOC concludes that the
proposed project will not have any increased hazards due to a design
feature. Therefore, the project will have less than significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

3 The “85th percentile speed” refers to the speed of traffic at or below which 85 percent of

the vehicles are moving. As described in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets, AASHTO, 2004, the 85th percentile measurement would represent the
“pace” or “speed range” used by most drivers.

ERM
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e) Will the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. The AOC’s development of the project site
will conform to recommendations of the Superior Court, the Tulare
County Sheriff’s Department, and the City Fire Department to ensure
adequate emergency access. The proposed project does not include
closure of any public through street that is currently used for emergency
services, and it will therefore not interfere with the adopted emergency
response plan. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project’s impacts are
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.
) WIill the project result in inadequate parking capacity?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed off-street parking supply for
the courthouse is approximately 320 public and staff parking spaces and
11 private (restricted) spaces. The project’s Traffic Study

(Appendix E) projected maximum total inbound traffic at 277 vehicles,
some of which would be drop-offs (i.e., not requiring a parking space).
Based on typical day court schedules, the majority of parking demand
occurs during the initial hours of the court day. If the vast majority of
arrivals, perhaps as many as 90 percent (250) of the 277 inbound vehicles
required several hours of parking at the court, there would still be 81
spaces for other, later arrivals. Since the project’s on-site parking supply
substantially exceeds the projected maximum AM peak hour inbound
vehicle trips, the AOC concludes that the project’s parking impacts will be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

g) WIill the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation. Bus transportation is available to the project site today,
with a bus stop at the intersection of Olive and Plano and another at

B Street and Olive Avenue, about two blocks away from the site. The
location of these stops and service schedule is not anticipated to change
due to the project.
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4.16

Bicyclists would have access to the site via the bike lanes provided along
Olive Avenue, and bicycle parking would be provided in compliance with
City and State standards for bicycle parking. Therefore, the project will
have no significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) Will the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project
determine that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City will provide sanitary sewer
services to the project site. According to the Porterville General Plan, the
Porterville Wastewater Treatment Facility, located at the southwest corner
of West Grand Avenue and North Prospect Street, has the capacity to treat
approximately 8 million gallons per day. Wastewater produced by the
Proposed Project would be limited to restroom facilities for the
courthouse, and is considered negligible in comparison to the daily
capacity of 8 million gallons per day. Therefore, the AOC concludes that
the project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

b) WIill the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
RWQCB?

Less Than Significant Impact. The amount of wastewater generated daily
on a sustained basis after construction of the new courthouse will likely be
greater than that for existing uses (i.e., baseball and other sporting
practices and games and the Porterville Fair and other related group
events4). However, courthouse activities will not result in contaminant
emissions that will require a higher wastewater treatment level since
sanitary wastewater will only be generated during courthouse operation.
Therefore, the existing wastewater system will be capable of handling the

The volume of wastewater associated with fair operations may be significantly
greater than that associated with the same period of court operations, but the
volume averaged over a given year is likely to be significantly greater for
courthouse operations than for current site uses.
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wastewater generated from the new facility. Therefore, the project’s
impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

c) WIill the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City currently provides wastewater
treatment services to the project site, and will also provide such services to
the new courthouse facility. Given the sustained, full-day usage
throughout the year, the new courthouse facility will require additional
wastewater service needs beyond those required under the current land
uses. However, as detailed in its adopted 2001 Sewer System Master Plan,
the City plans to expand services to meet the needs projected for the
General Plan buildout, which includes the new courthouse. Therefore, the
project’s impacts will be less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

d) Will the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which will cause
significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed
with recreational fields and buildings associated with the Porterville
Fairgrounds. The new courthouse facility includes a parking lot and will
therefore add impervious surfaces to the site. However, as discussed in
Section 2.6, the project includes open, landscaped areas that will reduce
storm water runoff into the City’s storm drain system. Therefore, the
proposed project will have a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.

e) Will the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Porterville General Plan,
the City has historically obtained water from 34 active groundwater wells.
However, groundwater levels have declined moderately over the last 20
years according to Department of Water Resources hydrographs as cited
in the Porterville General Plan. However, the City may rehabilitate some
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wells to their previous performance levels, since encrustation of the wells
may have caused the decline. In addition, the City has purchased water
rights for about 900 acre-feet on an annual basis from the Pioneer Ditch
Company and the Porter Slough Ditch Company. Historically, most of this
water has not been used by the City.

Porterville expects to update their Water System Master Plan in 2008-2009,
with the goals of reducing groundwater pumping to match the aquifer
safe yield by 2020, and purchasing surface water and implementing water
conservation programs to meet the remaining demand for water. In
addition, the Porterville General Plan provides policies to ensure that
water supply facilities are constructed in proportion to urban
development through 2030. Since the project does not include new
housing, and the project’s very minor increase in employment will not
induce significant population growth, the AOC expects that the proposed
project will not require additional water supply needs beyond what has
already been anticipated in the General Plan. Therefore, the proposed
project will have a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

) WIill the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less Than Significant Impact: Porterville’s Public Works Department
collects commercial, residential, and industrial refuse in the City.
According to the General Plan, the Tulare County Consolidated Waste
Management Authority provides disposal services. Solid waste is
currently disposed of at Teapot Dome Landfill, a County-operated

Class III landfill. As of 2004, the landfill was at 84.7 percent capacity with
an anticipated closure date of 2012. When the landfill reaches capacity, the
County anticipates diverting waste through a transfer facility to either the
Woodpville or Visalia Landfills. The Woodville Landfill is also a County-
operated Class III landfill located approximately 15 miles northwest of the
city limits. As of 2006, the landfill was at 41.5 percent capacity with an
anticipated closure date of 2026. The Visalia Landfill, which was recently
expanded, is also a County-operated Class III landfill located
approximately 35 miles northwest of the city limits. As of 2006, this
landfill was at 13.3 percent capacity with an anticipated closure date of
2024. The Porterville General Plan states that the County expects the
estimated closure dates to be worst-case scenarios in the event that waste
diversion goals are not met. Therefore, the landfill capacities are expected
to be sufficient through the planning horizon of 2030. Given the
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4.17

availability of the Woodyville and Visalia landfills, the AOC concludes that
local landfills have enough capacity to receive solid waste from the
proposed project site.

Since there is adequate landfill capacity available, the AOC concludes that
impacts to solid waste disposal services will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

g) WIill the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and requlations related

to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact: Adequate solid waste storage areas at the
project site will be designated, and waste will be stored in containers in a
manner that complies with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations. Solid waste collection vehicles will be given adequate access
to the waste storage area. In addition, the AOC will comply with
California Code of Regulations, State Department of Health Services,
City’s Public Works Department, and the Air Pollution Control District
requirements for handling and disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore,
the AOC concludes that there will be no significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Wil the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,

b)

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

Less Than Significant. As discussed in Section 4.4 (Biological Resources)
and 4.5 (Cultural Resources), the proposed project has no biological or
cultural resource impacts that are potentially significant.

Will the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The proposed project
may have potentially significant impacts with regard to Air Quality
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(Section 4.3), Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.7), Noise
(Section 4.11), and Recreation (Section 4.14). However, implementation of
mitigation measures in those sections will reduce these potential impacts
to a less than significant level. Other projects proposed in the vicinity of
the project site include mixed use residential and commercial
development as outlined in the Downtown Porterville Design Guidelines
Review Draft (City of Porterville, 2008d). To obtain City approval for these
future projects, the project applicants will be required to comply with City
ordinances, the City General Plan, and with the CEQA to ensure that
potential environmental impacts will be reduced to a less than significant
level. Since potential impacts from the proposed project and future
projects will be mitigated in accordance with local and state regulations, it
is expected that the cumulative impacts from the proposed project and
other probable future projects will be less than significant.

c) WIill the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The proposed project
has the potential to have significant physical effects on the environment,
either directly or indirectly, above baseline conditions. Effects that are
identified in this Initial Study as having possible substantial adverse
impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, are limited to Air
Quality (Section 4.3), Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.7),
Noise (Section 4.11), and Recreation (Section 4.14). These effects are
discussed in their respective sections and will be reduced to a less than
significant level with implementation of the required mitigations.
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7.0

7.1

INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

AIR QUALITY

AIR QUALITY 1

In all disturbed areas, including storage piles that are not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, the construction contractor shall effectively stabilize dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covering with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground
cover.

AIR QUALITY 2

Use water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant materials to effectively stabilize dust emissions on all
on-site unpaved roads.

AIR QUALITY 3

All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition
activities shall include application of water to effectively control fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 4

If materials are transported off-site, the construction contractor shall cover all material or
effectively wet all materials to limit visible dust emissions and maintain at least 6 inches of
freeboard space from the top of the container.

AIR QUALITY 5

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday.

AIR QUALITY 6

Following the addition of materials to outdoor storage piles or the removal of materials, the
construction contractor shall effectively stabilize the surface of outdoor storage piles utilizing
sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant to prevent fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 7

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from
areas with a slope greater than 1 percent.
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7.2

7.3

7.4

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 1

During demolition of the structures, a qualified environmental professional shall evaluate paint
that is separated from the building material to determine its proper management, and the AOC’s
construction contractor will dispose of the materials in the manner determined by the
environmental professional and in compliance with all applicable laws.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 2

Prior to demolition activities, the AOC’s construction contractor will have a qualified
environmental professional conduct an asbestos survey to determine the presence or absence of
asbestos. If asbestos materials are present, the construction contractor will perform asbestos
removal by a State-certified asbestos containment contractor in accordance with both the Toxic
Substances Control Act, Title 15 of the United States Code, Section 2601 et seq.), and Title 2 -
Asbestos Hazardous Emergency Response for Handling Asbestos.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 3

The AOC’s contractor documents will require the construction contractor to ensure that a licensed
hauler transports hazardous waste for disposal at an appropriate facility in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

NOISE

NOISE1

Restrict construction activities that generate substantial noise to the hours between 7 a.m. and 5
p.m. on Monday through Saturday. No activities that generate substantial noise shall occur on
Sundays or holidays

NOISE 2

Locate staging area and stationary equipment as far as possible from sensitive receptors (such as
the homes north and west of the project site).

NOISE 3

Ensure all construction equipment is properly maintained and operated and equipped with
mufflers.

RECREATION

RECREATION 1

The AOC will provide funds directly to the City for the City’s development of additional
recreational facilities to provide new facilities and/or expand the use of existing facilities to replace
the lost recreational facilities.
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8.0 LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION

I find that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project can have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the AOC X
has made revisions in the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at
least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project can have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is
required.

Jod- e

Administrative Office of the Courts

Signature (Agency)
Jerome Ripperda 28 July 2009
Printed Name/Title Date
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9.0

COMMENTS RECEIVED

The AOC made the Draft Initial Study available to the public for a 30-day
public review period from 4 June through 3 July 2009. The AOC filed a
Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse and notified the public
that copies of the Draft Initial Study could be obtained at the Porterville
Public Library at 41 West Thurman Street in Porterville, California, or by
downloading the document from a website. The AOC also sent notice to
landowner individuals within an approximately 0.4-mile radius of the
project site and to interested public representatives and agencies. The
mailing list, with addresses obtained from the City of Porterville, is
provided in Appendix G.

As indicated in the Public Notice, the AOC held a Public Meeting on

25 June 2009 at the Porterville City Hall at 291 North Main Street in
Porterville, California. During that meeting, several individuals asked
questions specific to the project; these questions were recorded, but were
generally not addressed, at that time. The comments/questions presented
by the general public during the Public Meeting are replicated in

Section 10.

With the exception of these comments and questions, no comments were
received during the public comment period.
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10.0

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The comments and questions presented during the 25 June 2009 Public
Meeting are presented below. In each case, the individual comments are
provided in bolded font prior to providing the response (in italics). The
questions/comments concerned conditions already addressed in the Draft
Initial Study, and in most cases, revisions to the Draft Initial Study were not
warranted in response to the comments. In cases where responses include
revisions or additions to the text in the Draft Initial Study, the text deleted
from the Draft Initial Study is shown in strike-through, and the new text is
shown as underlined. The changes have been incorporated within the
Final Initial Study. As noted in the prior section, these
questions/comments were recorded during the Public Meeting, but were
not addressed at that time.

1. Calvin Thompson
a. Mr. Thompson asked what the northern limit of the project is and

whether it extends to Garden Avenue.

The project boundaries are depicted in Figure 3. The proposed project
includes a secondary vehicular entrance and a secondary vehicular exit
along the northern site boundary. These features directly connect the
Courthouse parking areas with East Garden Avenue. Otherwise, the
project does not extend to East Garden Avenue.

2. Brandon Terrel

a. Mr. Terrel asked if sufficient parking spaces will be provided
and expressed concern regarding the current parking problems.
Mr. Terrel lives directly across the street from the project site and
has experienced problems with people parking in the
neighborhood (specifically when the fair is in town), blocking
the driveways, and littering. Mr. Terrel is concerned that this
will occur when the new courthouse is built. Mr. Terrel would
like the City to acknowledge the home owners take care of their
properties and also would have parking enforcement prohibit
people from parking in the neighborhood and blocking the
driveways.
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As presented in Section 4.15(f), “The proposed off-street parking supply
for the courthouse is approximately 320 public and staff parking spaces
and 11 private (restricted) spaces. The project’s Traffic Study

(Appendix E) projected maximum total inbound traffic at 277 vehicles,
some of which will be drop-offs (i.e., not requiring a parking space). Based
on typical day court schedules, the majority of parking demand occurs
during the initial hours of the court day. If the vast majority of arrivals,
perhaps as many as 90 percent (250) of the 277 inbound vehicles required
several hours of parking at the court, there would still be 81 spaces for
other, later arrivals. Since the project’s on-site parking supply
substantially exceeds the projected maximum AM peak hour inbound
vehicle trips, the AOC concludes that the project’s parking impacts will be
less than significant.” Therefore, based on the parking capacity at the
facility, it is unlikely that individuals with court-related business will be
unable to park at the courthouse and will park on Garden Avenue.

. Mr. Terrel asked if a wall will be built on Garden Avenue to

prohibit people from parking and walking across the street to the
courthouse.

As discussed in Section 2 and depicted in Figure 3, with the exception of
driveways into and out of the parking areas, the project does not fully
extend to East Garden Avenue, forming a triangular parcel of land
between the Courthouse parking lots and East Garden Avenue to the
north. Therefore, the project does not include construction of a wall along
East Garden Avenue. However, as stated above, given the sufficient
parking capacity for the proposed project and its proximity to the proposed
Courthouse structure, it is not likely that individuals with court-related
business will be unable to park at the courthouse and will park on Garden
Avenue and walk across the street.

3. Unknown commenter (name not stated)

a. The commenter expressed concern regarding the current parking

problems on Garden Avenue and has experienced the same
problems as Mr. Terrel with people blocking the driveways.

See response to comment #2(a).
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b. The commenter asked what will happen on Garden Avenue.

As described in Section 2, with the exception of the driveways into and out
of the parking areas, the project does not extend to East Garden Avenue,
and includes no changes to East Garden Avenue.

4. Time: 18:34, Edward Limon
a. Mr. Limon owns a house across the street from the project site on
Garden Avenue and asked if signs stating “No Parking from
8 a.m. to 5 p.m.” could be put up.

As discussed in prior comment responses, given the sufficient parking
capacity for the proposed project and its proximity to the proposed
Courthouse structure, it is not likely that individuals with court-related
business will be unable to park at the courthouse and will park on Garden
Avenue. 1If there should be concerns regarding inappropriate or
problematic parking along Garden Avenue, those concerns (as with any
parking issues in the City of Porterville) should be raised to the City’s
Engineer.

5. Time: 25:07, Brandon Terrel
a. Mr. Terrel asked for clarification on the meaning of the
(rectangular) section in Figure 2 that says, “Additional Area
Project Will Clear.”

The notation in Figure 2 refers to the project’s demolition of all structures
associated with the former Fairgrounds, including those that extend
beyond the boundaries of the project site to the east. For clarification,
relevant text in Section 2.6, page 10, has been changed as follows: “Prior
to construction of the courthouse, the AOC will demolish the property’s
existing structures that have been used for the Porterville Fairgrounds,
including structures located in part or in whole outside the proposed
project boundaries (see area noted in Figure 2 as “Additional Area that
the Project will Clear™).
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6. Time: 26:46, Brandon Terrel
Mr. Terrel reiterated his concerns regarding the parking and
requested that someone go on record stating that they are going
to take an active approach (in researching parking problems). If
the parking does become a problem, Mr. Terrel would like the
City to address it.

See response to comment 4(a).
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11.0

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT INITIAL STUDY

The Lead Agency has made the following revisions to the Draft Initial
Study. The deleted text from the Draft Initial Study is shown in strike-
through below, and the new text is shown as underlined. The changes
incorporated within the Final Initial Study are listed below.

1. Revision: On Title Page, the word “Draft” has been removed and
the date has been changed to reflect the date of finalization.

2. Revision: The following sections and appendices have been
added:

SECTION 9 - COMMENTS RECEIVED

SECTION 10 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SECTION 11 - REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT INITIAL STUDY
APPENDIX F - PUBLIC NOTICE

APPENDIX G - MAILING LIST

APPENDIX H - MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

3. Revision: In Section 2.6, page 10, last paragraph, the following
change has been made:

The AOC plans to acquire the site in 2009, begin construction in February
2011, complete construction in July 2012, and begin operation in August
2012. The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require
the construction contractor to acquire the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Board’s approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and
to implement the plan. Prior to construction of the courthouse, the AOC
will demolish the property’s existing structures that have been used for
the Porterville Fairgrounds, including structures located in part or in
whole outside the proposed project boundaries (see area noted in Figure 2
as “Additional Area that the Project will Clear”). After completion of the
new courthouse, the Superior Court will vacate the current Porterville and
Tulare facilities.
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Appendix A
LEED Checklist



LEED for New Constructionv 2.2
Registered Project Checkilist

Project Name:

Project Address:

Yes ? No

Project Totals (Pre-Certification Estimates) 69 Points
Certified: 26-32 points  Silver: 33-38 points  Gold: 39-51 points ~ Platinum: 52-69 points

Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1 Construction Activity Pollution Prevention Required
Credit1 Site Selection 1
Credit 2 Development Density & Community Connectivity 1
Credit 3 Brownfield Redevelopment 1
Credit4.1 Alternative Transportation, Public Transportation 1
Credit4.2  Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms 1
Credit4.3  Alternative Transportation, Low-Emitting & Fuel Efficient Vehicles 1
Credit4.4  Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity 1
Credit5.1  Site Development, Protect or Restore Habitat 1
Credit5.2  Site Development, Maximize Open Space 1
Credit6.1  Stormwater Design, Quantity Control 1
Credit6.2  Stormwater Design, Quality Control 1
Credit7.1  Heat Island Effect, Non-Roof 1
Credit 7.2  Heat Island Effect, Roof 1
Credit 8 Light Pollution Reduction 1

Yes ? No
Credit1.1  Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50% 1
Credit1.2  Water Efficient Landscaping, No Potable Use or No Irrigation 1
Credit 2 Innovative Wastewater Technologies 1
Credit3.1  Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction 1
Credit3.2  Water Use Reduction, 30% Reduction 1

Powered by

Adobe,, Livecyclem Last Modified: May 2008 lof4



LEED for New Constructionv 2.2
Registered Project Checklist

Yes ? No

Energy & Atmosphere 17 Points

Yes Prereq 1 Fundamental Commissioning of the Building Energy Systems Required

Yes Prereq 1 Minimum Energy Performance Required

Yes Prereq 1 Fundamental Refrigerant Management Required

*Note for EAc1: All LEED for New Construction projects registered after June 26, 2007 are required to achieve at least two (2) points.

Credit1 Optimize Energy Performance 1to 10
Credit 1.1  10.5% New Buildings / 3.5% Existing Building Renovations 1
Credit 1.2 14% New Buildings / 7% Existing Building Renovations 2
Credit 1.3 17.5% New Buildings / 10.5% Existing Building Renovations 3
Credit 1.4 21% New Buildings / 14% Existing Building Renovations 4
Credit 1.5  24.5% New Buildings / 17.5% Existing Building Renovations 5
Credit 1.6 28% New Buildings / 21% Existing Building Renovations 6
Credit 1.7 31.5% New Buildings / 24.5% Existing Building Renovations 7
Credit 1.8 35% New Buildings / 28% Existing Building Renovations 8
Credit 1.9  38.5% New Buildings / 31.5% Existing Building Renovations 9
Credit 1.10  42% New Buildings / 35% Existing Building Renovations 10
Credit 2 On-Site Renewable Energy 1to3
Credit 2.1 2.5% Renewable Energy 1
Credit 2.2 7.5% Renewable Energy 2
Credit 2.3 12.5% Renewable Energy 3
Credit 3 Enhanced Commissioning 1
Credit4 Enhanced Refrigerant Management 1
Credit5 Measurement & Verification 1
Credit 6 Green Power 1

Powered by

Adobeﬁ LiveCycIe" Last Modified: May 2008 2 of 4



Yes ? No

Yes Prereq 1

Credit 1.1
Credit 1.2
Credit 1.3
Credit 2.1
Credit 2.2
Credit 3.1
Credit 3.2
Credit4.1
Credit 4.2
Credit5.1
Credit5.2
Credit 6

Credit 7

Yes ? No

Prereq 1

Prereq 2

Credit 1

Credit 2

Credit 3.1
Credit 3.2
Credit4.1
Credit4.2
Credit4.3
Credit4.4
Credit5

Credit 6.1
Credit 6.2
Credit 7.1
Credit 7.2
Credit 8.1
Credit 8.2

Powered by

Adobe LiveCycle

LEED for New Constructionv 2.2
Registered Project Checklist

Materials & Resources 13 Points

Storage & Collection of Recyclables Required

Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof
Building Reuse, Maintain 95% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof
Building Reuse, Maintain 50% of Interior Non-Structural Elements
Construction Waste Management, Divert 50% from Disposal
Construction Waste Management, Divert 75% from Disposal
Materials Reuse, 5%

Materials Reuse, 10%

Recycled Content, 10% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)
Recycled Content, 20% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)
Regional Materials, 10% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured
Regional Materials, 20% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured
Rapidly Renewable Materials

Certified Wood

Indoor Environmental Quality 15 Points

L N T T e T e T Y N N S S S S

Minimum IAQ Performance Required

Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control Required

Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring

Increased Ventilation

Construction IAQ Management Plan, During Construction
Construction IAQ Management Plan, Before Occupancy
Low-Emitting Materials, Adhesives & Sealants
Low-Emitting Materials, Paints & Coatings

Low-Emitting Materials, Carpet Systems

Low-Emitting Materials, Composite Wood & Agrifiber Products
Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control
Controllability of Systems, Lighting

Controllability of Systems, Thermal Comfort

Thermal Comfort, Design

Thermal Comfort, Verification

Daylight & Views, Daylight 75% of Spaces

Daylight & Views, Views for 90% of Spaces

Last Modified: May 2008
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Yes ? No

Powered by

Adobe LiveCycle

LEED for New Constructionv 2.2
Registered Project Checklist

Innovation & Design Process

Credit1.1
Credit1.2
Credit1.3
Credit 1.4
Credit 2

Innovation in Design:
Innovation in Design:
Innovation in Design:
Innovation in Design:
LEED® Accredited Professional

5 Points

Last Modified: May 2008
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Appendix B
Air Quality Data



The following sections were excerpted from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts,
adopted 20 August 1998 and revised 10 January 2002. The document is an
advisory document providing uniform procedures for addressing air quality in
environmental documents. According to the following guidelines, a detailed
analysis of air quality impacts is required only for projects that would generate a
certain number of trips (see Table 5-2 below). The proposed project does not
meet these criteria, and a detailed air quality analysis was therefore not required.

5.3 QUANTITATIVE EMISSIONS ANALYSIS LEVEL

This section describes the level of quantitative emissions analysis recommended for
various sizes and types of land use projects. The STVAPCD has established a three-tiered
approach to determining significance related to a project’s quantified ozone precursor
emissions. Each tier or level requires a different degree of complexity of emissions
calculation and modeling to determine air quality significance as described below. Table 5-
1 summarizes the requirements for each level of analysis. Each level also requires the
project to be analyzed for toxic air contaminants, hazardous materials, and odors. The
potential for asbestos emissions must also be considered. For asbestos, size or complexity
of the project does not matter. Any project that includes demolition or renovation of
existing buildings needs to contact the STVAPCD s Asbestos Coordinators at the
appropriate STVAPCD regional office.

Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL). The STVAPCD pre-calculated the emissions on a
large number and types of projects to identify the level at which they have no possibility of
exceeding the emissions thresholds listed in Table 4-1. Table 5-2 provides this information
in terms of vehicle trips required to exceed the SPAL threshold for five general land use
categories™. Table 5-3 lists sizes of various specific development types meeting these
criteria. Projects falling under these size thresholds qualify for what the STVAPCD refers
to as the Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL). No quantification of ozone precursor

** CCR §15052(a)
** Land use category descriptions are provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation report and in the URBEMIS 7G for Windows User's Guide.



emissions is needed for projects less than or equal to the sizes listed, however. other
factors, such as toxic air contaminants, hazardous materials. asbestos, and odors still need
to be analyzed. The STVAPCD still wishes to review SPAL projects. Initial studies should
note that the project is a SPAL project and provide a brief justification for the finding of no
significant air quality impacts. For a multi-use project, if its combined trip generation rate
exceeds the lowest applicable trip threshold from Table 5-2, an air quality analysis as
described for the Cursory Analysis Level (CAL) should be prepared.

Note that even if a project is on the SPAL list, it does not relieve the Lead Agency from
assessing a project for other potential significant air quality impacts. Some industrial and
commercial projects may have impacts related to toxic air contaminants, hazardous
materials, or odors. Projects containing sensitive receptors such as residential subdivisions,
schools, hospitals, and so on must be assessed for exposure to pollutants from existing or
planned industrial and commereial development. Any project that includes demolition or
renovation of existing buildings needs to contact the STVAPCD’s Asbestos Coordinators at
the appropriate STVAPCD regional office.

When a project falls under the SPAL. the Lead Agency should use the mnformation in the
mnitial study checklist, or whatever format used, to justify a finding of less than significant
air quality impacts. The initial study should also verify that no sensitive receptors would be
exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations as a result of the project.



Table 5-1
Project Analysis Requirements

Analysis Level Analysis Requirements

Small Project | Verify project qualifies as a SPAL project (Table 5-2, 5-3).

Analysis Level | ¢  Examine area surrounding project site for sources of toxic air

(SPAL) contaminants, hazardous materials, and odors.

e If industrial or commercial: verify that projeet is not a source of toxic
air contaminants, hazardous materials, and odors.

¢ Mitigate cumulative impacts with measures appropriate for the site.
If demolition or renovation of existing buildings, contact the District
for asbestos requirements.

Cursory e Conduct URBEMIS 7G for \Vindou-'f‘l model run.
Analysis Level | e  Screen project for CO impact™; run CALINE4*® if required.
(CAL) e Perform sereening analysis of potential toxies, hazardous materials, and

odor impacts if near a potential source or if project 1s a potential source
of these pollutants.

s If demolition or renovation of existing buildings, contact the District
for asbestos requirements.

e Identify mitigation measures and quantify with URBEMIS 7G for
Windows when feasible.

e If project is identified as potentially significant using the abowve
sereening methods, prepare full analysis.

Full Analysis ¢ Conduct URBEMIS 7G for Windows model run for projects.

Level (FAL) ¢ Conduct Direct Travel Impact Model (DTIM)*’ model run for large
plans when a transportation model is available.
Screen project for CO impact/run CALINE4 if required
Perform screening analysis for potential toxics, hazardous materials,
and odors.

e Ifproject is identified as a potentially significant source of toxic or
hazardous pollutants, prepare a health risk assessment.

* URBEMIS for Windows is available on ARB’s website
sl_ﬂtp:.-".-"ww.arb_ca_gov.-"urbemis?.-"urbemis?_htm:J

® The SJVAPCD recommends using the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Manoxide Protocol
(CO Protocol) developed by UC Davis in December 1997. The program deals with project-level air
quality analysis needed for federal conformity determinations, NEPA, and CEQA. The CO Protocal
is available on Caltrans’ website (http://www.dot.ca_.gov/hg/env/airextsoft htm).

** CALINE4 (CAlifornia LINE Source Dispersion Model), is the standard modeling program used by
Caltrans to assess air quality impacts near transportation facilities, in the rare cases when the
screening procedures of the CO Protocol fail. It is based on the Gaussian diffusion equation and
employs a mixing zone concept to characterize pollutant dispersion over the roadway. The
SJVAPCD recommends the use of CL4 (Version 1.31). CL4 is a user interface designed to work
with the CO Protocol, and can only be used for CO analysis. The program reguires Windows 95/NT
or higher and is available on Caltrans’ website (http://'www._dot.ca.gov/hg/env/air/extsoft.htm).




e Prepare an air quality report containing:
= existing air quality conditions;
» analysis of project air quality impacts: mitigation measures; and
= results of modeling as technical appendices.

Table 5-2
Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) in Vehicle Trips
Land Use Category Project Size™
Residential Housing 1,453 trips/day
Commercial 1,673 trips/day
Office 1,628 trips/day
Institutional 1,707 trips/day
Industrial 1,506 trips/day
Table 5-3 (a)

Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) by Project Type
Land Use Category Project Size
Housing

Single Family 152 Units
Apartments, Low Rise 220 Units
Apartments, High Rise 345 Units
Condominiums, General 270 Units
Condominiums, High Rise 335 Units
Mobile Homes 330 Units
Retirement Community 460 Units

" The Direct Travel Impact Model (DTIM) was developed by Caltrans in the late 1970's and is used
in the State of California to calculate amounts of air pollutant emitted from motor vehicles and fuel
consumption. The DTIM analysis is based on travel data produced by the Regional Transportation
Model and on emission factors from the EMFAC Model. Some jurisdictions use the mobile
emission inventory model MVEITG when DTIM is not available. MVEI7G is available from the
California Air Resources Beard at www.arb.ca.gov/imsei/mvei/mvei.htm.

* The project size numbers, and the trip generation numbers in Tables 5-2 and 5-3 were generated
with URBEMIS 7G for Windows using default settings and are based on 90 percent of the ozone
precursor emission thresholds. For definitions of land use categories listed above, see the
URBEMIS 7G for Windows User's Guide or the latest edition of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers, Trip Generation Manual.




Table 5-3 (b)

Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) by Project Type

Land Use Category

Project Size

Office

General Office Building 110,000 ft°
Office Park 106,000 ft”
Government (Civie Center) 57.000 ft°
Government Office Building 23.000 ft°
Medical Office Building 52,000 ft*

Table 5-3 (c)

Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) by Project Type

Land Use Category

Project Size

Retail

Free Standing Discount Store 61.000 ft°
Regional Shopping Center<57,000 11.000 ft
Discount Club Store 40,000 ft-
Supermarket 9,000 ft
Convenience Market (w/o gas pumps) 2,000 ft°
Convenience Market (w/ gas pumps) 2,000 ft°
Gasoline/Service Station 10 pumps
Quality Restaurant 20.000 ft°
Restaurant (high turnover sit-down) 9,000 ft*
Fast Food Restaurant 2,000 ft
Day Care Center 22.000 ft°
Bank (w/ drive-through) 10,000 ft*
Racquet/Health Club 44,000 ft*
Hotel 200 Units

Motel

170 Units




Table 5-3 (d)
Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) by Project Type

Land Use Category Project Size
Industrial ¥
General Light Industry 510.000 ft-
Heavy Industry 920,000 ft°
Industrial Park 370,000 ft°
Manufacturing 400,000 ft°
Table 5-3 (e)

Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) by Project Type
Land Use Category Project Size
Institutional

Hospital 78,000 ft°
Elementary School 1875 students
Junior High School 1680 students
High School 1325 students
Junior College (2 year) 1100 students
University/College (4 year) 716 students
Place of Worship 48,000 ft

Cursory Analysis Level (CAL). Projects above the SPAL and most multi-use projects
require a cursory air quality analysis to determine if they will exceed air quality
significance thresholds after mitigation. A cursory analysis includes emission
quantification, preliminary CO screening, and qualitative analysis of potential construction,
toxies, and odor impacts. The STVAPCD recommends using the URBEMIS 7G for
Windows program to calculate project area source and mobile source emissions and for
identifying mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

If a project has over a five year projected build-out, analyses should be done for the final
build-out year (using the nearest default year in URBEMIS) and one intermediate year
(using the URBEMIS default year nearest to the midpoint of projected build-out of the
project). URBEMIS 7G for Windows provides the following default years: 2000, 2001,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020. If projected emissions exceed thresholds
for any analysis year, the impact 1s considered to be significant and a full analysis 1s
required.

* The SPAL levels for industrial sources are based only on indirect source emissions. Emissions
from SJVAPCD regulated stationary sources are nat included.



If there 15 a possibility that the project will result in a substantial increase in traffic
congestion, it should be screened for potential CO hot spots using the CO Protocol’
described in section 5.6.3 of this document. The area around the project site should be
examined for the presence of potential toxic pollution sources and odor sources. When
analyzing industrial projects, the impacts of potential toxic emissions and odors on any
sensitive receptors near the project site must be identified. Applicants for any project that
includes demolition or renovation of existing buildings need to contact the STVAPCD s
Asbestos Coordinators at the appropriate STVAPCD regional office.

The SJVAPCD recommends that the results of the cursory analysis be presented in an air
quality report that would be included in the environmental documentation supporting the
negative declaration. The air quality report should include a brief air quality setting, the
emissions analysis results, results of other air analyses, and a description of mitigation
measures used to reduce the project’s emissions. Provide either full documentation of
calculations with justification of mitigation measures used when using manual method of
quantification or an URBEMIS 7G for Windows detailed printout with deseriptions of any
modifications to URBEMIS 7G for Windows defaults (with justification for reduction
amount).

Full Analysis Level (FAL). If the cursory analysis demonstrates that projected emissions
from a project will be greater than the STVAPCD’s thresholds after mitigation or the
project is of such magnitude that the ozone precursor thresholds would be obviously
exceeded, a full analysis should be prepared. A full analysis will consist of the information
applicable to the cursory analysis plus a thorough discussion of the air quality impacts and
air quality environmental setting, as deseribed in Section 5.4 of this document. Projects
found to exceed CO screening thresholds may also require CO hotspot analysis using the
CALINE4 dispersion model’’. Projects containing toxic emission sources and those
projects potentially exposed to toxic emissions may require a toxies risk assessment. Risk
assessments require dispersion modeling to determine cancer risk for the nearest exposed
individual. Procedures for addressing toxie air contaminants and hazardous air pollutants
are found later 1n this section.
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Environmental
Resources
Management

1777 Botelho Drive

Suite 260

Walnut Creek, CA 94596
(925) 946-0455

18 September 2008 (925) 946-9968 (fax)

Ms. Celeste Thomson
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center
California State University, Bakersfield

9001 Stockdale Highway
Bakersfield, CA 93311 ERM

Subject: Request for search of California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS) for a New Courthouse Site in Porterville, CA

Dear Ms. Thomson:

On behalf of the Judicial Council of California’s Administrative Office the
Courts (AOC), ERM is preparing an Initial Study pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the construction of a
new courthouse in the City of Porterville, California for use by the
Superior Court of California, County of Tulare. The AOC proposes to
acquire 7.5 acres of property from the City of Porterville for the new
courthouse. The proposed building will have approximately 90,000
square feet and will be four stories.

A map of the project area is attached, and following is a list of site-
specific information to assist with this request:

COUNTY Tulare County

SECTION Section 25

TOWNSHIP Township 21 South

RANGE Range 27 East

USGS NE Y4 of Porterville 7.5” Quad
QUADRANGLE

APPROX. 36.0661°N, 119.0116°W
COORDINATES

ERM FAX# (925) 946-9968

Please feel free to contact me at (925) 279-3204 with any questions
concerning this project. Thank you for your assistance.



Ms. Celeste Thomson
18 September
Page 2

Sincerely,

(55

Jeanne Levine
Environmental Scientist

ERM #0061285.202
enclosures



Facsimile povironmental
Management
To: Native A.smerican Heritage Commission 1777 Botelho Drive
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 Suite 260
Sacramento, CA 95814 Walnut Creek, CA 94596
(925) 946-0455
Fax number: (916) 657-5390 (925) 946-9968 (fax)
From: Jeanne Levine, Environmental Scientist
Subject Proposed 4-story Courthouse for the Judicial HH
Council of California, Administrative Office of ﬁ
the Courts SaE
Date: 16 September 2008 ERM®
Number of pages: 1 including cover sheet

On behalf of the Administrative Office of the Courts, ERM is preparing an
Initial Study pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) for this proposed project. This is to request a data search from the
Registry of Sacred Sites. Any additional recommendations your office
may have concerning potential impacts to cultural resources at or in the
vicinity of the proposed project will be appreciated. A map of the project
area is attached, and following is a list of site-specific information to assist
with this request:

COUNTY Tulare County

SECTION Section 25

TOWNSHIP Township 21 South

RANGE Range 27 East

USGS NE Y4 of Porterville 7.5 Quad
QUADRANGLE

APPROX. 36.0661°N, 119.0116°W
COORDINATES

Please direct your response or any questions concerning this project to
Jeanne Levine at (925) 279-3204. Thank you for your assistance on this
project.



CALIFORNIA FRESNO Southern San Joaquin Valley
Archaeological Inf tion C
ﬂ ISTORICAL KERN C:;i:f::r:: gS"‘r:c?fe Un?::r“:i':;’,‘ Baeknet‘e's?ield
RESOURCES KINGS gg)%\lv‘slfockdale Highway
INFORMATION MADERA Bakersfield, California 93311-1022
(661) 654-2289 FAX (661) 654-2415
SYSTEM TULARE E-mail: abaldwin@csué.edu)
TO: Jeanne Levine, Environmental Scientist (RS# 08-300)

Environmental Resources Management
1777 Botelho Drive, Suite 260
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

DATE: October 9, 2008
RE: ERM# 0061285.202; New Courthouse Site, Porterville, CA.
CO: Tulare

MAP(s): Porterville 7.5’

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH

The following are the results of a search of the cultural resources site record
files at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Archaeological Information Center. These
files include known and recorded archaeological and historic sites, inventory and
excavation reports filed with this office, and properties listed in the Historic Property
Data File (8/18/08), on the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register,
the California Historical Landmarks, the California Inventory of Historic Resources and
the California Points of Historical Interest.

PRIOR CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORIES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA AND
A ONE-HALF MILE RADIUS

According to the information in our files, there have been no previous cultural
resource surveys conducted within the project area. There have been twelve (12)
previous surveys in a one-half mile radius, TU-115, 159, 532, 539, 630, 1031, 1052, 1061,
1243, 1295, 1303, and 1329.

KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA AND A ONE-
HALF MILE RADIUS

There are no recorded cultural resources within the project area, and it is not
known if resources exist there.



(RS# 08-300)

There are thirteen (13) recorded archaeological sites within a one-half mile
radius of the project area, P-54-573, 2423, 2804, 4032, 4309, 4354, 4355, 4356,
4357, 4358, 4359, 4360, and 4361.

There are no cultural resources within the project area, or the immediate vicinity
that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register,
California State Historic Landmarks, California Inventory of Historic Resources or the
California Points of Historical Interest.

COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS

We understand this project consists of the construction of a new courthouse for
the city of Porterville, Tulare County, CA. If the property is currently vacant, prior fo
ground disturbance activities, we recommend that a qualified professional archaeologist
conduct a field survey of the entire parcel in order to determine if cultural resources
exist there. A referral list of qualified professionals is available upon request. If the
property is already developed or underground utilities exist, no further investigation is
needed at this time. During any ground disturbance activities if cultural resources are
unearthed all work should halt in the area of the find. A qualified professional
archaeologist should be called in to evaluate the find and make the appropriate
mitigation recommendations. If you have any questions or need additional information,
please don't hesitate to contact our office at (661) 654-2289.

By

Q. ety
Brian E. Hemphill, Ph. D.
Coordinator

Date: October 9, 2008
Fee: $150.00/hr. (Standard Service)

Please note that invoices for Information Center services will be sent under separate
cover from the California State University, Bakersfield Accounting Office.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(818) BE3-R251

Fax (916) 6575390

Wab Site www nahc.ca.gay

o-mall: ds_nahc@pacbeli.net

September 24, 2008

Ms._ Jeanne Levine, Environmental Scientist
Environmental Resources Management (ERM)
1777 Botelho Drive, Suite 260

Walnut Creek, CA 94506

Sent by FAX to: 925-946-8968

No. of Pages: 2

Re: Request for a Sacred Lands File records search and Nafive American Contacts list for the
proposed Four-Story Courthouse for the Judieja) Council of California, Administrative Office
of the Couris localed in the Poriewville area; Tulare County, California

Dear Ms. Levine:

The Native American Heritage Commission was able to perform a record search of its
Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the affected project area/area of potential effect (APE). The SLF failed
to indicate the presence of Native Amierican cultural resources in the immediate project area. The
absence of specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not guarantee the absence of
cultural resources in any project area.

Early consultation with Native American fribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Enclosed are the names of culturally-
affiliated Ndtive American Contacts that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project
area. A list of Native American contacts is attached to assist you. Itis advisable 1 contact the
persons listed; if they cannot supply you with specific information about the impact on cultural
resources, they may be able fo refer you to dnother fribe or person knowledgeéable of the culfisral
resources in or near the affected project area. A local tribe or Native American individual may be
the only source of a Native American cultural resource.

Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the Califormia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when significant cultural resources could be affected by a
project. Also, Public Resources Code Section 15064.5(f) and Section 15097.98 @nd Health &
Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally discovered archeological
resources during construction and mandate the processes to be followed in the event of an
accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated cemetery.
Discussion of these should be inctuded in your environmental documents, as appropriate.

ou have any questionis about this response 1o your request, please do not hesitate to
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Native American Contacts

Tulare County

September 24, 2008

Santa Rosa Rancheria

Clarence Atwell, Chairperson

P.O. Box 8 Tache
Lemoore : GA 93245 Tachi

(559) 924-1278 Yokut

(559) 924-3583 Fax

Tule River Indian Tribe
Neil Peyron, Chairperson

P.O. Box 589 Yokuts
Porterville » CA 93258
chairman@iulerivertribe-nsn.

(559) 781-4271

(559) 781-4610 FAX

Ron Wermuth

P.O. Box 168 Tubatulabal
Kernville » CA 93238 Kawaiisu
warmoose @earthlink.net Koso

(760) 376-4240 - Home Yokuts

(916) 717-1176 - Cell

Woukchumni Tribe

Susan Weese

1540 S. Bollinger Court
Visalia » CA 93277
(559) 303-0606

Wukchumni

This list ls current only as of the date of this document.

Esohm Valley Band of Indians

Kenneth Woodrow, Chairperson

1179 Rock Haven Ct. Foothill Yokuts
Salinas » CA 93906 Mono

831-443-9702

Tubatulabals of Kern Valley

Donna Begay, Tribal Chairwoman

P.O. Box 226 Tubatulabal
Lake Isabella , CA 93240

(760) 379-4590

(760) 379-4592 FAX

Santa Rosa Rancheria

Lalo Franco, Director - Cultural Deparment
P.O.Box 8 Yokuts
Lemoore » CA 93245 Tachi

(559) 924-1278

Wukchumni Tribe

John Sartuche

929 N. Lovers Lane

Visalia » CA 93292
(559) 636-1136

Wukchumni

Distibution of this list does niot reliave any person of statutory responsibliity as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section S097.94 of the Pubiic Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Coda

This list is only applicable for conlacting local Native Americans with regand to cultural resaurces for the proposed
Four-Story Courthouse for the Judial Councll of Cullfornia; located In the Porterville Ares; Tutare County, California
for which a Sacred Lands Flls search and Native American Contacls list were roquested.
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Existing Noise Levels

Measured
Descriptor Value 24-hour Measurements
(dBA)
Site: N1 Location: Primary Entrance at East Olive Avenue, Porterville, CA
Leq 69.8
Ldn 73.4 East Olive Avenue (Primary Driveway)
CNEL 73.5
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Existing Noise Levels

Measured
Descriptor Value 24-hour Measurements
(dBA)
Site:N2 Location: Secondary Entrance on East Garden Avenue, Porterville, CA
Leq 55.8
Ldn 64.8 East Garden Avenue (Secondary Entrance)
CNEL 64.8
METROSONICS db-3080 V1.11 100
95
90
85
80
75
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Existing Noise Levels

Measured
Descriptor Value 24-hour Measurements
(dBA)
Site: N3 Location: North Plano Street, Between East Garden Avenue and
Leq 67.4
Ldn 70.0 North Plano Street
CNEL 70.4
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Appendix E
Traffic Study



TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
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PORTERVILLE, CALIFORNIA

Junel, 2009
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Prepared by: Mark D. Crane, P.E.
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
NEW PORTERVILLE COURTHOUSE

|.  INTRODUCTION, PROJECT LOCATION AND
BACKGROUND

At the request of the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), State of California, Crane
Transportation Group has analyzed traffic issues associated with the proposed new Porterville
courthouse. The project site is located in the City of Porterville, Tulare County, California,
approximately 1.5 miles north of State Route 190 and 1.5 miles east of State Route 65. The site
is located west of the U.S. National Guard Armory, south of East Garden Avenue, north of East
Olive Avenue, and immediately east of arecreational trail and former railroad alignment.

A site vicinity map isincluded as Figure 1. For purposes of this analysis text, the “north,”
“south,” “east,” and “west,” designations for city roadway names has been omitted.

The site consists of approximately 7.5 acres and is developed with a single baseball field and
recreational field in the western portion of the site and buildings associated with the Porterville
Fairgrounds in the eastern portion of the site. The City of Porterville is proposing to relocate the
fairgrounds near the city airport. If the State purchases the land for the new Porterville
Courthouse, the City of Porterville will demolish the property’s existing structures and remove
the associated debris from the site.

Surrounding Land Uses. The following land uses are immediately adjacent to the project site:
North: Garden Avenue, beyond which lies aresidential neighborhood;
East: The U.S. National Guard Armory, beyond which lies Plano Strest;

South: Olive Avenue, beyond which lies vacant land owned by the California Junior
L|vestock Association; and

West: A recreational trail and former railroad alignment, beyond which lie residential
buildings and Fourth Street.

The new Porterville Courthouse will become the South Justice Center and will replace the two
inadequate court facilities currently serving the County’s southern communities (i.e., the
Porterville Government Center and the Tulare-Pixley Court Building). The Tulare County Board
of Supervisors and the City of Porterville (City) adopted resolutions in October 2007 to express
support of the need to replace the existing Porterville courthouse with a new facility in
Porterville and to pledge to work with the State to develop the project. The AOC has been
working collaboratively with the County of Tulare (County) and City to develop a project that
meets the goals of the local community (Judicial Council of California, 2007).



The AOC will base the design of the new courthouse on its Principles of Design for California
Court Buildings, and will apply the following codes and standards. California Building Code
(edition in effect as of the commencement of schematic design phase of a particular court
project); California Government Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24; California
Energy Code, Americans With Disabilities Act; American Disability Act Accessibility
Guidelines (Section 11); and Division of the State Architect’s Access Checklist.

The AOC plansto acquire the site in mid-2009, begin construction in February 2011, complete
construction in July 2012, and begin operation in August 2012. Prior to construction of the
courthouse, the City of Porterville will demolish the property’s existing structures that have been
used for the Porterville Fairgrounds.

Major work tasks for this traffic analysis consisted of:

e Conduct of weekday AM peak period traffic counts at seven signalized intersections
expected to be affected by courthouse traffic in Porterville.

e Determination of the future, year 2012 Base Case (without courthouse project) traffic
volumes at study intersections.

e Projection of weekday AM peak hour trip generation associated with the proposed
courthouse in consultation with city, county and state representatives.

o Distribution of the project traffic to the seven study intersections in Porterville.

e Determination of whether the proposed location of the courthouse would negatively
impact operation of the intersections analyzed.

e Determination of sight lines from the proposed courthouse access driveway on Olive
Avenue.

. SUMMARY

1. Operating conditions (levels of service) at the seven analysis intersections are acceptable,
operating at or better than LOS C (minimum acceptable is LOS D, per City standard).

2. There are no planned improvements to study area streets and intersections within the
analysis time period.

3. Future (year 2012 - without project) operation at the seven study intersections will
continue to be acceptable, at or better than LOS C.

! Michael Reed, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer, City of Porterville, email communication, December
8, 2008.
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4. The proposed project would be expected to generate at most, on a peak activity day
during the AM peak commuite traffic hour, 277 inbound and 28 outbound trips.

5. Year 2012 Base Case + project operating conditions (levels of service) at each study
intersection for the weekday AM peak hour will continue to be acceptable at or better than
LOSC.

6. Field measurements indicate that the proposed courthouse driveway would have sight
lines that would exceed required sight distances.

7. The proposed courthouse project does not include closure of any public through street
that is currently used for emergency services, and would not be expected to interfere with the
adopted emergency response plan. Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated to
emergency Service access.

8. The state architect has allocated a total of 36 spaces per court for the Porterville site
based upon studies throughout the state of courthouse parking demand; the proposed 320
public and 11 restricted parking spaces are expected to accommodate the parking demands of
the 9-court facility.

111. SETTING

A. ROADWAYSAND INTERSECTIONS

Regional accessis provided to Porterville by the following facilities:

State Route (SR) 65 is a state highway that serves north-south travel through Porterville. Itisa
four-lane divided freeway from north of SR 190 through Porterville, with interchanges at SR
190, Olive Avenue and Henderson Avenue. From north of Porterville to the City of Lindsay SR
65 isafour-lane divided expressway with limited access. South of Porterville, SR 65 isan
undivided two-lane highway with designated passing lanes.

SR 190 is a state highway that serves east-west travel through Porterville. It extends between SR-
99 (west) to eastern Tulare County near the mountain community of Camp Nelson. Within
Porterville, SR 190 is a four-lane divided freeway from west of SR 65 to Jaye Street; from Jaye
Street east it is afour-lane divided expressway with limited access.

The following roadways provide primary circulation routes within the project site vicinity.

Olive Avenue is atwo-to four-lane, east-west arterial roadway providing access to commercial
areas in Porterville. The roadway is a four-lane divided arterial with turn channelization from
Plano Street west to Westwood Street, transitioning to atwo-lane roadway west of Westwood
Street. It is designated “ Avenue 152" west of the city limits. In the immediate project site
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vicinity, Olive Avenue has signalized intersections with Main, Second and Plano streets. The
signalized intersections have pedestrian signals and crosswalks. Along the site frontage Olive
Avenue has two through lanes in each direction, bike lanes on each side and sidewalks along the
north site (adjacent to the site), only. The posted speed in each direction is 35 miles per hour

(mph).

There are two driveways intersecting Olive Avenue that provide access to the site: the
westernmost driveway is 28-feet wide and provides access to the Fairgrounds. The easternmost
driveway is about 27 feet wide and provides maintenance access to the ballfield. The roadway’s
north to south cross section adjacent the Fairgrounds driveway has a 4.5 foot wide sidewalk on
the north side, and an 8-foot wide unsurfaced pathway on the south side; curb and gutter, 10-foot
wide curb lanes and 14 foot wide median lanes with double yellow centerline stripe.

Olive Avenue traverses a vertical curve (hill) west of the project site. At the crest of the hill isa
former railroad track running perpendicular to the roadway; the railroad track has been removed,
and is now a paved pedestrian trail (Porterville Railsto Trails Parkway). At its intersection with
Olive Avenue the trail has a yellow pedestrian crossing sign with flashing lights activated by
manual, button-control. When an individual wishes to cross Olive Avenue, the button can be
pushed and yellow warning lights flash to tell driversto slow for a pedestrian crossing in
progress; a voice recording tells the individual to cross with caution. The trail has a narrow,
unpaved median area between the double-yellow centerline stripes on Olive Avenue that, if
necessary, allows pedestrians to wait in the roadway median for oncoming (through) traffic to
pass. The trail crosses Olive Avenue about 90 feet west of the project site, and is separated from
the site bzy a broad, grassy swale (aflood control channel); thetrail ends just south of Olive
Avenue.

Main Street is atwo-to-four lane, north-south arterial roadway through Porterville. Between
Henderson and Morton avenues, Main Street has four lanes; south of Morton Avenue to Olive
Avenue, Main Street has two lanes with angled, on-street parking and bulbouts to accommodate
pedestrian crossings. In the immediate project site vicinity, Main Street has signalized
intersections with Olive and Orange avenues. The signalized intersections have pedestrian
signals and crosswalks.

Plano Street is a two-to-four-lane, north-south collector roadway serving the east side of
Porterville. It has four lanes between its intersections with Date and Henderson avenues, then
narrows to two lanes north and south of these intersections. In the immediate project site vicinity,
Plano Street has signalized intersections with Putnam, Olive and Orange-Date avenues. The
signalized intersections have pedestrian signals and crosswalks.

Second Street is atwo-lane, north-south collector roadway extending between Mulberry Avenue
(*Avenue 162"), and Olive Avenue. Inthe immediate project Site vicinity, Second Street has

2 Thereisinterest in extension of the pedestrian pathway, along with construction of park amenities and a ball field
project south of Olive Avenue. Prioritization and schedule will likely be better understood after the December 10,
2008 City Council session (Jim Perrine, Director of Parksand Leisure Services, City of Porterville, email
communication, December 8, 2008).
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signalized intersections with Olive and Putnam avenues. The signalized intersections have
pedestrian signals and crosswalks.

Putnam Avenue is atwo-lane, east-west collector roadway extending between Matthew Street
(west side of the city) and Hillcrest Street (east side of the city). In the immediate project site
vicinity, Putnam Avenue has signalized intersections with Plano Street and Second Street. The
signalized intersections have pedestrian signals and crosswalks.

Orange Avenue — Date Avenue are two-to-four lane, east-west divided arterials extending
between Western Street (west side of the city) and Springville Avenue (east side of the city). The
roadway name changes at Plano Street, being designated Orange Avenue west of Plano Street,
and Date Avenue east of Plano Street. In the immediate project site vicinity, the roadway has
signalized intersections with Main and Plano streets. The signalized intersections have
pedestrian signals and crosswalks.

Garden Avenue is atwo-lane, east-west residential roadway extending between Plano Street and
Fig Avenue. Along the site frontage, Garden Avenue has four gated driveways providing access
to the Fairgrounds. Its intersection with Plano Street is stop sign controlled; its intersection with
Fig Avenue has no sign control.

B. EXISTING AND FUTURE BASE CASE (YEAR 2012 - WITHOUT
PROJECT) TRAFFIC VOLUMES

1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Weekday traffic counts were conducted at the request of Crane Transportation Group on a
Wednesday in mid-October, 2008 from 7:00 — 9:30 AM at the following intersections:

Main Street/ Olive Avenue
Main Street/ Orange Avenue
Second Street/ Putnam Avenue
Second Street/ Olive Avenue
Plano Street/ Putnam Avenue
Plano Street/ Olive Avenue
Plano Street/ DateAvenue

Since the courts generally end daily sessions prior to the weekday ambient PM peak traffic hour,
analysis was not preformed for this time period.

Figure 1 showsthe roadway system, Figure 2 shows AM peak hour traffic volumes at all
analyzed locations and Figure 3 shows intersection geometry and control. The ambient peak
traffic hour was determined to be 7:45 to 8:45 AM.
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The court’s projected morning peak traffic hour (associated with jury calls and start of court
sessions) was found to overlap with the morning ambient peak traffic hour (7:45 — 8:45) along
Olive Avenue and Plano Street.

2. FUTURE CONDITIONS (YEAR 2012)

Y ear 2012 Base Case (without project) traffic projections were developed for the seven
intersections for the one analysis time period. This planning horizon was chosen for analysis as
it isanticipated that if approved, the court would be constructed and operating within a four-year
timeframe. Growth rates utilized to factor existing counts to year 2012 conditions were based
upon projections available in the City’s General Plan traffic model.®> Future, year 2012 volumes
were determined based upon straight line projections of growth on major study area streets,
derived from City of Porterville General Plan 2030 volumes. The City’s General Plan indicates
an annual growth rate of 0.6 percent per year along Olive Avenue, with lesser rates of growth, or
negative growth, on surrounding streets. Thus, for purposes of this study, the 0.6 percent rate
was used along Olive Avenue, and a growth rate of approximately %2 that (0.3 percent per year)
was used to provide a conservative analysis of other study area streets. Resultant year 2012 AM
peak hour volumes for the study area roadway network are shown on Figure 4.

C. METHODOLOGY

1 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Signalized Intersections. Intersections, rather than roadway segments between intersections, are
almost always the capacity controlling locations for any circulation system. Signalized
intersection operation is graded based upon two different scales. The first scale employs a
grading system called Level of Service (LOS) which ranges from Level A, indicating
uncongested flow and minimum delay to drivers, downto Level F, indicating significant
congestion and delay on most or all intersection approaches. The Level of Service scale isalso
associated with a control delay tabulation (year 2000 Transportation Research Board [TRB]
Highway Capacity Manual [HCM] operations method) at each intersection. The control delay
designation allows a more detailed examination of the impacts of a particular project. Greater
detail regarding the LOS/control delay relationship is provided below.

3 City of Porterville 2030 General Plan Circulation Element, Traffic Modd Results, 2008.
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA

Level of
Service

Description

Average Control
Delay

(Seconds Per
Vehicle)

Operations with very low delay
occurring with favorable progression
and/or short cycle lengths.

<10.0

Operations with low delay occurring
with good progression and/or short
cycle lengths.

10.1to0 20.0

Operations with average delays
resulting from fair progression and/or
longer cycle lengths. Individual
cycle failures begin to appear.

20.1t0 35.0

Operations with longer delays due to
a combination of unfavorable
progression, long cycle lengths,
and/or high volume-to-capacity (V/C)
ratios. Many vehicles stop and
individual cycle failures are
noticeable.

35.1t055.0

Operations with high delay values
indicating poor progression, long
cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios.
Individual cycle failures are frequent
occurrences. Thisis considered to be
the limit of acceptable delay.

55.1t0 80.0

Operation with delays unacceptable
to most drivers occurring due to
oversaturation, poor progression, or
very long cycle lengths.

> 80.0

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).

Minimum Acceptable Standard. The City of Porterville uses LOS D as the minimum acceptable

operation at signalized intersections.
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D. EXISTING (WITHOUT PROJECT) INTERSECTION OPERATION

1 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 1 shows existing operating conditions (levels of service) at each intersection for the AM
peak hour. During the AM peak hour, all intersections operate acceptably at or better than LOS
C.

E. PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

City staff state that there are no planned improvements to study area streets and intersections
within the future (year 2012) analysis time period.”

F. YEAR 2012 BASE CASE (WITHOUT PROJECT) INTERSECTION
OPERATION

1 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 1 shows future (year 2012) operating conditions (levels of service) at each intersection for
the AM peak hour. During the AM peak hour, all intersections will continue to operate
acceptably at or better than LOS C.

G. PUBLIC BUSACCESS

The project siteis served by Porterville Transit Fixed Routes 3 and 4, running Monday through
Friday, 7 am. to 7 p.m. and Saturday, 9 am. to 5 p.m. Near the project site, Route 3 travels south
on Second Street, crossing Olive Avenue, then continues south along B Street. Route 4 traverses
Plano Street, traveling north. The frequency between buses during both peak and off-peak hours
of operation is approximately every 30 minutes. Route 3 comes nearest the site at Olive
Avenue/B Street (about 2 blocks west of the site) and Route 4 runs nearest the site at Olive
Avenue/Plano Street. Dial-a-Ride service, the Porterville COLT (City Owned Local Transit), is
available for seniors and persons with disabilities. Tulare County Area Transit provides regional
bus service from the City of Porterville to surrounding communities via five routes, with service
Monday through Saturday. Other intercity transit is provided by Greyhound Lines and Orange
Belt Stages.

H. REGIONAL PLANSAND PROGRAMS

The Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG), isresponsible for overseeing and
planning projects with the county and each of its cities. The following are applicable goals,
objectives and policies with which the project shall comply:

* Michael Reed, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer, City of Porterville, e-mail communication, December
8, 2008.
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1 REGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Goal: provide an efficient, integrated multi-modal transportation system for the movement of
people and goods that enhances the physical, economic and social environment.

Objective: Develop and maintain a multi-purpose circulation network that is convenient, safe,
and efficient throughout the scope of the Regional Transportation Plan (20 year planning cycle).
Policies:

¢ Support coordinated transportation planning and programming.

2. INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS

As part of individual improvement project-specific environmental review, implementation
agencies will evaluate the impacts on police, fire, and medical services in the County.
Appropriate mitigation measures should be identified for all impacts. The implementation of
projects by agencies or local jurisdiction will be responsible for ensuring adherence to the
mitigation measures. TCAG will be provided with documentation indicating compliance with
mitigation measures.

¢ Prior to construction, the implementation agency will ensure that all necessary local and state
road and railroad encroachment permits are obtained. The implementation agency also will
comply with all applicable conditions of approval. As deemed necessary by the governing
jurisdiction, the road encroachment permits may require the contractor to prepare atraffic control
plan in accordance with professional engineering standards prior to construction.

¢ Projects requiring police protection, fire service, and emergency medical service will
coordinate with the local fire department and police department to ensure that the existing public
services and utilities will be able to handle the increase in demand for their services. If the
current levels of service at the individual improvement project site are found to be inadequate,
infrastructure improvements and personnel requirements for the appropriate public service will
be identified in each individual improvement project’s CEQA documentation.
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V. PROJECT IMPACTS

A. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The courthouse will operate with nine judicial position equivalentsin nine courtrooms. The
AOC projects 107 total staff positions, including the nine justices, court administration, support
services, criminal, central and civil division staffs, and operations staffs in the new courthouse.
Courthouse days and hours of operation will be the same as today: Monday through Friday, 8:00
AM —5:00 PM. Courthouse vehicular activity will be at maximum levels every day in the
morning, and at peak levels in the morning on jury call days (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday
mornings).> Peak traffic generation at the courthouse and maximum parking demand days will
occur dueto jury calls for trial courts and full-schedule operation of the family court and traffic
court.

The new courthouse will front on Olive Avenue. It will have 320 parking spaces accessed via
Olive Avenue, and another 11 secured basement parking spaces for judicial officers and
executives. All public access will be via Olive Avenue; access to the 11 secured spaces will be
via Garden Avenue.

A sallyport will be located on the north side of the building to accommodate Sheriff’ s buses.
Sheriff’s buses will enter Garden Avenue to access the sallyport.

Proposed project improvements. The project proposes provision of a continuous, two-way, left
turn lane along the Olive Avenue project site frontage.. The existing two driveways intersecting
Olive Avenue would be reduced to one, at the location of the existing easternmost driveway.

1 TRANSPORTATION TO AND FROM THE COURTHOUSE

Vehicle Access. Vehicles would access the new courthouse parking lots using Olive Avenue. All
public access would be restricted to Olive Avenue, and all public parking would be restricted to
the 320-space parking lot accessed via Olive Avenue. Judicial officers and executives would be
permitted to use basement parking (11 spaces), accessed via Garden Avenue.

If it is determined that in-custody defendants will be transported from Visaliato be arraigned
before the courtsin Porterville (this has not yet been determined), the Tulare County Sheriff’s
Department would transport them to and from the new courthouse using buses. Sheriff’ s buses
would access a sallyport on the north side of the courthouse via Garden Avenue.

Public Bus Access. The project site will continue to be served by Porterville Transit Fixed
Routes 3 and 4, running Monday through Friday, 7 am. to 7 p.m. and Saturday, 9 am. to 5 p.m.
Route 3 travels nearest the site at Olive Avenue/B Street (about 2 blocks west of the site) and
Route 4 runs nearest the site at Olive Avenue/Plano Street. Dial-a-Ride service will continue to
be available for seniors and persons with disabilities through the Porterville COLT (City Owned
Local Transit) Tulare County Area Transit will continue to provide regional bus service from

® Jerry Ripperda, Environmental Analyst, Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of the Courts,
personal communication, September 16, 2008.
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the City of Porterville to surrounding communities via five routes, with service Monday through
Saturday. Other intercity transit will continue to be available (Greyhound Lines and Orange Belt
Stages).

B. PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
1. INBOUND PROJECT TRAFFIC

The following depicts inbound courthouse traffic on atheoretical Monday morning in August
2012 during the ambient traffic commute peak hour (7:45 — 8:45 AM), when the courts would be
constructed and in use. The theoretical day intentionally presents a peak activity period scenario,
and is based primarily on current courthouse operations in Visalia.®

Peak traffic generation could occur dueto jury calls for two trial courts plus full-schedule
operation of family and traffic courts.” There could be as many as seven trial courts operating
concurrently; each court’s justice determines the need for ajury call at the end of the preceding
day (i.e., the judge notifies staff of the need for a jury on a Friday afternoon before the Monday
jury selection day, Wednesday afternoon before the Thursday jury selection day, and so forth).

Non-Staff Arrivals. On atheoretical maximum attendance morning, one court requiring a jury
call would draw from the 100 jurors called. The second court requiring a jury call would be
processed in the afternoon — per the schedule currently followed in Visalia. Five courts having
empanelled juries would be convening by 10:00 AM, and there would be full-schedule operation
of family and traffic courts. Under this peak day scenario, activity would occur as follows
during the morning ambient peak commute traffic hour (7:45 AM — 8:45 AM):

e Trial court with jury call:
100 potential jurors would arrive at the courthouse by 8:30 AM = 100 vehicles @ 1
vehicle per potential juror

e Spectators. eachtrial court might attract 5 observers = 35 observers @ 1.5 persons per
vehicle = 23 vehicles arriving at 8:30 AM.

e Trial courts with empanelled jurors (five courts):
Five groups of 14 jurors would arrive at the courthouse by 9:30 AM (for 10:00 AM court
session = 70 vehicles @ 1 vehicle per juror; these trips are not included in the early
morning — 8:30 AM inbound traffic.

® The Tulare County - Visalia Courthouse Operations Analyst, Ms. Deanna Jasso, assisted in determining
theoretical peak day activity. Crane Transportation Group applied the final volumes and percentages, for review by
Ms. Jasso, Tulare County staff, City staff and the AOC.

" Arraignment court, termed LDA (Last Day Arraignment) Court , would not necessarily be held in the Porterville
courthouse in order that there would be no need to transporting in-custody inmates from thejail in Visalia. If ajail
is constructed in Porterville at some time in the future, then these activities could be added to the range of functions
at the Porterville facility. 1bid.
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e Family court: Processed at approximately 10 per hour @ 2 vehicles per session (family +
counsel) = 20 vehicleswould arrive a 8:30 AM

e Traffic court: Processed at approximately 10 per hour@ 1 vehicle per item = 10 vehicles
would arrive at 8:30 AM
Sub-total (non-staff) arrivals: 184 vehicles, reduced by 5 percent (9 vehicles) due to drop-offs
and alternative transportation modes = 175 vehicles.

Staff Arrivals. It isassumed that the majority of court staff would arrive at or before 8:00 AM,
with afew arriving later, but no later than 8:30 AM, @ 1 vehicle per staff member. Staff would
consist of:

Staff Vehicle Arrivals Summary for New Porterville Court (7:45 — 8:45 AM):

11 Court Administration

36 Support Services

9 Court Sets/ Judiciary

19 Criminal Division Staff

8 Civil Division Staff

19 Family Division Staff

0 Justice Partners

5 Court and Building Operations

107  Tota Vehiclesreduced by 5 percent (5 vehicles) due to drop-offs and alternative
transportation modes = 102 vehicles.

Grand Total Arrivals. 7:45 - 8:45 AM (175 Visitors + 102 Staff): 277 vehicles

2. OUTBOUND PROJECT TRAFFIC
Outbound traffic during the AM peak hour is projected at 10 percent of inbound, or 28 vehicle
trips, attributable to outbound maintenance vehicles and drop-offs (i.e., the outbound trip from
having dropped off a staff member, juror or visitor).

3. INBOUND PLUS OUTBOUND PROJECT TRAFFIC

The proposed project would be expected to generate at most, on a peak activity day during the
AM peak commute traffic hour, 277 inbound and 28 outbound trips.
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C. PROJECT TRIPDISTRIBUTION

During the 7:45 to 8:45 AM peak hour the project’ s contribution of traffic to sudy intersections
would be as follows:

1 INBOUND TRIPSTO THE COURTHOUSE

40 % from within Porterville city limits= 111 trips, distributed as follows:

20% to/from northeast sectors of Porterville

10% to/from west sectors of Porterville

7% to/from south sectors of Porterville

3% to/from east sectors of Porterville

60% from region = 166 trips, distributed as follows:

30 % to/from North via Highway 65 and Avenue 160

5% to/from East via Highway 190 (East Poplar Avenue) and East Springfield Avenue
10% to/from South via Highway 65 and Plano Street

15 % to/from West via Highway 190 (Poplar Avenue) and Avenue 160

2. OUTBOUND TRIPS FROM THE COURTHOUSE

40 % to within Porterville city limits= 11 trips, distributed asfollows:

20% to/from northeast sectors of Porterville

10% to/from west sectors of Porterville

7% tol/from south sectors of Porterville

3% to/from east sectors of Porterville

60% toregion = 17 trips, distributed asfollows:

30 % to/from North via Highway 65 and Avenue 160

5% to/from East via Highway 190 (East Poplar Avenue) and East Springfield Avenue
10% to/from South via Highway 65 and Plano Street

15 % to/from West via Highway 190 (Poplar Avenue) and Avenue 160

Figure 5 shows the project traffic increment distributed to the study area roadway network, and
Figure 6 shows Future (Y ear 2012) plus project traffic volumes at study intersections.

D. INTERSECTION OPERATION

1 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 1 shows year 2012 Base Case + project operating conditions (levels of service) at each
intersection for the weekday AM peak hour. During the AM peak hour, all intersections will
continue to operate acceptably at or better than LOS C. The project would add less than one
second of delay at study intersections, therefore, there are no significant impacts.
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E. LEFT TURNLANE AND SIGHT LINE EVALUATION -OLIVE
AVENUE

1 LEFT TURN LANE EVALUATION - EASTBOUND OLIVE AVENUE
APPROACH TO THE PROJECT ACCESS DRIVEWAY

Olive Avenue runs east-west, and the project site has about 300 feet of frontage along Olive
Avenue. Theroadway is generally level fronting the site (i.e., the vertical curve over the former
railroad tracks is located west of the site), and there is little vegetation to obstruct sight lines. The
project site has sufficient frontage to accommodate the planned two-way left turn lane. There are
no physical obstructionsto prevent roadway widening.

2. SIGHT LINE EVALUATION -OLIVE AVENUE ACCESS DRIVEWAY

Field measurements indicate that from the proposed Project Access driveway, sight lines would
exceed 400 feet viewing east and west (viewed from a vehicle waiting to turn onto Olive Avenue
from the Project Access).

Design Speed and Stopping Sight Distance. Caltrans uses aterm called “Design Speed” in
determining appropriate sight lines. The posted speed limit westbound and eastbound along
Olive Avenue in the site access vicinity is 35 mph. Based upon field measurements conducted
by CTG at the proposed driveway location, the measured 85™ percentile speed through this
location was 43 mph eastbound (downgrade) and 39 mph westbound.? For purposes of this
analysis a conservative 43 mph speed limit is used as the “design speed”.

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual indicatesthat for Private Road I ntersections “the
minimum corner sight distance shall be equal to the stopping sight distance.” (Section
405.1(c)—January 4, 2007). Caltrans Table 201.1 provides Stopping Sight Distance
(speed/stopping sight distance relationships) for private driveways — these relationships are
shown on Table 2. At adesign speed of 43 miles per hour on wet pavement with a downhill
grade, 353 feet of sight distance would be required, viewed from the position of a vehicle waiting
to turn onto Olive Avenue from the Project Access driveway. Field measurements indicate that
the proposed courthouse driveway would have sight lines that would exceed the required sight
distances.

The proposed project would not be expected to result in any increased hazards due to adesign
feature. The new courthouse will front adong Olive Avenue, and the AOC’ s design will be
consistent with professional engineer traffic standards. Driveway sight lines will comply with
AASHTO standards. All vehicular traffic would continue to access the courthouse using existing
roadways. Affected intersections have been shown to result in acceptable with-project levels of
service for the future (year 2012) scenario when the project would be constructed and occupied.
Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated.

8 The “85™ percentile speed” refersto the speed of traffic at or below which 85 percent of the vehicles are moving.
As described in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Sreets, American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 2004, the 85™ percentile measurement would represent the “pace” or
“speed range”’ used by most drivers.
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F. EMERGENCY ACCESS

The AOC’ s development of the project site will conform to recommendations of the Superior
Court of California (County of Tulare), the Tulare County Sheriff’s Department, and the City of
Porterville Fire Department to ensure adequate emergency access. The City of Porterville Fire
Marshal (Battalion Chief Loran Blasdell) will conduct areview of the site plan to determine any
specific emergency access needs.’ The proposed project does not include closure of any public
through street that is currently used for emergency services, and would not be expected to
interfere with the adopted emergency response plan. Therefore, no significant impactsare
anticipated.

G. PARKING SUPPLY

The proposed off-street parking supply for the courthouse is 320 on-site, surface parking spaces
for court and staff visitors (public spaces) and 11 secured basement parking spaces for judicial
officers and court executives (private, restricted spaces). This parking supply is consistent with
the state’ s study of parking space requirements for courts, established at from 20 to 45 spaces per
court based upon surveys of courts throughout the state. *° Factors considered in determining
parking supply are the number of courtrooms and types of mattersto be heard; availability of
public transit and expected public transit use; the average number of attorneys, visitors and jurors
expected daily, expected length of stay, and number of employees and official vehicles at the
facility. The state architect has allocated about 36 spaces per court for the Porterville site. Thisis
expected to accommodate the parking demands of the 9-court facility courthouse, as follows:

The projected maximum total weekday AM peak hour inbound traffic is 277 vehicles, some of
which would be drop-offs (i.e., not requiring a parking space). Based on typical day court
schedules, the majority of parking demand occurs during the initial hours of the court day. If
the vast majority of arrivals, perhaps as many as 90 percent (250) of the 277 inbound

vehicles required several hours of parking at the court, there would still be 81 spaces for other,
later arrivals. Since the project’s on-site parking supply substantially exceeds the projected
maximum AM peak hour inbound vehicle trips and some additional parking is available along
Garden Avenue, the AOC concludes that the project’s parking impacts will be less than
significant.

° Battalion Chief Loran Blasddl, Fire Marshal, City of Porterville, personal communication, December 8, 2008.
10 California Trial Court Facilities Sandards, 2006 Edition, Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office
of the Courts, Office of Court Construction and Management, April, 21, 2006.
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Table 1

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

AM PEAK HOUR

EXISTING Future Future

INTERSECTION 2008 2012 2012
Base Case W/Project

Olive Ave./Main St. C-205 @ C-20.6 C-20.7
(Signal)
Olive Ave./Second St. B-13.6 ® B-13.6 B-13.6
(Signal)
Olive Ave./Plano St. B-139 O B-14.0 B-14.8
(Signal)
Plano St./ Putnam Ave. B-19.9 @ B-20.0 B-20.1
(Signal)
Putnam Ave./Second St. B-141 ® B-14.1 B-14.3
(Signal)
Main St./Orange Ave. C-201 @ C-20.2 C-20.2
(Signal)
Plano St./Orange Ave.-Date Ave. C-209 @ C-20.9 C-21.0
(Signal)

(@ Signalized level of service — average control delay in seconds.

Source: Crane Transportation Group




Table 2

STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE
- WET CONDITIONS

Stopping Sight Distance
in Feet*
Design Speed | powngrade | Upgrade
miles/hr
3% 3%
35 257 237
36 269 247
37 280 258
38 292 268
39 304 279
40 315 290
41 328 301
42 340 312
43 353 323
44 365 333
45 378 344

Bold type indicates design speed and stopping sight distance (in feet) referenced for uphill and
downhill conditions in evaluation of the access driveway.

* Distances are interpolated from design speeds provided in Exhibit 3-2. Stopping Sight Distance
on Grades, from A Palicy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Fifth Edition, 2004.

Compiled by: Crane Transportation Group
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:
ADMINISEATT;ZEC%ZF;;E June 4, 2009 Through July 3, 2009

455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA
94102-3688
Tel 415-865-4200
TDD 4158654272 New Porterville Courthouse for Tulare County

Fax 415-865-4205

www.courtinfo.ca.gov

The purpose of this notice is to inform interested parties that the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC), the staff agency of the Judicial Council of California, is considering adoption of a
mitigated negative declaration for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) for a new courthouse in Porterville, CA (see figure on the following page). The AOC
proposes to acquire parcels in Porterville from the City of Porterville. The AOC will construct a
new courthouse facility and operate the facility for use by the Superior Court of California, County
of Tulare (Superior Court). The new courthouse will provide improved security for public visitors,
judges, and courthouse staff; improve access to judicial facilities for residents of Porterville and
other parts of Tulare County; provide courthouse facilities that meet current building standards
for public use; and provide new judicial facilities to improve judicial efficiency and serve additional
judges. The AOC has prepared a Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration to comply
with requirements of CEQA, the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration disclose and
evaluate the project’s environmental impacts.

WHY THIS NOTICE?

The purpose of this notice is to provide you with the opportunity to learn more about the proposed project
and to provide comments to the AOC concerning the proposed project. The deadline for submitting
comments is July 3, 2009.

HOW DO YOU PARTICIPATE?
The AOC encourages your participation. You may submit comments concerning the Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration to:

Mr. Jerome Ripperda

Administrative Office of the Courts

Northern/Central Regional Office

2860 Gateway Oaks, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95833-3509

E-mail: Jerry.Ripperda@jud.ca.gov or FAX: 916-263-8140.

All mail must be postmarked by 5 PM on July 3, 2009. The deadline for e-mailed comments or faxed
comments is 5 PM on July 3, 2009.

(over)


mailto:Jerry.Ripperda@jud.ca.gov

The AOC will hold a public meeting at the location listed below on June 25, 2009 from 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM

to discuss the CEQA documents and receive public comments:

Porterville City Hall
291 N Main Street
Porterville, CA

WHERE DO | GET MORE INFORMATION?
You may request a copy of the document by sending a request for the document to Mr. Ripperda at the

address listed above. Alternatively, you may download a copy of the document from the following website:
http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/projects_tulare.htm.

In addition, a copy of the CEQA document will be available for review in the government document

repository of the following location:

Porterville Public Library

41 W. Thurman

Porterville, CA

Phone: 559-784-0177
http://www.portervillelibrary.org/fol.html

The full administrative record for the project is available at: Administrative Office Of The Courts, Office of
Court Construction and Management, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102-3668. Please call
415-865-4017 for an appointment.

CONTACT

If you have questions about the project or wish to discuss the project, please contact Mr. Jerome Ripperda at

916-263-8865 or by e-mail at the address listed above.

Project Site In Porterville

AN

NORTH
Proposed 1
Courthouse ! E Morton Ave
Parcel '
H
[ |
|
N '
— N E Putnam Ave
AN T
™ -
U E —
TN
N
E Olive Avel
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mailto:Pearl.Freeman@jud.ca.gov

CEQAnet - New Porterville Courthouse Page 1 of 1

California Home Monday, July 13, 2009

Welcume to Call fornla t‘ _- _. , o HIJJ..L?"CUD[I

OPR Home > CEQAnet Home > CEQAnet Query > Search Results > Document Descr|pt|on

New Porterville Courthouse

SCH Number: 2009061024
Type: MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration
Project Description

The Administrative Office of the Courts proposes acquisition of parcels, construction of a new 9 courtroom courthouse, and operation of the proposed
courthouse for the Superior Court of California, County of Tulare. The new courthouse will replace the court's current Porterville and Tulare facilities.
The new courthouse will have approximately secured 10 parking spaces for the Superior Court and ~320 spaces for other staff and the public. The City
of Porterville owns the site, and the Porterville Fairgrounds-Municipal Ballpark currently occupies the site.

Project Lead Agency

Administrative Office of the Courts

Contact Information

Primary Contact:

Jerome Ripperda

Administrative Office of the Courts
916 263-8865

2860 Gateway Oaks, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95833-3509

Project Location

County: Tulare

City: Porterville

Region:

Cross Streets: E. Olive Ave / N. Plano St
Parcel No: 07423045 & others

Township:

Range:

Section:

Base:

Other Location Info:

Proximity To

Highways: SR 65, 190
Airports:

Railways:

Waterways:

Schools:

Land Use: Commercial

Development Type
Other

Local Action

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual, Air Quality, Archaeologic-Historic, Cumulative Effects, Geologic/Seismic, Landuse, Noise, Population/Housing Balance, Public
Services, Recreation/Parks, Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading, Toxic/Hazardous, Traffic/Circulation, Water Quality

Reviewing Agencies (Agencies in Bold Type submitted comment letters to the State Clearinghouse)

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 4; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of
Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 6; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Fresno); Department of Toxic
Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission

Date Received: 6/4/2009 Start of Review: 6/4/2009 End of Review: 7/3/2009

CEQAnet HOME NEW SEARCH

http://www.ceganet.ca.gov/DocDescription.asp?DocPK=633238 7/13/2009
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BERSCHEID KARL J (TR)
2444 BICKNELL AVE
SANTA MARIA CA 93458

ZALUD VALLORIE
455 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SANDOVAL HEATHER
430 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

VELARDE RODRIGO
122 S INDIANA ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LINDLEY LONNIE GARY
519 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HENKEL JERRI
543 W PUTMAN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OWENS STEVE
524 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HARRIGER MARK A &
PATRICIAJ

496 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FELDMAN FRANKIE I (TR)
515 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HALL JOAN LYNN & GERALD
149 N LARSON ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MUELLER DAN(SCSR TR CD &
CM KAMRATH

PO BOX 1687

PORTERVILLE CA 93258

MANKINS JAMES A & SUSAN M
450 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SEMPLE GAYLE |
418 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

NELSON DEBORAH D
495 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BRANDENBURG ALAN &
KIMBERLY L

527 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WHEELER HARVEY LAMAR
AKA LARRY WHEE

540 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BURDEN GLENN A & CLETAJ
502 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MARTINEZ STEVE & VENETIA
499 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PRIETO ANDRES Q & MARIAT
150 N ESTER
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

POWELL JO ANN
475 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MC KERVEY EDWARD L &
DENISE

447 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

APILADO BENJAMIN C
440 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SEMPLE GAYLE GRAEF
417 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HOWELL DIANNE E
14 MILLTHWAIT DR
MARTINEZ CA 94553

HASTY JERRY W & KATHY S
539 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HANSEN KAREN SUZANNE
528 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ANDRIGHETTO MARIO
476 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HICKS LEWIS J & SHEA (TRS)
31196 MEADOWLARK LN
SPRINGVILLE CA 93265

BARAJAS RENE
500 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ZAMORA TERRY L & DOMINGO
170 N ESTHER ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



PIXLER STEPHEN TODD & TINA
159 N LARSON
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LIBERTY LISAE (TR)
441 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SLUSSER CHESTER M & MARY
428 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GARCIA LUPITA HELEN
158 N PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BRANNEN PHILLIP S & KELLY
460 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CH-FIRST MISSIONARY
BAPTIST

165 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WEAVER GREG D & KRISTI L
5548 W SWEET DR
VISALIA CA 93291

PANGANIBAN LAURO L
243 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MORENO JUAN C & REBECCA S
275 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MOORE FLOYD F & DEANNA R
1272 S WESTWOOD
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KITTRELL ERIC D
519 N BALMORAL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WILLIS LONNIE & GAYLE
451 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ENSSLIN T STEVEN & KAREN
420 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ZITO GUISEPPE & GIUSEPPINA
150 N PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GUTHRIE JASON L
221 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ANDERSEN JANELLE ANNETTE
201 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PEREZ ROLANDO
3200 MONTERREY ST
BAKERSFIELD CA 93306

TARKINGTON RICHARD R
253 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

VALENCIA JOSE E & RAQUEL
283 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PEARCE SHEILAJ
310 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BOUDREAUX MICHAEL W &
PORTIA M(CO-T

425 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BANK OF NEW YORK TRUST
GMAC MORTGAGE CORP
1100 VIRGINIA DR

FORT WASHINGTON PA 19034

BOUDREAUX MICHAEL &
PORTIA

415 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KARLE MARGIE (TR)
C/O BILL KARLE

1112 SCENIC DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GUTHRIE JOHN LESTER (TR)
18072 RD 208
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MC CORMACK JANELLE A
201 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE CITY OF
C/O FINANCE DEPT

291 MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KNOWLES WILLIAM (TR)
265 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TAYLORWM T & CATHERINE E
299 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

STOUT EARL L JR & DAYLENE
17340 RD 296
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



WU RAYMOND M
24128 RD 218
LINDSAY CA 93247

WHITE CAROL S
254 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BEDOLLA GENEVIEVE
357 E PUTNAM
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GONZALES RAUL & ESTELLA
381 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

REECE THAD
882 E WORTH ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OROSCO AMBER C & DENNIS
336 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ROADY JAMES JR & KRISTI
610 E GRAND AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BONILLA FIDEL & DORA
1925 E EVERGREEN CT
VISALIA CA 93292

STURGEON TRACY & JUDY
1145 ALAMEDA PADRE SERRA
SANTA BARBARA CA 93103

DIAZ SALVADOR M &
ELEANOR V

172 N MURRY
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MORENO ROGELIO &
SANJUANA

276 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CALIFORNIA HOUSING
FINANCE AGENCY

8100 NATIONS WAY
JACKSONVILLE FL 32256

CLINGERMAN JOHNNY
365 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CALANTOC BASILIO &
EVELYN

392 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

RIVAS ALEJANDRO
360 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GIBBS JAMES C
31900 SUCCESS VALLEY DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ALARCON JOSE M &
CONSUELO M

359 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PACHECO JESSE R
391 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FAURE JOSEPH JR & JANE L
375 NORTH E ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MEDRANO JUAN
245 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

APARICIO RUBEN M &
CYNTHIAL

266 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OLSHEFSKY HELENA
339 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GIL GUADALUPE A
377 EPUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CANDELARIA DAVID F &
ANTONIA G

22238 W HARRISON AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WALLS RICK C & JACQUELINE
1550 ELCADORE DR #124
ANCHORAGE AK 99507

JEANES JANICE
343 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KIMBROUGH STEVEN
P O BOX 8147
BERKELEY CA 94707

GENOUD JACOB J
388 E OAK ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FAURE JOSEPH III
148 N MURRY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GARCIA RAMIRO
253 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



BRAVO VILLANUEVA PEDRO &
ASENCION

265 E MILL AVE

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ALARI CANDY A
297 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HAWKINS DOYLE & CARROLL
147 N MURRY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DAVISON JAMES C & OLEATA
268 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FUENTES RUBEN
218 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

COOK JEFFREY L & DONNA P
221 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KNUTSON FRED B
154 N LARSON
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WOODY RICHARD D & CHERYL
1401 7TH STREET
WASCO CA 93280

BYERS JOE & KRYSTA
116 N MURRY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

STURGEON TRACY & JUDY
1145 ALAMEDA PADRE SERRA
SANTA BARBARA CA 93103

GALINDO FERNANDO G
275 EAST MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HANSEN DAVID N & MARY M
(TRS)

309 E MILL ST

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DUNCAN ROYCE W & NILA L
292 OAK ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ZAMORA JOSE VILLA &
ROMANA P

702 W LA VIDA
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GRAY JOE DONALD (TR)
P O BOX 92
CAMP NELSON CA 93208

HILLIARD MARK
157 N. MURRAY STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257-4066

PATTERSON GRANT & MINNIE
C/O MABEL L THOMPSON

1686 W MORTON AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KUTSON NORITA
305 E OAK ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

REYES MARIA TERESA
108 N MURRY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LIMON EDWARD O &
ROSANNE

298 BAXLEY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TATE TERRIN
285 E MILL ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ELKINS JERRY & LADONNA
157 N MURRAY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ALCANTAR MIGUEL G
282 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GOMEZ MARIA
244 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MALDONADO AGUSTIN
211 E MILL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LOMELI ROBERT & HILARY
22787 AVE 182
STRATHMORE CA 93267

HAMMOND CLYDE D (TR)
934 W HENDERSON PMB #238
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ROOKE MICHAEL K &
MAUREEN A

339 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FAURE JOSEPH JR & JANE L
375 NORTH'E'ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OROZCO-SANCHEZ TEODORO
371 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



FERRELL CLYDE R & ELEANOR

680 NO PALM PLACE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ZAVALA ELIZABETH
393 E GARDEN AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

RODRIGUEZ FELIX CHAVEZ
235 CARMEL AVE #15
MARINA CA 93933

TULARE COUNTY JR
LIVESTOCK

P O BOX 369
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

ARROYO JUAN ANTONIO
84 N FOURTH ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HERNANDEZ MARTHA
1191 W ROBY
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

JOHNSTON DAVID R
492 NO ALTA AVE
DINUBA CA 93618

ROBERTS CHRISTINA F
249 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BAEZ SERGIO & ESMERALDA
380 E GARDEN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE ADULT DAY
SERVICES INC

227 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

RAMIREZ MAGDALENA
387 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BARTLETT DOUG & JOYCE
23263 ZACHARY CT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

VAIL GARY E SR
333 E GARDEN AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PEREZCHICA CONCEPCION
44 NORTH 4TH STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PRISLIN DANIEL J & JOELLE M
7HAYS CT
ALAMEDA CA 94502

ORTIZ SALVADOR
169 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TERREL BRANDON B &
MARGIE

114 N FIG ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FIGUEROA HECTOR R & IRMA
OJEDA

259 E OAK ST

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DELGADILLO TRINIDAD
388 E GARDEN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

HSBC BANK USA NATIONAL
C/O LITTON LOAN SERVICING
4828 LOOP CENTRAL DR
HOUSTON TX 77081-2226

SALAS GILBERT
395 E OAK
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

AMBROCIO LAURENTINO C &
MARIA S

363 GARDEN

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ESPARZA JUAN & ELISABETH
325 E GARDEN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CAMARENA ROSENDO V &
ALICE

11301 RD 248
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

COX JESSE & MARIE
58 CHISHOLM TRAIL
NEWBURY PARK CA 91320

WALKER FRANKIE
19371 AVE 144
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CHANEY JENNIFER L
266 E GARDEN AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BOWIE SHARRON MAY &
ROBERT

370 E GARDEN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LASALLE BANK NA (TR)
WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK
7255 BAYMEADOWS WAY
JACKSONVILLE FL 32256

ALVARADO LEO JR &
CAROLINA

115 N MURRY ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



CARRANZA FRUCTOSO
292 E GARDEN AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DELGADILLO RUBEN &
ESPARANZA

106 N MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CHOATE JAMES W &
JEANNETTE S(CO-TRS
97 RAMONA PL
CAMARILLO CA 93010

LARSON MICHAEL DAVID
85 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SANCHEZ JESUS RIOS &
FABIOLA LLAMAS

2270 E MISSION AVE
EXCONDIDO CA 92027

LOZA MOISES O & RAFAELA
148 VALDIVIACT
SAN RAMON CA 94583

GARCIA VICTOR M &
ROSEMARY

2186 W POPLAR RD
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

QUIRAM ETHEL E
1028 N HIGHLAND DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BANK OF THE SIERRA
86 N MAIN STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MENA PATRICIO A & MARIA R
22660 AVE 178
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BASRA AVTAR SINGH
2012 N CHRISCT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MAYER HENRY D & CANDICE
1952 MONTE CT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CONE JAMES N & OLGA M
382 E MORTON AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CONE JAMES N & OLGA M
382 E MORTON AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

STALLINGS DWIGHT
1628 ORLEANS DR
SAN JOSE CA 95122

STALLINGS DWIGHT & REON
1628 ORLEANS DR
SAN JOSE CA 95122

STALLINGS DWIGHT & REON
1628 ORLEANS DR
SAN JOSE CA 95122

PATTERSON RICHARD R &
DONN (TR)

P O BOX 632
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

MELGOZA AIDA
1004 MAIN ST
DELANO CA 93215

WEBB DOUGLAS & BETTY
608 N PLANO ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

AGUAYO JUAN M
2340 MAPLE AVE
SANTA ANA CA 92707

BLASINGAME BRENT S & GINA
846 S WESTWOOD ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LEE SANG SUH
134 N 2ND ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE PUBLISHING CO
P OBOX 151
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

WONG AMELIA C & DELBERT
315 SWEENY ST
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94134

WONG AMELIA C & DELBERT
315 SWEENY ST
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94134

GOODRICH KENT D & SANDRA
31159 MEADOWLARK LN
SPRINGVILLE CA 93256

PORTERVILLE CITY OF REDEV
AGCY

P O BOX 432

PORTERVILLE CA 93258

BALLESTEROS ALFREDO
50 NO MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

REISIG KAYE B (CO-TRS KBR)
2262 W ORANGE AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



CHOATE JAMES W &
JEANNETTE S(CO-TRS
97 RAMONA PL
CAMARILLO CA 93010

LETSINGER INA JEAN
P O BOX 1735
MORRO BAY CA 93443

H Q INVESTMENT GEN PNP
P O BOX 1448
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

IRETON JOHN H & JACQUELINE

263 KANAI
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SOREY G KENT
P O BOX 672
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

HERRERA RENE
141 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TORABI CAMERON
755 N SEQUOIA
LINDSAY CA 93247

TREE STEVEN & JANETTE
2514 W MEMORY LANE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CASTANEDA ROGER & CATHI
361 SOUTH F ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

AVALOS LUIS C & ROSA M
1612 GABRIELA DR
OXNARD CA 93030

MITCHELL DAVID & JODY
200 NO MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

REED & REED ENTERPRISES
P O BOX 1230
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

HARRIS NOLAN L & JANICE A
214 N 2ND
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WINTON JAMES S & NANCY L
16270 MUSTANG DR
SPRINGVILLE CA 93265

DELLABETTE L (TR BLD TR)
2268 W MONACHE LN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TORABI CAMERON
131 E MILL AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

STEVENTON STELLA L
938 W KANAI
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PAAR FAM LTD
P O BOX 292660
PHELAN CA 92329-2660

GREAT WESTERN LAND LLC
1055 W MORTON AVE STE B
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

K SJINVESTMENTS
33786 GLOBE DR
SPRINGVILLE CA 93265

MID VALLEY PROP MGMT 99
369 S DOHENY DR #293
BEVERLY HILLS CA 90210

PORTERVILLE MISSION
C/O ROBERT KRASE ESQ
P O BOX 2033
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

NYE DOUGLAS A & RITAM
DBA MEDICAL OFFICE SER.
193 N 4TH ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

KIM JAE R MD & MUN JA
139 E PUTNAM AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ORANGE BELT BOARD OF
REALTORS

200 N THIRD ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GRISWOLD ROBERT &
THERESA (TRS GRIS
733 SANTA LUCIA
LOS OSOS CA 93402

LANSFORD HAROLD W &
ZELMA Q

7800 SKYVIEW ST
GREELEY CO 80634

EL FUTURO CREDIT UNION
182 NO MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

NORRIS LARRY
104 N MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



ADAMS RICHARD B
162 NORTH MAIN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LETSINGER INA JEAN (TR)
P O BOX 1735
MORRO BAY CA 93443

COOPER CONNIE MARIA
2810 S CUYLER
BERWYN IL 60402

VELARDE JACINTO L & CELIA
114 NO PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

VIVEROS VICTOR SOLORIO
88 NO PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LEAVITT BOYD K & MARY S
457 E OAK ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FAGGART MARY M
1360 HIGHLAND DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DON & NICKS FREEWAY AUTO
PARTS INC

92 S MAIN ST

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GARCIA SANTIAGO &
EDUVIJES

119 B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

RANGEL RAYMOND
178 NO MAIN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE CITY OF
ATTN: ASST. FIN. DIR.

291 N MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257-3737

ZITO GIUSIPPE & GUISEPPINA
130 N PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BARRAZA-MEZA LUIS &
GLADIS A

108 NO PLANO ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

YOUNGBLOOD JAMES &
MARJORIE N

P OBOX 17789

TULARE CA 93275

DELGADILLO VIVIANA
427 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DRUM KAYLA A
473 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FAGGART MARY M
133 S MAIN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MENDOZA PAUL
93 B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CORDERO ALEJANDRO
149 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DAVISON BARBARA (TR)
P O BOX 1083
EXETER CA 93221

KELLEY ROBERT J
170 N MAIN ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ALANIZ CAROLINAC &
GUSTAVO

2220 W SCHOOL
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SAMANO CARMEN
100 N PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LEROY BAMBI L
68 N PLANO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GUERRERO JOSE A &
ELIZABETH

441 E OAK AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

THOMPSON KATHLEEN R
25950 AVE 88
TERRA BELLA CA 93270

CAMACHO MAXIMO R & LUISA
451 RUMA RANCHO
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GUTIERREZ RAYMUNDO &
ESTELA

107 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GEE WAYNE & LAI-CHUN SAN
160 N BALMAYNE ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257



PORTERVILLE UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT

600 WEST GRAND AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CABELLO-COLEMAN MARY
44056 REDBUD TRAIL
THREE RIVERS CA 93271

NUNEZ MARTIN
103 A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MENDEZ ROSE HELEN
311 N ROCHE ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GILMER SUE A
144 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LONG BILL B
P O BOX 189
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

SIERRA AURORA N
80 SOUTH A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LEIVA LORENZO (L E)
519 N FOURTH ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CHAVEZ MARIA
952 KALA
MC FARLAND CA 93250

PORTERVILLE CITY OF REDEV
AGCY

P OBOX 432

PORTERVILLE CA 93258

FLORES LINDA L
113 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

REYES FELIPE & FLORINA
89S AST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GONZALEZ ALFREDO & MARIA
113 SOUTH A ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CARTER EVELYN
PO BOX 1934
SANTA ANA CA 92702

PASION BETTY JANE
1536 JACOBS AVE
SAN JOSE CA 95118

SALDIVAR JOSE R & DELIA
1490 W NANCY CIRCLE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MORENO MARGARET
90 SAST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ESPINO DELFINO & ALICIA
120 SO A ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE HOTEL
INVESTORS

1006 4TH ST STE #701
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

NELSON THOMAS L
(CHARLES A THOMAS TRUST)
1585 BONNIE BLUFF CT
ENCINITAS CA 92024

ESCUDERO ANTONIO & MARIA
131 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SALDIVAR JOSE R & DELIA
1490 W NANCY CIRCLE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

NORIEGA ZENALDA M
117SAST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BROILES FLORENCE G (TR)
1743 62ND AVE
OAKLAND CA 94621

AMBRIZ GREGORIO & VICKIE
126 S B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PEARSON CLAUDE H (TRS)
P O BOX 1094
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

SIERRA SYLVIA
104 SA ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

WRIGHT JOHN C
P O BOX 1035
SAN LUIS OBISPO CA 93406

CHAVEZ MARIA
952 KALA
MC FARLAND CA 93250

SINGH JOGINDER (TR)
2857 NORTHILL ST
SELMA CA 93662



QUIRAM ETHEL E
1028 N HIGHLAND DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CHAVEZ MARGARET (TR)
1857 CABRILLO AVE
SANTA CLARA CA 95050

SHELTON JAMES GREGORY
888 NO WILLIFORD ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ALEXANDER THOMAS L
7214 GOLF COURSE LN
SAN JOSE CA 95139

SIERRA LUPE
58 SOUTH A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MONTOYA MIKE & MARY E
1774 PAMELA CT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LEDESMA BRIGIDA O
207 S CARRILLO PLACE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CH-FIRST ASSEMBLY OF GOD

OF PVILLE
105 E OLIVE AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BARRIOS NICK R & BERTHA
57 SO B ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TALL MAN INC
2069 VILLA HEIGHTS RD
PASADENA CA 91107

OLMEDO FRANCISCO & DIANA
1671 GERRY CT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OLMEDO FRANCISCO & DIANA
1671 GERRY CT
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ANDERSON BILLIE J & ROTHA
15591 BIRCH
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LOPEZ MARIA MAGDALENA
44 SOUTH A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

OJEDA RAMON
68 SOUTH A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

RODRIGUEZ JUAN J &
RAFAELA C

43 A STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MEZA MERCED & ELUTERIA Z
69 S ASTREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PEARSON CLAUDE H (TRS)
P O BOX 1094
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

AGUILAR FIDENCIO & RITA
61 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PRADO DAVID L & SALLY A
835 NO DIVISION
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DE LA CRUZ ALEJO NIEVES
142 #1,2 OLIVE AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CARRILLO JOSEPHINE T
469 W ALICE AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE RESCUE
MISSION INC

P O BOX 2041
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

GONZALES DOLORES
54 SO AST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

SHELTON JAMES GREGORY
888 NO WILLIFORD
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MEDRANO TONY A (TR)
53S0 A ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CH-FIRST ASSEMBLY OF GOD
105 E OLIVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PENA CARLOS & AMELIA
45 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

AGUILAR ISIDORO & MARIA
69 SOUTH B STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GARFIELD BEACH CVS LLC
ATN KRISTINE L DONABEDIAN
ONE CVS DRIVE
WOONSOCKET RI 02895



SCHULER THELMA (TR)
P O BOX 612
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

DIAZ JUAN CARLOS
58 SOUTH C STREET
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

DUENAS MOISES G & SARA A
1314 LINDA VISTA
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TULARE COUNTY JR
LIVESTOCK

P O BOX 369
PORTERVILLE CA 93258

MULLER TIMOTHY M
300 MONTGOMERY ST STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104

GUENTHER EDWARD D (TR)
P O BOX 6544
OXNARD CA 93031

STEVENS ROBERT C &
EDUARDA

20357 AVE 148
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

LINCOLN TRUST CO (CUST FBO

ROBERT F
P OBOX5831TA
DENVER CO 80217

GARCIA FERNANDO &
MARGARITA D

18 N PLANO ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE ELKS BLDG
386 NO MAIN
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CH-FIRST ASSEMBLY OF GOD
OF PVILLE

69 E OLIVE

PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TORRES NOE
56 SOUTH C ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

TALL MAN INC
2069 VILLA HEIGHTS RD
PASADENA CA 91107

MC DONALDS CORPORATION
C/O ROGER DELPH

1822 E MAIN ST

VISALIA CA 93292

RAMIREZ MIKE & LILIA
1012 N MARITZA PLACE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

MENDONCA GARY & LISA
9745 NO STAR CT
STOCKTON CA 95209

KRUM ROBERT P & CAROLYN
140 S PARK DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

CLINE RANDALL S (TR)
81 S CORONA DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GONZALEZ SALVADOR &
ROSA M

3732 W 64TH ST
INGLEWOOD CA 90302

REVELES MARCOS D & TERI S
83 S CORONA DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

GARFIELD BEACH CVS LLC
ONE CVS DR
WOONSOCKET RI 02895

MAIN OLIVE LLC
500 WASHINGTON ST #700
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

CALIF STATE OF MILITARY
CAPITOL MALL
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

PK SALE LLC
3333 NEW HYDE PARK DR
NEW HYDE PARK NY 11042

PORTERVILLE UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT

589 W VINE AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

PORTERVILLE UNIFIED
SCHOOL DIST

600 W GRAND AVE
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

EDWARDS CHRISTOPHER R &
KELLY R

133 S WILLIAMS DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

ZERMENO JOE & PATRICIA
16 SPLANO ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

BURELL GEORGE R &
GUADALUPE

28 N PLANO ST
PORTERVILLE CA 93257

FELEAY MERLE R & JODEE B
P O BOX 552
PORTERVILLE CA 93258



DAVIS HOWARD R & PK SALE LLC

CHRISTINE K 3333 NEW HYDE PARK DR

84 S PARK DR
PORTERVILLE CA 93257 NEW HYDE PARK NY 11042



Assemblywoman Connie Conway
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Sacramento, CA 95814
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291 N Main Street

Porterville, CA 93257
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District Office

113 N. Church St.
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County Courthouse, Room 303
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Superior Court of CA, County of Tulare
County Civic Center

2300 West Burrel Avenue

County Courthouse, Room 303

Visalia, CA 93291-4593

Phillip A. Cox
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2800 West Burrel Avenue

Visalia, CA 93291
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Tulare County Administration Building
2800 West Burrel Avenue

Visalia, CA 93291
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County Courthouse, Room 206

Visalia, CA 93291
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350 North D Street

Porterville, CA 93257

Council Member Brian Ward
City of Porterville City Council
Porterville City Hall

291 N Main Street

Porterville, CA 93257
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City of Porterville
291 N Main Street
Porterville, CA 93257

Senator Roy Ashburn
District Office

5001 CA Avenue
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Bakersfield, CA 93309

Allen R. Ishida

Tulare County Board of Supervisors
Administration Building

2800 West Burrel Avenue

Visalia, CA 93291

J. Steve Worthley

Tulare County Board of Supervisors
Administration Building

2800 West Burrel Avenue

Visalia, CA 93291

District Attorney Phillip J. Cline
Tulare County County Civic Center
221 S. Mooney Blvd.

Courthouse, Room 224

Visalia, CA 93291

Public Defender Michael Sheltzer
Tulare County County Civic Center
221 S. Mooney Blvd.

Courthouse, Room G-35

Visalia, CA 93291

Council Member Felipe A. Martinez
City of Porterville City Council
Porterville City Hall

291 N Main Street

Porterville, CA 93257

Council Member Felipe A. Martinez
City of Porterville City Council
Porterville City Hall

291 N Main Street

Porterville, CA 96130

Fire Chief Mario G. Garcia
City of Porterville
Porterville Fire Department
40 W Cleveland Ave
Porterville, CA 93257



Appendix H
Mitigation Monitoring Plan



INTRODUCTION

Section 15097 of CEQA requires all state and local agencies to establish
monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public
agency whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated
negative declaration” or specified environmental findings related to
environmental impact reports.

This Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been prepared for the New
Porterville Courthouse project. The intent of the Plan is to prescribe and
enforce a means for properly and successfully implementing the
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation measures identified in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan were
developed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project. This
Mitigation Monitoring Plan is intended to be used by AOC Site
Representatives to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during
project implementation.

The following table provides a summary of all mitigation and monitoring
that will be conducted for the project. It also identifies the responsible
monitoring agency and implementation phase.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Monitor-
ing Party

Implemen-
tation
Phase

AIR QUALITY

Mitigation
measures
related to
air
quality.

AIR QUALITY 1

In all disturbed areas, including storage piles that
are not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, the construction contractor shall
effectively stabilize dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer /suppressant, covering with a
tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground
cover.

AIR QUALITY 2

Use water or chemical stabilizer /suppressant
materials to effectively stabilize dust emissions on
all on-site unpaved roads.

AIR QUALITY 3

All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation,
land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition
activities shall include application of water to
effectively control fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 4

If materials are transported off site, the
construction contractor shall cover all material or
effectively wet all materials to limit visible dust
emissions and maintain at least 6 inches of
freeboard space from the top of the container.

AIR QUALITY 5

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday.

AIR QUALITY 6

Following the addition of materials to outdoor
storage piles or the removal of materials, the
construction contractor shall effectively stabilize
the surface of outdoor storage piles utilizing
sufficient water or chemical stabilizer /suppressant
to prevent fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 7

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures
to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from
areas with a slope greater than 1 percent.

AOC
project
manager

During
preparation
of contract
specifica-
tions
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Monitor-
ing Party

Implemen-
tation
Phase

Mitigation
measures
related to
air
quality.

AIR QUALITY 1

In all disturbed areas, including storage piles that
are not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, the construction contractor shall
effectively stabilize dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer /suppressant, covering with a
tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground
cover.

AIR QUALITY 2

Use water or chemical stabilizer /suppressant
materials to effectively stabilize dust emissions on
all on-site unpaved roads.

AIR QUALITY 3

All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation,
land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition
activities shall include application of water to
effectively control fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 4

If materials are transported off-site, the
construction contractor shall cover all material or
effectively wet all materials to limit visible dust
emissions and maintain at least 6 inches of
freeboard space from the top of the container.

AIR QUALITY 5

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday.

AIR QUALITY 6

Following the addition of materials to outdoor
storage piles or the removal of materials, the
construction contractor shall effectively stabilize
the surface of outdoor storage piles utilizing
sufficient water or chemical stabilizer /suppressant
to prevent fugitive dust emissions.

AIR QUALITY 7

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures
to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from
areas with a slope greater than 1 percent.

AOC
construc-
tion
inspector

During
construc-
tion
activities.

ERM
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Monitor-
ing Party

Implemen-
tation
Phase

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mitigation
measures
related to
hazards
and
hazardous
materials.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 1
During demolition of the structures, a qualified
environmental professional shall evaluate paint
that is separated from the building material to
determine its proper management, and the AOC’s
construction contractor will dispose of the
materials in the manner determined by the
environmental professional and in compliance
with all applicable laws.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 2
Prior to demolition activities, the AOC’s
construction contractor will have a qualified
environmental professional conduct an asbestos
survey to determine the presence or absence of
asbestos. If asbestos materials are present, the
construction contractor will perform asbestos
removal by a State-certified asbestos containment
contractor in accordance with both the Toxic
Substances Control Act, Title 15 of the United
States Code, Section 2601 et seq.), and Title 2 -
Asbestos Hazardous Emergency Response for
Handling Asbestos.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 3
The AOC's contractor documents will require the
construction contractor to ensure that a licensed
hauler transports hazardous waste for disposal at
an appropriate facility in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

AOC
project
manager

During
preparation
of contract
specifica-
tions

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 1
During demolition of the structures, a qualified
environmental professional shall evaluate paint
that is separated from the building material to
determine its proper management, and the AOC’s
construction contractor will dispose of the
materials in the manner determined by the
environmental professional and in compliance
with all applicable laws.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 2
Prior to demolition activities, the AOC’s
construction contractor will have a qualified
environmental professional conduct an asbestos
survey to determine the presence or absence of
asbestos. If asbestos materials are present, the

AOC
construc-
tion
inspector

During
construc-
tion
activities.

ERM
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Monitor-
ing Party

Implemen-
tation
Phase

construction contractor will perform asbestos
removal by a State-certified asbestos containment
contractor in accordance with both the Toxic
Substances Control Act, Title 15 of the United
States Code, Section 2601 et seq.), and Title 2 -
Asbestos Hazardous Emergency Response for
Handling Asbestos.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 3

The AOC's contractor documents will require the
construction contractor to ensure that a licensed
hauler transports hazardous waste for disposal at
an appropriate facility in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

NOISE

Mitigation
measures
related to
noise.

NOISE 1

Restrict construction activities that generate
substantial noise to the hours between 7 a.m. and 5
p-m. on Monday through Saturday. No activities
that generate substantial noise shall occur on
Sundays or holidays.

NOISE 2

Locate staging area and stationary equipment as
far as possible from sensitive receptors (such as the
homes north and west of the project site).

AOC
project
manager

During
preparation
of contract
specifica-
tions

NOISE 1

Restrict construction activities that generate
substantial noise to the hours between 7 a.m. and 5
p-m. on Monday through Saturday. No activities
that generate substantial noise shall occur on
Sundays or holidays.

NOISE 2

Locate staging area and stationary equipment as
far as possible from sensitive receptors (such as the
homes north and west of the project site).

NOISE 3

Ensure all construction equipment is properly
maintained and operated and equipped with
mufflers.

AOC
construc-
tion
inspector

During
construc-
tion
activities.

ERM
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e Monitor- Implemen-
Impact Mitigation Measure ing Party tation
Phase
RECREATION
RECREATION 1
Mitigation | The AOC will provide funds directly to the City for AOC During
measures | the City’s development of additional recreational roiect property
related to | facilities to provide new facilities and/or expand Em 1]1 a transfer
recreation. | the use of existing facilities to replace the lost et process.
recreational facilities.
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