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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft 
EIR for the Union Crossing Project (proposed project). The EIR has been prepared on behalf of the City of 
Manteca (City), the lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 

The project would require approval of various discretionary entitlements in support of a development that would 
result in a variety of commercial uses on a 48.5 acre site, and the annexation of approximately 65 acres to the City 
located immediately south of State Route (SR) 120, just outside of the southern portion of City of Manteca. 

On May 1, 2009, the City released the Draft EIR for public and agency review and comment. The Draft EIR 
evaluated the potential environmental effects of the proposed project and four alternatives: No Project 
Alternative-No Development, No Project Alternative-Current Entitlement, Mitigated Design Alternative, and Off-
site Alternative. Ten comment letters and one oral comment were received during the public comment period. In 
addition, a public hearing to receive public input on the Draft EIR was held at the City Council Chambers on May 
26, 2009. No comments on the environmental analysis were received at the hearing. The comment period closed 
on June 15, 2009. 

This document and the Draft EIR together comprise the Final EIR. 

1.1 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

1.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located just outside of the southern portion of city of Manteca and immediately south of State 
Route (SR) 120, approximately 2 miles west of SR 99, and 4 miles east of Interstate 5. The site is generally 
bounded by an SR 120 eastbound exit ramp to the north; Woodward Avenue, agricultural land, and rural 
residential homesites to the south; South Union Road and residential and commercial land uses to the east; and 
agricultural land and a residential homesite to the west. 

1.1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

In general, the purpose of the proposed project is to develop a shopping center that would include restaurant and 
retail uses, all of which would contribute to the economic base of the City of Manteca and respond to underserved 
demand for such uses within a rapidly growing area. Although not currently proposed, some retail uses may be 
replaced by office uses within Phase 3 of the project if the market demands. This potential change to office uses is 
consistent with the proposed General Commercial (GC) zoning of the site. The City of Manteca, as the lead 
agency, has developed the following primary objectives to satisfy the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124 (b): 

► respond to underserved retail demand in a rapidly developing subregion; 

► capitalize on the site’s proximity to a major transportation corridor; 

► create a wide choice of integrated shopping opportunities; 

► provide for the safe and efficient movement of pedestrians and vehicles; 

► provide a center with a high-quality design and visual appeal with extensive landscaping and a pedestrian 
friendly environment; 
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► expand the economic base of the City with a mix of commercial uses that would be successful into the future;  

► develop a subregional retail base within the City of Manteca to prevent loss of this economic opportunity to 
other surrounding communities; and 

► provide high-visibility, high-quality investment within the City that will create jobs and revenue benefiting 
the city and the local economy. 

1.1.3 ELEMENTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The project site currently consists of agricultural uses including row crops, an orchard, a rural residence in the 
southeastern portion of the site, and three additional rural residences on the south and southwest portion of the 
site. The proposed project would result in the construction of an approximately 450,000 square-foot commercial 
project on 48.5 acres, including retail and restaurant space, and Atherton Road on 3.9 acres. The southern portion 
of the site consists of three existing residential lots on 10.9 acres and a portion of Woodward Avenue (1.7 acres). 
No construction would occur on these residential lots. The proposed project includes the prezoning and 
annexation of the 65-acre site to the City of Manteca. Once annexed, the project site would be subject to the 
planning jurisdiction of the City of Manteca. The proposed land uses are described in greater detail in Section 4.1, 
“Land Use,” of the Draft EIR. 

Construction of the project would occur in three phases over approximately 44 months. Construction is 
anticipated to begin in late fall/winter 2009. Depending upon economic conditions completion of all phases is 
expected by winter 2013. Construction of Phase 1 would include the extension of Atherton Drive within the 
project area, a detention basin, and the development of approximately 225,800 square feet of retail and restaurant 
space. Phase 2 construction would include approximately 178,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space and 
Phase 3 construction would include approximately 46,200 square feet of retail and restaurant space. 

1.1.4 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Draft EIR evaluated the following alternatives to the proposed project: 

► No Project Alternative-No Development, 
► No Project Alternative-Current Entitlement, 
► Mitigated Design Alternative, and 
► Off-site Alternative 

The No Project Alternatives and the Mitigated Design Alternative are environmentally superior to the project. The 
Off-Site Alternative is environmentally similar to the project and would result in comparable impacts, but at an 
off-site location. 

The No Project Alternatives would not attain any of the project’s objectives. The Mitigated Design Alternative 
would partially attain some of the project’s objectives. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR  

CEQA requires a lead agency that has completed a Draft EIR to consult with and provide the opportunity for 
public agencies with legal jurisdiction with respect to the proposed action to comment on the Draft EIR, and to 
provide the same opportunity to the general public. This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments 
received on the Draft EIR for the proposed project. 



Union Crossing Project Final EIR  EDAW 
City of Manteca 1-3 Introduction 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines state that written responses to comments received on the Draft EIR must describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues. In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead 
agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed. 
There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. 

1.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR EIR CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE STEPS IN 
PROJECT APPROVAL 

The EIR is intended to be used by the City Council when considering approval of the proposed project or an 
alternative to the proposed project. 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR was circulated for public and agency review and comment on May 1, 
2009. The comment period closed on June 15, 2009. Comments were received from state and local agencies and 
the public. A public hearing to receive public input on the Draft EIR was held during the review period on May 
26, 2009. Following completion of the Final EIR, the City of Manteca will hold a public meeting to consider 
certification of the Final EIR and to decide whether or not to approve the proposed project or an alternative. If the 
City Council approves the proposed project (or an alternative), it will prepare and adopt written findings of fact 
for each significant environmental impact identified in the EIR; a Statement of Overriding Considerations, if 
needed; and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. A Notice of Determination (NOD) will then be 
filed. 

1.5 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized as follows: 

► Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose and content of the Final EIR, provides an overview of the 
environmental review process, and presents a summary of the proposed project and alternatives. 

► Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses,” contains a list of all agencies who submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters received, and individual responses to 
the comments. 

► Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the Draft EIR text based on issues raised by 
comments, clarifications, or corrections. Changes in the text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed 
and by underline where text is added. 

► Chapter 4, “Report Preparation,” lists the individuals who assisted in the preparation of this Final EIR. 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. In conformance 
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received 
from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared. 

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged in the following order: state agencies, local agencies, 
and other interested persons or agencies. Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an 
identification number. Responses are numbered so that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where 
appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between letters. 

As noted previously, a public hearing on the Draft EIR was conducted at the City Council Chambers; however, no 
public comments were received at this hearing. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Table 2-1 provides a list of all agencies who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period. 

Table 2-1 
List of Commenters 

Commenter Agency Letter ID Date Page No. 
State Agencies 

Terry Roberts, Director, State 
Clearinghouse 

Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 

1 June 17, 2009 2.1-1 

Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of 
Intermodal Planning 

California Department of Transportation  2 June 15, 2009 2.2-1 

J. E. Dial, Captain, Commander Department of California Highway Patrol 3 June 10, 2009 2.3-1 

Local Agencies 

Lucinda Roth, Plan Development 
Supervisor 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District 

4 June 22, 2009 2.4-1 

David Warner, Director of Permit 
Services 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District 

5 June 16, 2009 2.5-1 

David Warner, Director of Permit 
Services 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District 

6 June 15, 2009 2.6-1 

Rodney Estrada, REHS 
Lead Senior 

San Joaquin County Environmental Health 
Department 

7 May 11, 2009 2.7-1 

Jason Jones, Associate Planner San Joaquin County Community Development 
Department 

8 May 6, 2009 2.8-1 

Anne-Marie Poggio-Castillou, 
Regional Habitat Planner 

San Joaquin Council of Governments 9 May 12, 2009 2.9-1 

Other 

Evan Stewart, Land Agent, 
Technical and Land Services 

Pacific, Gas, and Electric Company 10 June 1, 2009 2.10-1 

Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety 
Specialist 

California Public Utilities Commission 11 June 16, 2009 2.11-1 
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2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this 
section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the letter. Where a 
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying 
number in the margin of the comment letter. 
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Letter 

1 
Response 

 Office of Planning and Research, , State Clearinghouse 
Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse 
June 17, 2009 

 

1-1 Comments received from responding agencies are addressed in comment letters 2 and 3. Please 
refer to those comment letters and responses that follow. 
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Letter 

2 
Response 

 California Department of Transportation 
Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning 
June 15, 2009 

 

2-1 As proposed, access driveway #19 would provide only right-in, right-out access on Union Road 
between the eastbound on/off-ramps and Atherton Drive. With the existing interchange 
configuration, access driveway #19 would be approximately 400 feet south of the SR 120 
eastbound ramps intersection. When the improvements are completed at the SR 120/Union 
Road interchange, the eastbound ramps intersection would be moved further north so that the 
eastbound ramps intersection would be greater than 500 feet away from access driveway #19. 
Therefore, the proposed driveway would be maintained because it is beyond Caltrans' access 
control and would only provide right-in, right-out access. 

2-2 The City agrees with the commenter’s requested changes and has updated the Draft EIR to 
reflect these changes. This change is also included in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
This change does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR because no change in level of 
service occurs as a result. Appendix H of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this 
document. Changes made to this appendix in response to this comment and others raised in the 
comment letter are shown in underline and strikeout. Please refer to Appendix H. 

 Table 4.11-7, page 4.11-14 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are 
shown in strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

Table 4.11-7 
Existing No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel 
Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density  

(Vehicles per Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

SR 120 
eastbound 

I-5 to Yosemite 
Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

16.5 
28.7 

B 
D 

Yosemite Avenue 
to Airport Way 

a.m. 
p.m. 

16.7 
28.4 

B 
D 

Airport Way to 
Union Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

17.4 
26.3 

B 
D 

Union Road to 
Main Street 

a.m. 
p.m. 

18.4 
24.0 

C 
C 

Main Street to SR 
99 

a.m. 
p.m. 

17.4 
20.9 

B 
C 

SR 120 
westbound 

SR 99 to Main 
Street 

a.m. 
p.m. 

21.4 
20.0 

C 
C 

Main Street to 
Union Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

23.3 
21.5 

C 
C 

Union Road to 
Airport Way 

a.m. 
p.m. 

24.4 
19.8 

C 
C 

Airport Way to 
Yosemite Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

26.3 
19.2 

D 
C 
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Table 4.11-7 
Existing No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel 
Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density  

(Vehicles per Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

Yosemite Avenue 
to I-5 

a.m. 
p.m. 

26.1 
19.2 

D 
C 

SR 99 
northbound 

Jack Tone Road to 
Austin Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

28.3 
28.5 

D 
D 

Austin Road to SR 
120 

a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

C 
C 

SR 120 to 
Yosemite Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

C 
C 

Yosemite Avenue 
to Lathrop Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

24.78 
25.7 

C 
C 

SR 99 
southbound 

Lathrop Road to 
Yosemite Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

24. 78 
25.5 

C 
C 

Yosemite Avenue 
to SR 120 

a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

D 
D 

SR 120 to Austin 
Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

25.2 
27.2 

C 
D 

Austin Road to 
Jack Tone Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

26.1 
29.2 

D 
D 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. Weaving sections 

analyzed using the Leisch Method do not have a resulting density. 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2008 

 

2-3 The City agrees with the commenter’s requested changes and has updated Appendix H of the 
Draft EIR to reflect these changes. Appendix H of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this 
document. Changes made to this appendix in response to this comment and others raised in the 
comment letter are shown in underline and strikeout. Please refer to Appendix H. 

2-4 The City agrees with the commenter’s requested changes and has updated the Draft EIR to 
reflect these changes. Revisions to Table 4.11-11 and associated text on page 4.11-22 of the 
Draft EIR are also included in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These changes do not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Appendix H of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to 
this document. Changes made to this appendix in response to this comment and others raised in 
the comment letter are shown in underline and strikeout. Please refer to Appendix H. 

 Table 4.11-11, page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are 
shown in strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 
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Table 4.11-11 

Cumulative No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density (Vehicles per 
Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

SR 120 
eastbound 

I-5 to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

--3 27.2 
--  

F D 
F 

Yosemite Avenue to 
Airport Way 

a.m. 
p.m. 

32.7 20.6 
-- 

D C 
F 

Airport Way to Union 
Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

38.8 22.6 
-- 

E C 
F 

Union Road to Main 
Street 

a.m. 
p.m. 

37.3 22.2 
-- 

E C 
F 

Main Street to SR 99 a.m. 
p.m. 

31.7 20.2 
-- 31.5 

D C 
F D 

SR 120 
westbound 

SR 99 to Main Street a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 30.5 
-- 25.5 

F D 
F C 

Main Street to Union 
Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 40.9 
-- 25.8 

F E 
F C 

Union Road to Airport 
Way 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 26.7 

F 
F D 

Airport Way to 
Yosemite Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 25.9 

F 
F C 

Yosemite Avenue to I-5 a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 27.8 

F 
F D 

SR 99 
northbound 

Jack Tone Road to 
Austin Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
43.2 

F 
E 

Austin Road SR 120 a.m. 
p.m. Leisch E 

E 
SR 120 to Yosemite 
Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. Leisch D 

F 
Yosemite Avenue to 
Lathrop Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
43.4 

F 
E 

SR 99 
southbound 

Lathrop Road to 
Yosemite Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 

F 
F 

Yosemite Avenue to SR 
120 

a.m. 
p.m. Leisch F 

F

SR 120 to Austin Road a.m. 
p.m. 

41.4 
-- 

E 
F 

Austin Road to Jack 
Tone Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

39.9 
-- 

E 
F 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. Weaving sections analyzed 

using the Leisch Method do not have a resulting density. 
3 Per HCM methodology, no density is reported for freeway segments operating at LOS F. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 
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 Page 4.11-22 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

 The LOS analysis shows that even with the planned widening of SR 120 to six lanes, allseveral 
studied freeway mainline segments are expected to operate at LOS E or F conditions under 
either a.m. or p.m. peak hour conditions. 

2-5 The City agrees with the commenter’s requested changes and has updated the Draft EIR to 
reflect these changes. Revisions to Table 4.11-12 and associated text on page 4.11-22 of the 
Draft EIR are also included in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These changes do not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Appendix H of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to 
this document. Changes made to this appendix in response to this comment and others raised in 
the comment letter are shown in underline and strikeout. Please refer to Appendix H. 

 Table 4.11-12, page 4.11-27 is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

Table 4.11-12 
Cumulative No Project SR 120 Ramp Junction Levels of Service 

Travel 
Direction Ramp Merge/Diverge Peak Hour1 

Density 
(Vehicles per 

Mile per Lane)2 
Level of 
Service 

SR 120  
eastbound 

Airport Way 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

37.4 27.3 
82.5 59.2 

E C 
F 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

36.0 25.9 
68.7 47.6 

E C 
F 

Union Road 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

40.9 28.7 
77.3 54.0 

E D 
F 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

35.7 23.8 
59.5 38.5 

E C 
F 

SR 120 
westbound 

Union Road 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

61.2 38.0 
46.0 31.2 

F E 
F D 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

62.2 42.6 
40.6 28.2 

F 
F D 

Airport Way 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

70.0 46.8 
47.2 33.3 

F 
F D 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

63.8 44.8 
42.0 29.0 

F 
F D 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2008 

 

 Page 4.11-22 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

 The operations of the freeway on-ramp merge and off-ramp diverge segments were analyzed 
under Cumulative No Project Conditions and the results shown in Table 4.11-12. The technical 
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appendices contain the corresponding calculation sheets (Appendix H1). All studied ramp 
junctions are expected to operate at LOS E or F conditions during eitherin the a.m. or p.m. peak 
hour. 

2-6 Please see response to comments 2-2 through 2-5. 

2-7 On page 4.11-82 of the Draft EIR, “Mitigation Measure 4.11-7j: Union Road/SR 120 
westbound” requires that the project applicant pay their fair-share to reconstruct the SR 120 / 
Union Road interchange. Typically, the City collects this fee at the time of building permit 
approval. As described in the Union Crossing Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan, the 
project’s fair share of funding for the interchange shall be paid prior to issuance of any building 
permits. 

2-8 The City acknowledges that work that occurs within Caltrans right of way (ROW) would 
require an encroachment permit. The project does not propose any improvements within 
Caltrans ROW; however, mitigation recommended in the EIR would result in improvements 
within Caltrans ROW. Specifically, Mitigation Measures 4.11-2a, 4.11-7j, 4.11-7k, 4.11-7m and 
4.11-7n of the Draft EIR recommend payment of fair share towards improvements to the Union 
Road/SR 120 interchange and Mitigation Measures 4.11-7c and 4.11-7d recommends payment 
of fair share toward improvements to the Airport Way/SR 120 interchange. The City of 
Manteca and Caltrans have previously met on several occasions to discuss local and regional 
improvements to SR 120 and the interchanges at Union Road and Airport Way. Both the City of 
Manteca and Caltrans have included representatives from the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments (SJCOG) to identify any necessary improvements required to meet traffic 
demands along SR 120 proposed as part of development that would occur under the City’s 
General Plan (2003). As discussed in Section 4.11, “Transportation and Circulation” of the 
Draft EIR, the City in cooperation with Caltrans District 10 and SJCOG, have initiated a Project 
Study Report (PSR) for the SR 120/Airport Way interchange and SR 120/Union Road 
interchange. The City and Caltrans are currently preparing a Project Study Report (PSR) for 
future interchange improvements at Airport Way/SR 120 and a Project Report/Environmental 
Document for future interchange improvements at Union Road/SR 120. As discussed under 
several mitigation measures in Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR, reconstruction of the 
interchanges would occur off the project site. Impacts associated with reconstruction of the 
interchanges would generally consist of construction-related air, noise, biological habitat, and 
traffic impacts. Specific environmental impacts related to reconstruction of the interchange 
would require preparation of a separate environmental document (e.g., IS, EIR) to analyze 
specific environmental impacts related to this improvement outside the project site. Therefore, 
additional significant environmental impacts not already identified or evaluated in the Draft EIR 
could occur. However, at this time it is too speculative to determine these impacts without a 
proposed design alignment for the improvement. The City and Caltrans will continue to work 
together to prepare the necessary environmental documents for these improvements. 

 As described in the Draft EIR, the applicant would pay their fair share towards implementation 
of mitigation located within Caltrans ROW prior to issuance of project building permits. The 
proposed improvements are separate and independent projects that would be subject to their 
own environmental review. Completion of PSR’s for the two interchanges described above is 
anticipated in 2010. Finally, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(D), the Draft 
EIR describes the environmental impacts that would be expected to occur with implementation 
of the recommended mitigation. 

2-9 Please refer to response to comment 2-8 above. 
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2-10 The proposed site plan provided in the Draft Union Road Interchange Project Study Report, 
Project Report, and Environmental Document (PSR/PR/ED), accommodate STAA and 
emergency vehicle traffic. Final submission of the PSR/PR/ED is expected in late 2009. Local 
road intersections within the City of Manteca are designed to City standards and will 
accommodate emergency vehicles. 

2-11 Air modeling results for the project are provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR and traffic 
modeling results are in Appendix H of the Draft EIR. In addition, Appendix H has been updated 
as described in the above comments. The Draft EIR, including the air quality analysis, was sent 
to San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) for review and comment. 
Please refer to comment letters 4 through 6 for a discussion of their comment on the Draft EIR.  

2-12 The widening of SR 120 from four to six lanes was assumed in the analysis because SJCOG has 
included this widening as a Tier 1 project in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
Additional widening projects are accommodated in the Union Road Interchange design 
described in the PSR/PR/ED. This project provides fair-share funding toward the interchange 
design described in the PSR/PR/ED. The project’s contribution to the provision for future High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities and other freeway improvements is addressed through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-8 of the Draft EIR, which requires that the project 
applicant pay their fair-share of the SJCOG Regional Transportation Impact Fee. 
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Letter 

3 
Response 

 California Department of California Highway Patrol 
J.E. Dial, Captain, Commander 
June 10, 2009  

 

3-1 This comment does not raise any environmental issues associated with the analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed. 

3-2 The Draft EIR contains a thorough evaluation of the project’s transportation impacts consistent 
with the requirements of CEQA in Section 4.11, “Transportation and Circulation.” Impacts to 
local roadways and highways were evaluated in Impact 4.11-1, “Increases in Project-Related 
Traffic Volumes on Local Roadways,” Impact 4.11-2, “Increases in Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
on Regional Roadways Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of Services”, Impact 4.11-6, 
“Increases in Peak Hour Traffic Volumes on Local Roadway Segments Resulting in 
Unacceptable Levels of Service under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (2015)”, Impact 
4.11-7, “Increases in Peak Hour Traffic Volumes on Regional Roadways Resulting in 
Unacceptable Levels of Service under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (2015)”, Impact 
4.11-8, “Increases in Traffic Volumes on Freeway Mainlines Resulting in Unacceptable Levels 
of Service under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (2015)”, and Impact 4.11-9, “Increases in 
Traffic Volumes on Freeway Ramps Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of Service under 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (2015)”. As described therein, the project would result in 
less than significant increases in project-related traffic volumes on local roadways (Impact 4.11-
1). The project would result in significant impacts to local and regional roadway facilities under 
project and cumulative conditions for the other impacts listed above. As described in Section 
4.11.4, “Mitigation Measures,” mitigation is recommended to reduce the project’s impacts and 
contribution to cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level, where feasible. However, for 
some impacts, feasible mitigation is not available or within the control of the City of Manteca. 
Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, some of the project’s impacts and contribution to cumulative 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Please refer to Section 4.11.5, “Level of 
Significance After Mitigation,” for additional information. 

3-3 The City agrees with the commenter and will continue to work with local and regional agencies 
in its implementation of the General Plan and the specific development projects that are 
proposed to minimize to the degree feasible impacts on important public services, including 
police protection, in the short- and long-term. The Draft EIR contains a thorough evaluation of 
the project’s police protection impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 
4.10, “Public Services and Utilities.” As discussed in Impact 4.10-8, “Increased Demand for 
Police Protection Facilities and Services”, the increased funding from Measure M and increased 
sales tax revenue from proposed commercial land uses, including the Union Crossing project, 
would provide sufficient funding for any additional and necessary police officers and 
equipment. This project impact was considered less than significant. Further, the project would 
be developed within existing parcels and would not result in the substantial modification of 
existing roadway alignments such that access to the project area by law enforcement would be 
adversely affected. Regarding safety, the project has been designed to meet the City’s minimum 
safety requirements for lighting, emergency access, and design. 

3-4 Regarding evaluation of impacts to Stockton CHP’s resources, the Draft EIR thoroughly 
evaluates the project’s potential traffic-related impacts consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA in Section 4.11, “Transportation and Circulation.” The CHP is one of several state 
agencies that provide services to California residents. The CHP is funded out of the State’s 
general fund. California residents and proprietors of the proposed Union Crossing would pay 
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State taxes that would be allocated to the State General Fund, a portion of which would be used 
to fund and expand state services such as the CHP. The commenter is not specific regarding the 
resources (e.g., funding, staff, and new facilities) that could be affected by the project and does 
not indicate that any new facilities, which could result in environmental impacts, would be 
required. The funding of CHP operations is not an environmental impact. Therefore, the 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. Please also refer to response to 
comment 3-3. 
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Letter 

4 
Response 

 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Lucinda Roth, Plan Development Supervisor 
June 22, 2009 

 

4-1 SJVAPCD states that the projected emissions inventories in Table 4.3-5 of the EIR “appears to 
exceed the transportation conformity budget for all of the San Joaquin County that was 
incorporated into the District’s 2008 PM2.5 Plan.” It is assumed that SJVAPCD’s comment 
refers to Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-10 of the EIR, which shows the Summary of 2006 Estimated 
Emissions Inventory for Criteria Air Pollutants (San Joaquin County). Or, perhaps, SJVAPCD’s 
comment refers to the emissions budget presented in Appendix C of the SJVAPCD’s 2008 
PM2.5 Plan (available at http://www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/docs/ 
AQ_Proposed_PM25_2008/16%20Appendix%20C.pdf). In response, it should be noted that the 
emissions levels in both of these inventories are expressed in tons per day, while the emissions 
levels estimated for the proposed project and presented in Table 4.3-5 of the EIR are expressed 
in tons per year. Table 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR shows that the total 2006 inventory of PM2.5 
emissions for San Joaquin County was 11.75 tons per day. The emissions budget presented in 
Appendix C of the SJVAPCD’s 2008 PM2.5 Plan shows that the 2009 motor vehicle emissions 
budget for San Joaquin County is 1.6 tons per annual day. Table 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR indicates 
that the project’s operational emissions of PM2.5 would be approximately 3.1 tons per year. 
Since submittal of this comment letter, SJVAPCD staff have clarified that the units of emissions 
were misunderstood and that SJVAPCD has no major concern with the emissions levels shown 
in the Table 4.3-5 for PM2.5 (e-mail from Katy Linebach of SJVAPCD to Austin Kerr of 
EDAW, July 16, 2009). 

 SJVAPCD staff also noted that “however, there is still the mention on page 4.3-32 of the Draft 
EIR at the top of the page that ‘the proposed project would be considered to contribute 
substantially to the existing air quality violations, potentially conflict with efforts to reach 
attainment of any air quality standards, and expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. The long-term impact would be significant.’ District Staff requests that the City 
of Manteca confirm this and consider how conformity requirements will be satisfied.” This 
statement made in the Draft EIR refers to the discussion of the project’s potential to generate 
long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors under Impact 4.3-2. It 
specifically refers to how the estimation of the project’s operational emissions of reactive 
organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) exceed SJVAPCD’s mass emission 
thresholds of 10 tons per year. It is for this reason that the statement was made in the Draft EIR 
about the project contributing substantially to the existing air quality violations in the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). SJVAPCD regulates criteria air pollutant and precursor 
emissions in the SJVAB through a variety of control measures, regulations, and emissions limits 
with the goal of attaining Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) by the earliest practical date. 
SJVAPCD’s CEQA thresholds of significance (i.e., 10 tons per year [TPY] of ROG and NOX 
(which are precursors to secondary pollutant formation of ozone [a Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
for which the SJVAB is in nonattainment]) are designed to limit emissions from new 
development to a level that would be consistent with attainment planning efforts (i.e., accounted 
for in emissions inventory projections for the SJVAB; see pages 4.3-16 and 4.3-17 of the Draft 
EIR for a summary of applicable attainment plans in SJVAPCD’s jurisdiction). Projects that 
would exceed these mass emissions thresholds would not be considered compliant with 
SJVAPCD air quality planning efforts, and would be considered to result in a substantial 
contribution to a violation of AAQS and/or expose members of the public to concentrations of 
pollutants from which adverse health effects could result. 
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 A transportation conformity analysis was not included in the Draft EIR because SJVAPCD’s 
Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) recommends that an 
analysis of Transportation Conformity be conducted for general plans and large specific plans 
(page 54). This project does not meet those definitions and is consistent with the land uses 
planned for in the City’s General Plan (2023) for which a Transportation Conformity analysis 
was prepared. 

 SJVAPCD also noted that “a partial list of some mitigation options that the City may consider is 
located at www.valleyair.org/transportation/ceqa_gen_plan_amends.htm and 
www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISROnSiteMeasures.htm.” The City and its consultants reviewed the 
array of measures listed at these two web pages and referred to them to develop detailed list of 
measures to reduce operational emissions that are custom to the project’s type, size, and 
location. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 in the Draft EIR. SJVAPCD’s comment does 
not address any concerns about the measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and does not 
recommend specific measures that are not already included in the Draft EIR. 
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June 16, 2009 
 
 
 
Erica Hollander 
City of Manteca 
Community Development Dept. 
1001 West Center Street 
Manteca, CA  95337 
 
 
Project: Health Risk Assessment for Union Crossing (SCH#2008092083) 
 
District Reference No:  20080628 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hollander: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the 
electronic health risk assessment (HRA) files received on June 15, 2009. 
 
The District has identified the following deficiencies in the modeling: 
 
1. The boundary line was not modeled.  To determine potential worker risk, the 

boundary line should be included in the assessment. 
 
2. The designations for truck travel line sources are not consistent between the 

discussion in Appendix C and the HRA.  The document refers to the line sources 
as “South site truck travel” but the line sources modeled in the HRA are 
“CENTRAL1”, “CENTRAL2”, and “CENTRAL3”.  To ensure the clarity of the 
discussion, the terminology used in Appendix C should be reflective of the 
terminology used in the model. 

 
3. Although main travel lanes were modeled, travel lanes to individual buildings were 

not modeled.  These additional travel lanes should be included in the assessment. 
 
4. Default emission factors were used for truck travel and idling.  While this procedure 

is acceptable, emission factors for specific types of trucks were not calculated 
using the EMFAC2007 model. 
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5. The emission calculations assume that trucks will idle for only 5 minutes.  The 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for idling contains too many exemptions 
to serve as a basis for this assumption.  Unless there is an enforceable limitation 
on idling time the assumption of a 15-minute idling time per truck should be 
modeled. 

 
6. The emissions calculations are not consistent between the discussion in Appendix 

C and those modeled in the HRA.  The modeled emission rates represent 
annualized diesel particulate matter emissions whereas hourly maximum 
emissions are identified in the discussion in the appendix.  For example, an 
emission rate of 0.000187 lb/hr was modeled, but the discussion identifies hourly 
emissions as 0.000375 lb/hr for “North site truck travel – no bldg line” or Line 
Source NORTH1. The emission rate modeled in the HRA is correct and the 
discussion should be amended to be reflective of the HRA. 

 
7. The version of the AERMOD model used to perform the HRA is incorrectly 

identified in Appendix C.  The version number identified (version 5.8.0) is the 
version of the graphical user interface software rather than that of the model.  The 
discussion should be amended to reflect the version of the model that was used 
(version 07026). 

 
8. While the District’s adjustment factor for calculating cancer risk from predicted 

diesel particulate matter concentrations for residential receptors was used, the 
adjustment factor for workers was not.  The assessment should include the worker 
adjustment factor. 

 
9. The separate modeling of cancer risk for children is inconsistent with District 

protocol.  The District does not calculate the risk based on a 9-year lifetime risk.  
The cancer risk for children should be modeled consistent with modeling protocol 
for residential receptors. 

 
10. Site parameters used for the Hot Spots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP) 

were incorrectly modeled.  The model should have included the Mother’s Milk 
pathway and used 0.02 m/s for the deposition rate. 

 
11. The District uses the Derived (OEHHA) method to calculate residential risk rather 

than the Derived (Adjusted) method used in this analysis. 
 
In summary, several procedures used in performing this HRA are not consistent with 
District guidance.  The primary deficiencies found in the HRA are: 1) the failure to 
determine risk to offsite workers, 2) the use of non-standard adjustments to calculate 
worker risk, and 3) the use of unapproved modeling procedures in HARP.  These 
factors would not greatly affect the determination of residential risk.  However, at a 
minimum, the risk to agricultural workers in fields near the project site should be 
determined. 
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For a more accurate assessment of potential health risk impacts on all receptors, the 
District recommends that prior to project approval the HRA be remodeled to include all 
the assumptions and parameters identified above.  If the City of Manteca would like 
validation of the revised HRA by the District, the District recommends that an electronic 
copy of all input files be submitted to the District for review.  For more information on 
District HRA methodologies, please contact Mr. Leland Villalvazo, Supervising Air 
Quality Specialist, by phone at (559) 230-5881 or by e-mail at hramodeler@ 
valleyair.org. 
 
District staff is available to meet with you and/or the applicant to further discuss the 
regulatory requirements that are associated with this project.  If you have any questions 
or require further information, please call Jessica Willis at (559) 230-5818 and provide 
the reference number at the top of this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Warner 
Director of Permit Services 
 
 
 
Arnaud Marjollet 
Permit Services Manager 
 
DW:jw 
 
Cc: File 
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Letter 

5 
Response 

 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
David Warner, Director of Permit Services 
June 16, 2009 

 

5-1 The SJVAPCD suggests that receptors should have been placed along the boundary line of the 
proposed project in order to determine potential risk to workers. The health risk assessment 
(HRA) did not include any fence line receptors because CEQA only requires the determination 
impacts where they may occur. In this case, the health impacts were evaluated where they may 
affect actual off-site receptor locations and not the point of maximum or “worst-case” exposure, 
because no receptors are there. Because there would not be any potential worker receptors along 
the boundary of the project, fence line receptors were not included in the modeling. CEQA 
statute 15143 states that “the effect should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their 
severity and probability of occurrence.” Because sensitive receptors would not be located along 
the fence line, the probability of occurrence is remote to non-existent. 

 However, in an independent model run, a 100 meter (m) x 100 m grid analysis extending 
approximately 500 m around the proposed facility was conducted by the applicant to understand 
the variation of the health impacts in the modeled region. This model run showed the maximum 
individual cancer risk of 4.4-in-one-million (for a 70-year resident exposure scenario) and 0.9-
in-one-million (for a worker exposure scenario) occurring next to the property line east of 
facility the (in the agricultural field). The files for this model run were e-mailed by Austin Kerr 
of EDAW to David Warner, Director of Permit Services at SJVAPCD on July 22, 2009. 

5-2 The SJVAPCD points out some inconsistent naming of the on-site truck travel line sources. The 
terms “South1”, “South2”, and “South3” used in Tables 2 and 4 of the HRA report refer to 
emission sources “Central1”, “Central2”, and “Central3” in the modeling files. Therefore, the 
text “South1”, “South2”, and “South3” should be replaced with “Central1”, “Central2”, and 
“Central3,” respectively. The City agrees with the commenters requested changes. Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this document. Changes made to this appendix in 
response to this comment and others raised in the comment letter are shown in underline and 
strikeout. These are text changes only and do not affect the results of the HRA, the analysis 
under Impact 4.3-4, or alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

5-3 The SJVAPCD states that truck travel routes to individual buildings on the site should have 
been modeled in the HRA. The truck travel routes used in the HRA are based on the travel 
routes established in the project design, which facilitates traffic circulation and minimizes 
vehicle congestion. SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling suggests the truck 
travel be modeled as a line of volume sources along shortest truck route from road entrance to 
destination (Appendix A, Section 2.3.2 of the Draft EIR). The truck travel distance was 
estimated by multiplying the volume side length by the number of sources to simulate the 
“shortest truck route from road entrance to destination.” All truck travel anticipated to occur on 
the site was included in the analysis. In order to provide a conservative estimate of off-site 
health risk levels, the truck travel segments were located along the outer perimeter of the 
development (as proposed by the design) and are closer to the project boundary and to nearby 
off-site receptors. 

5-4 The SJVAPCD notes that default emission factors were used in the HRA modeling and states 
that this practice is acceptable; however the comment suggests that emission factors for specific 
types of trucks should have been calculated using EMFAC2007. The emission factor of 0.67 
grams/mile for haul truck traveling, and 2.37 grams/hour for haul truck idling were taken from 
SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling (Appendix A, Section 2.3.2 of the Draft 
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EIR) and are recommended by the SJVAPCD for use in an HRA. Because the analysis followed 
the commenter agency’s protocol, and because no rationale to diverge from this approach was 
provided in the comment, the analysis is considered to adequately reflect the commenter’s 
required approach. 

 The SJVAPCD does not provide reasons why the emission factors that were used in the HRA 
are potentially insufficient. The emission factors for truck emissions recommended by the 
SJVAPCD modeling guidance are based on mobile “on-road” diesel engines (vehicle engines in 
haul trucks) developed from the California Air Resources Board (ARB) on-road emissions 
factor model, EMFAC. These composite factors include older engines and newer engines 
designed with cleaner, more fuel-efficient combustion technology. Since at the time of 
preparation of the HRA, the fleet mix was unknown, EMFAC2007 was run to determine an 
alternative emission factor based on a fleet range of 2002-2008. This yielded a running emission 
factor of 0.591 grams/mile for heavy duty diesel (HHD) at speeds less than 10 miles per hour, 
and an idling emission rate of 0.771 grams/idle-hour. These emission factors are reasonably 
close to those identified in the Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling. By using the higher 
emission factors the HRA overestimated the levels of cancer risk at nearby receptors. 

5-5 The SJVAPCD notes that the HRA assumed that individual trucks would not idle at any one on-
site location for more than 5 minutes and, therefore, this limitation should be enforced in some 
way. As stated on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, ARB has developed an air toxic control 
measure (ACTM) that limits stationary idling by diesel-fueled commercial trucks to 5 minutes 
(13 CCR Chapter 10 Section 2485). Because the 5-minute idling restriction is required by law 
and that the project’s truck activity would not be exempt from this requirement, the assumption 
that trucks would not idle for more than 5 minutes at any single location is reasonable. No 
changes to the analysis are proposed. 

5-6 The SJVAPCD identifies an inconsistency between the emission rate used in the HRA modeling 
run and those discussed in the HRA report. Specifically, the SJVAPCD states that the modeled 
emission rates represent annualized diesel particulate matter emissions whereas hourly 
maximum emissions are identified in the report discussion. The comment accurately 
acknowledges that “the emission rate modeled in the HRA is correct and the discussion should 
be amended to be reflective of the HRA.” The City agrees with the commenter’s requested 
changes. Appendix C of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this document. Changes 
made to this appendix in response to comments raised by SJVAPCD are shown in underline and 
strikeout. Specifically, the emission rate values in Table 2 of the HRA report (in Appendix C) 
have been corrected to match those used in the modeling. These are text changes only and do 
not affect the results of the HRA or the risk estimates presented under Impact 4.3-4 or alter the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

5-7 The SJVAPCD states that the version of AERMOD used to conduct the dispersion modeling for 
the HRA is incorrectly identified. This is correct. The correct version number of the AERMOD 
model used to conduct the HRA is “07026” instead of the GUI version number (version 5.8.0) 
and the appropriate text has been changed in the HRA report (Appendix C of the Draft EIR). 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this document. Changes made to this 
appendix in response to this comment are shown in underline and strikeout. This text change 
does not affect the results of the HRA or the significance determination discussed under Impact 
4.3-4 or alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

5-8 The SJVAPCD states that the HRA should use the adjustment factor for calculating cancer risk 
from predicted diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) concentrations for workers. Per the 
SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling (Appendix A, Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR) 
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an adjustment factor of 4.1453E-04 was used for the residential diesel PM risk calculation. This 
adjustment factor is based on SJVAPCD-provided values for various parameters including a 
slope factor of 1.1, daily breathing rate of 393 liters/kg-day, exposure factor of 350 days/year, 
exposure duration of 70 years, averaging time of 25,550 days, and a conversion factor of 1E-06 
(from micrograms to milligrams). The worker adjustment factor of 1.5716E-04 as provided in 
the modeling guidance is calculated using the same parameters as described for the residential 
receptor, but for a daily breathing rate of 149 liters/kg-day. This worker adjusted factor has been 
used in the calculation of the diesel PM cancer risk at the worker receptors. In short, the 
adjustment factor used for workers is the one factor recommended by SJVAPCD’s Guidance 
for Air Dispersion Modeling. Please see Table B-6, DPM Risk Calculation in Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR. The comment does not affect the results of the HRA or risk estimates presented 
under Impact 4.3-4. 

5-9 The SJVAPCD states that the separate modeling of cancer risk for children is inconsistent with 
District protocol. The 9-year child receptor was modeled according to recommended and 
acceptable procedures recommended by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) because the SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling does not clearly 
specify the use of residential exposure scenario for child cancer risk estimate. However, to 
address this comment a recalculation of cancer risks at the sensitive (school) receptors using the 
residential exposure scenario recommended by the SJVAPCD’s comment show a cancer risk of 
0.3-in-one-million, which is well below the significance threshold of 10-in-one-million. The 
calculation table is shown below for SJVAPCD reference. 

 
Sensitive Receptors–Diesel PM Cancer Risk Calculation 

Receptor Number Easting 
(m) 

Northing 
(m) 

Receptor 
Type Concentration (µg/m3) Cancer 

Risk 
Cancer Risk = (Slope factor x Cair x DBR x A x EF x ED x 10^-6)/AT 

118 655514 4183905 Sch 0.00022 9.12E-08 

119 655103 4183652 Sch 0.00061 2.53E-07 

DPM Slope Factor 
(mg/kg-day) 

1.1   Averaging time AT (days) 25550 

Exposure Frequency EF 
(days/year) 

350   Conversion factor 10^-6 

Exposure Duration ED 
(years) 

70   A 1 

Daily Breathing Rate 
(liters/kg-day) 

393     

 

5-10 The SJVAPCD states that the model run in the Hotspots Analysis Reporting Program (HARP) 
for the HRA should have included the mother’s milk pathway. Per OEHHA, the mother’s milk 
pathway is only required if emissions of dioxins, furans, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), or 
cadmium & compounds are being modeled (see Section 5.2 and Table 5.1 of the OEHHA’s Air 
Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments 
[available at: <http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/HRAguidefinal.html>.) Because this HRA only 
includes emissions of diesel PM and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, the mother’s milk 
exposure pathway is not required to be modeled and inclusion of this pathway would have no 
effect on the estimated levels of cancer risk. 
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 The SJVAPCD also states that the HARP model run for the HRA should have used 0.02 meters 
per second for the deposition rate but does not explain why. Because emission sources from the 
project are not characterized as “controlled” (e.g., the way fine particles are controlled using a 
baghouse or similar control device), a deposition rate of 0.05 meters per second may be 
acceptable. Moreover, using a higher deposition rate (as is done in the project’s HRA) is more 
conservative (i.e., more health-protective) for cases of multi-pathway pollutants because the 
pollutant mass striking the ground and available for uptake is increased. Because diesel PM is 
not a multi-pathway pollutant (i.e., it is only ingested into the human body via inhalation), any 
change in the deposition rate would have little, if any, effect on the estimated levels of cancer 
risk.  

5-11 The SJVAPCD states that it uses the Derived (OEHHA) method to calculate residential risk 
rather than the Derived (Adjusted) method used in the HRA. First, the difference between the 
Derived (OEHHA) and Derived (Adjusted) methods to calculate residential risk should be 
explained. Using the Derived (OEHHA) method for a multipathway cancer risk assessment, the 
two dominant (driving) exposure pathways (i.e., ways toxics can be ingested into the human 
body [e.g., inhalation, dermal contact, eyes, mother’s milk, food, among others]) use the high-
end point-estimates of exposure, while the remaining exposure pathways use average point 
estimates listed in the OEHHA HRA Guidance Manual. The Derived (Adjusted) method is 
identical to the method used for the Derived (OEHHA) cancer risk with one exception. The 
Derived (Adjusted) method uses the breathing rate at the 80th percentile of exposure rather than 
the high-end point-estimate when the inhalation pathway is one of the dominant exposure 
pathways. The Derived (Adjusted) method is used to meet the recommendations of this policy 
when the inhalation pathway is determined to be a dominant exposure route in a multipathway 
assessment (as would be the case for the diesel PM emissions generated by the proposed 
project). 

 In response to SJVAPCD’s comment, the derived (Adjusted) method for the 70-year residential 
cancer risk calculation is an acceptable procedure per OEHHA’s Interim Risk Management 
Policy for Inhalation-Based Residential Cancer Risk (October 9, 2003) (available: 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/rmpolicyfaq.htm >). This management policy has been 
adopted by ARB, in consultation and accord with OEHHA. Per this policy, ARB and OEHHA 
allow the use of Derived Adjusted Residential Cancer Risk Calculation. Because the commenter 
does not state why the Derived (OEHHA) method should be used for this project, no further 
response is required. 

5-12 The SJVAPCD suggests that the HRA determine the risk to agricultural workers near the 
proposed project site. The City’s consultant had conducted a preliminary 100 m x 100 m grid 
analysis, which was not submitted to the SJVAPCD along with the Draft EIR for review (i.e., 
prior to receiving the June 16, 2009 comment letter from SJVAPCD). Please refer to response 
to the response to comment 5-1. According to the grid receptor run, the maximum individual 
cancer risk for the worker exposure scenario was estimated at 0.9-in-one-million and occurred 
at a receptor east of the facility, along the western boundary of the existing agricultural field. 
This incremental increase in risk is less than the significance threshold of 10 in one million. It 
can be presumed, therefore, that the cancer risks to agricultural workers at more-distant 
locations, would be less than the calculated maximum and less than significant. As stated in 
response to comment 5-1, the files for this model run were e-mailed by Austin Kerr of EDAW 
to David Warner, Director of Permit Services at SJVAPCD on July 22, 2009. 

5-13 The SJVAPCD recommends that the HRA be remodeled prior to the project approval. 
However, as discussed above in Master Response AQ-1 and the responses to comments 5-1 
through 5-12, it is clear that many of the assumptions and parameters used in the current HRA 
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were based on SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling (August 2006) or, in 
absence of specific guidance, based on guidance from OEHHA and/or ARB, agencies with 
expertise in air pollution exposure risk assessment. Further, the incremental increase in health 
risk associated with the proposed project would be less than the identified significance 
thresholds, as discussed under Impact 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR. No changes to the analysis are 
proposed at this time. 

 

 
 



June 15, 2009 
 
 
 
Erica Hollander 
City of Manteca 
Community Development Dept. 
1001 West Center Street 
Manteca, CA  95337 
 
 
Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Union Crossing (SCH#2008092083) 
 
District Reference No:  20080628 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hollander: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Union Crossing project located at 
State Route 120 and South Union Road, Manteca, California.  The proposed project 
would include approximately 450,000 square feet of commercial development on 48.5 
acres of the 65 acre project site.  The District offers the following comments: 
 
District Comments 
 
1. The discussion on health impact modeling (page 4.3-34 through 4.3-36) indicates 

the project will have a less than significant health impact on receptors in the project 
vicinity.  Specifically, the health risk assessment presented in the DEIR was 
determined to have a maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) index of 2.3 in 
one million.  While Appendix C includes the summaries of input and output data, the 
electronic modeling files (AERMOD and HARP) were not submitted to the District for 
review.  The District requested electronic copies of the files and the files were 
received on June 15, 2009.  The District will provide the City of Manteca with 
comments regarding the HRA upon its review of the data. 

 
2. District Planning staff are currently reviewing the DEIR for transportation conformity 

and will submit additional comments upon completion of the review. 
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District staff is available to meet with you and/or the applicant to further discuss the 
regulatory requirements that are associated with this project.  If you have any questions 
or require further information, please call Jessica Willis at (559) 230-5818 and provide 
the reference number at the top of this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Warner 
Director of Permit Services 
 
 
 
Arnaud Marjollet 
Permit Services Manager 
 
DW:jw 
 
Cc: File 
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Letter 

6 
Response 

 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
David Warner, Director of Permit Services 
June 15, 2009 

 

6-1 SJVAPCD expresses some general concerns about the health risk analysis and related HRA 
discussed under Impact 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR. SJVAPCD states that it will provide further 
detailed comments on the HRA in a subsequent letter. This subsequent letter was dated June 16, 
2009 and consists of comments 5-1 through 5-13. Please refer to detailed responses to Master 
Response AQ-1 comments 5-1 through 5-13. 

6-2 SJVAPCD expresses some general concerns about whether the project complies with 
transportation conformity. SJVAPCD states that it will provide more detailed comments in a 
subsequent letter. This subsequent letter was dated June 22, 2009 and consists of comment 4-1. 
Please refer to detailed responses to comment 4-1. 
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Letter 

7 
Response 

 San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 
Rodney Estrada, REHS, Lead Senior 
May 11, 2009 

 

7-1 Regarding on-site wells and septic systems, the project applicant would comply with all 
appropriate regulatory requirements regarding the abandonment and decommissioning of all on-
site wells and septic systems prior to issuance of any site grading permits. The existing homes 
in the southwest portion of the site that are being served by onsite sewage disposal systems 
(septic tanks) and individual wells will continue to do so because there is no change to land use 
at this time (annexation only). Therefore, connection to public sewer and public water is not 
required. The City’s practice has been to allow properties annexed into the city to remain on 
well and septic until a time that the property develops or the well and/or septic system fails per 
the building code. 

7-2 The Draft EIR contains a thorough evaluation of potential hazardous material and public health 
impacts from implementation of the project consistent with the requirements of CEQA in 
Section 4.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” The analysis was based on review of the 
Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessments (ESA) prepared for the project site by 
Bureau Veritas in August 2007 and September 2007, respectively. A Phase I ESA was also 
prepared by Condor Earth Technologies Inc. in April 2007 and included analysis of the 
southernmost 5.8-acre portion of the site (Phase 3; see Exhibit 3-3 in Chapter 3, “Project 
Description,” of the Draft EIR). The ESAs did not analyze the three residential lots (10.9 acres) 
or a segment of Woodward Avenue (1.7 acre) because no development on these portions of the 
project site is proposed; however, the potential for these areas of the project site to affect or be 
affected by hazardous material contamination was considered.  The subject property was 
assessed for signs of storage, use, or disposal of hazardous substances and/or petroleum 
products. Potentially hazardous substances and/or petroleum products are currently not used or 
stored on-site. No observations were made that indicated potential historical use of hazardous 
substances and/or petroleum products except for stained soil observed in the southwest corner 
of Phase 3 of the subject property and the potential application of pesticides and/or herbicides 
for agricultural use (Condor Earth Technologies 2007). However, the property owner stated that 
he was not aware of these types of chemicals being used at the subject property and no evidence 
of bulk mixing or improper use of pesticides and/or herbicides was reported or observed 
(Bureau Veritas 2007a). 

 Potential hazardous materials and public health impacts were evaluated in Impact 4.6-1, “Create 
a Safety Hazard to Construction Workers”, Impact 4.6-2, “Create a Significant Hazard to the 
Public or the Environment”, and Impact 4.6-4, “Emit or Handle Hazardous Materials or Waste 
near a School”. As described therein, the project would result in less-than--significant impacts 
to the public, environment, and schools (Impact 4.6-2 and Impact 4.6-4). While a Phase 1 ESA 
was prepared for the Phase 3 portion of the subject property, soil samples were not collected for 
this portion of the subject property. This area could have elevated concentrations of pesticides 
and arsenic and could have localized contamination for discarded oil. Therefore, development 
and potential safety hazards in Phase 3 of the subject property are unknown. This would be a 
potentially significant impact (Impact 4.6-1). As described in Section 4.6.4, “Mitigation 
Measures,” implementation of proposed mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to a less-
than-significant level. This mitigation would require the project applicant to prepare a Phase II 
ESA for the southernmost portion of the subject property (Phase 3 area; refer to Exhibit 3-3 of 
Chapter 3, “Project Description”) prior to construction activities and implement all 
recommended actions identified in the Phase I ESA’s and Phase II ESA’s. In addition, the 
project applicant shall prepare a Safety Hazard Plan prior to construction activities. 
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7-3 As stated above, Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessments (ESA) were prepared for 
the project site by Bureau Veritas in August 2007 and September 2007, respectively. A Phase I 
ESA was also prepared by Condor Earth Technologies Inc. in April 2007 and included analysis 
of the southernmost 5.8-acre portion of the site (Phase 3; see Exhibit 3-3 in Chapter 3, “Project 
Description,” of the Draft EIR). The environmental site assessments included testing for 
environmentally persistent pesticides. As discussed under “Environmental Setting” in Section 
4.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” of the Draft EIR, a Limited Subsurface Investigation 
Report (Phase II ESA) was prepared by Bureau Veritas, which involved collecting 28 discrete 
surface soil samples within the northern and central portion of the subject property (Phase I and 
II). Arsenic was detected in the soil samples at concentrations ranging from 1.1 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg) to 1.8 mg/kg. These detected concentrations are below the residential 
Environmental Screening Level established at 5.5 mg/kg for arsenic. Concentrations of 
organochlorine pesticides were not detected in the soil samples (Bureau Veritas 2007b). 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR includes preparation of a Safety 
Hazard Plan and preparation of a Phase II ESA for the southernmost portion of the property 
(Phase 3). Furthermore, the contractor shall be required to comply with the plan and applicable 
local, state, and federal laws. This would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
Please refer to response to comment 9-2 for a summary of the Draft EIR’s evaluation of 
potential hazardous material and public health impacts from implementation of the project. 
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Letter 

8 
Response 

 San Joaquin County Community Development Department 
Jason Jones, Associate Planner 
May 6, 2009 

 

8-1 The project site is located within unincorporated San Joaquin County and within the sphere of 
influence and Primary Urban Service Boundary of the City of Manteca. The City envisions that 
the project site and surrounding areas would be developed with commercial and retail land uses 
based on the urban land use designations approved for the project site as part of the City of 
Manteca General Plan 2023 (City General Plan). The project includes proposed annexation and 
prezoning designation of the site to the City. As described in Section 4.8.4, Mitigation Measure 
4.8-1is identified and requires payment of the required City of Manteca agricultural mitigation 
fee to help offset the conversion of Important Farmland. Consistent with Chapter 13.42 of the 
Manteca Municipal Code, the applicant shall pay to the city the fee as established by resolution 
of the city council. The fee shall be determined by the fee schedule in effect on the date the 
vesting tentative map or vesting parcel map application is deemed complete, or the date a permit 
is issued. The fees collected would be used to acquire farmland conservation easements and/or 
farmland deed restrictions. Although the project would not be subject to the San Joaquin County 
Agricultural Mitigation ordinance, City and County agricultural measures are similar. Payment 
of the County’s mitigation fee would not further reduce the project’s impacts. Further, there is 
no nexus to support the applicant’s participation in two agricultural mitigation programs when 
each program is intended to provide the best feasible mitigation available to project developers 
for the conversion of farmland. Therefore, the City will require the project applicants to 
participate in the City’s agricultural mitigation program. 

8-2 The commenter is correct that the project site is located in the County. As described in Section 
2.3.1, ‘Project Location’, and Section 3.1, ‘Project Location and Setting’, of the Draft EIR, the 
project site is located just outside of the southern portion or southern boundary of city of 
Manteca. 

 

 



From: Anne-Marie Castillou [acastillou@sjcog.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 9:53 AM 
To: Hollander, Erika 
Subject: Union Crossing 
Hello Erika, 
In regards to the Union Crossing project, there is no change to previous responses. 
  
If you have any questions for us please do not hesitate to give me a call. 
  
Thank you 
  
  
Anne~Marie Poggio-Castillou 
Regional Habitat Planner   
San Joaquin Council of Governments 
555 E. Weber Avenue 
Stockton, CA 95202 
(209) 468-3913 

Page 1 of 1
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Letter 

9 
Response 

 San Joaquin Council of Governments 
Anne-Marie Poggio-Castillou 
September 26, 2008 & May 12, 2009 

 

9-1 Please refer to response to comment 9-4 through 9-5. 

9-2 The comment is noted. No further response is necessary as no issues related to the 
environmental impacts of the project were raised. 

9-3 The comment summarizes project features. No further response is necessary as no issues related 
to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 

9-4 Please refer to Section 4.5.4 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 through 4.5-3, for 
project mitigation related to SJMSCP. The project applicants are committed to obtaining 
coverage under the SJMSCP to mitigate for project impacts and obtain incidental take 
authorization for SJMSCP-covered species under the City of Manteca’s Section 10(a) and 
Section 2081 permits. The project applicant shall work with SJMSCP staff to satisfy the 
SJMSCP requirements. Please also refer to response to comment 9-4. 

9-5 Please refer to response to comment 9-4. 
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Letter 

10 
Response 

 Pacific Gas & Electric 
Evan Stewart, Land Agent, Technical and Land Services 
June 1, 2009  

 

10-1 During design review for the project, the project applicant would coordinate with local utility 
providers (including Pacific Gas & Electric [PG&E]) to identify the necessary improvements 
and access easements for proposed utility infrastructure. In general, these are not environmental 
issues that would require evaluation under CEQA. Rather, they are part of the project design 
and construction processes and will be appropriately addressed during design review for the 
project. 

 The project’s impact to utility services, including natural gas and electricity, were determined to 
be less than significant because all appropriate facilities would be provided at the project site by 
the applicant and the project’s electricity demand relative to the regional supply is not 
substantial (refer to Section 4.10, Impact 4.10-5, of the Draft EIR). Further, it is not anticipated 
that any gas or electric transmission facilities would need to be relocated with implementation 
of the project. 

 The City notes the commentors general comments regarding development in the City relative to 
cumulative impacts to gas and electrical systems. In 2003, the City adopted an updated General 
Plan. The City of Manteca General Plan EIR prepared in conjunction with the update found that 
the buildout of the General Plan study area, including the project area, would require expanded 
energy sources and infrastructure for expanded urban development, resulting in a potentially 
significant impact (refer to PFS-7 in the City’s General Plan EIR). Mitigation in the form of 
goals, policies, and implementation measures, were provided to help reduce the amount of 
energy and infrastructure needed to serve new urban development in the City, but not to a less-
than-significant level. Thus, the impact was found to be significant and unavoidable. 

 The project’s projected natural gas and electric usage is consistent with the assumptions in the 
City’s General Plan EIR. Accordingly, no new cumulative impacts are identified or attributable 
to the project. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impact to utility resources would be less than 
significant. 
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2.3 ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

An oral comment received on the Draft EIR and the response to that comment is provided in this section. The 
comment is paraphrased below based on a telephone call with Erika Hollander, a Senior Planner with the City of 
Manteca. The comment is followed by response. 

Letter 

11 
Response 

 California Public Utilities Commission 
Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety Specialist, Consumer Protection and Safety Division, Rail 
Transit and Crossing Branch 
June 16, 2009  

 

The Draft EIR presents a comprehensive analysis of the project’s transportation impacts consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines in Section 15126. As described therein, the project’s 
estimated trip generation (based on proposed land uses) and trip distribution patterns were reviewed to identify 
roadways and intersections that could potentially be affected by the project. Based on review of the traffic data, 
it was determined that no intersections located near railroad crossings would receive as substantial number of new 
traffic trips such that the project would cause long vehicle queues that could partially or wholly obstruct the 
crossing. Therefore, no significant impacts to intersections near railroad crossings would occur and the project’s 
potential safety impacts (i.e., queuing of vehicles across the tracks) at the railroad crossings would not be 
significant. 

2.4 MASTER RESPONSE 

The following section contains responses to environmental issues that were raised by multiple comments on air 
quality. Responses to individual comments on this issue are directed to the master response. For example, if a 
comment addresses air quality evaluated in the Draft EIR, the response would state, “Please refer to Master 
Response AQ-1”. 

2.4.1 MASTER RESPONSE AQ-1 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) provided specific comments regarding the 
methodology and assumptions used to prepare the HRA that evaluated potential health risk impacts associated 
with on-site truck travel; truck idling, operation of the cafeteria char broiler; transportation refrigeration units 
(TRUs) that service the central site market; and exhaust hoods of on-site restaurants. 

As a study that supports the CEQA analysis, the HRA evaluated the proposed project’s long-term operational 
emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. The HRA is not intended to 
fully support any applications for air permits that the proposed project may need from SJVAPCD. The HRA was 
conducted according to SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling (August 2006), Appendix A 
(Appendix A), Section 2.0 CEQA Health Risk Assessments (available at <http://www.valleyair.org/busind/pto/ 
tox_resources/modeling%20guidance%20w_o%20pic.pdf>). This guidance was the most current SJVAPCD 
guidance document for preparing HRAs pursuant to CEQA and, at the time of writing this response, no formal 
updates to this guidance have been provided by SJVAPCD. 

Based on review of the comments provided by SJVAPCD, it appears that for some comments, the SJVAPCD 
provided comments on the project’s HRA that appear to conflict with publicly-available SJVAPCD-guidance 
documents. These inconsistencies are addressed in the responses that follow Letter 5. 
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are made in response to comments are shown with a line through the text 
that has been deleted (strikeout) or underline where new text has been added. 

SECTION 2, TABLE 2-1 AND SECTION 4.3, AIR QUALITY 

PAGE 2-9 AND PAGE 4.3-37 

Page 2-9 and page 4.3-37 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in strikethrough 
and text additions are shown in underline): 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1: Generation of Short-Term, Temporary Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air 
Pollutants and Precursors. 

The applicant’s contractors shall implement the following standard dust control measures from Table 6-2 of the 
GAMAQI during construction of the proposed project, as required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII: 

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

► All onsite unpaved construction roads and offsite unpaved construction access roads shall be effectively 
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

► All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities 
shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of water or by presoaking. 

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

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

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

► Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day Project contractors shall prevent carryout and trackout. 

In addition to the measures identified above, the following enhanced and additional control measures from Table 
6-3 of the GAMAQI shall be implemented by the applicant’s contractors: 

► Onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

► Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from 
adjacent project areas with a slope greater than 1 percent. 

► Wheel washers shall be installed for all exiting trucks and equipment, or wheels shall be washed to remove 
accumulated dirt prior to leaving the site. 

► The contractor shall install wind breaks at windward side(s) of the construction area. 



EDAW  Union Crossing Final EIR 
Revisions to the Draft EIR 3-2 City of Manteca  

► Excavation and grading activities shall be suspended when winds exceed 20 mph. 

► The overall area subject to excavation and grading at any one time shall be limited to the fullest extent 
possible. 

The City, after consultation with the applicant, shall require all feasible additional measures to control 
construction emissions to be implemented by the applicant’s contractors. Such measures may include, but are not 
limited to the following items from Table 6-4 of the GAMAQI and other sources: 

► Onsite equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

► When not in use, onsite equipment shall not be left idling. 

► Construction scheduling shall limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use at any one time. 

Construction of the proposed project shall comply with SJVAPCD’s ISR (Rule 9510), as required by law. The 
applicant shall submit and have approved an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application to SJVAPCD no later than 
applying for a final discretionary approvalthe first building permit with the City of Manteca. The AIA application 
shall be submitted on a form provided by the SJVAPCD and contain, but not be limited to, the applicant’s name 
and address, detailed project description, on-site emission reduction checklist, monitoring and reporting schedule, 
and an AIA. The AIA shall quantify construction NOX and PM10 emissions associated with the project. This 
assessment shall include: an estimate of construction emissions prior to the implementation of mitigation 
measures; a list of the mitigation measures to be applied to the project; an estimate of emissions for each 
applicable pollutant for the project, or each phase thereof, following the implementation of mitigation; and a 
calculation of the applicable off-site fee, if required by Rule 9510. The general mitigation requirements in the 
assessment, as contained in the ISR rule, shall include the following: 

► Exhaust emissions for construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower used or associated with the 
development project shall be reduced by 20% of the total NOX and by 45% of the total PM10 emissions from 
the statewide average as estimated by ARB. 

► Methods employed by the applicant to reduce construction emissions to the degree noted above include using 
less polluting construction equipment, including the use of add-on controls, cleaner fuels, or newer lower 
emitting equipment. The emissions reduction targets listed above shall be met through any combination of on-
site emission reduction measures or offset fees, including those required and other mitigation measures listed 
above. 

The requirements listed above can be met through any combination of on-site emission reduction measures or 
offset fees, including those required and other mitigation measures listed above; however, any on-site emission 
reductions must be both quantifiable and verifiable to be credited towards the requirements of the ISR Rule. 

SECTION 4.11, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

PAGE 4.11-14 

Table 4.11-7, page 4.11-14 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 
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Table 4.11-7 

Existing No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density (Vehicles per Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

SR 120 
eastbound 

I-5 to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

16.5 
28.7 

B 
D 

Yosemite Avenue to Airport Way a.m. 
p.m. 

16.7 
28.4 

B 
D 

Airport Way to Union Road a.m. 
p.m. 

17.4 
26.3 

B 
D 

Union Road to Main Street a.m. 
p.m. 

18.4 
24.0 

C 
C 

Main Street to SR 99 a.m. 
p.m. 

17.4 
20.9 

B 
C 

SR 120 
westbound 

SR 99 to Main Street a.m. 
p.m. 

21.4 
20.0 

C 
C 

Main Street to Union Road a.m. 
p.m. 

23.3 
21.5 

C 
C 

Union Road to Airport Way a.m. 
p.m. 

24.4 
19.8 

C 
C 

Airport Way to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

26.3 
19.2 

D 
C 

Yosemite Avenue to I-5 a.m. 
p.m. 

26.1 
19.2 

D 
C 

SR 99 
northbound 

Jack Tone Road to Austin Road a.m. 
p.m. 

28.3 
28.5 

D 
D 

Austin Road to SR 120 a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

C 
C 

SR 120 to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

C 
C 

Yosemite Avenue to Lathrop Road a.m. 
p.m. 

24.78 
25.7 

C 
C 

SR 99 
southbound 

Lathrop Road to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

24. 78 
25.5 

C 
C 

Yosemite Avenue to SR 120 a.m. 
p.m. 

Leisch 
Leisch 

D 
D 

SR 120 to Austin Road a.m. 
p.m. 

25.2 
27.2 

C 
D 

Austin Road to Jack Tone Road a.m. 
p.m. 

26.1 
29.2 

D 
D 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. Weaving sections analyzed using the Leisch 

Method do not have a resulting density. 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2008 
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PAGE 4.11-22 

Page 4.11-22 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in strikethrough and text 
additions are shown in underline): 

The LOS analysis shows that even with the planned widening of SR 120 to six lanes, allseveral studied freeway 
mainline segments are expected to operate at LOS E or F conditions under either a.m. or p.m. peak hour 
conditions. 

The operations of the freeway on-ramp merge and off-ramp diverge segments were analyzed under Cumulative 
No Project Conditions and the results shown in Table 4.11-12. The technical appendices contain the 
corresponding calculation sheets (Appendix H1). All studied ramp junctions are expected to operate at LOS E or 
F conditions during eitherin the a.m. or p.m. peak hour. 

PAGE 4.11-26 

Table 4.11-11, page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

Table 4.11-11 
Cumulative No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel 
Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density (Vehicles per Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

SR 120 
eastbound 

I-5 to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. 

--3 27.2 
--  

F D 
F 

Yosemite Avenue to Airport 
Way 

a.m. 
p.m. 

32.7 20.6 
-- 

D C 
F 

Airport Way to Union Road a.m. 
p.m. 

38.8 22.6 
-- 

E C 
F 

Union Road to Main Street a.m. 
p.m. 

37.3 22.2 
-- 

E C 
F 

Main Street to SR 99 a.m. 
p.m. 

31.7 20.2 
-- 31.5 

D C 
F D 

SR 120 
westbound 

SR 99 to Main Street a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 30.5 
-- 25.5 

F D 
F C 

Main Street to Union Road a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 40.9 
-- 25.8 

F E 
F C 

Union Road to Airport Way a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 26.7 

F 
F D 

Airport Way to Yosemite 
Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 25.9 

F 
F C 

Yosemite Avenue to I-5 a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 27.8 

F 
F D 

SR 99 
northbound 

Jack Tone Road to Austin 
Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
43.2 

F 
E 

Austin Road SR 120 a.m. 
p.m. Leisch E 

E 

SR 120 to Yosemite Avenue a.m. 
p.m. Leisch D 

F 
Yosemite Avenue to 
Lathrop Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
43.4 

F 
E 
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Table 4.11-11 
Cumulative No Project SR 120 and SR 99 Mainline Levels of Service 

Travel 
Direction Segment Peak Hour1 Density (Vehicles per Miles per Lane)2 Level of Service 

SR 99 
southbound 

Lathrop Road to Yosemite 
Avenue 

a.m. 
p.m. 

-- 
-- 

F 
F 

Yosemite Avenue to SR 120 a.m. 
p.m. Leisch F 

F 

SR 120 to Austin Road a.m. 
p.m. 

41.4 
-- 

E 
F 

Austin Road to Jack Tone 
Road 

a.m. 
p.m. 

39.9 
-- 

E 
F 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. Weaving sections analyzed using the Leisch 

Method do not have a resulting density. 
3 Per HCM methodology, no density is reported for freeway segments operating at LOS F. 
Source: Fehr & Peers 2008 

 

PAGE 4.11-27 

Table 4.11-12, page 4.11-27 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows (text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough and text additions are shown in underline): 

Table 4.11-12 
Cumulative No Project SR 120 Ramp Junction Levels of Service 

Travel Direction Ramp Merge/Diverge Peak Hour1 
Density (Vehicles 

per Mile per 
Lane)2 

Level of Service 

SR 120 
eastbound 

Airport Way 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

27.337.4 
59.282.5 

CE 
F 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

25.936.0 
47.668.7 

CE 
F 

Union Road 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

28.740.9 
54.077.3 

DE 
F 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

23.835.7 
38.559.5 

CE 
F 

SR 120 
westbound 

Union Road 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

38.061.2 
31.246.0 

EF 
DF 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

42.662.2 
28.240.6 

F 
DF 

Airport Way 

Diverge 
(Off-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

46.870.0 
33.347.2 

F 
DF 

Merge 
(On-ramp) 

a.m. 
p.m. 

44.863.8 
29.042.0 

F 
DF 

Notes: 
1 a.m. = morning peak hour, p.m. = evening peak hour. 
2 Density is based on HCS+ analysis and results are in passenger cars per mile per lane. 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2008 
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APPENDIX C 

The City agrees with the commenters requested changes as they apply to Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Appendix 
C of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this document. Changes made to this appendix in response to 
comments raised by SJVAPCD are shown in underline and strikeout. These are text changes only and do not 
affect the results of the HRA or alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

APPENDIX H 

The City agrees with the commenters requested changes as they apply to Appendix H of the Draft EIR. Appendix 
H of the Draft EIR is attached in its entirety to this document. Changes made to this appendix in response to 
comments raised in the comment letter are shown in underline and strikeout. Please refer to Appendix H. 
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