ISOAP Stage 1 (Screening and Initial Assessment) Long Form

Prepared by: Dé Traffic Ops - South
Checked by: KM/AC

Cty-Rte-PM:  Tul-198-R17.008

Major Street: Route 198

Minor Street: Road 182

Project EA:  TBD - TIRTS Log # 241-0006P
Date: 7/2/2025

Step 1.1 Is ISOAP Required?
Applicability criteria

New public road, private road, or high-volume (1,000 ADT) driveway

New freeway interchange

Change in type of traffic control (stop, yield, signal)

Pedestrian hybrid beacon (PHB) at an intersection

Major physical changes to intersection approaches (including ramp terminals), such
as adding a leg to an intersection or widening to provide an additional through or
turn lane

X OOOD

Step 1.2 Determine Intended Project Outcome, Place Type, Design Vehicle, and Gather
Data

Determine desired result of project, collaborating with functional units and stakeholders
as needed (for example, safety improvement, improve walkability, reduced queuing):
Improve safety by addressing broadside crashes.

Gather available existing traffic data

Major street:

e Route classification Expressway

e Lane configuration: Two lanes in each direction, EB/WB left-turn channelization
e Existing ADT: 27000

e Future ADT: 40120

e Speed limit: 65

Minor street:

e Route classification: Local Road

e Lane configuration: One lane in each direction
e Existing ADT: 1400

e Future ADT: 2080

e Speed limif: 55



Existing land use: Agricultural with scattered rural residential
Future land use: Agricultura with scattered rural residential
In addition, gather if available:

¢ More detailed counts (hourly, peak hour, turning movement, truck, bicycle,
pedestrian, etfc.)

e Roadway geometrics

e Collision data

Gather planning information

e Route Concept Report, Transportation Concept Report, or Multimodal Corridor Plan
e Active Transportatfion Plan
e General Plan or Specific Plan

Future concept of the state highway (long-term and/or ultimate configuration: 2040
Concept and Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC) are both 4-lane expressways.
However, some right-of-way was previously acquired for a future frumpet interchange
at this location.

Determine place type

Select the appropriate place type (may not reflect current land use): Undeveloped
corridors

Determine design vehicle

Designated truck network: National Network Route (STAA)

Design vehicle: STAA truck
Step 1.3 Ped and Bike Planning and Feasibility Assessment

Conduct a qualitative assessment of the needs of bicyclists and peds. Consider land
use and connectivity. Take note of schools and senior centers or housing.

Existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities: None

Select type of appropriate type of bicycle facility for the major street: Undesignated
shoulder

Select type of appropriate type of bicycle facility for the minor street: No bicycle
accommodated needed

Any additional comments on future pedestrian or bicycle facilities: This location is not
addressed in the 2022 Regional ActiveTransportation Plan for theTulare County Region.

Step 1.4 General R/W and Operational Feasibility Assessment
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Consider appropriate strategies to analyze considering the right-of-way required using
footprints based on typical designs. Use CAP-X or rules of thumb for lane configurations.
Use more advanced tools (Synchro, Sidra) if turning movement counts are available.

Atftach any exhibits as appropriate.

Comment as needed: The existing expressway right-of-way is narrower than for typical
expressways, with closely spaced frontage roads. Right-of-way is more expansive at
Road 180 for the potential trumpet interchange. Traffic counts at the Road 182
intersections showed AM peak volumes of 198 EB U-turns and 54 left turns versus 1131
WB approaching vehicles. A roundabout at an existing three-leg intersection would
reduce the number of conflict points and reduce delay of stop-controlled approach.
An RCUT for the offset Road 180 and Road 182 intersections with outside acceleration
lanes would address the speed differential concern for vehicles making U-turn.
Prohibiting southbound left-turn movements from Road 182 would necessitate
accommodating the westbound U-turn movement at Road 180, which is currently a
restricted movement. Providing side-by-side left turn lanes on Route 198 between Road
180 and Road 182 would provide refuge for vehicles intending to make U-turns after
making right turns from Road 180 or 182. However, this would require widening the
median and shifting the Route 198 through lanes to the outside. Alternatives: Multilane
Roundabout: $8.5 million, RCUT with outside acceleration lanes & side-by-side left turn
lanes: $8.1 million, RCUT with outside acceleration lanes: $2.3 million. See attached
exhibits.

Step 1.5 Transit and Freight Assessment

Transit considerations

Existing transit providers and routes: Existing Tulare County Regional Transit Agency
fixed-route buses run on Route 198 with approximate 30-minute headways. There is no
transit stop at this location.

If fransit facilities are currently lacking, will land use changes create a need for more
transit facilities in the future2 No

Consider the need for transit shelters and passenger queuing, location of bus bays
(near side or far side), and whether location requires storage for multiple transit vehicles
for tfransfers.

Comment as needed: No fransit accommodation is needed.

Freight considerations

The appropriate design vehicle was determined in Step 1.2. Consult with the District
Truck Access Manager (DTAM) if less than an STAA truck is fo be accommodated.

Determine if oversized vehicles need to be accommodated: Yes
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If yes, specify type of vehicle to be accommodated: OSOW frucks should be
accommodated for all turning movements, with the exception of the northbound and
southbound left-turn movements. According to the four-year history of OSOW permit
activity, only one permitted movement was recorded utilizing the southbound left turn
at Road 182. Routing for northbound/southbound left oversize vehicles can be
accommodated via Marinette Avenue, Farmersville Road, and State Route 65.

Do all tfruck turning movements need to be accommodated?: Yes

If no, specify any unnecessary turns (for instance, EBL — eastbound left): STAA trucks
should be accommodated for all furning movements, with the exception of the
northbound and southbound left-turn movements. Routing for northbound/southbound
left STAA vehicles can be accommodated via Marinette Avenue, Farmersville Road,
and State Route 65.

Step 1.4 Initial Safety Assessment

Analyze existing collision history. Note any existing known collision pattern or other
safety considerations: There were 9 collisions in 3 years. The predominant collision
pattern is eastbound left-turn vehicles colliding with westbound through vehicles. There
is a secondary pattern of southbound left-turn vehicles colliding with eastbound or
westbound through vehicles.

Consider the relative safety of the proposed intersection control strategies. The SPICE
tool, FHWA ICE Tool, or SSI methodology may be used.

For each considered strategy, provide a summary of initial safety and operational
assessments, accommodations of pedestrians and bicyclists, and/or constraints, note
any impacts to fransit or freight): Either RCUT option with acceleration lanes would
address the broadside crashes and mitigate the speed differential for vehicles making
the eastbound U-turn movement. No accommodations for bicycles and pedestrians
would be needed.

Step 1.7 Eliminate Infeasible Strategies

Eliminate strategies that do not satisfy the need, have unmitigable environmental
impacts, inadequately address safety, or exceed available and potentially available
funding.

List rejected strategies and note reason for elimination: The cost of the roundabout
would exceed the available funding in both the near and long term and exceeds the
available right-of-way, making it an unfeasible option for implementation. An isolated
high-speed rural traffic signal is undesirable because it can create unexpected
stopping behavior, increasing the risk of rear-end collisions and disrupting the flow of
traffic. An RCUT with acceleration and added side-by-side left-turn lanes does not
meet the Safety Index due to the additional cost and the right-of-way impacts it will
have on adjacent frontage roads.
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Step 1.8 Findings and Recommendations

Provide the recommended action, whether there is a single viable option that
concludes ISOAP or if there are multiple strategies for proceeding to Stage 2. If there is
only one viable strategy but funding is insufficient, consider:

e Other potential funding sources (SHOPP, CMAQ), Minor, ATP, measure, developer
fees)

e Phased implementation

e Interim improvements

Recommendation: The RCUT with acceleration lanes addresses the safety concern
and is recommended. It will reroute the Rd 182 left-turn to a median U-turn, thereby
reducing opportunities for crashes compared to the existing intersection design. Cost is
$2.3 million, and Safety Index is satisfied for a safety project. See attached Exhibit 3 for
layout and cost estimate.

The District ISOAP Coordinator and designated Traffic Operations functional manager, if
applicable, will review the ISOAP form. If satisfactory and there is only one viable
strategy, the ISOAP form will be submitted to the District Traffic Safety Engineer for
review and concurrence of the recommendation. The District ISOAP Coordinator will
respond with comments or an approval memo.

Attachments: Exhibit 1: Multilane Roundabout at Tulare 198 & Road 182, Exhibit 2: Tulare
198 & Road 180/182 RCUT with acceleration lane and side by side left turns, Exhibit 3:
Tulare 198 & Road 180/182 RCUT with acceleration lane (Reccomendation)
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Foute 198

Rd 182

c120 W01 1207

Exhibit 1

Route 198
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PROJECT

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE® EXh I b It 2

EA: DS-123456 EA: DS-123456 PID: DS1234567
PID: DS1234567 District-County-Route: 06-TUL-198
PM: 16.5-17.0
Type of Estimate : Conceptual Report
Program Code :
Project Limits : Tulare 198 PM 16.5/17.0
Project Description: acceleration Lane plus Extended Left-Turn
Scope :
Alternative : Alternative # 6
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE
Current Year Cost Escalated Cost
TOTAL ROADWAY COST $ 7,039,300 $ 7,039,300
TOTAL STRUCTURES COST $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 7,039,300 $ 7,039,300
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $ 8,040,000 $ 8,040,000
PA/ED SUPPORT $ - $ -
PS&E SUPPORT $ - $ -
RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT $ - $ -
CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT $ - $ -
TOTAL SUPPORT COST $ - $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 8,050,000 $ 8,050,000
Programmed Amount
Month / Year
Date of Estimate (Month/Year) /
Estimated Construction Start (Month/Year) /
Number of Working Days =
Estimated Mid-Point of Construction (Month/Year) /
Estimated Construction End (Month/Year) /
Number of Plant Establishment Days
Estimated Project Schedule
PID Approval
PA/ED Approval
PS&E
RTL
Begin Construction
Reviewed by District O.E. or
Cost Estimate Certifier XX/XX/XXXX (200x) XXX-XXXX
Office Engineer / Cost Estimate Certifier Date Phone
Approved by Project Manager . (XXX) XXX-XXXX
Project Manager Date Phone
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. ROADWAY ITEMS SUMMARY - ALTERNATIVE 6

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

EA: DS-123456 PID: DS1234567

Section Cost
1 Earthwork 112,000
2 Pavement Structural Section 3,639,600
3 Drainage 50,000
4 Specialty Items 295,000
5 Environmental 30,000
6 Traffic Iltems 150,000
7 Detours 200,000
8 Minor Items 223,900
9 Roadway Mobilization 150,000
10 Supplemental Work 188,100
1 State Furnished 94,100
12 Time-Related Overhead 282,100
13 Total Roadway Contingency 1,624,500
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS 7,039,300
Estimate Prepared By :
Name and Title Date Phone
Estimate Reviewed By :
Name and Title Date Phone

By signing this estimate you are attesting that you have discussed your project with all functional units and
have incorporated all their comments or have discussed with them why they will not be incorporated.
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EA: DS-123456
PID: DS1234567

PROJECT

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE®
EA: DS-123456 PID: DS1234567

Exhibit 3

District-County-Route: 06-TUL-198

PM: 16.5-17.0
Type of Estimate : Conceptual Report
Program Code :
Project Limits : Tulare 198 PM 16.5/17.0
Project Description: acceleration Lane
Scope :
Alternative : Alternative # 5A
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE
Current Year Cost Escalated Cost
TOTAL ROADWAY COST $ 2,275,200 $ 2,275,200
TOTAL STRUCTURES COST $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 2,275,200 $ 2,275,200
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ - $ -
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $ 2,276,000 $ 2,276,000
PA/ED SUPPORT $ - $ -
PS&E SUPPORT $ - $ -
RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT $ - $ -
CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT $ - $ -
TOTAL SUPPORT COST $ - $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 2,280,000 $ 2,280,000
Programmed Amount
Month / Year
Date of Estimate (Month/Year) /
Estimated Construction Start (Month/Year) /
Number of Working Days =
Estimated Mid-Point of Construction (Month/Year) /
Estimated Construction End (Month/Year) /
Number of Plant Establishment Days
Estimated Project Schedule
PID Approval
PA/ED Approval
PS&E
RTL
Begin Construction
Reviewed by District O.E. or
Cost Estimate Certifier XXIXXIXXXX (XXX) XXX-XXXX
Office Engineer / Cost Estimate Certifier Date Phone
Approved by Project Manager N— (XXX) XXX-XXXX
Project Manager Date Phone
Page 1 5/31/2024



. ROADWAY ITEMS SUMMARY - ALTERNATIVE 5A

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

EA: DS-123456 PID: DS1234567

Section Cost

1 Earthwork 112,000
2 Pavement Structural Section 647,500
3 Drainage 50,000
4 Specialty Items 295,000
5 Environmental 30,000
6 Traffic Items 150,000
7 Detours 200,000
8 Minor Items 74,300
9 Roadway Mobilization 150,000
10 Supplemental Work 62,400
11 State Furnished 31,200
12 Time-Related Overhead 93,600
13 Total Roadway Contingency 379,200

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS 2,275,200

Estimate Prepared By :

Estimate Reviewed By :

Name and Title

Date

Phone

Name and Title

Date

Phone

By signing this estimate you are attesting that you have discussed your project with all functional units and have

incorporated all their comments or have discussed with them why they will not be incorporated.
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