


















































XVII. TRANSPORTATION. 
Would the project: 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Impact Discussion: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ □ 

a-d) This project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification, and 2 Administrative Use Permits to 
result in a truck parking and recreational vehicle storage facility. 

A referral was sent to the Department Public Works and the California Department of Transportation on July 28, 
2023 and January 9, 2024. Public Works responded on September 29, 2023, with requirements for a Traffic Study 
to evaluate Level of Service. Level of Service is no longer analyzed with CEQA. The site was also reviewed for 
impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The applicant submitted a Traffic Study dated May 23, 2024 which stated 
the project is not anticipated to generate more than 110 automobile trips per day and, therefore, is considered a 
small project according to the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, as published by 
the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in December 2018. According to this OPR guidance, a small 
project that generates or attracts "fewer than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than­
significant transportation impact" with regards to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)." 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 2107 4 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultu ral value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1 (k) , or 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the resource 
to a California Native American tribe. 

Impact Discussion: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant ~itigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

a) This project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification , and 2 Administrative Use Permits to 
result in a truck parking and recreational vehicle storage facility . 

On July 28, 2023, and January 9, 2024, referrals were sent to United Auburn Indian Community, California Valley 
Miwok Tribe, California Tribal TANF Partnership, North Valley Yokuts Tribe, and Buena Vista Rancheria for review. 
No responses for the project were received. In the event human remains are discovered at any point of the project, 
California state law requires that there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county has determined the manner and 
cause of death. Recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains shall have been 
made to the person responsible for the excavation (California Health and Safety Code - Section 7050.5) . At the time 
development, if Human burials are found to be of Native American origin , the developer shall follow the procedures 
pursuant to Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section 15064.5(e) of the California State Code of Regulations. 

As a result, the project is anticipated to have a less than significant impact on cultural resources. 
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 
Would the project: 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Impact Discussion: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant lAitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

a-e) This project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification, and 2 Administrative Use Permits to 
result in a truck parking and recreational vehicle storage facility. 

There are no public services available in the area for water, sewer, or storm water drainage. The application is 
proposing an on-site septic system for wastewater, an on-site well for water, and an on-site retention basin for storm 
water drainage. The proposed well and septic system must be maintained under a permit by the San Joaquin 
County Environmental Health Department. Additionally, as an ordinance requirement, the property is required to 
keep all storm drainage on site and follow all San Joaquin County Public Works rules and requirements pertaining 
to storm drainage. As a result, impacts to utility and service systems are expected to be less than significant. 
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XX. WILDFIRE. 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

Impact Discussion: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant ~itigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

a-d) This project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification , and 2 Administrative Use Permits to 
result in a truck parking and recreational vehicle storage facility . 

The project location is in an area north of the City of Lodi and is not identified or near a Community at Risk from 
Wildfire by Cal Fire's "Fire Risk Assessment Program". Communities at Risk from Wildfire are those places within 
1.5 miles of areas of High or Very High wildfire threat as determined from CDF-FRAP fuels and hazard data. 
Therefore, no impact related to wildfires are anticipated. 
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Impact Discussion: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant ~Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

a-c). Review of this project has not indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental quality of 
the site and/or surrounding area. Mitigation measures have been identified in areas where a potentially significant 
impact has been identified and these measures, included as conditions of approval, will reduce these impacts to a 
less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
Project# PA-2200213, PA-2200214, PA-2300130, PA-2300133 

Date 7/10/2024 I 
Agency for Monitoring and Reporting 

Impact Mitigation Measure/Condition Type of Review Compliance Action Indicating: Compliance or Review Verification of Compliance or Annual Review of Conditions 
Monitom:g Reporting By Date Remarks 

IV. Biological 
Participation in the SJMSCP X San Joaquin Council of Governments Certificate of Payment and Signed fTMM 

Resources 

For each project phase, all records shall be 
maintained on site during const ruct ion and for 
a period of ten years follO'vVing either the end 

Ill. Air Quality Construction and Operation-Recordkeeping X San Joaquin Va lley Air Po llut ion Contro l District of const ruct ion or the issuance of the first 
ce rtificate of occupa ncy, w hichever is later. 
Records shall be made available for District 

inspection upon request. 

For each project phase, maintain records of (1) 

111. Air Quality Construction and Operational Dates X San Joaquin Va lley Air Pollution Control District 
the const ruction start and end dates and (2) 

the date of issua nce of the first ce rtificate 
of occupa ncy, if applicable. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes the results of a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) that was conducted for a proposed 

recreational vehicle (RV)/boat and truck/trailer storage facility located southwest of the intersection of 

Woodbridge Avenue and the N. 99 Frontage Road, in unincorporated San Joaquin County (County), 

California.  

This TIS was conducted consistent with State and County guidelines and standards. This document was 

prepared in accordance with best professional practices and standards that assess the impacts of a 

proposed development on the transportation system, and as appropriate, recommends improvements to 

lessen or negate those impacts. Transportation analyses, as presented in this TIS, involve the evaluation of 

existing and anticipated future roadway conditions, including with and without the proposed development, 

and recommend transportation improvements to offset both the impacts of the increase in future traffic 

volumes and the changes in traffic operations due to the development.  

Project Overview 

The project consists of two parcels of land, totaling approximately 30.09 acres, which will be developed to 

provide a total of 300 truck parking spaces, 100 trailer parking spaces, and 50 RV/boat parking spaces. There 

will also be two small (1,000 square-foot each) mobile offices on-site, with limited automobile parking. The 

site is located southwest of the intersection of Woodbridge Avenue and the N. 99 Frontage Road, 

immediately west of State Route (SR) 99. 

The purpose of this TIS is to evaluate the impacts on the transportation infrastructure due to the addition 

of traffic from the proposed project. The report includes a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, intersection 

level of service (LOS) capacity analyses of key intersections, and evaluations and recommendations 

concerning project site access, on-site circulation, and connectivity for vehicles, bicycles, transit, and 

pedestrians. 

To evaluate the impacts on the transportation infrastructure due to the addition of traffic from the proposed 

project, six study intersections were identified with input from County staff (four existing intersections and 

two future site entrances) and were evaluated during the weekday morning (a.m.) peak hour and weekday 

afternoon (p.m.) peak hour under five study scenarios. The study intersections were evaluated under: 

 Existing Conditions;  

 Background Conditions, without and with the proposed development; and 

 Cumulative Conditions, with and without the proposed development. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled  

The September 2020 San Joaquin County Transportation Analysis Guidelines (Guidelines) screen out land 

use projects from detailed VMT analysis based on multiple criteria. TJKM finds that the project is screened 

out under two conditions: small office project condition and shortening of trip distances for truck traffic 

from this project.  
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First, the project contains only two small 1,000 foot trailer coaches as its offices, which is under the 11,300 

square feet of office development threshold set forth on Page 12 of the County’s Guidelines. Since this 

project is consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan and generates fewer than 110 daily 

automobile trips for its employees, its VMT impacts are expected to be insignificant.  

Secondly, providing safe truck parking reduces the distances that truck drivers travel in order to find or 

reach available parking at the end of a long-haul trip. These improvements reduce trucking costs, improve 

air quality (by lessening truck travel) and reduce emissions, congestion, and noise. Caltrans also conducted 

its own truck parking study, titled the California Statewide Truck Parking Study (CSTPS) dated February 2022 

which presented the consequences of lack of truck parking in local jurisdictions. One major consequence is 

that the truck parking shortages lead to trucks drivers circling through areas looking for parking, thus 

increasing trip distance and VMT. The Acampo truck storage site provides an additional facility for trucks to 

safely park, reducing the length of trips made between where the trucks load freight and unload fright. The 

project bridges a gap between truck parking facilities near State Route 99 between the Collierville and Lodi. 

In addition, the trips that are made by truckers in their personal vehicles to get to the short / long haul 

trucks are already accounted for by whatever destination the truck delivery is made. Counting the trucker’s 

trip to the Acampo site to get into a truck essentially double counts the VMT, which should be discounted 

for in the VMT analysis. By reducing distances traveled by truckers at the end of the day, TJKM finds that 

the Acampo RV / Truck Storage facility would likely have an insignificant impact on VMT. 

Project Trips  

The proposed development is expected to generate 1,350 new daily trips, including 69 a.m. peak hour trips 

(34 inbound trips, 35 outbound trips) and 97 p.m. peak hour trips (44 inbound trips, 53 outbound trips). 

Level of Service  

Existing Conditions 

Under this scenario, all study intersections operate within applicable jurisdictional standards of LOS C or 

better during both peak hours. 

Background Conditions 

Under this scenario, all study intersections are anticipated to continue to operate within applicable 

jurisdictional standards of LOS C or better during both peak hours. 

Background plus Project Conditions 

Under this scenario, all study intersections are anticipated to continue to operate within applicable 

jurisdictional standards of LOS C or better during both peak hours. The proposed development is not 

expected to significantly deteriorate traffic operations (on average, adding only 0.96 seconds to the average 

intersection delay during the commuter peak hours), and traffic operations would continue be consistent 

with the San Joaquin County General Plan. 
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Cumulative Conditions 

Under this scenario, the northbound approach at the intersection of E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage 

Road (west) (Study Intersection #1) would begin to operate at unacceptable LOS D during both peak hours 

with added regional growth. The remaining intersections would operate at acceptable LOS C or better 

during both peak hours. 

Cumulative plus Project Conditions 

Under this scenario, the northbound approach at the intersection of E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage 

Road (west) (Study Intersection #1) would continue to operate at unacceptable LOS D during both peak 

hours, with increases of 5.6 seconds of delay in the a.m. peak hour and 10.6 seconds of delay in the p.m. 

peak hour. This can be fully mitigated with the implementation of all-way stop control at this intersection. 

The remaining intersections would operate at acceptable LOS C or better during both peak hours.  

With the proposed improvements, the proposed development is not expected to significantly deteriorate 

traffic operations (on average, reducing delays by 2.7 seconds to the average intersection delay during the 

commuter peak hours), and traffic operations would continue be consistent with the San Joaquin County 

General Plan.  

The fair share for improvements at E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Road (west) is 23.5 percent. All-

way stop control should be installed when warranted per the thresholds provided in the California Manual 

on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD). 

Additional Transportation Analyses  

Pedestrian Impacts 

There are no existing or proposed pedestrian facilities within the study area. A significant impact occurs if 

a proposed project conflicts with applicable or adopted policies, plans, or programs related to pedestrian 

facilities or otherwise decreases the performance or safety of pedestrian facilities. The proposed Project 

would not result in any such conflicts; therefore, the impact to pedestrian facilities is expected to be less-

than-significant. 

Bicycle Impacts 

There are no existing or proposed bike facilities within the study area. A significant impact occurs if a 

proposed project conflicts with applicable or adopted policies, plans, or programs related to bicycle facilities 

or otherwise decreases the performance or safety of bicycle facilities. The proposed Project would not result 

in any such conflicts; therefore, the impact to bicycle facilities is expected to be less-than-significant. 

Transit Impacts 

There are no existing transit facilities within the study area, and the Project is not expected to generate any 

increases in transit ridership. Therefore, the impact to transit facilities is expected to be less-than-

significant. 
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Vehicular Site Access 

Access to the project site would be via one driveway on E. Woodbridge Road and one driveway on N. 99 

Frontage Road. All truck traffic would be restricted to the driveway on N. 99 Frontage Road, with RVs/boats 

and automobiles permitted to use the E. Woodbridge Road driveway. The site plan shows adequate turning 

radii based on vehicle turning templates for a California Legal truck at the 40-foot N. 99 Frontage Road 

driveway, and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 

motorhome design vehicle at the 30-foot E. Woodbridge Road driveway. The site plan also shows adequate 

clear sight distance for vehicles at the driveways. Access to the proposed project would be adequate. 

On-Site Circulation 

Circulation on the project site is via two-way drive aisles that are generally 65 feet wide, with right angle 

parking. Circulation would be adequate for California Legal trucks and all smaller vehicles, including 

emergency vehicles. On-site circulation is considered adequate. 

Parking 

Section 9-406.040 of San Joaquin County Development Title specifies the number of off-street parking 

spaces required for a variety of land uses. Under the current regulations, parking required for vehicle storage 

uses is to be determined by the zoning administrator. TJKM has estimated the number of spaces required 

based on a prior version of the Development Title, found in Table 9-1015.3(a). The proposed project would 

have previously required a total of three parking spaces associated with the offices/employees, plus spaces 

for all stored vehicles. As shown on the site plan, the project would provide six total automobile parking 

spaces and 500 total storage spaces for RVs and trucks. Automobile spaces include one accessible space 

and two standard spaces per office. Based on older requirements, the proposed parking supply is expected 

to be adequate, and TJKM recommends that the zoning administrator approve the proposed parking 

supply. 

Recommendations and Improvements 

TJKM makes the following recommendations: 

 Near-term: None. 

 Long-term: Convert the intersection of E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Road (west) (Study 

Intersection 1) to all-way stop control (when warranted per the thresholds provided in the 

CAMUTCD) to account for changes in traffic operations under Cumulative plus Project Conditions. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the results of a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) that was conducted for a proposed RV/boat 

and truck/trailer storage facility located southwest of the intersection of Woodbridge Avenue and N. 99 

Frontage Road, in unincorporated San Joaquin County (County), California. The project consists of two 

parcels totaling 30.09 acres, which will be developed to provide a total of 300 truck parking spaces, 100 

trailer parking spaces, and 50 RV/boat parking spaces. There will also be two small (1,000 square-foot each) 

mobile offices on site, with limited automobile parking. 

This chapter discusses the TIS purpose, the Project study area, and the scenarios analyzed. Figure 1 shows 

the Project study area and the Project site location. Figure 2 shows the Project’s site plan, dated May 5, 

2023. 

1.1 Study Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide summaries of changes in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and traffic 

impacts on the surrounding roadway network as a result of the proposed Project.  This study evaluates 

project-related VMT as outlined in the adopted San Joaquin County VMT methodology, as outlined in the 

CEQA Transportation Analysis Guidelines (September 2020). A level of service (LOS) analysis was conducted 

to determine the proposed Project’s impacts on the surrounding roadway network and consistency with 

San Joaquin County guidelines and standards. 

1.2 Study Locations 

TJKM evaluated traffic conditions at six study intersections (four existing intersections and two future 

entrances) during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours for a typical weekday. The study intersections were selected 

based on TJKM’s working knowledge of the area and with input and approval from San Joaquin County 

staff.  

The peak periods observed were between 7 and 9 a.m. and between 4 and 6 p.m. The study intersections 

and their corresponding are listed below. All intersections are one- or two-way stop controlled: 

1. E. Woodbridge Road & N. 99 Frontage Road (west) 

2. E. Woodbridge Road & N. 99 Frontage Road (east) 

3. N. 99 Frontage Road & SR-99 Southbound Ramps 

4. N. 99 Frontage Road & SR-99 Northbound Ramps 

5. E. Woodbridge Road & Project Driveway (project only conditions) 

6. N. 99 Frontage Road & Project Driveway (project only conditions) 

Figure 1 shows the location of the study intersections. All intersections are stop controlled or uncontrolled. 
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1.3 Study Scenarios 

The roadway network operations within the Project study area were analyzed under the following scenarios: 

 Existing Conditions – This scenario describes existing transportation conditions in the study area 

based on the current roadway network characteristics, transit service, and new turning movement 

volumes. 

 Background Conditions – This scenario is similar to Existing Conditions but with the addition of 

traffic generated by approved projects in the project vicinity. 

 Background plus Project Conditions – This scenario is similar to Background Conditions but with 

the addition of new trips that would be generated by the project 

 Cumulative Conditions – This scenario describes the projected peak hour traffic operations in the 

year 2044, based on growth rates derived from the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJ COG) 

travel demand model. 

 Cumulative plus Project Conditions – This scenario is similar to Cumulative Conditions but with 

the inclusion of new trips that would be generated by the project. 

  



Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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Figure 2: Site Plan
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2.0 STUDY METHODOLOGY 

Traffic impacts related to the proposed Project were evaluated for both compliance with applicable 

regulatory documents and environmental significance as defined in the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). In accordance with the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 

(December 2018) (herein referred to as the “Technical Advisory”), published by the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR), a qualitative Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) assessment forms the basis of the 

CEQA analysis for the proposed project. Effective as of July 1, 2020, intersection Level of Service (LOS) can 

no longer be used to determine significant impacts for CEQA purposes. However, the CEQA guidelines do 

not exclude the use of LOS analyses when determining consistency with plans and standards for jurisdictions 

or agencies, such as with San Joaquin County. 

2.1 Vehicle Miles Traveled Methodology 

This study evaluates project-related VMT as outlined in the adopted San Joaquin County VMT methodology, 

as outlined in the CEQA Transportation Analysis Guidelines (September 2020).  

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory provides guidance to analysts 

and local jurisdictions for implementing VMT as a metric for determining the transportation impact for land 

use projects. The OPR guidelines state that for analysis purposes, “VMT” refers to automobile VMT, 

specifically passenger vehicles and light trucks. Heavy truck traffic is typically excluded.  

Due to unconventional nature of the proposed use, a qualitative VMT analysis was conducted (see Section 

5.1).  

2.2 Level of Service Methodology 

Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure that describes operational conditions as they relate to the 

traffic stream and perceptions by motorists and passengers. The LOS generally describes these conditions 

in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, delays, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, 

convenience, and safety. The operational LOS are given letter designations from A to F, with A representing 

the free-flow operating conditions and F representing the severely congested flow with high delays. 

Typically, LOS C is considered as an ideal condition as it represents stable flow and efficient use of the 

transportation facility. Intersections generally are the capacity-controlling locations with respect to traffic 

operations on arterial and collector streets. The following sections provide detailed study methodology 

based on the type of intersections. 

Each of the study intersections was analyzed using Synchro, Version 11, software using methodology 

outlined in the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition (HCM 6). The 

LOS assessment under all scenarios is based on current traffic controls unless otherwise noted. HCM 6 

methodology was used for consistency with agency standard requirements as described in Section 2.2.2. 
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2.2.1 Stop-Controlled Intersections 

The study intersections under one/two-way stop control (OWSC / TWSC) and all-way stop control (AWSC) 

are analyzed using the HCM 6 methodology described in Chapters 20 and 21, respectively. LOS ratings for 

stop-sign controlled intersections are based on the average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 

At one- or two-way stop-controlled intersections, the control delay is calculated for each movement, not 

for the intersection as a whole. For approaches composed of a single lane, the control delay is computed 

as the average of all movements in that lane. The weighted average delay for the entire intersections is 

presented for all-way stop controlled intersections.  

Table 1 summarizes the relationship between delay and LOS for stop-controlled intersections. The delay 

ranges for stop-controlled intersections are lower than for signalized intersections, as drivers expect less 

delay at stop-controlled intersections. 

The LOS methodology for stop-controlled intersections is described in detail in Appendix A. 

Table 1: Level of Service Definitions for Stop Controlled Intersections 

LOS Definition 
Control Delay 

Range (s/veh) 
v/c Range 

A 
Usually no conflicting traffic. Drivers can easily find gaps in 

traffic to maneuver. v/c is low. 
≤ 10 ≤ 1.0 

B 
Occasionally some delay due to conflicting traffic. Drivers can 

find gaps in traffic. v/c is low. 
≤ 15 ≤ 1.0 

C 
There is some noticeable delay due to conflicting traffic. Drivers 

are still able to find gaps in traffic. 
≤ 25 ≤ 1.0 

D 
Drivers experience delay due to less gaps in traffic to maneuver. 

Lane group v/c creeps closer to 1.0. 
≤ 35 ≤ 1.0 

E 

Delay approaches driver tolerance levels. Drivers will 

occasionally find gaps in traffic to maneuver. Lane group v/c 

approaches 1.0. 

≤ 50 ≤ 1.0 

F Delay exceed driver tolerance levels or v/c exceeds 1.0 or both. > 50 > 1.0 

Source: Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition 

2.2.2 Level of Service Standards 

Although level of service is no longer used for identifying impacts under CEQA, level of service analysis is 

still used for determining consistency with adopted agency plans and standards. Where standards refer to 

significant environmental impacts, this analysis instead identifies these as significant inconsistencies with 

adopted plans. 

San Joaquin County has established the acceptable LOS on County roadways and intersections. On minor 

arterials and roadways of higher classification, the level of service standard for intersections is LOS D, and 

LOS C on all other roads. For roadways and intersections already exceeding the applicable acceptable LOS 

standard, any increase in v/c or delay, respectively, would constitute a significant impact requiring 
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mitigation. Based on the roadway classifications within the study area, a standard of LOS C was applied at 

all intersections. 

2.3 Multimodal Assessment Methodology 

Under CEQA, a significant impact occurs if the project conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The 

Multimodal Transportation thresholds applied in this study, for consistency with the San Joaquin County 

General Plan, are as follows: 

Transit Facilities A project is defined to have a significant impact to the transit system if 

implementation of the project would: 

o Eliminate existing or planned transit service.  

o Remove an existing bus stop. 

o Cause a substantial rerouting of existing or planned bus service. 

Bicycle Facilities A project is defined to have a significant impact to the bicycle facilities if 

implementation of the project would: 

o Eliminate existing or planned bike paths, lanes, or routes. 

o Result in an unsafe condition for bicycles, including but not limited to, unsafe bicycle/vehicle or 

bicycle/pedestrian conflicts or bicycle facility pavement degradation. 

Pedestrian Facilities A project is defined to have a significant impact to the pedestrian facilities if 

implementation of the project would: 

o Eliminate existing or planned pedestrian facilities. 

o Degrade existing or planned pedestrian facilities. Examples of degradation include, but are not 

limited to, reduction of sidewalk/path width to less than the standards shown in the City’s 

standard plans, removal of a crosswalk, or removal of a landscape buffer. 

o Create a highly circuitous pedestrian circulation pattern that would discourage walking to local 

destinations or transit facilities. 

o Result in unsafe conditions for pedestrians, including unsafe bicycle/pedestrian or 

pedestrian/motor vehicle conflicts. 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section describes existing conditions in the immediate project site vicinity, including roadway facilities, 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and available transit service. In addition, existing traffic volumes and 

operations are presented for the study intersections. 

3.1 Existing Setting and Roadway System 

Relevant roadways in the project vicinity are discussed below and shown in Figure 1. 

State Route 99 (SR-99) – SR-99 is a four-lane freeway within the project vicinity. SR-99 is a major north-

south route within the Central Valley, connecting the project location to Sacramento to the north and 

Stockton to the south. The posted speed limit on SR-99 is 65 miles per hour (mph) within the project vicinity. 

East Woodbridge Road – E. Woodbridge Avenue is a two-lane, east-west major collector. Within the 

project vicinity, E. Woodbridge Road features agricultural uses on both sides and limited residential near 

SR-99. The posted speed limit on SR-99 is 30 miles per hour (mph) within the project vicinity. E. Woodbridge 

Road provides direct access to the project site. 

N. SR-99 Frontage Road (east) – N. SR-99 Frontage Road is a two lane local road that extends north and 

south from E. Woodbridge Road along the eastern side of SR-99, connecting to the northbound on- and 

off-ramps. There is no posted speed limit on N. SR-99 Frontage Road within the project vicinity. 

N. SR-99 Frontage Road (west) – N. SR-99 Frontage Road is a two lane major collector that extends north 

and south from E. Woodbridge Road along the western side of SR-99, connecting to the southbound on- 

and off-ramps. There is no posted speed limit on N. SR-99 Frontage Road within the project vicinity. N. SR-

99 Frontage Road provides direct access to the project site. 

3.2 Existing Multimodal Facilities 

The study area does not provide any facilities for pedestrians, bicycles, or transit. 

3.3 Existing Traffic Volumes and Lane Configuration 

TJKM evaluated existing traffic conditions at selected study intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours on a typical weekday. Intersection turning movement counts of vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians 

were collected during weekday a.m. peak period (7:00-9:00 a.m.) and p.m. peak period (4:00-6:00 p.m.) on 

Thursday, January 25, 2024. Under Existing Conditions, TJKM used the collected traffic counts for 

intersection operations analyses. 

The traffic count data are included in Appendix A. The existing lane geometries and traffic control at each 

study intersection are illustrated in Figure 3, and intersection turning movement volumes at each study 

intersection are illustrated in Figure 4.   



Figure 3: Existing Conditions — Lane Configuration and Control
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions — Intersection Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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3.6 Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

This scenario evaluates the study intersections based on collected peak hour traffic volumes, and existing 

lane geometry and traffic controls, as described above. The peak hour factors calculated from the existing 

turning movement counts (on a by-intersection basis) and heavy vehicle percentage (by approach) were 

used for the study intersections for the Existing Conditions analysis. The results of the LOS analysis are 

reported using the HCM 6th Edition methodologies, and Synchro 11 software program. Table 2 summarizes 

the LOS results for the study intersections under Existing Conditions.  

Under this scenario, all study intersections operate within applicable jurisdictional standards of LOS C or 

better during both peak hours.  

Appendix C contains the detailed LOS analysis worksheets under Existing Conditions.  

Table 2: Existing Conditions – Intersection Level of Service Analysis Results 

No. Intersection 
Control 

Type[1] 

Peak 

Hour[2] 

Delay[3] 

(Sec/Veh) 
LOS[4] 

1 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (West) TWSC 
AM 15.8 C (NB) 

PM 16.0 C (NB) 

2 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (East) TWSC 
AM 10.6 B (NB) 

PM 10.3 B (NB) 

3 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 SB Ramps OWSC 
AM 8.7 A (WB) 

PM 8.8 A (WB) 

4 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 NB Ramps TWSC 
AM 12.8 B (EB) 

PM 11.4 B (WB) 

Notes: 

1. TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; OWSC = One-Way Stop Control  

2. a.m. = a.m. Peak Hour; p.m. = p.m. Peak Hour 

3. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections, the delay represents the average control delay for all turning movements. For one- 

and two-way stop-controlled intersections, the delay represents the worse average control delay for a given approach. 

4. LOS = Level of Service 
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4.0 BACKGROUND CONDITIONS 

This section describes background conditions, which are identical to existing conditions with the addition 

of trips from approved projects in the project vicinity. 

4.1 Background Projects 

One background development in the vicinity of the site was identified in coordination with County staff for 

inclusion in this study under Background Conditions and Background plus Project Conditions:  

 403 W. Woodbridge Road (approved) 

o Development: 26 single-family homes 

o Location: west of the project site 

Background trips were estimated based on the project size and description, and assigned to the roadway 

network assuming that 70 percent would go to SR-99 south via Woodbridge Road and 10 percent would 

go to SR-99 north via Woodbridge Road. (The trip generation and assignment methodology were identical 

to those used for generating project trips as described below in sections 5.2 and 5.3.) Background 

Conditions peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 5. 

4.2 Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

This scenario evaluates the study intersections based on background peak hour traffic volumes, and existing 

lane geometry and traffic controls, as described above. The peak hour factors and heavy vehicle percentages 

calculated from the existing turning movement counts were used for the study intersections for the 

Background Conditions analysis. The results of the LOS analysis are reported using the HCM 6th Edition 

methodologies, and Synchro 11 software program. Table 3 summarizes the LOS results for the study 

intersections under Background Conditions.  

Under this scenario, all study intersections are anticipated to continue to operate within applicable 

jurisdictional standards of LOS C or better during both peak hours.  

Appendix D contains the detailed LOS analysis worksheets under Background Conditions.  
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Table 3: Existing Conditions – Intersection Level of Service Analysis Results 

No. Intersection 
Control 

Type[1] 

Peak 

Hour[2] 

Delay[3] 

(Sec/Veh) 
LOS[4] 

1 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (West) TWSC 
AM 16.1 C (NB) 

PM 16.6 C (NB) 

2 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (East) TWSC 
AM 10.7 B (NB) 

PM 10.4 B (NB) 

3 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 SB Ramps OWSC 
AM 8.7 A (WB) 

PM 8.8 A (WB) 

4 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 NB Ramps TWSC 
AM 12.8 B (EB) 

PM 11.6 B (WB) 

Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; OWSC = One-Way Stop Control  

2. a.m. = a.m. Peak Hour; p.m. = p.m. Peak Hour 

3. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections, the delay represents the average control delay for all turning movements. For one- 

and two-way stop-controlled intersections, the delay represents the worse average control delay for a given approach. 

4. LOS = Level of Service 

  



Figure 5: Background Conditions — Intersection Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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5.0 BACKGROUND PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

This section describes the impacts of the proposed project at the study intersections and surrounding 

roadway system. Background plus Project Conditions consist of existing traffic volumes and roadway 

facilities plus the addition of trips from approved projects in the project vicinity and new traffic generated 

by the proposed project.  

This section consists of two analysis components: 

 A vehicle miles traveled (VMT) assessment of the proposed project (Section 5.1), and 

 A level of service (LOS) assessment of study intersections (Sections 5.2 to 5.4). 

The amount of traffic added to the roadway system by the proposed development is estimated using a 

three-step process: 

 Trip Generation (Section 5.2) – Estimates the amount of traffic added to the roadway network, 

 Trip Distribution (Section 5.3) – Estimates the direction of travel to and from the project site, and 

 Trip Assignment (Section 5.3) – The new trips are assigned to specific street segments and 

intersection turning movements. 

Lane geometry and traffic control for Background plus Project Conditions are identical to Existing and 

Background Conditions, with the exception of the new project driveways. 

5.1 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

The September 2020 San Joaquin County Transportation Analysis Guidelines (Guidelines) screens out land 

use projects from detailed VMT analysis based on multiple criteria. TJKM finds that the project is screened 

out under two conditions: small office project condition and shortening of trip distances for truck traffic 

from this project. 

First, the project contains only two small 1,000-foot trailer coaches as its offices, which is under the 11,300 

square feet of office development threshold set forth on Page 12 of the County’s Guidelines. Thus, since 

this project is consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan and generates fewer than 110 daily 

automobile trips for its employees, and thus its VMT impacts are insignificant. 

Second, regarding the truck parking nature of the project, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) cites 

benefits for providing truck parking in the Truck Parking Development Handbook (September 2022). 

Trucking provides a backbone to the U.S. economy, carrying over 19 billion tons of freight valued at more 

than $18 trillion annually in the United States. There are nearly seven million commercial vehicle drivers in 

the U.S., which means millions of trucks require some sort of parking facility to start and end the day after 

hauling freight around. Providing truck drivers with a safe, designated place to park reduces the need to 

use locations like highway shoulders, freeway exit/entrance ramps, vacant lots, and / or side streets. 

Caltrans also conducted its own truck parking study, titled the California Statewide Truck Parking Study 

(CSTPS) dated February 2022 which presented the consequences of lack of truck parking in local 
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jurisdictions. One major consequence is that the truck parking shortages lead to trucks drivers circling 

through areas looking for parking, thus increasing trip distance and VMT. The Acampo truck storage site 

provides an additional facility for trucks to safely park, reducing the length of trips made between where 

the trucks load freight and unload fright. The project bridges a gap between truck parking facilities near 

State Route 99 between Collierville and Lodi, as shown in Figure 6. 

In addition, the trips that are made by truckers in their personal vehicles to get to the short / long haul 

trucks are already accounted for by whatever destination the truck delivery is made. For example, if a trucker 

drives his personal vehicle to the Acampo project site to get on a truck to make a delivery to a local 

supermarket, that trip’s VMT is accounted for in the travel demand model as an attraction trip to that specific 

supermarket. Additionally, the trucker’s trip back home is already accounted for in the travel demand model 

as a home-based work trip (to and from a workplace). Counting the trucker’s trip to the Acampo site to get 

into a truck essentially double counts the VMT, which should be discounted for in the VMT analysis. 

Most importantly, providing safe truck parking reduces the distances that truck drivers travel in order to 

find or reach available parking at the end of a long-haul trip. These improvements reduce trucking costs, 

improve air quality (by lessening truck travel) and reduce emissions, congestion, and noise. Therefore, by 

reducing distances traveled by truckers at the end of the day, TJKM finds that the Acampo RV / Truck 

Storage facility to have an insignificant impact on VMT. 
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Figure 6: Nearby Truck Facilities 
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5.2 Project Trip Generation 

TJKM utilized two data sources for estimating the trips generated by the project site, as this land use is not 

included in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. For the truck 

storage component, trip generation rates derived from data collected for the Frewart Trucking TIS (TJKM, 

2023) were used, based on the number of truck/trailer stalls provided. For the RV storage component, the 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) rates for “General Industrial Storage” was used, based on 

the number of RV/boat stalls provided.  

As shown in Table 4, the proposed project is expected to generate 1,350 new daily trips, including 69 a.m. 

peak hour trips (34 inbound trips, 35 outbound trips) and 97 p.m. peak hour trips (44 inbound trips, 53 

outbound trips). Based on data collected for the Frewart Trucking TIS, it was assumed that traffic generated 

by the site would be 40 percent automobiles and 60 percent heavy vehicles. 

Table 4: Project Trip Generation 

 

5.3 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Trip distribution is a process of developing study assumptions that estimates the direction vehicular trips 

will arrive and depart the study site. Trip assignment estimates specific streets and turning movements at 

study intersections for project-related or site traffic.  

Trip distribution and assignment assumptions for the proposed project were developed based on existing 

travel patterns, knowledge of the study area, and engineering judgment, in consultation with County staff. 

Driveway assignments are based on truck access restrictions shown on the site plan. 

The assumed trip distribution is as follows, with all autos assigned to the northern driveway on E. 

Woodbridge Road and all heavy vehicles assigned to the eastern driveway on N. 99 Frontage Road: 

 25 percent to/from SR-99 to the north 

 75 percent to/from SR-99 to the south 

Figure 7 illustrates the trip distribution and assignment for project trips. 

The Background plus Project Conditions peak hour traffic volumes were estimated by combining the 

background peak hour traffic volumes and the project’s trip assignment, as illustrated in Figure 8. 

  

Rate Trips Rate In:Out In Out Total Rate In:Out In Out Total

Truck/Trailer Terminal [1] 400.00 Stalls 3.35 1,340 0.17 48:52 33 35 68 0.24 45:55 43 53 96

Industrial Storage [2] 50 Stalls 0.20 10 0.01 50:50 1 0 1 0.02 50:50 1 0 1

1,350 34 35 69 44 53 97

[1] Source: Frewart Trucking TIS, 2023

[2] Source: SANDAG rates, 2002

Total Trips

Land Use (ITE Code) Size
Daily A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
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Figure 7: Trip Distribution and Assignment
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Figure 8: Background plus Project Conditions — Intersection Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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5.4 Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

The intersection level of service analysis results for the Background plus Project Conditions scenario are 

summarized in Table 5. The peak hour factors calculated from the existing turning movement counts were 

used for the study intersections for the Background plus Project Conditions analysis, but heavy vehicle 

percentages (by approach) were recalculated for plus Project conditions. The results for Background 

Conditions are included for comparison purposes. Intersections that operated at unacceptable thresholds 

are shown in red, and intersections that degraded between “No Project” conditions to “Plus Project” 

conditions per the applicable thresholds are likewise shown in red.  

Detailed calculation sheets for Background plus Project Conditions are contained in Appendix E. 

Under this scenario, all study intersections are anticipated to continue to operate within applicable 

jurisdictional standards of LOS C or better during both peak hours; on average, project trips will add only 

0.96 seconds of average intersection delay during the commuter peak hours. Traffic operations with the 

proposed development would continue to be consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan. 

Table 5: Background plus Project Conditions – Intersection Level of Service Analysis Results 

No. Intersection 
Control 

Type[1] 

Peak 

Hour[2] 

Background 

Conditions 

Background plus Project 

Conditions 

Delay[3] 

(Sec/Veh) 
LOS[4] 

Delay[3] 

(Sec/Veh) 
LOS[4] 

Change 

in Delay 

1 
E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 

Frontage Rd. (West) 
TWSC 

AM 16.1 C (NB) 17.9 C (NB) 1.8 

PM 16.6 C (NB) 19.3 C (NB) 2.7 

2 
E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 

Frontage Rd. (East) 
TWSC 

AM 10.7 B (NB) 10.9 B (NB) 0.2 

PM 10.4 B (NB) 10.8 B (SB) 0.4 

3 
N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-

99 SB Ramps 
OWSC 

AM 8.7 A (WB) 9.5 A (WB) 0.8 

PM 8.8 A (WB) 9.8 A (WB) 1.0 

4 
N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-

99 NB Ramps 
TWSC 

AM 12.8 B (EB) 13.6 B (EB) 0.8 

PM 11.6 B (WB) 12.4 B (WB) 0.8 

5 
E. Woodbridge Rd. & 

Project Driveway 
OWSC 

AM - - 9.6 A (NB) - 

PM - - 9.4 A (NB) - 

6 
N. 99 Frontage Rd. & 

Project Driveway 
OWSC 

AM - - 10.4 B (EB) - 

PM - - 10.6 B (EB) - 

Notes: 

1. TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; OWSC = One-Way Stop Control 

2. a.m. = a.m. Peak Hour; p.m. = p.m. Peak Hour 

3. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections, the delay represents the average control delay for all turning movements. For one- 

and two-way stop controlled intersections, the delay represents the worse average control delay for a given approach. 

4. LOS = Level of Service 

Red indicates unacceptable LOS. 

“-“ indicates not applicable.  
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6.0 CUMULATIVE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS 

This section presents the results of the level of service calculations under Cumulative Conditions. The 

Cumulative Conditions analysis forecasts how the study area’s transportation system would operate with 

the growth and changes of the surrounding community by the year 2044. Corridor volumes on E. 

Woodbridge Road in the immediate project vicinity were obtained from baseline year 2015 and horizon 

year 2042 in the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJ COG) travel demand model. Based on the growth 

in these corridor volumes, compounding annual growth factors of 1.571 percent per year in the a.m. peak 

hour and 0.6 percent per year in the p.m. peak hour were applied to Existing Conditions volumes to project 

future 2044 traffic volumes. (A horizon year of 2044 was requested by County staff.) Figure 9 shows 

projected turning movement volumes at the study intersections under Cumulative Conditions. 

6.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

This scenario evaluates the study intersections based on collected peak hour traffic volumes, and existing 

lane geometry and traffic controls, as described above. The peak hour factors and heavy vehicle percentages 

calculated from the existing turning movement counts were used for the study intersections for the 

Cumulative Conditions analysis. The results of the LOS analysis are reported using the HCM 6th Edition 

methodologies, and Synchro 11 software program. Table 6 summarizes the LOS results for the study 

intersections under Cumulative Conditions.  

Under this scenario, the northbound approach at the intersection of E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage 

Road (west) (Study Intersection 1) would begin to operate at unacceptable LOS D during both peak hours. 

The remaining intersections would operate at acceptable LOS C or better during both peak hours.  

Appendix F contains the detailed LOS analysis worksheets under Cumulative Conditions.  

Table 6: Cumulative Conditions – Intersection Level of Service Analysis Results 

No. Intersection 
Control 

Type[1] 

Peak 

Hour[2] 

Delay[3] 

(Sec/Veh) 
LOS[4] 

1 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (West) TWSC 
AM 25.2 D (NB) 

PM 27.8 D (NB) 

2 E. Woodbridge Rd. & N. 99 Frontage Rd. (East) TWSC 
AM 12.2 B (NB) 

PM 11.6 B (SB) 

3 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 SB Ramps OWSC 
AM 8.9 A (WB) 

PM 9.1 A (WB) 

4 N. 99 Frontage Rd. & SR-99 NB Ramps TWSC 
AM 18.1 C (EB) 

PM 13.4 B (WB) 

Notes: 

1. TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; OWSC = One-Way Stop Control  

2. a.m. = a.m. Peak Hour; p.m. = p.m. Peak Hour 

3. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections, the delay represents the average control delay for all turning movements. For one- 

and two-way stop-controlled intersections, the delay represents the worse average control delay for a given approach. 

4. LOS = Level of Service 

Red indicates unacceptable LOS..  



Figure 9: Cumulative Conditions — Intersection Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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