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A-1
Regarding impacts to State Route 99 (SR 99), it is unclear from the comment what specific impacts should be evaluated. As described in the DEIR (page 4.11-26), the Lathrop Road/Main Street intersection (the western on/off ramp to SR 99 at Lathrop Road) was analyzed in the DEIR and the project would cause this intersection operate unacceptably (i.e., LOS F) during the PM peak hour under existing plus project conditions. However, with implementation of recommended mitigation (i.e., signal improvements), this intersection would operate acceptably (i.e., LOS B) under existing and cumulative plus project conditions.

Comments received on the DEIR requested that the Lathrop Road/South Frontage Road intersection (eastern on/off ramp to SR 99 at Lathrop Road) be evaluated in the DEIR.  As described in Master Response 1, the project would not cause this intersection to operate unacceptably (i.e., LOS E or F) under existing or cumulative plus project conditions.  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts would occur.   

Regarding the operation of the segment of SR 99 near the project site, 2003 Caltrans peak hour traffic volumes along SR 99 at North Manteca (Caltrans’ designation for the location near Lathrop Road) indicate that there are approximately 8,400 vehicles traveling northbound and 7,600 vehicles traveling southbound along this freeway segment. It is estimated that the project would generate approximately 130 northbound vehicles and approximately 100 southbound vehicles on SR 99 during the PM peak hour. These project trips would be approximately 1.5% and 1.3%, respectively, of total PM peak hour traffic on SR 99 north and south of Lathrop Road and would not substantially affect the operation of this freeway segment.  
Because no specific guidance regarding the traffic impact analysis for SR 99 is provided in the comment, additional response is not feasible.

A-2
With regards to evaluation of impacts to SR 99, please refer to response to comment A-1.

With regards to proposed mitigation at the Lathrop Road/Main Street intersection, mitigation measure 4.11-2a (page 4.11-33) of the DEIR requires the project applicant to pay its fair share cost for installation of a traffic signal at this intersection. However, the DEIR acknowledges that improvements are proposed for the Lathrop Road/SR 99 interchange and that signal improvements should occur at the time the interchange improvements are completed. 
Based upon further review of this intersection, the City has determined that the signal improvements can and should be implemented prior to proposed interchange improvements because this intersection is currently operating unacceptably and a signal is warranted today.  As such, Mitigation Measure 4.11-2a has been revised as described below and in Chapter 3, Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR.  This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.   
4.11-2a:
Operation of LOS E at the Lathrop Road/Main Street Intersection Under Existing Conditions and LOS F under Existing Plus Project Conditions.  

The project applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost for installation of a traffic signal at the Lathrop Road/Main Street intersection.  Because this mitigation measure cannot be implemented until the interchange configurations for Lathrop Road and Main Street are finalized as part of the SR 99 widening to six lanes, the applicant shall coordinate with the City as to timing of implementation of this mitigation measure.  Implementation of this measure would improve the operations of this intersection to LOS D.  Using Caltrans methodology to determine fair share costs, the URSP project would be responsible for approximately 15.8% of the total cost of this improvement.  Because there is a current need for this signal under existing traffic flow conditions, the project applicant shall fully fund the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection and shall coordinate with the City on its installation.  Installation of the traffic signal shall be completed before final occupancy of the first housing unit developed as part of Phase 1.  Funds for the signal shall be deposited into the City’s Public Facilities Improvement Program (PFIP) fund.  The project applicant shall also be required to pay appropriate transportation PFIP fees; however, these fees may be reduced or a credit issued to account for funds deposited for the signal that are not the responsibility of the project developer.  It is estimated that a refund or credit for 84.2% of the total cost for the traffic signal improvement could occur.  Final details on the cost-sharing agreement for the signal improvement will require final approval by the city.  The total dollar amount shall be determined in consultation with the appropriate agencies when final project approvals are sought.  Payment for improvements will occur as part of the collection of Public Facilities Improvement Program (PFIP) fees at the issuance of building permits. 
A-3
Regarding signal warrants used in the traffic analysis, the traffic analysis referenced use of Warrants 10 and 11, which is an incorrect reference.  The signal warrant used in the analysis was Warrant 3, Part A and B.  Warrants 10 and 11 were the former names for Warrant 3, Part A and B.  The name of the signal warrants changed with the publication of the California Supplement to the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2004).  Because the correct signal warrants were used in the analysis, no changes in the analysis are required.   
A-4
Regarding impacts to SR 99, please refer to response to comment A-1   
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