2
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2.1
List of Commenters

Six letters were received on the DEIR during the public comment period.  The list of commenters on the DEIR, along with the topic of each comment, is presented in Table 2-1.  Each letter and comment has been assigned a letter/number designation for cross-referencing purposes (for example, the first comment letter is Letter A).  The comment letters and the responses to the substantive environmental issues raised in those letters are presented in Section 2.2.

	Table 2-1

Comments Received on the DEIR

	Letter/

Meeting
	Commenter
	Date Received
	Comment Number
	Comment Topic(s)

	LETTER COMMENTS

	STATE AGENCIES

	A
	California Department of Transportation

Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning
	February 23, 2005
	A-1
	Traffic impacts to SR 99

	
	
	
	A-2
	Traffic impacts to SR 99

	
	
	
	A-3
	Signal warrant analysis

	
	
	
	A-4
	Traffic analysis

	LOCAL AGENCIES

	B
	San Joaquin County Public Works Department

Wendy Johnson, Environmental Coordinator
	February 25, 2005
	B-1
	Typographical error

	
	
	
	B-2
	Trip generation

	
	
	
	B-3
	Traffic mitigation

	
	
	
	B-4
	Construction management plan

	
	
	
	B-5
	Traffic study

	
	
	
	B-6
	Typographical error

	
	
	
	B-7
	Intersection impacts

	
	
	
	B-8
	Traffic mitigation 

	
	
	
	B-9
	Traffic mitigation

	C
	South San Joaquin Irrigation District

Sam Bologna, Engineering Department Supervisor
	February 25, 2005
	C-1
	Stormwater drainage

	
	
	
	C-2
	District design standards

	
	
	
	C-3
	District design standards

	
	
	
	C-4
	Abandonment agreements

	
	
	
	C-5
	Easements

	
	
	
	C-6
	Improvement plans

	
	
	
	C-7
	As-built drawings

	D
	Manteca Unified School District
Sandy Dwyer, Administrator of Facilities Planning
	February 17, 2005
	D-1
	School facilities

	
	
	
	D-2
	Developer fees

	
	
	
	D-3
	School impacts

	E
	City of Lathrop

Bruce Coleman, Community Development Director
	February 24, 2005
	E-1
	Regional traffic study

	
	
	
	E-2
	Intersection impacts

	
	
	
	E-3
	Typographical error

	
	
	
	E-4
	Roadway impacts

	
	
	
	E-5
	Interchange improvement costs

	
	
	
	E-6
	Regional traffic fee

	
	
	
	E-7
	Regional roadway improvements

	
	
	
	E-8
	Regional interchange impacts

	
	
	
	E-9
	Traffic data

	
	
	
	E-10
	Traffic impacts

	
	
	
	E-11
	Traffic mitigation

	
	
	
	E-12
	Information request

	ORGANIZATIONS

	F
	Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter

Eric Parfrey, Chair
	February 25, 2005
	F-1
	Introduction

	
	
	
	F-2
	Agricultural mitigation fee

	
	
	
	F-3
	Agricultural land mitigation

	
	
	
	F-4
	Central Valley Farmland Trust

	
	
	
	F-5
	Impacts to agricultural lands

	
	
	
	F-6
	Regional transportation facilities

	
	
	
	F-7
	Regional transportation study

	
	
	
	F-8
	Regional traffic impact fee

	
	
	
	F-9
	Wastewater treatment capacity

	
	
	
	F-10
	Air quality mitigation

	
	
	
	F-11
	Biological impacts

	
	
	
	F-12
	Biological mitigation

	
	
	
	F-13
	Conservation easements

	
	
	
	F-14
	Project alternatives

	
	
	
	F-15
	Contact information


2.2
Master Response

The following section contains a response to common (i.e., traffic and circulation) issues raised by multiple comments.  Responses to individual comments on these issues are directed to the master response.  For example, if a comment addresses traffic impacts at a particular intersection, the response would state, “Please refer to Master Response 1.”

2.2.1
Master Response 1—Impacts to Nearby Roadways and Intersections

A number of comments requested that additional roadways and intersections in the project vicinity be evaluated to determine if the project would result in significant environmental impacts to these intersections.  Among the comments raised was the need to evaluate the following seven additional intersections. This is in addition to the 14 intersections evaluated in the DEIR.
· I-5 Southbound Ramps/Roth Road

· I-5 Northbound Ramps/Roth Road

· I-5 Southbound Ramps/Louise Avenue

· I-5 Northbound Ramps/Louise Avenue

· Airport Way/Lovelace Road

· Main Street/Lathrop Road (on/off ramp to southbound SR 99)

· Lathrop Road/South Frontage Road (on/off ramp to northbound SR 99)

It should be recognized that during the public scoping process for the DEIR, the same agencies that commented on the DEIR were contacted, via the Notice of Preparation, regarding the scope and content of the traffic analysis for the DEIR.  In addition, the City of Lathrop was contacted directly to identify the roadway intersections that should be evaluated in the DEIR.  None of the intersections listed above were requested for analysis at that time.  

Based on review of the comments received on the DEIR, the City has decided to direct an additional analysis to determine if the project would result in any traffic-related impacts to the above intersections.  In addition to the above intersections, the City included the following two intersections in the analysis because they are a similar distance from the site as the intersections listed above:

· SR 99 Southbound Ramps/French Camp Road

· SR 99 Northbound Ramps/French Camp Road

The following discussion presents the results of the screening level analysis for the identified intersections.  This information is presented to supplement information presented in the DEIR; however, this information does not change or otherwise alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Analysis Methodology

Information used to perform the analysis was based on existing traffic volume data presented in the Central Lathrop Specific Plan (CLSP) EIR (2002), manual counts conducted in preparation of this analysis, and future traffic volume data from the CLSP EIR, and the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 2030 traffic model.  The CLSP EIR reflects the most recent data on traffic impacts to some of the affected roadways.  To determine project impacts, existing traffic volumes for study area roadways were increased based on the percentage increase between the 1999 base data and the 2030 future data shown in the SJCOG 2030 traffic model.  Future lane configurations for study area intersections were based on lane configurations identified in the CLSP EIR and in the SJCOG 2030 traffic model.  The CLSP has been approved by the City of Lathrop.
Results

Table Master Response 1 presents the project’s inbound trip generation for the AM and PM peak hour at all requested study area intersections.  Also shown are the number of trips that occur at these intersections and the percent increase associated with the project.  In general, the highest percentage of trips generated by the project are at intersections closest to the proposed development (i.e., Main Street/Lathrop Road, SR 99 Northbound Ramps/French Camp Road).  As roadway intersections are more distant from the proposed development and out of the primary access routes, project-related trips through these intersections are less (i.e., I-5/Louise Avenue intersections).

	Table Master Response 1
Change in Vehicle Trips (Existing Conditions)

	Location
	AM Existing Volumes
	PM Existing Volumes

	
	Entering Volume
	Trip Increase/ Percentage increase Attributed to URSP
	Entering Volume
	Trip Increase/ Percentage increase Attributed to URSP

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Roth Road
Without Project

With Project
	391

406
	15

3.7%
	452

505
	53

10.5%

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Roth Road
Without Project

With Project
	684

743
	59

7.9%
	750

834
	84

10.1%

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
Without Project

With Project
	942

949
	7

0.7%
	790

794
	4

0.5%

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
Without Project

With Project
	1,552

1,561
	9

0.6%
	1,720

1,732
	12

0.7%

	Airport Way / Lovelace Road
Without Project

With Project
	840

860
	20

2.3%
	930

965
	35

3.6%

	SR 99 Southbound Ramps / French Camp Road
Without Project

With Project
	773

788
	15

1.9%
	759

773
	14

1.8%

	SR 99 Northbound Ramps / French Camp Road
Without Project

With Project
	522

639
	117

18.3%
	733

901
	168

18.6%

	Main St / Lathrop Road
Without Project

With Project
	1,275

1,467
	192

13.1%
	1,611

2,028
	417

20.6%

	Lathrop Road / S. Frontage Road
Without Project

With Project
	830

859
	29

3.4%
	993

1,050
	57

5.4%

	Note: Analysis assumes 341 units in commercial mixed-use area see response to comment B-2.

Source: KDAnderson 2005


As the project area builds out, local traffic will increase and roadway improvements are proposed to accommodate future growth.  Using the cumulative scenario assumptions presented in the DEIR (see Appendix H), and future traffic volumes and roadway configurations from the certified CLSP EIR and the SJCOG 2030 traffic model, Table Master Response 2 presents the project’s trip generation contributions to requested study area intersections under cumulative conditions.  The traffic trips generated by the project account for a smaller percentage of total traffic trips through the intersections ranging from 0.04% (I-5 Southbound ramps/Louse Avenue, p.m. peak hour) to 12.1% (Main Street/Lathrop Road) (Table Master Response 2).

	Table Master Response 2
Change in Vehicle Trips (Cumulative Conditions)

	Location
	AM Future Volumes
	PM Future Volumes

	
	Entering Volume
	Trip Increase/ Percentage increase
	Entering Volume
	Trip Increase/ Percentage increase

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Roth Road
Without Project

With Project
	1,635

1,654
	19

1.1%
	2,055

2,123
	68

3.2%

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Roth Road
Without Project

With Project
	2,500

2,576
	76

2.9%
	2,895

3,002
	107

3.6%

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
Without Project

With Project
	6,625

6,630
	5

0.08%
	6,750

6,753
	3

0.04%

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
Without Project

With Project
	4,575

4,582
	7

0.2%
	6,105

6,114
	9

0.1%

	Airport Way / Lovelace Road
Without Project

With Project
	1,604

1,624
	20

1.2%
	1,938

1,973
	35

1.8%

	SR 99 Southbound Ramps / French Camp Road
Without Project

With Project
	1,490

1,505
	15

1.0%
	1,368

1,382
	14

1.0%

	SR 99 Northbound Ramps / French Camp Road
Without Project

With Project
	1,527

1,680
	153

9.1%
	1,578

1,791
	213

11.9%

	Main St / Lathrop Road
Without Project

With Project
	3,311

3,480
	169

4.9%
	2,801

3,185
	384

12.1

	Lathrop Road / S. Frontage Road
Without Project

With Project
	2,151

2,176
	25

1.1%
	1,700

1,752
	52

3.0%

	Note: Analysis assumes 341 units in commercial mixed-use area see response to comment B-2.

Source: KDAnderson 2005


Using the same methodology for evaluating project level of service (LOS) impacts as used in the DEIR (i.e., Highway Capacity Manual 2000), the LOS for requested study area intersections was determined for Existing, Existing Plus Project, and cumulative conditions. Table Master Response 3 presents LOS results under all conditions.
	Table Master Response 3
Existing and Cumulative Peak Hour Level of Service

	Location
	Existing Control
	Existing Conditions
(without project)
	Existing plus Project Conditions
	Future Control
	Cumulative Conditions
(without project)
	Cumulative plus Project Conditions

	
	
	AM
	PM
	AM
	PM
	
	AM
	PM
	AM
	PM

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Roth Road
Overall

Southbound
Eastbound Lt
	Southbound Stop
	10.2 / B

11.7 / B

7.5 / A
	10.8 / B

13.1 / B

7.6 / A
	10.3 / B

11.8 / B

7.5 / A
	11.5 / B

13.7 / B

7.6 / A
	Signal
	21.9 / C
	29.5 / C
	22.1 / C
	29.9 / C

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Roth Road
Overall

Northbound
Westbound Lt
	Northbound Stop
	9.7 / A

9.8 / A

8.0 / A
	9.7 / A

9.9 / A

8.2 / A
	9.8 / A

9.9 / A

8.1 / A
	10.0 / A

10.2 / A

8.3 / A
	Signal
	13.7 / B
	26.3 / C
	13.6 / B
	26.6 / B

	I-5 Southbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
	Signal
	21.4 / C
	21.0 / C
	21.4 / C
	21.0 / C
	Signal
	42.9 / D
	26.5 / C
	42.9 / D
	26.5 / C

	I-5 Northbound Ramps / Louise Avenue
	Signal
	15.3 / B
	23.2 / B
	15.3 / B
	23.5 / B
	Signal
	40.0 / D
	34.1 / C
	40.3 / D
	34.1 / C

	Airport Way / Lovelace Road
Overall

Southbound Lt

Westbound
	Westbound Stop
	10.1 / B

7.9 / A

10.9 / B
	9.4 / A

7.9 / A

11.3 / B
	10.9 / B

8.1 / A

11.8 / B
	9.9 / A

8.2 / A

12.3 / B
	Westbound Stop
	17.0 / C

11.5/ B

20.1 / C
	11.3 / B

8.5 / A

13.5 / B
	18.8 / C

12.2 / B

22.0 / C
	12.3 / B

9.0 / A

15.5 / C

	SR 99 Southbound Ramps / 

French Camp Road
Overall

Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound Left

Westbound Left
	Northbound / Southbound Stop
	14.6 / B

20.7 / C

20.3 / C

9.0 / A

7.6 / A
	22.2 / C

25.4 / D

42.2 / E

8.3 / A

8.1 / A
	14.9 / B

21.4 / C

20.6 / C

9.0 / A

7.6 / A
	23.7 / C

27.3 / D

42.6 / E

8.3 / A

8.2 / A
	Signal
	21.1 / C
	25.2 / C
	21.1 / C
	25.7 / C

	SR 99 Northbound Ramps / 

French Camp Road
Overall

Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound Left

Westbound Left
	Northbound / Southbound Stop
	11.7 / B

13.4 / B

13.1 / B

8.0 / A

7.5 / A
	14.1 / B

18.5 / C

17.9 / C

8.0 / A

7.8 / A
	11.7 / B

14.0 / B

13.7 / B

8.1 / A

7.5 / A
	14.4 / B

19.5 / C

18.8 / C

8.1 / A

7.8 / A
	Signal
	15.8 / B
	17.3 / B
	16.5 / B
	17.5 / B

	Main St / Lathrop Road
Overall 

Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
	AWS
	17.6 / C

12.6 / B

12.5 / B

17.0 / C

22.0 / C
	40.8 / E

17.6 / C

24.5 / C

44.1 / E

53.7 / F
	25.9 / D

14.2 / B

14.1 / B

28.3 / D

30.7 / D
	127.4 / F

29.2 / D

50.1 / F

167.7/ F

160.3/ F
	Signal
	15.3 / B
	23.2 / B
	15.3 / B
	23.5 / B

	
	Signal
	
	28.9 / C
	
	38.8 / D
	
	
	
	
	

	Lathrop Road / S. Frontage Road
Overall 

Northbound
Southbound
Eastbound
Westbound
	AWS
	11.6 / B

9.7 / A

11.6 / B

12.7 / B

10.3 / B
	15.3 / C

10.9 / B

15.8 / C

17.7 / C

11.6 / B
	11.9 / B

9.9 / A

11.9 / B

13.3 / B

10.6 / B
	16.7 / C

11.4 / B

17.1 / C

20.0/ C

12.9/ B
	Signal
	53.1 / D
	28.3 / C
	54.3 / D
	29.2 / C

	Note: Analysis assumes 341 units in commercial mixed-use area see response to comment B-2.

Source: KDAnderson 2005


Under existing plus project conditions, the project would not cause any of the requested study area intersections to operate unacceptably, with the exception of the Lathrop Road/Main Street intersection.  However, impacts to this intersection were previously identified in the DEIR (page 4.11-27) and mitigation was recommended that would signalize this intersection.  With signalization, this intersection would operate at LOS D with the project (please also refer to response to comment A-2).  
Under cumulative plus project conditions, all roadway intersection would operate acceptably (i.e., LOS D or better) and no mitigation would be required.  Because the project would not cause any of the requested intersections to operate unacceptably (i.e., LOS E or F), under existing or cumulative plus project conditions, no further analysis or mitigation is required.
2.3
Written and Oral Comments and Responses

The written comments received on the DEIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this section.  All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety, and each is followed by responses to comments on substantive environmental issues.  
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