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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This document contains public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIR) for the Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community Project (proposed project).  
Written comments were received by the City of Manteca during the public comment period held from 
April 12, 2010 through May 27, 2010.  This Final EIR includes written responses to environmental 
issues raised in comments on the Draft EIR.  The responses in the Final EIR clarify, correct, and 
amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate.  Also included are text changes made at the initiative of 
the Lead Agency (City of Manteca).  These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA; Public Resources Code (PRC) sections 21000-21177). 

BACKGROUND 

In accordance with CEQA regulations, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on January 
16, 2009, with a comment period from January 16, 2009 to February 18, 2009.  The City distributed 
the NOP to responsible agencies, interested parties and organizations, as well as private 
organizations and individuals that have stated an interest in the project.  The purpose of the NOP 
was to provide notification that an EIR for the project was being prepared and to solicit guidance on 
the scope and content of the document.  A copy of the NOP and public and agency responses to the 
NOP are included in Appendix B of the DEIR in accordance with CEQA. The City held a scoping 
meeting on February 5, 2009.  There were no public or agency comments submitted at the scoping 
meeting.  

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45 days from 
April 12, 2010 through May 27, 2010.  A public hearing was held on the DEIR for this project on 
April 27, 2010.  

PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The 1,049-acre project site is located in San Joaquin County adjacent to the southeast limits of the 
City of Manteca. The project site is within the ten-year planning horizon of the adopted City of 
Manteca Sphere of Influence. The area is generally bounded by East Woodward Avenue to the 
north, Highway 99 to the east, and is bisected by the existing Austin Road, which runs north-south.  
The proposed project includes a range of land uses and development intensities, including heavy 
industrial, commercial, office, mixed use, residential, and public/quasi-public.  The public/quasi 
public uses include detention basins/parks, open space, and an exposition (EXPO) center, which 
would include a 32,000-square-foot exposition hall for conferences; an amphitheater with 1,000 
permanent seats and a 4,000-person-capacity lawn seating for outdoor events; and a 10,000-
square-foot agricultural EXPO facility.  The project would include up to 5,380,000 square feet of 
heavy industrial on 247 acres; 1,014,000 square feet of business/industrial/professional uses on 
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65.1 acres; 1,178,000 square feet of general commercial on 108.2 acres; 501,000 square feet of 
commercial mixed use with 828 residential units on 83.9 acres; 3,370 residential units on 
449.9 acres; and 94.5 acres of public/quasi-public uses, including the 122,000 square foot EXPO. 

Required Discretionary Actions 

The City of Manteca would be required to certify that the EIR adequately identifies the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and 
the City of Manteca CEQA Guidelines.  The project applicant is seeking approval of the following 
City entitlements, approvals, actions, and/or permits: 

• Certification of the EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

• General Plan Amendments  

• Prezone 

• Annexation  

• Master Plan 

TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The EIR is a Project EIR, pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  A Project EIR 
examines the environmental impacts of a specific project.  This type of EIR focuses on the changes 
in the environment that would result from implementation of the project, including construction and 
operation.  A Notice of Availability was posted with the San Joaquin County Clerk on April 12, 2010 
and the Draft EIR was released for public review and comment period from April 12, 2010 through 
May 27, 2010. 

The EIR is an informational document intended to disclose to the decision makers and the public the 
environmental consequences of approving and implementing the proposed project.  The preparation 
of the Final EIR focuses on the responses to significant environmental issues raised in comments on 
the Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies the following: 

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or revision of the draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft 
EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 
the review and consultation process. 

(e) And any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains the list of commenters, the comment letters, and responses to the 
significant environmental points raised in the comments and text changes made at the initiative of 
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the Lead Agency.  These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR is 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

The City of Manteca, the Lead Agency, must certify that the Austin Road Business Park and 
Residential Community EIR, which includes both the Draft EIR and Final EIR, adequately discloses 
the environmental effects of the project and has been completed in conformance with CEQA, and 
that the decision-making bodies independently reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to taking action on the project (CEQA Guidelines section 15090).  The EIR must also 
be considered by the Responsible Agencies, which are public agencies that have discretionary 
approval authority over the project in addition to the Lead Agency.  For this project, any “responsible 
agencies” must consider the environmental effects of the project, as shown in the EIR prior to 
approving any portion of the project over which it has authority. 

The following approvals and/or permits may be required from other agencies, including various 
“responsible agencies” as defined by CEQA.  The Austin Road Business Park and Residential 
Community EIR has been designed to provide information to these agencies to assist them in the 
permitting processes for the proposed project.  Technically, no federal agency can be a “responsible 
agency” within the meaning of CEQA, as federal agencies are beyond the reach of state law, which 
does impose various duties on responsible agencies. Even so, various federal agencies, discussed 
below, may use the analysis in this document in order to assist with the preparation of their own 
analyses required by federal law. 

• Water Quality Certification

• 

 (State Water Resources Control Board) 

Construction Storm Water Discharge Permit 

• 

(State Water Resources Control Board) 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

• 

 Permit Modification (Regional Water 
Quality Control Board) 

Hazardous Materials Environmental Oversight 

• 

(Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
San Joaquin County Division of Environmental Health Services).   

Permit to Operate (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

• Annexation (LAFCO)  

) 

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

For this Final EIR, comments and responses are grouped by comment letter.  As the subject matter 
of one topic may overlap between letters, the reader must occasionally refer to one or more 
responses to review all the information on a given subject.  To assist the reader, cross references 
are provided.  The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the 
Draft EIR, as amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification 
by the City of Manteca. 

The Final EIR is organized as follows:   

Chapter 1 - Introduction:  This chapter includes a summary of the project description and 
the process and requirements of a Final EIR.   



 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

 
 
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community 1-4 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 2010 P:\Projects - WP Only\5141300 Austin Road\!FEIR\1.0 Introduction.doc 

Chapter 2 - Changes to the Draft EIR:  This chapter lists the text changes to the Draft EIR. 

Chapter 3 - List of Agencies and Persons Commenting:  This chapter contains a list of all 
of the agencies or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public 
review period.   

Chapter 4 - Comments and Responses:  This chapter contains the comment letters 
received on the Draft EIR and the corresponding response to each comment.  Each letter 
and each comment within a letter has been given a number.  Responses are provided after 
the letter in the order in which the comments were assigned.  Where appropriate, responses 
are cross-referenced between letters.  The responses following each comment letter are 
intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft EIR, or refer the 
commenter to the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be 
found. Those comments not directly related to environmental issues may be discussed or 
noted for the record. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW 

The City of Manteca notified all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups, 
organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR on the proposed project was available for review.  
The following list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft 
EIR: 

• The City of Manteca filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR with the State 
Clearinghouse for a 30-day public review period for the proposed project on January 16, 2009. 

• A public scoping meeting was held on February 5, 2009. 

• A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State 
Clearinghouse on April 12, 2010.  A 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR was 
established by the State Clearinghouse, ending on May 27, 2010 and a Notice of Availability 
(NOA) was distributed to interested groups, organizations, and individuals. 

• Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following locations: 

• Manteca City Clerk 

• 1001 W. Center Street 

• Manteca, CA 95337 

• City of Manteca Community Development Department 

• 1001 W. Center Street 

• Manteca, CA 95337 

• Manteca Branch Library 

• Stockton-San Joaquin County Public Library 

• 320 W. Center Street 

• Manteca, CA 95336 
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2.0  CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated by the public, 
the Lead Agency, and/or consultants based on their on-going review.  New text is indicated in 
underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike through unless otherwise noted in the 
introduction preceding the text change (extensive edits have been included without underline and 
strikeout for clarity).  Text changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 5.3 Air Quality 

Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-18 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

TABLE 5.3-3 
 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (MITIGATED) 

Year/Emission Source 
ROG 

(tons/year) 
NOx 

(tons/year) 
PM10 

(tons/year) 
PM2.5 

(tons/year) 
Year 2010 (Phase 1) 0.90 7.46 7.21 1.77 
Year 2011 (Phase 1) 6.09 48.88 2.71 2.13 
Year 2012 (Phases 1 and 2) 48.04 29.44 5.12 2.12 
Year 2013 (Phases 2, 3, and 4) 13.07 9.37 4.03 1.24 
Year 2014 (Phases 3 and 4) 2.11 11.62 6.39 1.80 
Year 2015 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.77 12.96 1.12 0.87 
Year 2016 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.54 11.82 1.04 0.79 
Year 2017 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.32 10.74 0.97 0.73 
Year 2018 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.15 9.84 0.91 0.67 
Year 2019 (Phases 3 and 4) 2.99 9.00 0.85 0.62 
Year 2020 (Phase 5) 3.50 9.02 10.71 2.58 
Year 2021 (Phase 5 5.11 8.93 0.86 0.62 
Year 2022 (Phase 5) 5.09 8.90 0.86 0.62 

Maximum Annual Emissions prior to 
Rule 9510 Compliance 48.04 48.88 10.71 

Percent reduction from unmitigated 
emissions required by Rule 9510 

2.58 

— 20%33.3% 45% — 50% 

Maximum Annual Emissions after 
Rule 9510 Compliance 48.04 1 39.1 10.71 32.6 2.58 

SJVAPCD Thresholds (tons/year) 10.00 10.00 15.00 NT 
Significant Impact Yes No Yes No 
Percent Reduction Achieved with 
Mitigation and Rule 9510 Compliance 9.2% 47.00% 20% 43.30% 
Notes: 
1. The reduction noted is based upon the unmitigated totals, shown in Table 5.3-2. Because PM10

2. Modeling assumes construction (excavation, grading, and other construction activities) would be limited to one activity at a time. 

 emissions would already be below the 15 tons 
per year threshold, an additional 45% reduction after compliance with Rule 9510 is not shown. 

3. Modeling assumes heavy construction equipment would be limited to 8 hours per day, 5 days per week. 
Pollutant emissions are displayed in the units that allow direct comparison with the SJVAPCD significance thresholds (i.e., 10 tons/year for ROG 
and NOx, and 15 tons/year for PM10
Source: PBS&J, 2009.  Based on URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4. 

). 
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 on page 5.3-18 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

5.3-1 The construction contractor shall implement the following measures during 
construction activities:  

 Require that all diesel engines be shut off when not in use to reduce 
emissions from idling. 

 Minimize the obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways. 

 Water the active construction area three times per day during grading 
activities. 

 Use low-VOC paint during the painting of all residential and non-residential 
structures. 

 Achieve fleet average emissions for off-road equipment equal to or less than 
EPA Tier II emissions standards of 4.8 g NOx

Mitigation Measure 5.3-4 on page 5.3-25 of the Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

/bhp-hr, where feasible. 

5.3-4 No residential structure shall be located within 250 feet of the nearest travel lane of 
SR 99 and/or 200 feet from centerline of the railroad. 

Section 5.7 Public Services 

Further, any residential 
development located within 500 feet of SR 99 shall be subject to a site-specific 
evaluation of DPM. If it is determined that health risks at proposed residences within 
500 feet of SR 99 exceed SJVAPCD’s threshold of 10 in one million, further site-
specific mitigation measures and/or additional buffer distance between SR 99 and 
the proposed residences shall be provided, as determined through coordination with 
SJVAPCD. 

The text on page 5.7-2 of the Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

The project site is currently served by the Ripon Consolidated Fire Protection District 
(RCFPD), which serves the City of Ripon and rural areas near Manteca and Ripon; and 
Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFPD), which serves the City of Lathrop, rural 
Lathrop, and rural Manteca. Under the proposed project, the project site would be detached 
from LMFPD and RCFPD. Upon detachment from LMFPD and RCFPD 

Section 5.9 Transportation and Circulation 

and annexation to 
the City of Manteca, the project site would be served by the City of Manteca Fire Department 
(MFD). 

The text on page 5.9-10 in the Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

The CMP determines the LOS standard for the following facilities included in this study: 

• SR 120 between Yosemite Ave. and SR 99 – LOS F 

• SR 99 – LOS D 
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• 

• 

Jack Tone Road between SR 99 and Austin Road and Ripon Road/Main Street – 
LOS D 

Although the CMP standard for SR 120 is LOS F, Caltrans does not support this designation 
and instead uses a standard of LOS D. 

Ripon Road/Main Street between Austin Road and SR 99 – LOS D 

The text of Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 on page 5.9-44 in the Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

5.9-1 a) The project applicant and the City of Manteca shall work with Caltrans and the 
California Public Utilities Commission to obtain the necessary permits and 
conduct an at-grade railroad crossing safety diagnosis to construct the 
improvements described below. 
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3.0  LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMMENTING 
 
 
 
STATE AGENCIES  

 California Public Utilities Commission, Moses Stites  

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Dan Radulescu 

 California Department of Conservation, Dan Otis 

 California Department of Transportation, Office of Metropolitan Planning 

LOCAL AGENCIES  

 San Joaquin Council of Governments, San Joaquin Multi-Species habitat Conservation and 
Open Space Plan Anne-Marie Poggio 

 Ripon Unified School District, Louise Bennicoff-Nan 

 City of Ripon, Ken Zuidervaart 

 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, David Warner 

 San Joaquin Council of Governments, Laura Brunn 

 Ripon Consolidated Fire District, Dennis Bitters 

ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE APRIL 27, 2010 HEARING ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 Louise Bennicoff-Nan 

 Ernie Tyhurst 
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4.0  C OMME NT S  A ND R E S P ONS E S  
 
 
 
This section contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft EIR. Following each 
comment letter is a response by the City intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information 
provided in the Draft EIR and/ or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the Draft EIR where the 
requested information can be found. Comments that are not directly related to environmental issues 
may be discussed or noted for the record.  Where text changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based 
upon comments on the Draft EIR, those changes are generally included following the response to 
comment and in Chapter 2, Text Changes.  

 





Letter 1

21505
Line

21505
Text Box
1-1



Letter 1

21505
Line

21505
Text Box
1-2

21505
Line

21505
Text Box
1-3

21505
Line

21505
Text Box
1-4



Letter 1





 
 

4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
 
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community 4-5 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 2010 P:\Projects - WP Only\5141300 Austin Road\!FEIR\4.0 Responses to Comments.doc 

LETTER 1:  San Joaquin Council of Governments 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The comment provides a summary of the project.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-2 

The comment provides information on the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation 
and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) and states that participation in the SJMSCP satisfies the 
requirements of the state and federal endangered species acts and ensures impacts are mitigated to 
less than significant under CEQA.  The SJMSCP is discussed in the Draft EIR (pages 5.4-10 and 
5.4-11) and compliance with the SJMSCP is included in mitigation measures for the project.  As 
noted, impacts associated with the project would be less than significant given compliance with the 
SJMSCP. 

Response to Comment 1-3 

The comment regarding the timeline for satisfaction of the SJMSCP requirements is noted.  The City 
encourages the project applicant to contact SJMSCP staff for the information package. 

Response to Comment 1-4 

The comment discusses coverage of the project under the SJMSCP if wetlands are present on site.  
As discussed on page 5.4-1 of the Draft EIR, the project site has been significantly altered due to 
past and current agricultural activity.  On March 11, 2008, a PBS&J biologist conducted an 
assessment of jurisdictional wetlands and waters to determine if there are wetlands and/or Waters of 
the U.S. on the project site subject to jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).  No 
evidence of wetlands or Waters of the U.S. was observed during the March 11, 2008 survey of the 
project site.   
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LETTER 2:   Ripon Unified School District 

Response to Comment 2-1 

The comment states that the Ripon Unified School District was an afterthought in the preparation of 
the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR focused on goals and policies related to the Manteca Unified School 
District, but not the Ripon Unified School District.  It is important to point out that the goals and 
policies referenced in the comment are existing City of Manteca General Plan goals and policies, 
which focus on the Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) as it is the MUSD that serves the 
majority of the City of Manteca.  There are no City of Manteca General Plan goals and policies that 
specifically address the Ripon Unified School District.  Nonetheless, as demonstrated in the General 
Plan policies and goals, it is the City’s goal to ensure that adequate school facilities are available to 
serve new growth in the city.  Consequently, the City will work with the project applicant and school 
districts toward the provision of schools, irrespective of the district that would serve all or portions of 
the project site.  

Response to Comment 2-2 

The comment is correct: as shown in Table 5.7-2, approximately 58 percent of the residential units in 
the project site would be within the Ripon Unified School District boundary.  As discussed in the 
Draft EIR (page 5.7-18), however, the school districts, whether Ripon Unified School District or the 
Manteca Unified School District, would need to acquire land on which to construct a school, if 
existing schools cannot accommodate demand.  Although specific school sites were not analyzed in 
the Draft EIR, the City’s Zoning Code does indicate that schools are a permitted use in a residential 
district, meaning that a public school can be accommodated on any LDR, MDR, or HDR site 
identified on the land use plan.  If school districts acquire land within the ARBPRC project site, there 
would be no additional impacts associated with the construction of school facilities beyond that 
identified in the Draft EIR. If school districts acquire land outside the ARBPRC project area, 
however, the district would need to prepare a separate environmental analysis to determine the 
potential impacts in those offsite areas (Draft EIR page 5.7-18).   

Response to Comment 2-3 

The comment expresses an interest in a site within the project area for placement of a school.  
General Plan Policy PF-P-33 indicates (in part) that the City is to cooperate with the MUSD and 
others in locating and reserving sites for new schools.  While the City is to cooperate with a school 
district, state law limits the authority that local jurisdictions have in providing school facilities and the 
City cannot require a development project such as the ARBPRC to reserve school sites.  The City’s 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance provide opportunities for development of these facilities, 
however, thereby reducing the barriers for school districts to acquire suitable sites for the 
construction of new schools.  For instance, schools are permitted uses in residential and 
public/quasi-public districts, and several areas within the ARBPRC carry these zoning designations 
and, therefore, schools can be accommodated within the proposed project.  As noted in Response to 
Comment 2-2, if the school district acquires land within the ARBPRC project site, there would be no 
additional impacts associated with the construction of school facilities beyond that identified in the 
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Draft EIR, but if school districts acquire land outside the ARBPRC project area, the district would 
need to prepare a separate environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment 2-4 

The comment expresses interest in cooperating with the City of Manteca in the identification and 
development of joint use facilities and expresses particular interest in the event center.  The 
comment is noted.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR 
and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 2-5 

The comment suggests that the City cooperate with the Ripon Unified School District as well as with 
the Manteca Unified School District in the selection of suitable school sites.  As discussed in 
Responses to Comments 2-1 and 2-2, as demonstrated by the General Plan goals and policies 
related to schools, it is the City’s intention that adequate school facilities are available to serve new 
growth in the City. Consequently, the City will work with the school districts toward the provision of 
schools, including identification of sites appropriately zoned to accommodate school uses, 
irrespective of the school district that would serve the project. 

Response to Comment 2-6 

The comment refers to the projected number of students generated by the proposed project, based 
on the number of housing units and the student yield rates for the Ripon Unified School District and 
Manteca Unified School District, as shown in Table 5.7-2 on page 5.7-17 of the Draft EIR.  The 
information provided in the Draft EIR was intended to disclose the potential number of students that 
could be generated within each of the districts, based upon the student generation rates of the 
respective district.  The table was not intended to be used as the basis for the imposition of school 
fees on the project.  The City is not aware of the methodology used by the districts to obtain the 
student generation rates or why the Manteca Unified School District generation rates are higher than 
those of the Ripon Unified School District.  Further, the City cannot speculate as to which is the more 
accurate predictor for student generation in the case of the proposed project.  However, as noted by 
the commenter, if the student generation within the project site would be consistent with the rates for 
the Manteca Unified School District, the proposed project would result in approximately 1,983 
students in the southern portion of the project site (within the Ripon Unified School District 
boundaries) and a total of 3,447 students.  The Draft EIR acknowledges (page 5.7-17) that additional 
students could have a significant impact on the school districts, but the impact would be reduced 
through the payment of school fees that are required for all new development.  The fees are based 
upon the number of residential units, and not on an estimate of the number of students generated. 
The proposed project developer(s) would be required to pay all development impact fees for the 
purpose of providing educational services to students within the proposed project.   

The extent to which there would be physical environmental effects would be dependent upon where 
any new facilities are constructed.  As discussed in Response to Comment 2-2, if the school district 
acquires land within the ARBPRC project site, there would be no additional impacts associated with 
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the construction of school facilities beyond that identified in the Draft EIR. If the school district 
acquires land outside the ARBPRC project area, however, the district would need to prepare a 
separate environmental analysis to determine the potential impacts in those offsite areas. 
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LETTER 3:   California Public Utilities Commission 

Response to Comment 3-1 

The comment refers to the interim improvements proposed as part of the ARBPRC project and 
states that the signals shall be pre-empted by the crossing control devises at the railroad crossing.  
Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 includes a requirement for signal coordination and pre-emption for the 
proposed signals at Woodward Avenue/Woodward Avenue Extension and Woodward Avenue/Moffat 
Boulevard (see Draft EIR page 5.9-50).  However, the description of Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 has 
been modified to include a note that any modifications to existing at-grade railroad crossings will 
need to be coordinated with the CPUC and include a safety diagnosis.  The text of Mitigation 
Measure 5.9-1 on page 5.9-44 in the Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

5.9-1 a) The project applicant and the City of Manteca shall work with Caltrans and the 
California Public Utilities Commission to obtain the necessary permits and 
conduct an at-grade railroad crossing safety diagnosis 

Response to Comment 3-2 

to construct the 
improvements described below. 

The comment recommends that the City of Manteca include a grade separation of Austin Road over 
the UPRR tracks to mitigate project-related and cumulative impacts.  While the Draft EIR (page 
5.9-44 and page 5.9-84) define traffic congestion impacts at the intersections near the Austin Road/ 
UPRR crossing, the Draft EIR specifically identifies a less than significant impact at the Austin Road 
and Woodward Avenue UPRR crossings.  As described in the Draft EIR (pages 5.9-57 through 
5.9-58), this less than significant finding is based on the very low historic crash rates at the 
intersections and Federal Railroad Administration data that indicate that the types of warning 
devices currently installed at the crossings have lower than average crash rates when compared to 
all other at-grade warning devices. 

The primary access to the ARBPRC from SR 99 would be from the proposed McKinley Avenue 
interchange, which would include a grade-separation over the adjacent UPRR tracks.  In conjunction 
with this new interchange, on- and off-ramps at the existing Austin Road interchange would be 
eliminated.  Therefore, this modification would substantially reduce vehicular traffic at the existing at-
grade railroad crossing on Austin Road.  Additionally, the realignment of Woodward Avenue would 
allow access to the potential new interchange at McKinley Avenue without crossing the UPRR 
tracks.  For these reasons, along with the historically low crash history at the existing crossing, the 
City is not pursuing a grade separation at the existing UPRR crossing on Austin Road.   
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LETTER 4:   City of Ripon 

Response to Comment 4-1 

The Master Plan document is available for review on the City’s website www.ci.manteca.ca.us.  

Response to Comment 4-2 

The comment states there are two parcels within the City Sphere of Influence, but not within the 
project boundaries, and requests additional information about the future development of those 
parcels to address potential effects of development.  Because those parcels are not included in the 
project and are within the jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, the Draft EIR did not speculate as to 
what type of development would occur on those parcels and their development was not addressed in 
the Draft EIR.  At such time that development is proposed on those parcels, the City would require 
the appropriate level of environmental documentation and annexation to the City of Manteca.  

Response to Comment 4-3 

The comment contends there are apparent inconsistencies with the General Plan.  As discussed in 
the responses below, the project is not inconsistent with the General Plan.   

Response to Comment 4-4 

The comment refers to General Plan Policy LU-P-37 regarding designation of land for public 
facilities, including schools.  As noted in Response to Comment 2-3, schools are permitted uses in 
residential and public/quasi-public districts, and several areas within the ARBPRC carry these 
zoning designations (403.9 acres Low/Medium Density Residential; 46 acres High Density 
Residential; and 94.5 acres Public/Quasi-Public, though not all of this acreage would be available for 
school use).  Therefore, schools can be accommodated within the proposed project.   

Response to Comment 4-5 

The comment refers to Policy LU-P-53, which references a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the City of Manteca and City of Ripon and concludes that the Draft EIR does not contain 
enough information to conclude if the project is consistent with the MOU.  The MOU to which the 
comment refers includes points addressing amendment of both Cities’ Sphere of Influence 
boundaries to reflect a cooperative exchange of planning land area between the cities, cooperation 
in establishing policy statements in each of the Cities’ General Plans to support cooperative planning 
efforts along the common boundaries of the cities, and a policy statement for each city regarding 
pedestrian and bikeway connections in the vicinity of the ARBPRC project.   

The proposed project is within the City of Manteca’s Sphere of Influence and would not extend into 
the City of Ripon’s Sphere of Influence.  The southern portion of the proposed project would be 
similar to the existing General Plan Land Use designations, with residential, industrial, and 
public/quasi-public land uses under the proposed project.  The project would, therefore, not impede 
the ability of the City of Manteca and City of Ripon to cooperate in establishing General Plan policy 

http://www.ci.manteca.ca.us/�
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statements regarding planning efforts in the area.  One of the objectives of the proposed project is to 
“provide a pedestrian oriented neighborhood compatible with the Austin Road Business Park and 
Planned Community site, with pedestrian features that include safe, comfortable sidewalks and 
relatively direct routes to schools, parks, and commercial services”.  The Master Plan also includes 
the objective to link residential, employment, and commercial areas via the street network, bike 
trails, and pedestrian walks.  In addition, Manteca General Plan Policies C-P-33, C-P-35, C-P-36, 
and CD-P-31, which are intended to provide convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities, would guide 
future development in the project area as future development projects are submitted to the City.  
Consequently, the proposed project would not impede the ability to cooperate in developing policy 
statements for each city regarding pedestrian and bikeway connections.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be inconsistent with the MOU.  The City of Manteca will coordinate with the City of 
Ripon as development occurs in the southern portion of the city.   

Response to Comment 4-6 

The comment refers to Policy LU-P-54, which states that the City of Manteca shall cooperate with 
the City of Ripon for the location of the interchange between Manteca and Ripon.  It should be 
noted, however, that while the City of Manteca can provide input on the location of the interchange, 
Caltrans is the lead agency for the interchange project and ultimately has the decision as to its 
location.  Although the proposed project includes assumptions for the location of the interchange, the 
ARBPRC project is not driving the location of the interchange: the proposed project land use plan 
and circulation improvements are a response to the interchange location currently being considered 
by Caltrans.   

Response to Comment 4-7 

The comment states that the majority of the project site is currently within the service area of the 
Ripon Consolidated Fire District boundary.  The comment is noted and the text on page 5.7-2 of the 
Draft EIR is changed as follows: 

The project site is currently served by the Ripon Consolidated Fire Protection District 
(RCFPD), which serves the City of Ripon and rural areas near Manteca and Ripon; and 
Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFPD), which serves the City of Lathrop, rural 
Lathrop, and rural Manteca. Under the proposed project, the project site would be detached 
from LMFPD and RCFPD. Upon detachment from LMFPD and RCFPD 

The comment also states that impacts on the Ripon Consolidated Fire District were not included in 
the Draft EIR, but the comment does not suggest any impacts that would occur.  As discussed on 
page 5.7-1 of the Draft EIR, in response to a comment on the Notice of Preparation from the Ripon 
Consolidated Fire District, potential changes in tax revenue do not represent negative physical 
changes in the environment and, therefore, were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Also see Response 
to Comment 4-11. 

and annexation to 
the City of Manteca, the project site would be served by the City of Manteca Fire Department 
(MFD). 
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Response to Comment 4-8 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the requirements of the MOU.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment 4-5, the MOU is intended to promote cooperation in the 
exchange of planning land area between the cities, and cooperation in establishing policy 
statements in each of the Cities’ General Plans to provide cooperative planning efforts along the 
common boundaries of the cities and for pedestrian and bikeway connections in the vicinity of the 
ARBPRC project.  The MOU does not contain specific provisions for how the planning must take 
place or specific requirements for the provision of bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  As noted in 
Response to Comment 4-5, as future development applications are submitted to the City, the City 
would review the applications to ensure compliance with the Master Plan and General Plan policies 
regarding pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  As noted above, the City of Manteca will coordinate with 
the City of Ripon as development occurs in the southern portion of the city. 

Response to Comment 4-9 

The opinion in the comment that the project is not consistent with the General Plan is noted and is 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response to Comment 4-10 

The comment refers to parcels that would be created by the relocation of the McKinley Avenue 
interchange.  The referenced parcels are not within the control of the project applicant for the 
proposed project and would be outside of the project area.  Consequently, no land uses are 
proposed under the ARBPRC project.  As noted in Response to Comment 4-6, Caltrans is the lead 
agency for the McKinley Avenue interchange project and the proposed project is simply responding 
to the configuration that is currently being considered by Caltrans.  Because any newly-created 
parcels would be under the control of Caltrans, the future disposition of those parcels is uncertain at 
this time.  At such time that the interchange is constructed and the ownership of any new parcels is 
resolved, the City would participate in land use planning for the area. 

Response to Comment 4-11 

The comment regarding a portion of the project site being within the boundaries of the Ripon 
Consolidated Fire District is noted and the text of the Draft EIR was changed, as shown in Response 
to Comment 4-7.  As discussed on pages 5.7-5 and 5.7-6 of the Draft EIR, it is the City’s intention 
that the project site be served by the City of Manteca Fire Department.  Service by the Manteca Fire 
Department and detachment from the existing fire service provider was assumed in the Draft EIR 
(see page 5.7-2).  Like detachment from the Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District, detachment 
from the Ripon Consolidated Fire District would not itself result in physical environmental effects.  As 
noted in the comment, LAFCO would be required to approve the detachment. 

Response to Comment 4-12 

The comment refers to General Plan Policy PF-P-33, which requires cooperation with the Manteca 
School District and other agencies regarding school sites and questions if dedication of land to the 
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Ripon Unified School District is included as part of the project.  Although the proposed project does 
not include dedication of land for schools, the General Plan does not require dedication of land to 
school districts.  As discussed in Responses to Comments 2-3 and 4-4, several land areas within the 
ARBPRC are proposed for residential and public/quasi-public zoning and schools are permitted in 
these districts. Therefore, schools could be developed in any of these areas. As tentative maps for 
future residential development are submitted to the City, the City will ensure the developer works 
with the school districts regarding the appropriate location and size of school sites. 

Response to Comment 4-13 

The comment refers to the location of the potential interchange shown on the project site plans.  As 
noted in Response to Comment 4-6, this interchange is not part of the project, but its location is 
being accommodated based on comments from Caltrans on a separate Project Study Report (PSR) 
process being carried out between the City of Manteca, SJCOG, and Caltrans.  Since the PSR is not 
complete, the interchange location has not been finalized; however, the interchange shown on the 
site plan is approximately 2 miles south of the SR 120 interchange and 1.2 miles north of the Jack 
Tone interchange.  It should be noted that while this spacing does not meet the one mile spacing 
between the proposed Olive Expressway interchange, this location was dictated by Caltrans to meet 
the 2 mile spacing requirements from the SR 120/SR 99 interchange. 

Response to Comment 4-14 

The comment questions how the McKinley Avenue interchange shown on the project site plans 
meets the 1 mile spacing requirement from the proposed Olive Expressway interchange.  As shown, 
this interchange does not meet the 1 mile spacing requirements between the proposed Olive 
Expressway interchange.  However, as noted in Response to Comment 4-13, the McKinley Avenue 
interchange is not proposed as part of the project: the site plan for the proposed project is dictated 
by the location of the interchange as currently being considered by Caltrans.  

The SR 99/Austin Road (McKinley Avenue) and SR 99/Olive Expressway interchanges are both 
listed as planned interchange projects on page 24 of the Draft State Route 99 Corridor System 
Management Plan – CSMP (Caltrans, 2008).  Similarly, they are each listed as Tier II projects in the 
2011 Draft Regional Transportation Plan (SJCOG).  Since minimum interchange spacing standards 
preclude construction of both interchanges, their joint inclusion in these documents is an indication 
that additional discussion/evaluation is necessary to select a preferred location.  

Response to Comment 4-15 

The comment questions the proposed sub-regional fee program to implement a future interchange in 
the southern portion of the Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community Site.  The sub-
regional fee would consider existing fee obligations, such as those already imposed by Ripon on 
development to help fund the SR 99/Olive Expressway interchange.  Furthermore, the sub-regional 
fee could be designed with a benefit district such that various sub-areas are assessed fees 
proportionate to their use/benefit from the new interchange. If a sub-regional fee cannot be agreed 
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upon, the SR 99/McKinley Avenue interchange may not be constructed, or may be constructed with 
a different configuration using funding from Manteca, SJCOG, and other state and federal sources. 

Response to Comment 4-16 

The comment questions how the proposed project conforms to the San Joaquin County Congestion 
Management Program (CMP). In general, the CMP defines level of service (LOS) standards for 
regional roadways and transit systems and identifies strategies that local agencies can implement to 
reduce demand for single occupant vehicle use and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) growth.  In 
addition, the CMP defines local agency requirements regarding the development of a Deficiency 
Plan for CMP roadways that are not operating at the defined LOS standard.   

The EIR analysis for the project examined traffic operations on the nearby CMP facilities, including 
SR 120, SR 99, Jack Tone Road, and W. Ripon Road.  For each of these facilities, the potential 
project impacts on existing and cumulative traffic operations were identified and mitigation measures 
were developed to reduce the significance of the project impacts to meet the SJCOG CMP LOS 
threshold.  In addition, it should be noted that the proposed land use plan incorporates measures to 
reduce overall project-related and regional VMT through the incorporation of on-site mixed-use 
development and improving the jobs/housing balance in Manteca and San Joaquin County. 

Response to Comment 4-17 

This comment refers to a significant and unavoidable impact at the Austin Road/Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) crossing and questions why the grade separation mitigation was defined as 
infeasible.  The Draft EIR did not find that mitigation was infeasible.  The Draft EIR (page 5.9-44 and 
page 5.9-84) describes traffic congestion impacts at the intersections near the Austin Road/UPRR 
crossing and concluded this would be a less than significant impact at the Austin Road and 
Woodward Avenue UPRR crossings.  As described in the Draft EIR (pages 5.9-57 through 5.9-58), 
this less than significant finding is based on the very low historic crash rates at the intersections and 
Federal Railroad Administration data that indicates that the types of warning devices currently 
installed at the crossings have lower than average crash rates when compared to all other at-grade 
warning devices.  Since a significant impact was not determined at this location, there is no need to 
consider a mitigation measure requiring grade separation.  

Response to Comment 4-18 

This comment questions what happens to the existing Austin Road interchange in the event that the 
potential McKinley interchange is constructed.  Under this scenario, Caltrans has indicated that the 
on- and off-ramps to Austin Road would be closed.  These modifications would be carried out by 
Caltrans as part of the McKinley interchange construction project.   

Response to Comment 4-19 

This comment refers to the significant and unavoidable impacts defined for roads in the County and 
City of Ripon.  The Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce the significance of project-



 
 

4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
 
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community 4-24 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 2010 P:\Projects - WP Only\5141300 Austin Road\!FEIR\4.0 Responses to Comments.doc 

related impacts on Austin Road (between the project’s southern boundary and W. Ripon Road) and 
W. Ripon Road (between Austin Road and Jack Tone Road).  However, since these roadways are 
outside of the control of the project applicant or the City of Manteca, there is no guarantee that the 
identified mitigation measures would be constructed.  The courts have found that paying an impact 
fee was not feasible mitigation when the City has no power to compel other jurisdictions to improve 
the roadways. (Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912.)  It is important to note that 
the significant and unavoidable impact finding does not preclude the implementation of the mitigation 
measure through an agreement that would require the project applicant to construct or contribute a 
fair-share payment for the improvements.  The cities of Manteca and Ripon, along with San Joaquin 
County, are encouraged to establish a coordinated capital improvement plan for these two roadways 
and define how the improvements will be funded and implemented. 

The comment also suggests that mitigation be imposed before the project develops to reduce 
impacts on City of Ripon facilities.  The CEQA statutes do not require mitigations to be implemented 
prior to, or concurrent with the onset of an impact.  Rather, they require mitigations to be 
implemented within a reasonable period of time. 

Response to Comment 4-20 

The comment refers to the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the SR 99/UPRR 
corridor that could eventually connect the cities of Ripon and Manteca.  As noted in the Draft EIR, 
the site plan submitted by the project applicant does not provide details about the internal bicycle or 
pedestrian network.  However, Mitigation Measures 5.9-10 and 5.9-11 (Draft EIR pages 5.9-56 and 
5.9-57) require the developer to include bicycle facilities that are required by the City’s Bicycle 
Master Plan, or City code.  The City will review future development plans as the project evolves and 
more detailed tentative maps are developed, to ensure that adequate bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities are provided, consistent with the City’s standard plans and the Bicycle Master Plan.  It 
should be noted that per the Bicycle Master Plan, the regional connector is shown on the east side 
of SR 99, which is not within the project area.  Also see Response to Comment 4-8. 
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LETTER 5: California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 

Response to Comment 5-1 

The comment states that the project is within the regulated area covered by the City of Manteca 
Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Permit (MS4 Permit), NPDES 
Order No. CAS000004, State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality (SWRCB) Order No. 
2003-0005-DWQ.  As noted in the comment, the referenced permit requires mitigation measures 
that would minimize impacts on waters of the State.  Measures could include low impact design, 
source controls, or treatment controls.  Compliance with the requirements of the permit would ensure 
that the proposed project would not result in significant water quality effects.   

Response to Comment 5-2 

The comment refers to General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No.2009-0009-DWQ) and states that best management 
practices (BMPs) would be required for the project.  Order No.2009-0009-DWQ is described on 
pages 15, 16, and 25 of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, as is the requirement 
that the proposed project implement BMPs. 

Response to Comment 5-3 

The comment states that the project should implement pollution controls that are included in a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).  As discussed on page 25 of the Initial Study, 
construction activities on-site are regulated by the City’s NPDES General Permit (General 
Construction Permit) for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff.  Coverage under a General 
Construction Permit requires the preparation of a SWPPP and Notice of Intent to request coverage 
under the General Permit.  The Notice of Intent includes site-specific information and the certification 
of compliance with the terms of the General Construction Permit.  The SWPPP includes pollution 
prevention measures (erosion and sediment control measures and measures to control non-
stormwater discharges and hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance with all applicable local 
and regional erosion and sediment control standards, identification of responsible parties, a detailed 
construction timeline, best management practices (BMPs), and a monitoring and maintenance 
schedule to determine quantities of pollutants leaving the site. 

Response to Comment 5-4 

The comment refers to Low Impact Development (LID) and other hydromodification strategies that 
can be implemented to benefit water supply and contribute to water quality protection.  As discussed 
on page 2-21 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is requesting approval of a General Plan 
Amendment, Prezone, and Master Plan.  The applicant is not requesting tentative maps at this time.  
At such time that applications for tentative maps are filed with the City, the City would review 
subsequent project applications to determine consistency with the Manteca General Plan, the 
Municipal Code, and the ARBPRC Master Plan.  The City would also review the subsequent projects 
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to ensure compliance with the City’s Storm Drain Master Plan, which would include implementation 
of BMPs and could include LID or other hydromodification strategies included in the comment. 

Response to Comment 5-5 

The comment provides information regarding discharge of dredge or fill materials in waters of the 
United States.  As discussed on page 5.4-1 of the Draft EIR, a PBS&J biologist conducted an 
assessment of jurisdictional wetlands and waters on March 11, 2008 to determine whether there are 
any wetlands and/or Waters of the U.S. subject to jurisdiction of the Corps on the project site.  
Because the project site has been significantly altered due to past and current agricultural activity, 
evidence of wetlands or Waters of the U.S. were not observed during the survey.   
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LETTER 6:   San Joaquin Council of Governments 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The comment refers to the list of SJCOG CMP facilities in the Local Regulations section of the Draft 
EIR and notes that Ripon Road and Jack Tone Road are within the project’s sphere. The following 
text is added to the list on page 5.9-10: 

The CMP determines the LOS standard for the following facilities included in this study: 

• SR 120 between Yosemite Ave. and SR 99 – LOS F 

• SR 99 – LOS D 

• 

• 

Jack Tone Road between SR 99 and Austin Road and Ripon Road/Main Street – 
LOS D 

Although the CMP standard for SR 120 is LOS F, Caltrans does not support this designation 
and instead uses a standard of LOS D. 

Ripon Road/Main Street between Austin Road and SR 99 – LOS D 

Response to Comment 6-2 

The comment refers to a note about Caltrans LOS standards on page 5.9-10 of the Draft EIR.  This 
note is important to the overall context of the Draft EIR since it defines why the deficient LOS 
threshold was set at LOS D for the “grandfathered” segments of SR 120, which have a SJCOG CMP 
LOS threshold of F.  Consequently, the Draft EIR analysis used the more conservative LOS D 
threshold and no additional analysis would be required. 

Response to Comment 6-3A 

This comment refers to the 2009 CEQA guidelines and requests additional analysis be performed to 
evaluate impacts.  The comment specifically requests that the following two segments be analyzed 
as they relate to the CMP: 

• SR 99 from Main Street in Ripon to French Camp Road 

• Ripon Road between Austin Road and SR 99 

The Draft EIR analyzed SR 99 between the Stanislaus County line and the Little John ramps.  While 
the methodology for analyzing LOS differs between the SJCOG CMP and that used in the Draft EIR, 
the findings (identification of deficient segments and project-related impacts) would not differ.  For 
example, Appendix B of the SJCOG CMP identifies the existing LOS on SR 99 between Main Street 
(Ripon) and French Camp Road to be LOS F, with the exception of a segment identified as LOS D 
between Jack Tone Road and SR 120 (although field observations indicate extensive AM peak 
period queuing related to the SR 99 to SR 120 ramp transition).  The analysis performed in the Draft 
EIR identified these same segments as operating between LOS E and F under existing conditions.  
Therefore, under either analysis scenario, this entire stretch of SR 99 would be identified as not 
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meeting the SJCOG CMP LOS threshold (LOS D).  Similar findings would also be made for the “plus 
project” scenarios and the cumulative scenarios. 

The Draft EIR identified a potential direct-fix mitigation measure, which would widen the freeway and 
address the existing and future deficiencies under “plus project” conditions on SR 99.  However, 
based on Caltrans’ latest plans, additional roadway widening (beyond the current widening project 
between Arch Road and SR 120) is not planned and since neither the City of Manteca, nor the 
project applicant can widen SR 99, further widening is considered infeasible.  Therefore, a system-
wide deficiency plan to address the existing and future LOS deficiencies on SR 99 is appropriate.  
Given the regional importance of SR 99, Manteca would be willing to participate in development of a 
system-wide plan to address LOS deficiencies on SR 99; however, it is critical that other partners 
such as Caltrans, Stockton, Ripon, San Joaquin County, and SJCOG also participate in this plan. 

The Draft EIR did not specifically analyze the arterial segment of Ripon Road (which transitions 
names to Main Street in the City of Ripon).  However, the critical intersection LOS at the Ripon 
Road/Austin Road and Main Street/Jack Tone Road intersections were analyzed using standard 
HCM intersection analysis methodologies.  Arterial operations are defined by how well the 
intersections along the arterial operate.  In performing the intersection LOS analysis along Ripon 
Road, the Draft EIR identified project-related LOS deficiencies and project-related traffic impacts.  In 
addition, the Draft EIR identified a direct-fix mitigation measure to either implement the McKinley 
Avenue/SR 99 interchange or add lanes and a traffic signal.  These direct-fix measures are valid 
under existing plus full project buildout and cumulative plus project conditions.  Given the uncertainty 
of when the project would begin construction and what levels of land use absorption would take 
place, it is unclear when these improvements would be needed.  However, as part of the mitigation 
monitoring program, the City of Manteca will strive to work with San Joaquin County and the City of 
Ripon to monitor traffic conditions at the Ripon Road/Austin Road and Main Street/Jack Tone Road 
intersections and implement the direct-fix mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR as soon as 
they are warranted.  It is presumed that these measures would be implemented or funded by the 
project applicant, as described in the Draft EIR. The City of Manteca will coordinate with the City of 
Ripon and San Joaquin County to prepare a direct-fix deficiency plan that incorporates the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-3B 

The comment refers to the 2009 CEQA guidelines and seeks clarification as to whether the project 
would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation related 
to the SJCOG CMP.  The comment correctly notes that this Draft EIR was prepared at the master-
plan level and many of the detailed land uses, regulations related to travel demand management 
(TDM) programs, and details related to pedestrian, transit, and bicycle travel have not yet been 
identified.  As the project evolves and tentative maps are developed for specific sets of parcels 
within the project, the City of Manteca, as noted in Mitigation Measures 5.9-10 through 5.9-12 would 
ensure that adequate pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities are provided.  These improvements 
would be consistent with the City of Manteca Standard Plans and the Bicycle Master Plan and 
include sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes, bike paths, transit shelters, and bus bays.  It is anticipated 
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that these non-auto improvements would meet or exceed the bike and pedestrian performance 
standards shown on page 28 of the 2007 SJCOG CMP.   

In addition, the City of Manteca would review specific development proposals within the ARBPRC 
site and the City may require implementation of some of the TDM strategies listed in Chapter 7 of 
the SJCOG CMP to avoid conflicts with SJCOG CMP policies, plans, or programs.  Strategies such 
as increased connectivity, shared parking, preferential carpool parking, and public transit 
enhancements may be particularly beneficial in the mixed-use portion of the site.  The City will also 
require participation in the Commute Connection program for the following development types, as 
defined in the SJCOG comment letter: 

• Business and industrial parks 

• Event centers 

• Schools with more than 150 students 

• All commercial, industrial, and retail offices with more than 50 full-time equivalent employees 

The Draft EIR evaluated effects of the proposed project on the circulation system, including those 
related pedestrian, transit, and bicycle travel; there would be no additional physical environmental 
effects due to potential inconsistencies with SJCOG CMP policies, plans, or programs. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

The comment notes that the potential interchange at SR 99/McKinley Avenue is not eligible for 
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) funding.  The mitigation measures related to 
implementation of this new interchange in the Draft EIR do not necessarily define or assume RTIF 
funding.  However, based on recent comments from Caltrans related to the Austin Road PSR 
project, Caltrans is supporting a single interchange on SR 99 between SR 120 and Jack Tone Road.  
Therefore, the two interchanges defined in the current SJCOG RTP (Austin Road and Olive 
Expressway) do not have the support of Caltrans.  The City of Manteca will work with SJCOG, 
Caltrans, and Ripon to address this conflict and pursue the proposed McKinley Avenue/SR 99 
interchange as opposed to the Austin Road/SR 99 interchange.  This may ultimately involve the use 
of RTIF funds for implementation of this interchange improvement.  Also note that, as stated in 
Response to Comment 4-6, although the proposed project includes assumptions for the location of 
the interchange, the proposed project land use plan and circulation improvements are a response to 
the interchange location currently being considered by Caltrans; the ARBPRC project is not 
proposing the location of the interchange. 

Response to Comment 6-5 

The comment refers to the proposed sub-regional fee program identified to fund the potential 
McKinley Avenue/SR 99 interchange.  It is the intent of the City of Manteca to work collaboratively 
with Caltrans, SJCOG, the City of Ripon, and San Joaquin County to discuss the differences 
between the currently adopted RTP and the latest Caltrans position of supporting only one 
interchange along SR 99 between SR 120 and Jack Tone Road.  As part of this discussion, Manteca 
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will discuss the feasibility of implementing a sub-regional fee to pay for interchange improvements 
along this portion of SR 99.  Based on the outcome of the Austin Road PSR process and these 
discussions, the City of Manteca recognizes the ultimate configuration and design of any 
interchanges along SR 99 may not reflect what is depicted on the site plans. 

Response to Comment 6-6 

The comment describes the limitations of using the RTIF program funding for any new roadways 
associated with the project.  The Draft EIR does not assume that any RTIF funds would be used to 
finance new roadways related to the project. 

Response to Comment 6-7 

The comment describes how the RTIF can be utilized on the freeway system.  As noted in the Draft 
EIR, freeway impacts are to be mitigated through the project’s contribution to the SJCOG RTIF.  
Mitigation Measures 5.9-8, 5.9-9, 5.9-24, and 5.9-25 recommend that the project contribute to the 
SJCOG RTIF in response to project-related and cumulative impacts on the freeway mainline and 
ramp areas.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that these RTIF contributions will not guarantee any 
freeway capacity expansions or system operations improvements since Caltrans generally has no 
plans to widen the freeway system (beyond the widening currently underway on SR 99 between 
Arch Road and SR 120 and a widening of SR 120 to six lanes between I-5 and SR 99) or make any 
other substantial improvements.  In the future, Manteca will determine how to best utilize its portion 
of the RTIF funding, which may involve the support of necessary freeway widening projects.  

Response to Comment 6-8 

This comment notes that McKinley Avenue is identified as an expressway in the San Joaquin County 
Regional Expressway Study.  The proposed project does not include specific designs for McKinley 
Avenue, but as more detailed tentative maps are submitted to the City, the City of Manteca will 
ensure that McKinley Avenue is designed and built to expressway standards. 

Response to Comment 6-9 

This comment refers to the railroad crossing and recommends additional analysis to evaluate the air 
quality benefits of grade separation.  As discussed in responses to Comment 3-2 and 4-17, since 
there was no impact defined at this location, a mitigation measure for grade separation is not 
required or proposed.   

Air quality impacts of the proposed project are addressed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR.  Because 
the High Speed Train would be an electrified system, there would be no local emissions associated 
with its operation in the project vicinity.  Because the High Speed Train is intended as an express 
service, it is assumed that any crossing would be grade separated to allow the train to operate at 
design speed.  Grade separated crossings would reduce congestion at crossings, thereby reducing 
emissions compared with signalized crossings and increase safety by reducing the potential for 
automobile/train accidents.  The Draft EIR found that noise associated with rail operation would be 
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significant and unavoidable due to the use of horns for at-grade crossings.  Because the High Speed 
Train would not involve the use of horns at grade-separated crossings, there would be no additional 
impact from the High Speed Train.  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 5.6-6 (page 5.6-22 of the Draft 
EIR) requires notification to future residents regarding train operations and requires construction of a 
sound wall to reduce the effects of rail noise on the project.  Implementation of this measure would 
ensure noise from the High Speed Train, if it is constructed, would not result in substantial noise 
effects on the project.  

Response to Comment 6-10 

This comment refers to the need to accommodate truck movements within the site.  As the project 
develops and more detailed tentative maps are prepared, the City of Manteca would ensure that the 
major roadways and access roads to the non-residential portions of the project site are designed to 
accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA)-rated trucks. 

Response to Comment 6-11 

This comment notes that the SJCOG RTP must be updated to reflect the proposed and potential 
roadways and freeway improvements shown in the project site plan.  As described earlier, the City of 
Manteca will work with SJCOG, Caltrans, San Joaquin County, and the City of Ripon to resolve the 
conflict between the potential McKinley Avenue interchange and the RTP Tier I interchange projects 
at Austin Road and Olive Expressway.  It should be noted, however, that the current location for the 
McKinley Avenue/SR 99 interchange was dictated by Caltrans in order to meet interchange spacing 
requirements and Caltrans does not support the Austin Road and Olive Expressway interchanges as 
proposed in the RTP. 

In addition, the City of Manteca will work with SJCOG and other relevant agencies to include other 
regionally significant capacity increasing roadway projects in the RTP for updated modeling and air 
quality conformity analysis. 
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LETTER 7:   San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District   

Response to Comment 7-1 

The comment states that there is feasible mitigation to reduce construction emissions through the 
use of off-road construction equipment that meets minimum Tier II standards.  It should be noted 
that the majority of NOx

5.3-1 The construction contractor shall implement the following measures during 
construction activities:  

 emissions associated with the proposed project that exceed SJVAPCD 
thresholds are associated with the import/export of materials to and from the project site, not off-
road/on-site equipment.  Further, the incorporation of this measure at this stage would, based on 
initial estimates, not result in dramatic reductions in on-site equipment emissions.  For example, 
2012 building construction emissions were estimated to be 5.68 tons.  Using a 4.8 g/bhp-hr standard 
emission rate would result in an approximately 0.5 to 1 ton reduction in emissions, which would still 
result in an exceedance of SJVAPCD thresholds by the project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 
5.3-1 is amended as follows: 

 Require that all diesel engines be shut off when not in use to reduce 
emissions from idling. 

 Minimize the obstruction of traffic on adjacent roadways. 
 Water the active construction area three times per day during grading 

activities. 
 Use low-VOC paint during the painting of all residential and non-

residential structures. 

 Achieve fleet average emissions for off-road equipment equal to or less 
than EPA Tier II emissions standards of 4.8 g NOx

Response to Comment 7-2 

/bhp-hr, where 
feasible. 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-3 

The comment states that District Rule 9510 requires construction emissions to be mitigated by 
20 percent for NOx and 45 percent for PM10. Table 5.3-3 in the Draft EIR indicates 33.3 percent for 
NOx and 50 percent for PM10.  Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-18 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
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TABLE 5.3-3 
 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (MITIGATED) 

Year/Emission Source 
ROG 

(tons/year) 
NOx 

(tons/year) 
PM10 PM 

(tons/year) 
2.5

Year 2010 (Phase 1) 

 
(tons/year) 

0.90 7.46 7.21 1.77 
Year 2011 (Phase 1) 6.09 48.88 2.71 2.13 
Year 2012 (Phases 1 and 2) 48.04 29.44 5.12 2.12 
Year 2013 (Phases 2, 3, and 4) 13.07 9.37 4.03 1.24 
Year 2014 (Phases 3 and 4) 2.11 11.62 6.39 1.80 
Year 2015 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.77 12.96 1.12 0.87 
Year 2016 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.54 11.82 1.04 0.79 
Year 2017 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.32 10.74 0.97 0.73 
Year 2018 (Phases 3 and 4) 3.15 9.84 0.91 0.67 
Year 2019 (Phases 3 and 4) 2.99 9.00 0.85 0.62 
Year 2020 (Phase 5) 3.50 9.02 10.71 2.58 
Year 2021 (Phase 5 5.11 8.93 0.86 0.62 
Year 2022 (Phase 5) 5.09 8.90 0.86 0.62 

Maximum Annual Emissions prior to 
Rule 9510 Compliance 48.04 48.88 10.71 

Percent reduction from unmitigated 
emissions required by Rule 9510 

2.58 

— 20%33.3% 45% — 50% 

48.04 Maximum Annual Emissions after 
Rule 9510 Compliance1 39.1 10.71 32.6 2.58 

SJVAPCD Thresholds (tons/year) 10.00 10.00 15.00 NT 
Significant Impact Yes No Yes No 
Percent Reduction Achieved with 
Mitigation and Rule 9510 Compliance 9.2% 47.00% 20% 43.30% 
Notes: 
1. The reduction noted is based upon the unmitigated totals, shown in Table 5.3-2.  Because PM10

2. Modeling assumes construction (excavation, grading, and other construction activities) would be limited to one activity at a time. 

 emissions would already be below the 15 
tons per year threshold, an additional 45% reduction after compliance with Rule 9510 is not shown. 

3. Modeling assumes heavy construction equipment would be limited to 8 hours per day, 5 days per week. 
Pollutant emissions are displayed in the units that allow direct comparison with the SJVAPCD significance thresholds (i.e., 10 tons/year for ROG 
and NOx, and 15 tons/year for PM10
Source: PBS&J, 2009.  Based on URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4. 

). 

 

These changes are clarifying in nature and do not affect the conclusions of Impact 5.3-1. 

Response to Comment 7-4 

The comment states that a voluntary emissions reduction agreement (VERA) with the District would 
reduce project emissions to less-than-significant levels. However, in general, lead agencies may not 
rely upon mitigation that is within the responsibility or jurisdiction of another agency and subject to 
the approval of that agency. Because implementation of a VERA is within the jurisdiction of the 
SJVAPCD and subject to SJVAPCD approval prior to execution/implementation, the VERA is not 
considered full mitigation for the project’s criteria pollutant impacts. Because the project’s emissions 
would exceed the threshold of significance after imposition of all feasible mitigation identified in the 
EIR, the construction air impacts of the project are considered significant and unavoidable.  The 
potential for a voluntary emissions reduction agreement for each phase of the project as a feasible 
mitigation strategy is unable to be determined at this time, as the proposed project is in the initial 
stages of planning.  At such time when project plans have been refined with respect to the 
level/type/scale of uses within each phase, the project proponent(s) will coordinate with SJVAPCD, 
where feasible, regarding the potential for inclusion of such a strategy.  



 
 

4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
 
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community 4-41 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 2010 P:\Projects - WP Only\5141300 Austin Road\!FEIR\4.0 Responses to Comments.doc 

Response to Comment 7-5 

The comment states that the risks to existing and future residents and workers should be determined 
related to the freeway and other sources.  The air quality analysis includes an analysis of known and 
anticipated air-quality related health risks.  With regard to emissions from the freeway, as noted on 
page 5.3-23, “as the type and location of potential commercial/industrial uses are unknown at this 
time, potential health effects…may not be reduced to a less-than-significant level.” Due to the fact 
that the proposed project is in the initial stages of planning, the use of the screening evaluation for 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) developed by SMAQMD was considered appropriate for purposes of 
this analysis. It should be noted, however, that Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 requires the project 
applicant(s) to coordinate with SJVAPCD during individual project design to determine potential TAC 
risks, including DPM. Further, Mitigation Measure 5.3-4 is clarified as follows: 

5.3-4 No residential structure shall be located within 250 feet of the nearest travel lane of 
SR 99 and/or 200 feet from centerline of the railroad. 

This clarification is consistent with ARB guidance as provided in their Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.  In addition, if future site-specific evaluations 
determine there is potential for significant risk from freeway DPM, the provision of additional buffers 
between the freeway and future residences, established in coordination with SJVAPCD, would 
ensure there is not a significant impact due to DPM.  

Further, any residential 
development located within 500 feet of SR 99 shall be subject to a site-specific 
evaluation of DPM. If it is determined that health risks at proposed residences within 
500 feet of SR 99 exceed SJVAPCD’s threshold of 10 in one million, further site-
specific mitigation measures and/or additional buffer distance between SR 99 and 
the proposed residences shall be provided, as determined through coordination with 
SJVAPCD. 

Response to Comment 7-6 

See Response to Comment 7-5.  

Response to Comment 7-7 

The comment provides recommendations regarding preparation of Health Risk Assessments for 
individual projects developed under the plan.  As noted in Response to Comment 7-5, Mitigation 
Measure 5.5-4 has been modified to require coordination with SJVAPCD for preparation of the 
Health Risk Assessment. Mitigation Measure 5.3-4 also acknowledges the potential for risks 
associated with DPM generated by rail operations.  The project applicant(s) will consider 
SJVAPCD’s suggestions at such time as individual projects are brought forward.  

Response to Comment 7-8 

The comment regarding applicable District rules is noted. The rules mentioned by the commenter 
are listed under the local applicable regulations starting on page 5.3-10 of the Draft EIR.  



 
 

4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

 
 
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community 4-42 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 2010 P:\Projects - WP Only\5141300 Austin Road\!FEIR\4.0 Responses to Comments.doc 

Response to Comment 7-9 

Comment noted. The project proponent has received a copy of SJVAPCD’s comments as well as 
the written responses of the Final EIR.  
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LETTER 8:   Natural Resources Agency, Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection 

Response to Comment 8-1 

The comment describes the Department of Conservation’s responsibilities and summarizes the 
proposed project.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

The comment states that Williamson Act contract restrictions should remain in place until a contract 
expires or is cancelled.  As stated on page 5.2-2 of the Draft EIR, the project proposes that the areas 
currently under Williamson Act contract remain in agricultural use until the contracts expire, after 
which those areas could be developed with residential uses.  Therefore, while the project would 
change the general plan designations and zoning on the site, there would be no development that 
would occur prior to expiration of the contracts and there would be no conflict with the contracts. 

Response to Comment 8-3 

The comment states that there were no mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to partially offset 
impacts on agricultural resources, despite there being a detailed discussion in the Draft EIR about 
the City’s Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program.  However, the Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program is 
not voluntary: the agricultural mitigation fee is to be collected by the city before the issuance of 
building permits, or at approval of any discretionary permit if no building permit is required (Manteca 
Municipal Code Section 13.42.040).  Consequently, as payment of the fee is required by code, no 
mitigation requiring the payment of the fee is required.  As noted in the comment, even with payment 
of the fee, which would be used by the City to purchase conservation easements on existing 
agricultural land, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 8-4 

The comment reiterates that the project should be required to contribute toward the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements.  As discussed in Response to Comment 8-3, the proposed 
project would be required to pay the City’s Agricultural Mitigation Fee for the purchase of 
conservation easements on existing agricultural land.  Regarding the potential for cumulative or 
induced growth resulting in further loss of agricultural land, the extent or location of cumulative or 
any potential induced growth is not known at this time. Without quantification of future growth, 
appropriate mitigation cannot be imposed.  Nonetheless, as future growth occurs, whether related to 
the proposed project or not, the City would require payment consistent with the requirements of the 
Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program for projects within its jurisdiction. 
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Response to Comment 8-5 

The comment refers to 28 conservation tools that have been used by some jurisdictions to conserve 
or mitigate impacts on agricultural land, including: 

• Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) 

• Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) 

• Lease, Lease-Purchase 

• Exclusive Agricultural Zoning 

• Fee Simple Acquisition 

• Mitigation Banking 

• Project-Specific Development Agreements 

• City-County Agreements 

• City-County Revenue Sharing 

• Right-to-Farm Laws 

• General Plan-Agricultural Element 

• Sphere of Influence/Annexation Policies 

• Urban Limit lines 

• Greenbelts 

• Buffers 

• Density Bonuses 

• Urban In-fill Strategies 

• New Towns 

• Cluster Development 

• Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Models 

• A State Version of the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act 

• The Williamson Act Land Exchange Program 

• Tax Increment Funding of Land Conservation 

• SB 1280, The California Land and Water Conservation Act of 1996 

• Installment-Purchase Open Space Financing 

• Federal Tax Incentives 

• Estate Taxation Reform 

• Agricultural Enterprise Zones/Agricultural Redevelopment and Agricultural Enhancement 
Boards 
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As discussed on pages 5.2-8 and 5.2-9 of the Draft EIR, the City has adopted a Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance and a Resource Conservation Element of its General Plan.  However, while the list 
includes many potential methods for reducing the potential loss of agricultural land, several are 
beyond the reach of a single jurisdiction to implement, such as adopting a State version of the 
Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act, or altering state of federal tax laws. Others are targeted 
more toward counties than cities, as cities generally incorporate land to allow for development to 
take place as opposed to retaining agricultural zoning and agricultural activities, which are often 
perceived as a conflict with urban uses.  Though other strategies can be used to reduce the loss of 
agricultural land, such as maintaining agricultural zoning or greenbelts, the project site is within an 
area that the City has identified in its General Plan as an area for development.   

Given the scale of the project, an infill project (or projects) with the uses proposed could not be 
accommodated in the City and would not be feasible.  As discussed in the Land Use and Agricultural 
Resources section of the Draft EIR, the existing City of Manteca General Plan designations for the 
site are similar in land use type and intensity as the proposed project, with alterations in the site 
configuration.  As proposed, the project would result in a relatively dense development with 
commercial, office, and industrial uses along with a variety of residential uses with an overall density 
of more than 8.1 residential units per acre.  Thus, while density bonuses may reduce the amount of 
land converted, the increased density may limit marketability of the product that is not necessarily 
consistent with the existing type of development in the City of Manteca.   

As discussed in the Agricultural Resources section of the Draft EIR and the response above, the 
project would be required to contribute to the Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program to reduce the 
effect of the project on the regional and statewide loss of agricultural land.  Nonetheless, even with 
conservation easements in place, the Draft EIR found that the loss of agricultural land on the project 
site would remain significant.  
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LETTER 9:   Ripon Consolidated Fire District 

Response to Comment 9-1 

The comment provides clarification to text included in the Draft EIR.  The correction to the text on 
page 5.7-2 of the Draft EIR is shown in Response to Comment 4-7. 

Response to Comment 9-2 

The comment states that loss of tax revenues would result in a significant impact if the RCFPD is 
going to be called on the provide service to the project area.  As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 
5.7-2) and in Response to Comment 4-11, the provision of fire protection service by the Manteca 
Fire Department and detachment from the existing fire service provider, whether that is the Lathrop-
Manteca Fire Protection District or Ripon Consolidated Fire District, was assumed in the Draft EIR 
(see page 5.7-2).  It is not known at this time if a mutual aid agreement with the Ripon Consolidated 
Fire District would be pursued for provision of fire protection services to the project site, but the 
Ripon Consolidated Fire District would be able to negotiate terms of such an agreement such that 
there would be no negative physical effects on the District.  It should also be noted that the City’s 
2008 Municipal Service Review assumes that the proposed project would occur within the 10-year 
horizon of the MSR and would be served by the Manteca Fire Department.1

Response to Comment 9-3 

  

The comment provides additional information regarding District revenues.  As discussed previously, 
potential changes in tax revenue do not represent negative physical changes in the environment 
and, therefore, were not addressed in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project site 
would be served by the Manteca Fire Department, which would provide service to the site that meets 
City standards. 

Response to Comment 9-4 

The comment requests notification of any future public meetings on the project.  The District has 
been included on a list for future notifications.   

 

                                                 
1  City of Manteca, Manteca Municipal Services Review, June 16, 2008, p. 26.  
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LETTER 10:  California Department of Transportation, Office of Metropolitan Planning 

Response to Comment 10-1 

This comment notes that Appendix D does not provide Synchro output data to verify the Existing 
Plus Project peak hour traffic volumes shown on Figure 5.9-6A for intersections 1, 2, 10, 12, and 13. 
The City of Manteca submitted all the relevant Synchro and SimTraffic digital files to Caltrans for 
review and verification on the week of July 5, 2010; the Existing Plus Project Synchro volume report 
is also included as Appendix A of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

This comment refers to the lack of 95th

Response to Comment 10-3 

 percentile queue information for the Existing Plus Project, 
Cumulative No Project, and Cumulative Plus Project conditions for the SR 99/Austin Road and 
SR 120/Main Street interchanges. Typically, queuing information is not included in an EIR analysis 
since the detailed design of mitigation measures to accommodate queuing is not addressed in the 
EIR.  The relevant SimTraffic queuing data are attached (Appendix A) for the unmitigated versions of 
the Existing Plus Project, Cumulative No Project, and Cumulative Plus Project conditions at the Main 
Street/SR 120 and Austin Road/SR 99 ramp terminal intersections. These results confirm the ramp 
diverge and intersection ramp terminal LOS impacts described in the Draft EIR.  Queuing 
information is not provided for the mitigated conditions since the final interchange design has not 
been defined through the PSR process; however, it is assumed that the design will accommodate 
the expected queues under Plus Project conditions. Note also that Caltrans and the City of Manteca 
have a long history of working together to construct interchange improvements that address queuing 
issues at ramp terminal intersections. 

This comment refers to the 919 PM peak hour trip threshold that will lead to a failure of the interim 
mitigation measures proposed at the SR99/Austin Road interchange. The 919 trip threshold was 
developed using a SimTraffic model of the SR 99/Austin Road interchange that employed an 
assumption that the site would be developed with 5 million square feet of uses, 85 percent of which 
would be industrial in nature. The impact analysis that identified the 919 PM peak hour trip threshold 
assuming that the industrial trip generation would be comprised of 20 percent heavy vehicles (which 
was based on observations at the nearby Spreckels Industrial Park). Since the introduction of office, 
retail, or residential uses would reduce the heavy vehicle percentage, it is not necessary to convert 
this threshold to passenger car equivalents (PCEs) as recommended in the comment letter.   

Response to Comment 10-4 

This comment refers to STAA truck trip generation that is likely to occur with the development of 
industrial uses in the ARBPRC. The comment letter incorrectly states that the SR 120/Main Street 
interchange cannot accommodate STAA trucks.  The City of Manteca has studied this issue and has 
determined that the shoulders are designed to accommodate STAA trucks for vehicles heading north 
of the interchange.  Given that the interchange is similar for both northbound and southbound travel, 
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it is likely that the interchange could also accommodate southbound STAA trucks with little or no 
improvements.  However, as the ARBPRC project moves forward, the City and project applicants 
are committed to determining the suitability of the SR 120/Main Street interchange for southbound 
STAA trucks.  A letter from Caltrans confirming the feasibility of northbound STAA truck movements 
is attached (see Appendix A). 

The City of Manteca acknowledges that the SR 99/Austin Road/Moffat Boulevard interchange may 
not be designed to accommodate all STAA truck movements without some degree of off-tracking 
under existing conditions.  However, under existing conditions, a substantial number of STAA trucks 
use this interchange to access the existing industrial uses in the southern portion of the City and 
adjacent unincorporated county lands. Given that the ARBPRC would likely increase STAA truck 
traffic at this interchange in the future, the City of Manteca and the project applicant are committed to 
widening shoulders and making other STAA improvements as part of the interim SR 99/Austin 
Road/Moffat Boulevard enhancements described in Mitigation Measure 5.9-1. These details will be 
determined through the interim improvement design phase, which will be prepared through the 
Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. 

In addition, the City of Manteca is currently working with Caltrans and SJCOG on a PSR for a 
replacement Austin Road interchange (located to the south of the existing interchange) that will be 
designed to current standards and will fully accommodate STAA truck movements. 

Response to Comment 10-5 

This comment notes that the two to seven percent heavy vehicle percentage assumed in the 
analysis “seems too low for the proposed ARBPRC project.” Fehr & Peers prepared a detailed truck 
trip generation and trip distribution analysis for the proposed project including collection of heavy 
vehicle percentages at the nearby Spreckels Industrial Park. Although the industrial component of 
the project could yield a heavy vehicle mix of up to 20 percent, the remaining office, retail, and 
residential uses (which comprise the vast majority of the project’s trip generation) would have much 
lower heavy vehicle compositions.   

Based on the assumptions above, a review of the ARBPRC project trip generation table presented 
on page 5.9-29 of the Draft EIR indicates that the total overall project trip generation is 83,029 trips, 
with 16,748 trips generated by industrial uses. Assuming that the industrial uses have a 20 percent 
heavy vehicle trip generation rate, this would indicate that about 3,350 daily truck trips would be 
generated. This, combined with the two percent truck trip generation for the remainder of the project, 
leads to a total dally truck trip generation rate of about 4,675 heavy vehicles. This number 
represents about 5.5 percent of total daily trip generation for the project. Given that Fehr & Peers 
assumed a slightly different trip distribution pattern for heavy vehicles (which was more focused on 
access to freeway routes), the overall two to seven percent heavy vehicle percentage assumed in 
the Draft EIR is reasonable and there is no need to update the Synchro/SimTraffic analysis. 
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The reasonableness of the heavy vehicle percentages is further confirmed by 2009 vehicle 
classification counts in the Manteca area.  Heavy vehicles represent 4 percent of traffic on Airport 
Way and Lathrop Road.  These roads serve both nearby industrial uses and commute trips. 

Response to Comment 10-6 

This comment requests Synchro and SimTraffic files and a summary of the queuing and blocking 
analysis. At the time this response was prepared, the City of Manteca had already submitted the 
appropriate digital Synchro/SimTraffic files to Caltrans. As noted in Response to Comment 10-2 the 
queuing calculations are included in Appendix A. 

Response to Comment 10-7 

This comment notes that Caltrans does not concur with Mitigation Measure 5.9-9 because the 
project would result in direct impacts. The Draft EIR acknowledges the project’s impacts, identifying 
impacts on ramp merge, diverge, and weaving areas on SR 120 and SR 99 near the project site. 
Regarding mitigation strategy, for projects where neither the lead agency nor the project applicant 
have control over implementing improvements on another agency’s facilities, the use of impact fee 
payments is a common means to mitigate project-related impacts.  The payment of San Joaquin 
County Regional Transportation Impact Fees (RTIF) is reasonable because the RTIF program 
already includes funding for the following improvements that would improve operations in the project 
vicinity: 

• Project ID 1 – Widen SR 99 from six to eight lanes between Yosemite Avenue and Main 
Street in Ripon 

• Project ID 20 – Widen SR 120 from four to six lanes between I-5 and SR 99 

• Project ID 38 – Reconstruct and Improve the SR 99/Austin Road interchange 

Based on the most recent RTIF unit costs for new land development, buildout of the proposed 
ARBPRC project would generate over $18.5 million in fees for the projects listed above. This 
amount is in addition to the Manteca PFIP fee payment (which includes funds for interchange 
improvements), additional near-term improvements to the SR 120/Main Street interchange (see 
mitigation measure 5.9-2), and the costs to implement the interim interchange improvements at 
SR 99/Austin Road. The level of project-related investments to address impacts on the state 
highway system represents a fair and reasonable mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment 10-8 

This comment notes that ramp merge, diverge, and weaving analysis was not performed for the 
SR 99/Austin Road interchange. Page 5.9-18 of the Draft EIR describes the rationale for not 
performing detailed ramp merge, diverge, and weaving analysis at this location. In summary, these 
detailed ramp junction calculations were not performed because, based on the definitions in the 
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Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), deficient operations on the mainline translates (by default) into 
deficient operations in ramp merge, diverge, and weaving areas.2

Table 5.9-5 of the Draft EIR identifies that the segment of SR 99 between Jack Tone Road and 
SR 120 (including the Austin Road interchange ramp junction areas) operates at LOS E or F 
conditions based on daily traffic volumes.

  

3

Based on the discussion above, the mainline operations deficiencies identified under Existing plus 
Project and Cumulative plus Project conditions translates into ramp junction deficiencies at the 
SR 99/Austin Road interchange and any additional analysis would be redundant. The analysis 
approach in the Draft EIR is consistent with Section 15003 of the CEQA Guidelines, which specifies, 
“CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a 
good-faith effort at full disclosure.”  

  Deficient operations on this segment are corroborated by 
the Caltrans 2008 HICOMP report, which identifies over two hours of recurring AM peak period 
congestion from just south of Austin Road to French Camp Road. Since no ramp junction 
improvements were assumed as part of the project, the additional traffic generated by the proposed 
project would exacerbate poor mainline and ramp junction operations near the SR 99/Austin Road 
interchange. 

However, to confirm the findings in the Draft EIR and address the concern raised by the Caltrans 
comment, Fehr & Peers performed a limited number of ramp junction analyses at the SR 99/Austin 
Road interchange under Existing plus Project conditions.4

• AM peak hour northbound SR 99 off-ramp to Austin Road: Density 38.3 pc/hr/ln, LOS E 

  The ramp junction analyses were based 
on the AM and PM peak hour mainline traffic volume forecasts shown in the Evans Estates-Pillsbury 
Estates DEIR (ICF Jones & Stokes, April 2009) and the AM and PM peak hour ramp volumes from 
the ARBPRC Draft EIR. The results are summarized below and the detailed calculations are 
attached in Appendix A. 

• AM peak hour northbound SR 99 weaving area from Austin Road: Liesch Service Volume 
1,865, LOS E 

• PM peak hour southbound SR 99 off-ramp to Austin Road: Density 38.2 pc/hr/ln, LOS E 

• PM peak hour southbound SR 99 on-ramp from Austin Road: Density 45.7 pc/hr/ln, LOS F 

These results confirm the finding in the Draft EIR that the project would lead to ramp junction traffic 
impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions. If ramp junction analyses were conducted for 
Cumulative Plus Project conditions, they would result in similar findings. These calculations 
demonstrate that the methodology used in the Draft EIR is sufficient at identifying project-related 

                                                 
2  See pages 25-2 and 25-4 of the HCM for details about ramp junction LOS calculation methodologies. 
3  Note that the daily volume/LOS thresholds used in the Draft EIR are the same as those used in the Stockton 

General Plan EIR analysis. These thresholds are based on a translation of HCM peak hour density 
calculations and relate daily traffic to estimated AM/PM peak hour operating conditions. 

4  AM peak hour off-ramp diverge and weaving analyses was performed for the northbound ramps and PM 
peak hour off-ramp diverge and on-ramp merge analyses for the southbound ramps. 
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impacts to the SR 99/Austin Road interchange and the more detailed ramp junction analysis is 
unnecessary.  

As part of this comment, Caltrans also recommended that the City of Manteca participate in the 
development of a PSR for the replacement Austin Road interchange, which is an identified mitigation 
measure for the ramp junction and ramp terminal intersection impacts caused by the project. The 
City of Manteca has been participating with Caltrans since 2008 on the SR 99/Austin Road PSR, as 
noted on page 5.9-39 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-9 

This comment refers to concerns about the mitigation measure identified for Cumulative Plus Project 
impacts at the SR 120/Main Street interchange. The fair-share mitigation measure identified for 
impacts to this interchange is a common technique for mitigating cumulative project impacts. The 
fact that the SR 120/Main Street interchange is not programmed for funding in the near future is not 
relevant given the type of impact (i.e., cumulative) and proposed mitigation measure. This project is 
listed as a Tier II RTP project and is identified as a project in the Measure K Renewal funding 
program. 

Related to the uncertainty of full project funding and lack of Caltrans approval, the Draft EIR noted 
that impacts to this interchange are significant and unavoidable. However, it should be noted that the 
City of Manteca is working with Caltrans to construct or upgrade the following interchanges on 
SR 120: McKinley Avenue, Airport Way, and Union Road. Given the similarity of the Main Street 
interchange, it is reasonable to assume that the City will also engage Caltrans in the PSR/PR 
process for the Main Street interchange over the timeframe of the cumulative conditions analysis. 

Caltrans also requests that ramp merge/diverge analysis be performed to identify any near-term 
impacts and mitigation measures.  This comment refers to near-term impacts and mitigation 
measures, which were defined for this location on Draft EIR pages 5.9-51 and 5.9-56.  As discussed 
in Response to Comment 10-8, the near-term impacts and mitigations at this interchange were 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and additional ramp junction analysis is unnecessary. 

Response to Comment 10-10 

This comment refers to the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process and notes that additional 
environmental studies may be required. Any improvements requiring an Encroachment Permit would 
occur on Caltrans right-of-way; therefore, Caltrans would act as the lead agency under CEQA and 
would be responsible for the environmental documentation.  The City of Manteca has a long history 
of working with Caltrans on Encroachment Permits and will continue to work with the department on 
necessary studies and documentation for projects that occur within Caltrans right-of-way. 

Response to Comment 10-11 

This is a summary comment noting the lack of ramp junction analysis at the SR 99/Austin Road and 
SR 120/Main Street interchanges. See Responses to Comments 10-8 and 10-9 for a discussion of 
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why these analyses are not necessary. This comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR failed to 
disclose or address project impacts at these interchanges.  See Response to Comment 10-7 
regarding the adequacy of the mitigation strategy in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 10-12 

This comment refers to the City’s Draft Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, which call for ramp 
junction analysis under certain conditions. See Responses to Comments 10-8, 10-9, and 10-11 
regarding ramp junction analysis. 

Response to Comment 10-13 

This comment refers to the lack of weaving analysis on northbound SR 99 between Austin Road and 
SR 120. See Response to Comment 10-8. 

Response to Comment 10-14 

This comment refers to the heavy vehicle percentages assumed in the transportation analysis.  See 
Response to Comment 10-5. 

Response to Comment 10-15 

This comment refers to STAA truck movements.  See Response to Comment 10-4. 

Response to Comment 10-16 

This comment refers to the proposed cumulative conditions mitigation measure for the Main 
Street/SR 120 interchange.  See Response to Comment 10-9. 

Response to Comment 10-17 

This comment refers to the missing information required for verification of the transportation 
analysis.  See Responses to Comments 10-1 and 10-6. 
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Austin Road BPRC 

Queuing Results Tables for All Analysis Scenarios 

 



 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

AM Peak Hou

2000

0.95

10

ARBPRC E+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

267

231

194

121

100

100

275

1361

819

819

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

149

58

102

61

37

37

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

145150 74 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

303

56

187

130

241

241

568

30

250

1361

1756

1756

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

199

28

108

51

137

137

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

64250 39 -- -- -- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

1 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

AM Peak Hou

2000

0.95

10

ARBPRC E+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

2005

2005

864

1932

1932

1061

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

1993

1993

592

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

Yes

Yes

-- 

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

189

189

1066

1066

5062

5062

836

836

2665

2665

4989

4989

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

117

117

705

705

4476

4476

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

10675 29 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

AM Peak Hou

2000

0.95

10

ARBPRC E+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

65

63

63

27

36

32

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

41

42

42

8

9

11

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

24

49

53

71

64

34

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

7

29

11

42

45

20

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

82

59

75

99

99

58

1260

1260

749

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

40

30

28

66

66

37

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.95

10

ARBPRC E+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

263

293

321

189

67

67

275

1361

815

815

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage
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112

182

95

36

36

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

125150 65 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

599

54

283

742

1453

1453

568

30

250

1361

1756

1756

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

589

39

264

465

1202

1202

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

286250 229 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized
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Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.95
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ARBPRC E+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

2264

2264

1212

2196

2196

1138

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

2251

2251

1209

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

145

145

1237

1237

4208

4208

826

826

3034

3034

4134

4134

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

88

88

758

758

4154

4154

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

10375 42 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

E+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.95

10

ARBPRC E+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

73

72

72

37

27

33

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

46

40

40

20

7

10

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

28

52

25

52

68

44

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

11

35

5

30

43

25

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

109

107

82

121

121

69

1504

1504

743

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

56

52

34

82

82

45

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

315

1388

390

348

279

279

275

1360

819

819

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

295

1036

254

199

161

161

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

173150 97 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

635

606

229

340

1761

1761

547

547

250

1360

1746

1746

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

563

287

156

167

1275

1275

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

300250 258 -- Yes-- 

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

1 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

605

605

1135

1932

1932

1061

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

369

369

1040

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

120

120

150

150

303

303

836

836

2665

2665

4989

4989

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

82

82

80

80

197

197

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

11475 64 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

64

72

72

30

35

37

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

43

42

42

14

16

12

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

25

69

89

77

73

42

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

7

33

30

46

46

29

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

97

91

63

104

102

62

1260

1260

749

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

57

48

29

62

62

39

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

309

1392

845

842

577

577

275

1360

815

815

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

297

1265

833

725

363

363

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

186150 119 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

611

549

284

1131

1819

1819

547

547

250

1360

1746

1746

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

578

193

236

857

1814

1814

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

303250 238 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

1 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

2266

2266

1214

2196

2196

1138

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

2046

2046

1159

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

88

88

200

200

1177

1177

826

826

3034

3034

4134

4134

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

58

58

116

116

648

648

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

10475 88 -- Yes-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

CNP

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC CNP PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

94

63

63

48

41

35

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

58

40

40

26

23

16

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

25

75

86

58

71

55

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

11

46

23

37

45

33

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

146

122

78

107

103

138

1504

1504

743

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

83

65

38

71

71

66

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

306

1389

271

342

259

259

275

1360

819

819

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

300

1197

189

207

140

140

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

161150 103 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

627

598

249

405

1819

1819

547

547

250

1360

1746

1746

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

576

284

194

175

1693

1693

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

300250 265 -- Yes-- 

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

1 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

2001

2001

1137

1932

1932

1061

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

1989

1989

1117

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

147

147

562

562

4777

4777

836

836

2665

2665

4989

4989

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

93

93

319

319

3115

3115

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

11475 82 -- Yes-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

AM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P AM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

77

74

74

29

36

31

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

45

45

45

13

16

10

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

24

69

87

65

67

42

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

7

33

38

44

44

29

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

114

97

66

99

98

64

1260

1260

749

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

61

53

35

62

62

41

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 1: SR 120 WB Ramp & Main Street Type:

306

1388

838

835

1316

1316

275

1360

815

815

1880

1880

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

300

1117

830

677

802

802

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

186150 101 -- -- -- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

-- 

-- 

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Signalized

Intersection: 2: SR 120 EB Ramps & Main Street Type:

645

473

280

1387

1819

1819

547

547

250

1360

1746

1746

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

583

310

191

1297

1813

1813

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

283250 275 -- Yes-- 

Yes

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

T

R

L

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

1 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 10: Moffat Blvd. & SR 99 SB Type:

2260

2260

1214

2196

2196

1138

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

2250

2250

1211

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

R

T

SB

EB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 12: SR 99 NB  & Austin Rd. Type:

633

633

1207

1207

4208

4208

826

826

3034

3034

4134

4134

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

517

517

771

771

4028

4028

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

10575 56 -- -- -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

Yes

Yes

L

T

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

WB

Un-Signalized

2 



03-Aug-10

Including Upstream Queues

Scenario:

Project:

TOD: # of Runs:

HCM:

PHF:

ARBPRC

C+P

PM Peak Hr

2000

0.99

10

ARBPRC C+P PM

SIMTRAFFIC QUEUING REPORT

Analysis Period: 15 Minutes

Intersection: 23: Colony Rd / SR 99 On-Ramps & Hoff Rd/SR 99 Type:

99

64

64

43

47

29

225

526

526

125

619

619

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

60

39

39

21

22

13

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

29

69

87

60

72

59

100

915

75

175

1395

1395

8

47

27

38

48

36

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Yes

-- 

-- 

-- 

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

WB

Un-Signalized

Intersection: 24: SR 99 SB & Jack Tone Rd Type:

178

178

87

123

122

111

1504

1504

743

425

1336

425

Avg

 Storage 

Length  > Storage Avg Std Dev > Storage

110

106

47

80

80

67

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Std Dev

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Maximum Queue (ft) 95th Queue (ft)                       

Movement

               

Approach 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

T

R

T

L

T

R

NB

SB

EB

Signalized

3 
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