
























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

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
VI. ENERGY. 

Would the project: 

a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy, or wasteful use of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Impact Discussion: 

a-b) The California Energy Code (also titled The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings) 
was created by the California Building Standards Commission in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's 
energy consumption. The code's purpose is to advance the state's energy policy, develop renewable energy sources 
and prepare for energy emergencies. The code includes energy conservation standards applicable to most buildings 
throughout California. These requirements will be applicable to the proposed project ensuring that any impact to the 
environment due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy will be less than significant and 
preventing any conflict with state or local plans for energy efficiency and renewable energy. 
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. 

Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil and create direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water? 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Impact Discussion: 
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a) According to the California Department of Conservation's California Geological Survey, the project site is not located 
within an earthquake fault zone. However, similar to other areas located in seismically active Northern California, the 
project area is susceptible to strong ground shaking during an earthquake, although the site would not be affected by 
ground shaking more than any other area in the region. 

The Project would be required to comply with the most recent version of the California Building Code (CBC), which 
contains universal standards related to seismic load requirements and is codified within the San Joaquin County 
Ordinance Code under Section 8-1000. In addition, a soils report is required pursuant to CBC § 1803 for foundations 
and CBC appendix§ J104 for grading. All recommendations of the Soils Report will be incorporated into the construction 
drawings. As a result, impacts associated with seismic ground shaking or possible ground liquefaction are expected to 
be less than significant. 
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The project site is located in an area that is relatively flat and does not contain any slopes that could result in landslides. 
Therefore, impacts associated with landslides are expected to be less than significant. 

b) The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil because the project will require a grading 
permit in conjunction with a building permit. Therefore, the grading will be done under permit and inspection by the San 
Joaquin County Community Development Department's Building Division. As a result, impacts to soil erosion or loss of 
topsoil will be less than significant. 

c) The Soil Survey of San Joaquin County classifies the soil on the subject parcel as Jack/one clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes. 
Jack/one clay is found in basins and is a nearly level soil with slow permeability and moderate available water capacity. 
The unit is suited to irrigated row, field, orchard, and vineyard crops. Jack/one clay has a storie index rating of 85 and 
a land capability of IVs-8 if nonirrigated and I lls-8 irrigated. 

As part of the project design process, a soils report will be required for grading and foundations and all recommendations 
from a soils report must be incorporated into the construction plans. As a result of these grading recommendations, 
which are required by the California Building Code (CBC), the project would not be susceptible to the effects of any 
potential lateral spreading, subsidence, or liquefaction. Compliance with the CBC and the engineering 
recommendations in the site-specific soils report would ensure structural integrity in the event that seismic-related 
issues are experienced at the project site. Therefore, impacts associated with unstable geologic units are expected to 
be less than significant. 

d) The Soil Survey of San Joaquin County describes the project site soil, Jack/one clay, as having a high soil expansive 
potential. As a result, the shrink-swell potential is also high. Properly designing foundations and footings and diverting 
runoff away from buildings help to prevent the structural damage caused by shrinking and swelling. Properly designing 
buildings and roads can offset the limited ability of the soil to support a load. The applicants building and grading plans 
will require proper designing to offset the effects of the expansive soil on the project buildings and therefore the effects 
on project buildings is expected to be less than significant. 

e) The project will be served by an onsite septic system for the disposal of wastewater. The Environmental Health 
Department is requiring a soil suitability/nitrate loading study to determine the appropriate system and design prior to 
issuance of building permit(s). The sewage disposal system shall comply with the onsite wastewater treatment systems 
standards of San Joaquin County. A percolation test that meets absorption rates of the manual of septic tank practice 
or E.P.A. Design Manual for onsite wastewater treatment and disposal systems is required for each parcel. With these 
standards in place, only soils capable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks will be approved for the septic 
system. As a result, impacts to soils from wastewater are expected to be less than significant. 

f) In the event that potential archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during construction 
activities for the project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified 
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance 
of the find and determine whether Policy NCR-6-2 No Destruction of Resources: The County shall ensure that no 
significant architectural, historical, archeological, or cultural resources are knowingly destroyed through County action 
or not additional study is warranted. Depending on the significance of the find under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) (14 CCR 15064.5[1]; California Public Resources Code Section 21082), the archaeologist may simply record 
the find and allow work to continue. Avoidance shall be considered the preferred option for treatment of identified 
archaeological resources. If the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work, such as preparation of an 
archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data recovery, may be warranted. 
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. 

Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the □ □ ~ □ □ environment? 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of □ □ ~ □ □ greenhouse gases? 

Impact Discussion: 

a-b) Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities associated 
with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative 
global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and 
virtually every individual on earth. An individual project's GHG emissions are at a micro-scale level relative to global 
emissions and effects to global climate change; however, an individual project could result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact. As such, impacts related to 
emissions of GHG are inherently considered cumulative impacts. 

Implementation of the proposed project would cumulatively contribute to increases of GHG emissions. Estimated GHG 
emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO,) and, 
to a lesser extent, other GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH•) and nitrous oxide (N,O) associated with area sources, 
mobile sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity and natural gas), water usage, wastewater generation, and the generation 
of solid waste. The primary source of GHG emissions for the project would be mobile source emissions. The common 
unit of measurement for GHG is expressed in tenms of annual metric tons of CO, equivalents (MTCO,e/yr). 

As noted previously, the proposed project will be subject to the rules and regulations of the SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD 
has adopted the Guidance for Valley Land- use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under 
CEQA and the District Policy- Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When 
Serving as the Lead Agency.' The guidance and policy rely on the use of performance-based standards, otherwise 
known as Best Performance Standards (BPS) to assess significance of project specific greenhouse gas emissions on 
global climate change during the environmental review process, as required by CEQA. To be determined to have a 
less-than-significant individual and cumulative impact with regard to GHG emissions, projects must include BPS 
sufficient to reduce GHG emissions by 29 percent when compared to Business As Usual (BAU) GHG emissions. Per 
the SJVAPCD, BAU is defined as projected emissions for the 2002-2004 baseline period. Projects which do not achieve 
a 29 percent reduction from BAU levels with BPS alone are required to quantify additional project-specific reductions 
demonstrating a combined reduction of 29 percent. Potential mitigation measures may include, but not limited to: on­
site renewable energy (e.g. solar photovoltaic systems), electric vehicle charging stations, the use of alternative-fueled 
vehicles, exceeding Title 24 energy efficiency standards, the installation of energy-efficient lighting and control systems, 
the installation of energy-efficient mechanical systems, the installation of drought-tolerant landscaping, efficient irrigation 
systems, and the use of low-flow plumbing fixtures. 

It should be noted that neither the SJVAPCD nor the County provide project-level thresholds for construction-related 
GHG emissions. Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not typically expected to 
generate a significant contribution to global climate change. As such, the analysis herein is limited to discussion of long­
term operational GHG emissions. 

1 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission 
Impacts for New Projects under CEQA. December 17, 2009.San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. District 
Policy Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead 
Agency. December 17, 2009. 
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a) Generate greenh9use gas emissions, either directly, or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

The annual emissions of GHG emissions is summarized in Table 4 below for the 
construction and operational phases. Detailed calculations are provided in the attached 
report. 

CO2 CH• N20 Total CO,(e) 

Phase 
Construction 13.69 0:00054 0.00013 13.74 
Operational 917 0.02 0.12 941 

Currently, there are no thresholds of significance established by San Joaquin County of 
SJVAPCD for mobile sources. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation, adopted for the 
Purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Neither San Joaquin County nor SJVAPCD have established any thresholds of 
significance for GHG emissions from mobile sources. As noted previously, GHG 
emissions from cars and trucks are regulated by the California Air Resources Board. 
SJVAPCD and the County have set some performance standards and best management 
practices for stationary sources. The standards, however, do not apply to mobile sources. 

The Applicant relies on compliance with increasingly stringent state standards to conform 
with the California's climate goals. 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 17 



IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences 
are intermixed with wildlands? 

Impact Discussion: 
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a-c) Pursuant to the Hazardous Materials Disclosure Survey submitted with the application, there will not be any storage of 
hazardous materials on site. Regulations related to the storage of hazardous materials require the owner/operator to 
report the use or storage of these hazardous materials to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) and 
must comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the storage of hazardous materials. In 
this way, impacts related to the use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials are expected to be less than 
significant. 

d) The project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site on the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
EnviroStor database map, compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5 and, therefore, will not result in creating a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

e) The project site is located within the Stockton Metropolitan Airport area of influence in the Traffic Pattern Zone (TPZ) 
and is approximately 1.5 miles west of the airport runway. Pursuant to the San Joaquin County Airport Land Use 
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Compatibility Plan (Amended 2018), the current noise exposure contour and the future noise exposure contour are 
approximately 1.25 miles away from the project site due to the orientation of the airport runway. Therefore, due to the 
project site's distance from the airport noise contours, the project's risk of exposing people residing or working in the 
project area to safety hazards or excessive noise is less than significant. 

f) The County of San Joaquin Emergency Operations Plan is an all-hazards document describing the County's incident 
management structure, compliance with relevant legal statutes, other relevant guidelines, whole community 
engagement, continuity of government focus, and critical components of the incident management structure. According 
to the Emergency Operations Plan, major transportation route 1-5, would be a possible evacuation route in the event of 
an emergency. The Project would not affect this route, and moreover, the Project would not affect the County's ability 
to implement its Emergency Operations Plan in the event of an emergency. Notwithstanding, the Project would not 
impede access to any public route that might be needed as an evacuation route. As a result, the Project's impact on 
emergency response or evacuation activities is expected to be less than significant. 

g) The project location is not identified as 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 GDF-FRAP fuels and hazard data. Therefore, the impact of wildfires on the project are expected to be 
less than significant. 
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Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially □ □ ~ □ □ degrade surface or ground water quality? 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

□ □ ~ □ □ such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the □ □ ~ □ □ addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-

□ □ ~ □ □ site; 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in □ □ ~ □ □ flooding on- or off-site; 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide □ □ ~ □ □ substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ~ □ □ 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

□ □ ~ □ □ release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater □ □ ~ □ □ management plan? 

Impact Discussion: 

a) The proposed project's impact on hydrology and water is expected to be less than significant. The project, the 
establishment of a truck parking facility, will be served by an onsite well for water and an onsite septic system for sanitary 
sewer. Construction of these systems will be under permit and inspection by the Environmental Health Department to 
ensure that it complies with the onsite wastewater treatment systems standards of San Joaquin County. 

For stormwater discharges associated with construction activity in the State of California, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) has adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit) to avoid and minimize water quality impacts attributable 
to such activities. The Construction General Permit applies to all projects in which construction activity disturbs 1 acre 
or more of soil. Because land disturbance for this project would exceed one acre, the project applicant would be required 
to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit issued by the SWRCB prior to the start of construction. The 
Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), which would include and specify water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to prevent 
pollutants from contacting stormwater and keep all products of erosion from moving off site into receiving waters. 
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Routine inspection of all BMPs is required under the provisions of the Construction General Permit, and the SWPPP 
must be prepared and implemented by qualified individuals as defined by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB). 

During project operation, stormwater quality is regulated by the Stormwater Quality Control Criteria Plan (SWQCCP), 
which sets standards that apply to all new development. As part of the project, a new engineered stormwater drainage 
system would be designed and constructed to collect and treat all on-site stormwater in a method that meets the 
requirements of the SWQCCP. 

In summary, project construction would be completed in accordance with an NPDES-mandated SWPPP, which would 
include standard BMPs to reduce potential off-site water quality impacts related to erosion and incidental spills and 
hazardous substances from equipment. Surface water runoff during project operations would be managed through an 
engineered stormwater drainage system, as required by the SWQCCP. Therefore, impacts associated with water quality 
standards, waste discharge requirements, and surface water or groundwater quality are expected to be less than 
significant. 

b) The project, the establishment of a truck parking facility, proposes developing only 3.82 acres of the 28.65-acre parcel 
with paved parking for 50 semi-trucks and 50 trailers. For storm runoff, the project proposes a storm water pond. 
Stormwater is collected in a retention pond located on the east side of the site and allowed to percolate into the ground 
The size of the pond will be calculated by the applicant's engineer and reviewed by the Department of Public Works to 
ensure adequate sizing of the pond. Therefore, although development of the site will create impervious areas equal to 
the size of the parcel, with the stormwater system returning stormwater to the ground, the project's interference with 
groundwater recharging is expected to be less than significant. 

c) The construction of the proposed project would result in grading and soil-disturbing activities and the installation of new 
impervious surfaces. A grading permit will be required which requires plans and grading calculations, including a 
statement of the estimated quantities of excavation and fill, prepared by a Registered Design Professional. The grading 
plan must show the existing grade and finished grade in contour intervals of sufficient clarity to indicate the nature and 
extent of the work and show in detail that it complies with the requirements of the California Building Code (CBC). The 
plans must also show the existing grade on adjoining properties in sufficient detail to identify how grade changes will 
conform to the requirements of the CDC. A drainage plan must be submitted for review and approval, prior to release 
of a building permit. In this way, any impacts to the existing drainage pattern of the site will be less than significant. 

d) The flood zone information contained on the San Joaquin County Flood Information viewer is provided using the Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map data received from the US Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). Pursuant to this information, the area containing the project site is partially outside of the 
area with 0.2% annual chance (500-year) flood and partially in the AE flood zone, an area subject to 1 % annual chance 
of a 1 OD-year flood. All new construction in the area of special flood hazard for this project will be required to be elevated 
or floodproofed in accordance with San Joaquin County Ordinance Code Section 9-703 compliance with Development 
Title Section 9-1605 regarding flood hazards. 

The project site is not located in a tsunami nor a seiche zone. With the requirements for building above the flood depth, 
the risk of release of pollutants due to inundation of the project site is expected to be less than significant. 

e) The applicant will apply for permits from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) to 
protect surface and groundwater on site and to ensure that the project doesn't conflict or obstruct a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

Impact Discussion: 
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a) The project is a proposal to establish a truck parking facility for 50 trucks and 50 trailers. The project does not include 
construction of any feature that would impair mobility within an existing community, nor does it include removal of a 
means of access between a community and outlying area. The project site is not used as a connection between 
established communities. Instead, connectivity with the area surrounding the project is facilitated via local roadways. 
Therefore, the project will not result in dividing an established community. 

b) The project is a proposal to establish a truck parking facility for 50 trucks and 50 trailers. The General Plan designates 
the site as Limited Agriculture (1/L). The project site is zoned 1-L (Limited Industrial) which is an implementing zone of 
the 1/L General Plan designation. In the 1-L zone, truck parking is a permitted use with an approved Administrative Use 
Permit application, therefore the proposed use is consistent with land use policies and regulations of the County 
Development Code and 2035 General Plan, therefore, the project's impact on the environment due to land use conflict is 
expected to be less than significant. 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 22 



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

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES. 

Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known_mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the □ □ ~ □ □ residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local □ □ ~ □ □ general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

Impact Discussion: 

a-b) Pursuant to the San Joaquin County General Plan Background Report, Chapter 10 - Natural Resources, the primary 
extractive resource in San Joaquin County is sand and gravel, with the principal areas of sand and gravel extraction located 
in the southwestern part of the county and along the Mokelumne, Calaveras, and Stanislaus rivers in the eastern portion of 
the county. The project site is located in the center of the county in an area classified as Mineral Resource Zone 1, defined 
as an area where adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is 
judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. Therefore, the project's impact on the loss of important minerals is 
expected to be less than significant. 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 23 



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

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
XIII. NOISE. 

Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the □ □ ~ □ □ local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

□ □ ~ □ □ groundborne noise levels? 

c) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 
an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport □ □ ~ □ □ or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

Impact Discussion: 

a-b) The project site is located on E. French Camp Road, approximately one-third of a mile east of Interstate 5, 400 feet 
outside of the Interstate 5 noise contour and adjacent to the noise contour of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks on the 
east side of the property. Additionally, the project area is developed with trucking uses to the west. The project will result 
in a temporary increase in ambient noise level associated with project construction activities to include grading and use 
of heavy machinery and equipment. The operation of the truck parking facility will contribute to the area ambient noise 
level. However, persons on the project site will be there only for the time required to remove or park a truck, limiting 
exposure to any elevated noise levels. Additionally, truck uses can contribute to ground-borne vibrations however, not 
to an excessive level. Therefore, noise impacts from the proposed project and impacts on vibrations are expected to be 
less than significant. 

c) The project site is located within the Stockton Metropolitan Airport area of influence in the Traffic Pattern Zone (TPZ) 
and is approximately 1.5 miles west of the airport runway. Pursuant to the San Joaquin County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (Amended 2018), the current noise exposure contour and the future noise exposure contour are 
approximately 1.25 miles away from the project site due to the orientation of the airport runway. Therefore, due to the 
project site's distance from the airport noise contours, the project's risk of exposing people residing or working in the 
project area to safety hazards or excessive noise is less than significant. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING. 

Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for □ □ □ ~ □ example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of □ □ □ ~ □ replacement housing elsewhere? 

Impact Discussion: 

a-b) The project will not induce substantial population growth in the area either directly or indirectly because the project is 
not anticipated to result in an increase in the number of jobs available. The proposed project would not displace 
substantial numbers of people or existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere 
because no residences will be removed. Therefore, the project is not expected to have an impact on population and 
housing. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

Fire protection? □ □ ~ □ □ 
Police protection? □ □ ~ □ □ 
Schools? □ □ ~ □ □ 
Parks? □ □ □ ~ □ 
Other public facilities? □ □ □ ~ □ 

Impact Discussion: 

a) The project site is located in unincorporated San Joaquin County in the community of French Camp. The site is located 
in the French Camp McKinley Fire District, which provides fire and life safety services to approximately 2 square miles 
of unincorporated San Joaquin County. In addition, the District assists with protecting approximately 90 square miles of 
San Joaquin County's "Unprotected Area." French Camp Fire Station is staffed with 3 personnel on duty and the 
Mountain House Fire Station is housed with 5 personnel on duty. The organization responds to approximately 
2,100 calls for service annually between French Camp, Mountain House, and the Unprotected Area. 

Police protection services are provided to the project area by the San Joaquin County Sheriff's Office. The Sheriff's 
Office employs over 800 sworn and support personnel. The project site is located within the Manteca Unified School 
District. With 30 schools and 2,550 employees, the school district spans 113 square miles and provides learning 
opportunities to over 1,900 students. There are no public recreation facilities near the project site. 

The public service agencies listed above were provided with the project proposal and invited to respond with any project 
concerns or conditions. No agencies responded with conditions or concerns. Therefore, the project is not expected to 
have a significant impact on the ability of these service providers to maintain current levels of service and the project's 
impact on these services is expected to be less than significant. 
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XVI. RECREATION. 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

Impact Discussion: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

Less Than Analyzed 
Significant No In The 

Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a-b) The project is not expected to result in a large number of employees nor is there any residential development as part of 
the project. Therefore, the project is not expected to result in an increase in demand for neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility. Therefore, the project will have 
no impact on recreation facilities. 
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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) The project site is located on E. French Camp Road, one-third of a mile east of Interstate 5. Regional access to the site 
is provided by Interstate 5, a major north-south transportation corridor, Airport Way, another north-south corridor, and 
French Camp Road and Arch Airport Road, both east-west corridors. Union Pacific has a railroad crossing on E. French 
Camp Road, 860 feet east of S. El Dorado Street and approximately 330 feet west of the proposed project access 
driveway. 

All local roadways from the project location to Interstate 5 are designated as STAA routes. These routes are designated 
for use by Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) design vehicle trucks which are vehicles that have relatively 
large turning radii and require roadway design features that accommodate the large turning radii. 

Pursuant to Development Title Section 9-608.050, a Traffic Study for a development project is required when traffic 
caused by the development project is expected to exceed 50 vehicles during any hour. A Traffic Technical Memorandum 
may be required in lieu of a Traffic Study when the development project exceeds the 50 vehicles per hour threshold, 
and the Director of Public Works deems that the existing roadway capacity and traffic operations are not expected to 
be significantly impacted as a result of the additional traffic generated by the project. 

This project was referred to the Department of Public Works on July 21, 2022. The Department responded with a 
requirement for a Traffic Technical Memorandum, which was completed by Flecker Associates Transportation 
Engineers and is dated November 20, 2024. The memorandum determined a total of 137 trips would be generated 
daily, with 41% of them being truck trips. The traffic study determined that traffic generated by this project, the 
establishment of a truck parking facility for 50 trucks and 50 trailers, should not have an appreciable impact on the 
operation or safety on the roads providing access to the site. In order to enhance safety near the rail crossing on E. 
French Camp Road, the memorandum recommends installation of R8-8 (Do Not Stop On Tracks) at the following 
locations to improve recognition of the rail crossing for motorists: 1) approximately 10 feet in front of the railroad stop 
line along the eastbound and westbound approaches; and, 2) approximately 12 feet from the railroad stop line in the 
departing direction. The Department of Public Works has added these requirements in their project conditions with an 
increase in the distance from 12 feet to 25-30 feet for the (2) location, in the departing direction. 

In the project vicinity, due to the rural nature of the area, most of the roadways lack sidewalks and crosswalks. Bicycle 
facilities do not currently exist in the project vicinity. There is no transit service within the project vicinity. 

To conclude, with the information from the traffic memorandum, it can be concluded that impacts from the project on 
the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities is expected to be less than 
significant. 

b) For this project, VMT was analyzed by Flecker Associates Transportation Engineers as a part of the traffic study. 

The proposed French Camp truck parking project will accommodate a total of 50 truck parking spaces. The location of 
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the Project is strategic for a truck facility as it is located close to Interstate 5 on- and off-ramps located at French Camp 
Road, and E. Mathews Road, and can be accessed from State Route 99. The location of the project site reduces the 
need for trucks to travel along other roadways from other truck facilities that may be further away from regional freeways. 
Therefore, the proposed project is expected to have a less than significant impact on the regional VMT. 

c) The project proposes establishing a truck parking facility to accommodate a total of 50 semi-trucks and 50 trailers. 
A traffic memorandum from Flecker Associates Transportation Engineers analyzed the impacts resulting from the 
proposed project on a local intersection and found no significant impacts and required no mitigation measures. 
Additionally, based on the proposed driveway layout, the available sight distance, the existing speed limit along 
westbound French Camp Road departing French Camp, and the crash history along the segment between S. El Dorado 
Street and Ash Street, the project would not appear to cause any safety issues at the proposed site driveway nor at the 
adjacent French Camp Road and Ash Street intersection. Additionally, the proposed truck parking use is a permitted 
use in the Limited Industrial (1-L) zone with an approved Administrative Use Permit. The immediate vicinity is the site of 
2 existing truck parking facilities with another one proposed. Therefore, the project is not expected to increase the risk 
of hazards due to a geometric design feature or an incompatible use. 

d) The project site would be accessed from E. French Camp Road. The project site's internal driveways are proposed to 
be 75 feet wide to allow trucks to maneuver forward and backwards when arriving or departing the site. The internal 
areas where trucks are driving and not parking are a minimum of 40 feet wide. A driveway and circulation route that 
meets the San Joaquin County Fire Chiefs' Association guidelines for providing fire apparatus access as required by 
the California Fire Code (CFC) is required. Therefore, with circulation designed to accommodate semi-trucks and 
trailers, and with the requirement to meet the CFC, site access will provide adequate space for fire trucks and 
emergency vehicles to enter and turn around, and the project's impact on emergency access is expected to be less 
than significant. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

Analyzed 
No In The 

Impact Prior EIR 
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 
21074 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 cultural 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: 

a) 
i) The State Office of Historic Preservation California Register nor the National Register of Historic Places lists 

buildings or landmarks of historic significance on the project site. Therefore, the project will not result in a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 

ii) The project proposes establishing a truck parking facility for a maximum of 50 trucks and 50 trailers. Project referrals 
were sent July 21, 2022, to Native American tribes affiliated with the geographic area of the project. The Nototomne 
Cultural Preservation of the Northern Valley Yokuts responded on August 12, 2022, communicating an interest in 
the possibility of inadvertent discoveries of Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) as the site is developed. The tribe has 
officially requested that the applicant be required to have a compensated Tribal Monitor on site during all ground 
disturbing activities. Because the site may contain tribal cultural resources, and because the site is adjacent to the 
French Camp Slough, these measures will be added to conditions for the project. 

Additionally, the 2035 General Plan policy for Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources requires, at the time of 
development, if human remains are encountered, all work shall halt in the vicinity and the County Coroner shall be 
notified immediately. At the same time, a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted to evaluate the finds. If Human 
burials are found to be of Native American origin, steps shall be taken pursuant to Section 15064.5(e) of Guidelines 
for California Environmental Quality Act. 

Therefore, compliance with General Plan policy as well as honoring the request from the tribe will ensure that 
impacts to tribal cultural resources will be less than significant. 
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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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

Analyzed 
No In The 

Impact Prior EIR 

□ 

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a) The project, an expansion of an existing truck parking facility, will utilize onsite services such as wells, septic system 
and storm water drainage. There will be no use of public water, sewer or storm water drainage, therefore no need to 
move or increase capacity for same. Additionally, Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), the area electricity and gas provider, 
reviewed the project and responded that the project's proposed improvements do not appear to directly interfere with 
existing PG&E facilities or impact PG&E's easement rights. Therefore, the project is not expected to cause 
environmental harm by requiring the construction or relocation of any utilities. 

b) The project site utilizes an onsite private well for water. Locally, wells draw from San Joaquin Valley basin groundwater. 
In San Joaquin Valley, groundwater accounts for about 30% of the annual supply of both water used for agriculture and 
water used for urban purposes. Low groundwater levels and groundwater storage depletion are critical water issues 
faced by San Joaquin Valley when more groundwater is pumped out that is supplied through precipitation. However, 
during the project and its foreseeable future, groundwater supplies are expected to be sufficient and the project's impact 
on water supply is expected to be less than significant. 

c) The project will utilize an onsite sewage disposal system constructed under permit from the Environmental Health 
Department and subject to the onsite wastewater treatment system regulations that comply with SJ County standards. 
Therefore, the project is not expected to impact a wastewater treatment provider. 

d-e) The project site is currently within the boundaries of Republic Services, one of five solid waste collectors providing 
service under franchise to San Joaquin County. The San Joaquin County Code requires that solid waste be collected 
from residential generators a minimum of once a week, and at least twice a week for commercial and industrial 
generators (San Joaquin County 2016a). Solid waste is transported and disposed of primarily at three active sanitary 
landfills in San Joaquin County. The North County Landfill on East Harney Lane has available capacity to 2048, and 
the Foothill Sanitary Landfill on North Waverly Road has available capacity to 2082 (CalRecycle 2021). The Forward 
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Landfill on Austin Road near Stockton was to have reached its capacity in 2020; however, the County Board of 
Supervisors recently approved an expansion of Forward Landfill that would extend its life to 2036 (Grunden 2020). 
California Xj sfyj 'IG~ 8=8 %-XG%6 8 =8 .%>1jvzajx%:zwxilII)ll:sx%na%Hf q!<cw,If %;t~ h-hqj %twi. f sm%j fxyj llmhq,iml %ufujwll­
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ynj %:f si1"'!19'-%'15 7 , 3Xf s'10tfvzm%Htzsy-,%ufxxj i 'lll:G'l6 8=8'trwi.f sm%\ fxyj 'Ur{jwcrt:s'trwi.mf shj %na%Kj gwefw-%1:k%'7 5 77 % 
r fsif;nil%ynfy!gzxmjxx%r zx:yfutr uq-%j I}ffi%XG%68=8%r fsifyjx'l,g-%6 ,%xzgxhWJJIEl'ljt%f%XG%68=8%htr uqfs',%j fxyj% 
htagj h;rt: s%x-xyj r %jmwczlm%f%qhj sxj i %htagjh;t:'47 .%vzfqlo-ml %l<tv.%f % I fr{jv.%twl8 .%Z1"!1IB1 %fhhjuyfggj %fq,jvsf,<\j % 
htr uqfshj't jyntix3Nl'§rnnc~ f-:Jl;mj'llw::ghylx'lj }ujhyji\(:'l,j'lll'lltr uqfshjWith federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
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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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than Analyzed 
Significant No In The 

Impact Impact Prior EIR 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a-d) The project location is located south of the City of Stockton, in the community of French Camp. It is not identified as 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 GDF-FRAP fuels and 
hazard data. Therefore, the impact of wildfires on the project are expected to be less than significant. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than Analyzed 
Significant Mitigation Significant No In The 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Prior EIR 
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: 

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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ATTACHMENT A: SITE PLAN; Golden State Truck Terminal 
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ATTACHMENT B: TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

Flecker Associates 
Transportation Engineers 

November 20, 2024 

Mr. Navjot Singh 
Golden State Truck Terminal, UC 
1706 W. Woodward Avenue 
Manteca, CA 95337 

RE: TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM FOR PA-2200150 TRUCK PARKING FACILITY AT 
147 E. FRENCH CAMP RD, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 

Dear Mr. Singh: 

Flecker Associates has completed this truck technical memo required by San Joaquin County as part of 
your proposed Truck Parking Facility at 147 E. French Camp Road in San Joaquin County near the 
community of French Camp, The property is 26.10 acres while the project consists of 3.82 acres on the 
south side of the site adjacent to French Camp Road (Figure 1}. The project will provide space for SO 
tractor-trailer combinations on the site with two 'standard' automobile parking spaces. A full access 
driveway, about 65 feet wide, is proposed along French Camp Road, with the centerline of the driveway 
located about 330 feet east of the westbound stop line prior to the UPRR crossing, A driveway throat of 
about 360 feet will provide access to the facility with a gated access located just prior to entering the 
parking facility, Figure 2 displays the site plan for the project. 

This letter summarizes our assessment of the project's potential impacts under the County's December 
2012 guidelines. 

Technical Approach. This project introduces additional trucks along E. French Camp Road between SR 99 
and 1-5, The project is expected to accommodate parking for STAA trucks. 

All local roadways from the project location to both interchanges are designated as STAA routes. The 
County uses a Traffic Technical Memorandum when a project may generate more than 50 vehicle trips 
during any hour, but are located in areas where previous traffic studies, low daily traffic volumes or 
engineering judgment leads the Public Works Department to conclude that a traffic impact study will likely 
not discover any unacceptable degradation on the roadway network. 

The memorandum addresses the key issues identified by San Joaquin County, including: 

1. Identify the amount of vehicular traffic that is associated with the planned project; 
2. Compare site traffic with the current traffic volumes on the local roadway; and 
3, Review the routes available between the site and 1-5 and SR 99 via French Camp Road and Arch­

Airport Way and S, Airport Way to assess existing roadway conditions. 

In addition, the County has expressed concern of queuing along French Camp Road near the UPRR 
crossing. This includes queuing along westbound French Camp Road at the El Dorado Road intersection 

8020 SW Valley View Court• Portland, OR 9722.5 • (916) 501-7513 
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Mr. Navjot Singh 
November 2Q 2024 
Page4 

and eastbound French Camp Road traffic turning left into the site. The County has asked that a queuing 
analysis be included in this study to determine whether the project could impact the railroad crossing. 

Background Information 

Current Traffic Volumes/ Conditions on Affected Roads. The following roads provide primary regional 
access to the site: 

Interstate 5 {l-5). 1-5 is a major north-south transportation corridor across California which links 
the project area with Stockton and the Sacramento area to the north and with the SF Bay area, Stanislaus 
County and the balance of the Central Valley to the south. In the immediate area of the project 1-5 is a six­
lane controlled access freeway. Ramps connect the freeway mainline with intersecting streets at French 
Camp Road/ Arch Airport Road about¾ mile north of the project site, at Mathews Road about½ mile south 
of the site and at El Dorado Street about 1 mile south of the project site. The posted speed limit on 1-5 is 
65 mph. The current Average Annual Daily Traffic {AADT} volume on 1-5 at French camp Road is 103,000 
to 107,000 vehicles per day (2021) in this area, Trucks comprise about 25% of the annual traffic volume 
on 1-5 in this area. 

State Route 99 (SR 99}. SR 99 is an important north-south facility about 3½ miles east of the 
project site which links San Joaquin County with the Sacramento area to the north and with Stanislaus 
County and the balance of the Central Valley to the south. In the area of the project SR 99 is a six-lane 
controlled access freeway. Ramps connect the freeway mainline with intersecting streets and frontage 
roads on both sides of SR 99 provide access to existing businesses. The posted speed limit is 65 mph. The 
current daily traffic volume on SR 99 is 74,000 to 85,000AADT (2021) in the area of the French camp Road 
intersection. Trucks comprise about 16% of the annual traffic volume on SR 99 in this area. 

French Camp Road. French Camp Road is an east-west street that links 1-5 on the west with State 
Route 120 near Escalon. French Camp Road is designated a Minor Arterial roadway in the San Joaquin 
County General Plan Circulation Element. In the area of the project French Camp Road is a two-lane facility 
with paved shoulders. French Camp Road crosses the UPRR at a gated crossing located about 330 feet 
west of the proposed project access. A prima fade rural 55 mph speed limit exists on French Camp Road 
near the project with a posted 35 mph speed limit eastbound into French Camp just west of the proposed 
driveway. The most recent County data available shows the daily traffic to be about 7,300 ADT. 

Arch Airport Road. Arch Airport Road begins at the 1-5 / French Camp Road interchange and is an 
east-west street that links 1-5 on the east with State Route 99 in Stockton. The roadway is both within San 
Joaquin County and City of Stockton jurisdictions. The City designates it as an arterial roadway while San 
Joaquin County designates it as a principal arterial roadway. In the project vicinity Arch Airport Road is a 
four-lane roadway with curb and gutter and intermittent sidewalks. The closest access to the site from 
this roadway is via French camp Road. Arch Airport Road has a posted speed of 45 mph. 

S. Airport Way. S, Airport Way is a north-south roadway with several name changes from north 
of Stockton to south of Manteca. The City designates it as an arterial roadway while San Joaquin County 
designates it as a principal arterial roadway. Between Arch Airport Road and French Camp Road the 
roadway is a four-lane divided roadway with either paved shoulders or curb, gutter and sidewalk. S. 
Airport Way has a posted speed of 50 mph. 

Truck Routes. The San Joaquin County STAA Terminal Access Routes map (June 2018) and the City of 
Stockton STAA Truck Route Map (2021) identify STAA Terminal Access Routes in the southern side of 

FA 
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Stockton within the County. These routes are designated for use by Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act (STAA) design vehicle trucks and are vehicles that have relatively large turning radii and require 
roadway design features that accommodate the large turning radii. The following are designated truck 
routes in the vicinity of the project site: 

• French Camp Road from Interstate 5 to Airport Way and from Airport Way to SR 99. 

• Arch Airport Road from Interstate 5 to SR 99. 

• S. Airport Way from E. Charter Way to French Camp Road. 

• S. Airport Way from French Camp Road to Roth Road 

Figure 3 illustrates the Existing traffic at the French Camp Road/ El Dorado Road intersection based on 
traffic counts conducted at the French Camp Road/ El Dorado Road intersection by TJKM as part of their 
traffic study for the Pape Dealership (Traffic Impact Study French Camp Dealership, January 19, 2024), and 
counts conducted by Flecker Associates at the French Camp Road/ Ash Street intersection in September 
2023. 

Background Conditions. County staff identified three approved and / or pending projects that will add 
traffic along French Camp Road. These include: 

• the Pape Dealership along French Camp Road 
• the South Stockton Commerce Center 
• the Tidewater Crossing Area C & D. 

After discussion with County staff it was determined that a 6-lOyear projected buildoutofthe background 
projects should be analyzed. The South Stockton Commerce Center was projected to have about 12.8% 
of the project built out while the Tidewater Crossing and Pape Dealership were assumed built out. The 
project traffic along French Camp Road for the South Stockton Commerce Center was based on the 
background project trip assignment shown in the TJKM study. Tidewater Crossing traffic was developed 
based on the trip generation and trip distribution figures shown in the August 16. 2022 Memorandum 
(Tidewater Crossing Area C & D Site Access Review) prepared by Fehr & Peers. Figure 3 shows the 
Background traffic baseline condition. 

Background Levels of Service and Queuing, The quality of traffic operations on San Joaquin County roads 
and intersections is identified in the Circulation Element and is based on operating level of Service (LOS} 
at key intersections. County staff identified two intersections for analysis, French Camp Road at El Dorado 
Road and French Camp Road at Ash Street. The French Camp Road at El Dorado Road is located west of 
the project site, west of the UPRR crossing. The intersection is operated with a traffic signal. The French 
Camp Road/ Ash Street intersection is located in the unincorporated community of French Camp, about 
¼ mile east of the project site, This intersection is operated under all-way stop control. The County's LOS 
policy is LOS D at roadways designated Minor Arterials or higher. 

The Level of Service was calculated for the French Camp Road / Ash Street intersection using the 
methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual, 7'1' Edition (HCM/. The overall Level of Service 
was determined based on the average length of delays for all motorists at the all-way stop. level of Service 
was calculated using Synchro Version 12 software. 

FA 
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For the French Camp Road/ El Dorado Road intersection and the project driveway, Synchro/SimTraffic 
software was used. Sim Traffic is a microsimulation program that is often used to analyze corridors and 
closely spaced intersections. For this analysis the simulation methodology is used to better reflect the 
expected queuing at the driveway and near the railroad crossing as it simulates conditions rather than 
calculating a result. Sim Traffic was run 10 times with the eight median runs used to determine projected 
levels of service and 95th percentile queues. The 95th percentile queue is not necessarily the longest 

queue occurring during the peak period but represents a queue with a length that is exceeded 
only 5% of the time. This is the generally accepted approach in determining queues. 

Table 1 presents the Background LOS and 95th percentile queues at the existing intersections. Under 
background conditions the French Camp Road / El Dorado Road intersection will operate at LOS C 
conditions during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The westbound queues are projected to be up to 4991

• 

The distance from the stop bar at French Camp Road/ El Dorado Road intersection to the west side of 
the UPRR crossing is about 800'; thus, the queue does not extend to the rail crossing. 

The French Camp Road/ Ash Street intersection will operate at LOS F conditions during both peak hours. 
The intersection will meet the peak hour traffic signal warrant, and the installation of a traffic signal at 
this intersection would result in traffic along French Camp Road to proceed through the town without 
stopping under a green light condition on French Camp Road. Based on previous feedback received by San 
Joaquin County from the community, maintaining the all-way stop slows traffic through the center of the 
town and is the preferred operation for the residents. The longest queues along French Camp Road will 
be about 770' in the westbound direction during the p.m. peak hour and about 388' in the eastbound 
direction during the a.m. peak hour. 

TABLE l 
BACKGROUND LOS AND QUEUES 

AM PM 
Avg Delay/ 95THQueue Avg Delay/ 95THQueue 

Intersection Control LOS (It) LOS (It) 
1. French Camp Rd/ El Dorado Rd Signal 20.2 / C 30.4 / c 

WB 292' 499' 

2. French Camp Rd/ Ash St AWS 76.2 /F 101.1/ F 
EB 388' 290' 
WB 510' 770' 

Average delay in seconds 
AWS-all way stop 

Safety along Routes to the Project Site. The physical features along the routes that will provide access to 
the site were reviewed. French Camp Road is generally straight and level with paved shoulders along 
French Camp Road between El Dorado Street and S. Airport Way. The roadway consists of a single lane in 
each direction with centerline double yellow striping and shoulder striping throughout the segment. 
Various markings are present on the roadway, including railroad markings and signage for the adjacent 
railroad crossing and school crossings beginning at Elm Street in French Camp. Additionally, speed 
markings are present at speed reduction locations, with school markings and crosswalks present in French 
Camp. 

FA 
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Collison History. Crash data was reviewed along French Camp Road available from the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). This system summarizes collision reports filed by the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP), the San Joaquin County Sheriff's department and the City of Stockton 
police department. SWITRS reports between 2018 and 2022 were reviewed. Over this five-year period, 66 
crashes were reported along French Camp Road between Arch Airport Road and S. Airport Way. Two 
appeared to involve trucks with both crashes occurring at or just west of the S. El Dorado Street 
intersection. Table 2 presents the crash history. The primary crashes, speed and improper turning were 
the most prevalent, accounting for 39% and 23% of the crashes in this corridor. 

Between Harlan Road and McKinley Road five crashes were reported over the five-year time frame. Three 
occurred at McKinley Road and two occurred near Harlan Road. The three crashes that occurred at 
McKinley Road had the following characteristics: 

vehicle on southbound McKinley Road crossing French Camp Road 
o vehicle failed to stop and hit eastbound vehicle traveling on French Camp Road 

vehicle on eastOOund French Camp Road making left turn onto McKinley Ave 
o sideswipe of a through moving vehicle traveling on eastbound French Camp Road 

vehicle completed right tum on westbound French Camp Rd to northbound McKinley Road 
o hit bicyclist traveling north on McKinley Road during or after completing turn 

The remaining two crashes occurred near Harlan Road and had the following characteristics: 

two vehicles on westbound French Camp Road stopped at or near the railroad tracks 
o 3rd vehicle trailing failed to stop with rear end crash into stopped vehicles 
o it is unknown whether the crossing gates were in use at the time 

vehicle on westbound French Camp Road stopped at Harlan Road 
o trailing vehicle failed to stop with rear end crash into stopped vehicle 

The frequency of collisions can be determined in relation to the amount of traffic along a segment of 
roadway, and that result can be compared to statewide average for similar facilities, Over the last five 
years the segment crash rate between Arch Airport Road and S, Airport Way is 2.26 crashes per million 
vehicle miles (Acc/MVM). The overall 1¾ mile segment includes 11 intersections which is typically where 
most crashes occur. On rural segments speed often is also a primary factor in crashes. Both of these crash 
types, i.e. intersection right-of-way and speed, were the prevalent crash type in the segment. This crash 
rate is higher than the statewide average of 1.01 Acc/MVM for rural two-lane roadways. The rate declines 
to between 1.43 and 1. 79 when looking at the shorter segment between Harlan Road and McKinley Road; 
the rate varies dependent on whether the crash involving the right turning vehicle is included on the 
French Camp Road segment In both cases the only crash that occurred in the "mid-block1

' portion of this 
segment was the rear end crash at the rail crossing, When considering only those crashes within the mid­
block where the project access will be located and excluding the adjacent intersections, the crash rate is 
0.36 Ace/ MVM. 

Given the types of crashes along the overall 1¾ mile roadway segment, alternative improvements to 
address the collision history on this segment could include additional speed enforcement, adding turn 
lanes along the route or limiting access to minimize improper turning. The San Joaquin Council of 
Governments Draft 2022 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
improvement list does not identify any roadway improvements along this segment. 

FA 
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TABLE 2 
2018-2022 COLLISION HISTORY ON FRENCH CAMP ROAD 

Arch Airport Road to S. Airport Way 

Crash Type 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Red Light Signal Violatfon - 1 1 2 3 

Failure to Yield - - - - 3 

DUI 1 2 1 - 2 
Speed 5 3 6 7 5 
Unsafe Starting/ Backing - - 1 1 1 
Improper Turn 5 4 3 1 2 
Right-of-Way - - 1 - 1 
Wrong Side of Road - - 1 - 1 
Hit Object 1 - - - -
Fallen Debris - - 1 - -

Total Crashes 12 10 15 11 18 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Project Travel Characteristics 

Total 

7 
3 
6 
26 
3 

15 
2 
2 
1 
1 

66 

Type of Operation. The operational characteristics of the project have been identified in terms of the 
amount of truck and automobile activity and the time periods of that travel. The project includes 39 
striped parking spaces for truck-trailer combinations and two automobiles spaces. The site is permitted 
to park SO trucks, so it is possible that an additional 11 trucks could be parked on the site. 

Typically, trucking operations fall into two categories: "Long haul" or "local Distribution or Agricultural 
Harvesting/ Processing Support''. For long haul trucks the typical routine sends drivers away from the site 
for extended periods of time. On a typical weeklong haul, most trucks return to the site on Friday and 
leave early Sunday or Monday, and most drivers try to operate outside of peak traffic hours. Alternatively, 
local based trucking typically leaves the site each weekday and returns that afternoon/ evening. In both 
cases, a driver would travel by automobile to and from the site before beginning or ending his trips. 

The project will serve mostly long-haul trucks, making up about 70% of the trucks parked on the site, The 
remaining 30% are expected to be local trucks, departing and arriving on the same day. During the week 
some trucks may come and go for inspections or maintenance or if the drivers come home during the 
week. Some of the truck drivers will park their personal auto at the site and others will be dropped off. It 
is expected that the long haul truckers will be dropped off and picked up while the daily and short haul 
drivers will park onsite, using their truck spot for their personal vehicle. 

Trip Generation. This project's trip generation was estimated based on available resources and our 
understanding of the characteristics of these uses. As noted above, the site will be used by long haul and 
daily truckers. 

FA 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 44 



Mr. Navjot Singh 
November 2a 2024 
Page 10 

Long haul truck trip generation rates were developed from 2.4-hr truck traffic counts at a large (440 spaces) 
truck parking area in Yuba City. That site generated 334 total truck trips (143 in and 191out) on a Thursday, 
or 0.76 daily truck trips per space, It was assumed that drivers would generate automobile trips at the 
same time that trucks entered and exited the site. The applicant has indicated that the long haul truckers 
will most likely be dropped off and picked up at the site. For the purposes of this analysis it was assumed 
that 90% of these long haul trips will be pick up and drop off with 10% parking and leaving their vehicles. 

Table 3 presents the projected daily and peak hour trip generation forecasts for the site. The project is 
expected to generate up to 137 daily trips with 57 truck trips and 80 automobile trips. In the a.m. peak 
hour the project could generate 22 truck trips, 1 inbound and 21 outbound and 30 automobile trips (23 
inbound and 7 outbound) while in the p.m. peak hour the site could generate 22 truck trips, 20 inbound 
and 2 outbound and 30 automobile trips (7 inbound and 23 outbound). 

TABLE3 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION EsnMATE 

... • -.Trucks ... . I -Automobiles 
Unit Quantity Unit 

In I Out Total I In . . Out 

AM Peak Hour 

Short 15 0% 100% 1.00 100% 0% 

Haul* 
1 

(OJ (15J (15J (15J (0) spaces 

Long Haul 
35 8% 92% 0.20 50% 50% 

1 
Ill (61 (71 (71 (7J spaces 

Employees 1emp 1 
100% 0% 

- - -
(1) (OJ 

Total /1) /21) /22) /23) /7) 

PM Peak Hour 

Short 15 100% 0% 1.00 0% 100% 

Haul* 
1 

(15J (OJ (15J (0) (15) spaces 

Long Haul 
35 75% 25% 0.20 50% 50% 

1 
(5) (2) (7J (7J (7J spaces 

Employees lemp 
0% 100% 

1 - - -
(OJ (lJ 

Total 120) 12) 122) 17) 1231 

Daily 

Short Haul 
15 50% 50% 2.00 50% 50% 

1 
(15) (151 (30) (15J (151 spaces 

Long Haul 
35 43% 57% 0.764 50% 50% 

1 
(12) (15J (27) (24) (24) spaces 

Employees lemp 
50% 50% 

1 - - -
(lJ (lJ 

Total /27) /30) /57) /40} /40} 

*assumes all short haul daily trips and trailer pick-up or drop-off begin and end during peak hours 

(trips generated) 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Total 

1.00 

(15) 

0.40 

114) 

1.00 

(1) 

/30) 

1.00 

(15) 

0.40 

(14J 

1.00 

(lJ 

1301 

2.00 
(301 

1.38 

(48J 

2.00 

(2) 

{BO} 

Total 
Vehicles 

(30J 

(21J 

(1) 

/53) 

(30) 

(21J 

(1) 

152) 

(60J 

(75J 

(2) 

/137) 
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SB 743. SB 743 requires that as of July 1, 2020 evaluation of transportation impacts under CEQA may no 
longer be based on consideration of level of Service and will move to evaluation based on Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VM1). Methods for estimating project VMT and for evaluating VMT impacts are outlined in 
Office of Planning & Research (OPR) directives and are implemented by individual jurisdictions. 

Heavy trucks are generally excluded from a VMT analysis, however, the auto traffic generated by the site 
should be evaluated. The project is projected to generate up to 80 trips not made by heavy trucks. Certain 
types of projects as identified in statute, the CEQA Guidelines, or in OPR's Technical Advisory are 
presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT and therefore, a less than significant impact on 
transportation. One such project type is small projects generating less than 110 daily trips. With up to 80 
daily trips this project is presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT, 

Levels of Service and Queuing. Project traffic was added to the Background traffic conditions to develop 
near term Background plus Project conditions. Figure 3 presents the project traffic and Background plus 
Project conditions at each of the intersections. 

Table 4 presents the LOS and 95th percentile queues at the three study locations. Under Plus Project 
conditions the French Camp Road / El Dorado Road intersection will continue to operate at LOS C during 
both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The westbound queues will lengthen, with the p.m. peak hour westbound 
queue about 699'. Under Plus Project conditions the 95th percentile queue should not extend to the UPRR 
crossing. 

The French Camp Road/ Ash Street intersection will continue to operate at LOS F conditions during both 
peak hours. As was noted under Background conditions the intersection meets the peak hour signal 
warrant; however, signalization could be adverse to the quality of life for the community of French Camp 
due to higher speeds under a green light condition. The queues will lengthen along French Camp Road to 
about 415' in the eastbound direction during the a,m. peak hour and about 950' in the westbound 
direction during the p.m. peak hour. 

TABLE 4 
BACKGROUND PLUS PROJECT LOS AND QUEUES 

AM PM 

Avg Delay/ 95TH Queue Avg Delay/ 95TH Queue 

Intersection Control LOS lftl LOS (ft) 

1. French Camp Rd/ El Dorado Rd Signal 20.7 /C 34.9 / C 

WB 331' 699' 

2. French Camp Rd/ Ash St AWS 82.7 / F 136.6/ F 

EB 415' 375' 

WB 535' 950' 

3. French Camp Rd/ Project D/W EB left 5.1/ A 6.2/ A 

SB Stop 6.7 I A 9.1/ A 

EB 39' 92' 

SB 79' 49' 
Average delay in seconds 
AWS- all way stop 
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Site Access. The project layout shows a new driveway encroachment proposed with the approximate 
centerline of the driveway about 330 feet east of the railroad stop line (Figure 2). The site includes 50 
truck parking spaces and two automobile spaces. The driveway will have about a GS-foot throat that will 
be constructed to County commercial standards. A sliding gate will be provided for security with the gate 
set about 360 feet from the right-of-way. The location of the gate will allow four STAA semitrailers to 
queue off of French Camp Road, minimizing queues along French Camp Road. The longest outbound 
queue is projected to be about 79' during the a.m. peak hour. 

The internal roadways are generally 75 feet wide to allow trucks to maneuver forward and backwards 
when arriving or departing the site. The internal areas where trucks are driving and not parking are a 
minimum of 40 feet wide. 

Driveway Layout The driveway needs to allow for STAA trucks to enter and exit westbound French Camp 
Road without crossing the roadway centerline. In addition, due to the truck paths required by STM wheel 
tracks, adequate pavement needs to be provided so that the vehicles can complete turns without leaving 
the pavement. The driveway and approaches should be constructed to accommodate STAA trucks. 

Sight Distance. The adequacy of site access is also related to available sight distance at the driveway and 
to the ability of the project users to recognize and use the driveways to enter onto E. Frontage Road. The 
applicable minimum corner sight distance standard (CSD) is contained in the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual Table 405.lA. As noted earlier, French Camp Road has a prima fade speed limit of 55 mph; 
however, a 35-mph speed limit is posted about 275 feet east of the railroad crossing. This is within the 
driveway vicinity. A 45-mph speed was used to determine the stopping sight distance requirements both 
approaches as it is likely that eastbound vehicles will be slowing to 35 mph while westbound vehicles will 
be increasing speed leaving the 35 mph zone. 

Caltrans notes that the minimum corner sight distance {feet) should be determined by the equation: 
1.47Vm Ts, where Vm is the design speed (mph) of the major road and Ts is the time gap (seconds) for the 
minor road vehicle to enter the major road. The time gap values in Table 405.lA of the Highway Design 
Manual (HDM) should be used to determine T, based on the design vehicle and the type of maneuver. The 
distance from the edge of traveled way to the rear wheels at the minor road stop location should be 
assumed as: 20 feet for a passenger car, 30 feet for a single-unit truck, and 72 feet for a combination truck. 

Based on Chapter 405.1, Sight Distance, of the HDM, the minimum CSD for a 45-mph roadway with trucks 
making a right turn from the minor leg is 695 feet while the minimum CSD for a left turn is 760 feet. 

This distance is shown in Figure 4A looking to the west from the driveway and in Figure 4B looking to the 
east. Adequate sight distance appears available and should be confirmed during the preparation of the 
construction documents. 

FA 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

French Camp Road is an STAA Route between Arch Airport Road and SR99. Additional STAA routes include 
Arch Airport Road between 1-5 and east of SR 99 and along S. Airport Way between E. Charter Way and 
French Camp Road. 

The proposed truck parking facility proposes a full access driveway along French Camp Road. The driveway 
will be located about 330 feet east of the UPRR crossing. Vehicles entering the driveway will travel about 
360 feet back towards the west before reaching the site's gated access. This will allow multiple STM 
trucks to queue along the driveway, and not along French Camp Road, while waiting to enter the site. 

This analysis considered development over a 6-10 year period as three projects are identified in the 
project vicinity that will add traffic along French Camp Road. These include the Pape Dealership along 
French Camp Road, the South Stockton Commerce Center and the Tidewater Crossing Area C & D. The 
Pape Dealership and Tidewater Crossing projects were assumed to be built in in this time period while the 
Stockton Commerce Center was assumed to have about 12.8% buildout of the site. 

Levels of Service and 95th percentile queuing information was calculated for two local intersections to 
develop a baseline of projected traffic conditions by 2034. The analysis indicated that the French Camp 
Road/ El Dorado Road intersection to the west will operate at LOS C conditions in both a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour periods. In addition, the westbound queue is projected to extend about 499 feet to the east. 
This queue is less than the approximate 800feet between the intersection and the UPRR rail crossing. The 
intersection to the east, French Camp Road at Ash Street is projected to operate at LOS Fin both a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours. This intersection also meets the peak hour traffic signal warrant. While below the 
County's LOS D threshold the existing all-way stop control is the preferred operation as this maintains 
slower traffic volumes through the center of French Camp. 

The project will include both long haul and short haul trucks, with the long haul trucks off site for multiple 
days at a time; short haul trucks will make daily trips to and from the site. In a worst-case scenario it is 
likely that the site would generate 22 peak hour truck trips with 30 automobile trips. Project traffic will be 
added along both directions of French Camp Road with the majority of truck traffic using 1-5. 

The LOS/ Queuing analysis under project conditions shows that the French Camp Road/ El Dorado Road 
intersection will continue to operate at LOS C in both peak periods while the French Camp Road / Ash 
Street intersection will continue to operate at LOS F conditions. The westbound queue at El Dorado Road 
will lengthen to about 699 feet and will continue to not reach the UPRR crossing. Additionally, the 
eastbound queue at the project driveway is projected to be about 79 feet and will also not reach the 
crossing. Queues along French Camp Road at Ash Street will lengthen to about 950 feet in the westbound 
direction and about 415 feet in the eastbound direction. 

Based on the proposed driveway location and existing speed limits the projected minimum corner sight 
distance should be met for both directions. The existing crash data does not indicate a history of crashes 
in the project vicinity, and only two truck crashes were identified in the five-year period 2018-2022 from 
Arch Airport Road to S. Airport Way. 

FA 
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The project should not have an appreciable impact on the operation or safety on the roads providing 
access to the site. However, to enhance safety near the rail crossing, the project should install RB-8 signs 
(Do Not Stop On Tracks) as shown in the CA MUTCD at the following locations to improve recognition of 
the rail crossing for motorists: 

while approaching the rail crossing, approximately 10 feet in front of the railroad stop line along 
the eastbound and westbound approaches. 
while departing the rail crossing, approximately 12 feet from the railroad stop line in the departing 
direction, 

Thank you again for contacting our firm for this assignment. Please feel free to call me if you have any 
questions or need additional information. 

Sincerely, up--
Jonathan Flecker, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer 

Attachments 
Tech TrockMemo147Frern:h Camp Rd 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

FA 

51 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 

LaneConfiguran2ns . . 4> . .<+>..... "i tt+ "i tt+ 
)"raffip\/olul)\e('!)h)'.• •2.1 '' 374 •• 38 .. 77\ 232i. ·6si; jg• \0i\'. ' z:t, . 61 • 135 · :ld 
Future Volume (vph) 21 374 38 77 232 65 39 107 72 61 135 30 
ltj/ial}'i9iv.(viifi/i1J•· •• ·•·· ·1wo··••1~0O· .1s.oo .. 1soo leoo. ·1900 '}1900, 1~00· 190lJ ·1000 1900 100Q 

~:~~~l:a~~(ft!, ••• ', > t T . ~i '. ~ •• .. ·-~-··• ' 12~ •• "' l ~i •• 14~ • K 
TaperLengui (ft) •• 2s···· 25· 95 70 
J:ai,el,Jtll~Facto('' , 1,00· >foo • ,1.00; • 1.00 i:oo • 1.00 1.00 • o.95. • 0,95'.' 1.00 'Q,95 . o.sS, 
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 0.99 

~:~rlte~t~~ •• • • •••• '~:::: fii,:~& ·o.950 °··94lF "·'·'·"·cli·c"'"·'"'"'·•. 

~~tcQ]oi'!Jp[gij o }$15 Q ., li , }$2f O ·1.2.af 2422. • O 1$$ 2752. . i5 
Flt Permitted 0.969 0.817 0.950 0.950 
setc1,Flaw{fl'l'inl • • • ••··0•····1527_ ••••••••• o :;o>. 1255' .··o; 1289; "2-422 if '.1556 2752 ,, .• ·q 
RightTum on Red Yes Yes ·ves " Yes 
~•l<fflOVf(RTCJR)' • . • Ji .11 76 • 2$ •••••• 
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 45 45 
WnkDislfloce(#)'i ,. ' ,•· ·~-.T,!12; • '13'.;,,62~~~~~=,2•2~, •••• '··· •• 2160 ., 

TravelTil)leJs) ... , , . 27.5 36,5 ..... . . , 34.7 il' . 32.7 

~!?~t~~r,v • 0.95 oJ~ ·o:§5 0.95 0,95 o:9; i~f 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
H~•WV~hi~••<'/4F' • •38'W , a•w •35w• '29'/4T '21'/4 .s'/4 .40¾ • 211¾ s1'/4 
Ad):i'low (vph) • 22 394 40 81 244 68 ,if 113 76 
s11aaj Uin• Tlalncl¾f ••••••····••··••· ·••• •••····•·•·••••·• ••••• 

1s¾ ~41r·:• 43% 
64 142 32 

la~•<3~~pflo~(VJ;>h) 0 456 0 0 393 0 41 189 0 64 
EnlllrBl9riKedlnter:s~ction! ·-•·'flo" No< ".No· .. No•·· No ···No No' '"No::: >No ,c,No. 

174 0 
7 No • N~ 

Lane Alig~ment Left Left Rlqht . Left Left .Right Left LeftRlght . Left 
M'l¢ifiriWl<jtli(liJ ••• • =o~'~··•~~~~~~·~o~ '-~~= .1t 

Left Right 
"12· 

Link Offse~ft) 0 0 O 
Cross_wal~V\'i<lth(ttl.' • • iii 16 • ".16 

0 

Two way Left Tum Lane 
ffea9""')'f!1ctaJ, s. •Y. J.()Q . mo> 1,00: 1.09· 1.00 foo 1.0.0 . J,oo 1 ... 00 • ",1A~. 1.00 f.OQ 
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 
NUmtiefOfbeteotOfi/r··s, •"'•"i-1 - - 2- -- ~- •. ,,·c_:·,·:r···· ·• ••• y~ 

9 15 9 15 9 
·• :;1 t· • .f C2.x> 

betectorTernplaie , •• , l.eft Thru Left Thru Lett Thru Left Thru 
bea.<JiJigO~~cirJ~lSi .20·. Joo. C:'.J> 20 ,·1()()· • • ... 20" 100. : 20 • 100 • 
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 " 'f· 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oeteplor1Position(tt)>• •• O; • iO .. •C.'"•',f i)"Y "b"• ·;;if :o, ;,:.,Q < 
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 6 20 ~6~~~-2~0 ~ 6 20 6 

tJeie~@DJ)l)G , .. ·• Lp1+g. 91#• ·t.l*Ex. .. CffEx." CJ±EJ( cJ+.Ex:•• CJ+Ef cJ-i§Y .·• 
Detector 1 Channel 
))eli,gf<Jf fi:xiiiiid (,,) S 
Detector 1 Queue (s) 
p~ii,ctiifJoailiy]sl" ' • • 

: •o.u; • ···o,o ·,,. 

0.0 0,0 
o.o • ·o;o.· 

94 
, lf 

Detector 2 Position(ft) 
betector2Size{ft) ,: • • 

~~~~~ 

Detector 2 Type 
!l•)Eiofai1Pb•nfll'1 :.·.· 
Detector2 Extend (s) 0,0 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

\0,0• 
0,0 

o:o·:c•·;c:·.:o:o • ·,,o.o; 0 ·•··· 

• • ·::0.1>' ,···iHv•:;.·:· • •• 
94 

cs; .. • 
Cl+Ex 

••. .,. '-"""'~ i" . . ,.,. 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 
.IHF ().0 • 

94 
·i; 

Cl+Ex 

0.0 

•• 'o.o: 'i.0.0, 
0.0 0,0 
.<to ·o:o•' 

94 
•;•,5:,; 

Cl+Ex 

0.0 

Synchro 12 Report 
Page 1 

52 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

t 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 

J:,m:iTYJJ'l, ,,.. p!l[in< NA , • Pe,m •. NA,; ·• l'rq\ , NI, ,!',,,! NA • • • 

Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Poimlllajl'i\ji,,,F •• .<4 ·: .<. ·,:., .s: ·: > • •• ···-.- > . . . . . , 
Detector Phase -.- ·;r ••• ···4· 8 8 - ·5 .- 2 1 6 
SV.Jcl] f'liiiie ·. ·. . • - • -
Minimum initial (s) 10.0 10.0 io.6 10.0 ~==io a.o io' 8.0 
,Mi~mumsplit(s) "•·· .. ·•·•· .... : ()7,8<>.>!;/:a:.·.· •..•. ··i ... ·•.•· s?.K' st:lf 14,0.·•·14,~ c >JJ~.0.J4,11:·_ 
foiai split [sl • 57:ti 51.il • tis ·si.8 14.o 36.3 26.o 24.3 
Joll!l$p[rt(%) . 4§.1.,. 48;1% . 48,1% 4&1%'' J1.7% 30.2%;·' 21,6% ';20.2%_ 
Mf.l-ximum Greein (s) 51.0 - 5{0 - 51.0 51.0 8.0 30.0 20.0 18.0 
vei1owril11t1,rc • '''4.JF' ·4:a - ''': {e, :1,a , • ••••• 'To· ,qi M • 4&;'. 
All:Red lime (s) . ·.·. · ... ·. ·.·.•··. ·.•.· .. 2 .. '·0·.···. ·.• .. • .. ·· . 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 1.5 i,<!sil111ieAqiust(sj'. •. ·.;. • ... · .. 0,0 • 0.0'' - - ·-o.o. ·o.tF 0'0' l!Jl 
Tolal Lost lime[s) 6:8 6.8 6.0 6.3 6.0 6.f 
~•~iJT i. • ---- ·n,;i,C ® • .Lead tail 
Leaa.t:ag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes 
VehicifExljiri~on(s)' ••• ?,O' .2.0. • • ••••••• 2.0; '<-0. . 0.C~i.o:·: ··.o::r;·· 2.0 .. 
Recall Moda None Non1;i None None None Min None Min 
Acfl'l!,fGreenJW . ~•a • • • , •~11.Jl • _ _ _ : a.a .. w.o n. 1:i.:r 
Actualedg/CRaUo 0.42 . ·.:., ,, 0.42 0.14 0.16 0.15 0.22 
vfcRiitici ••• • •• •• • p.ii6 •• o)t' • ' 0.22 ll'.41 • O,'if • 0.21\ 
Control Delay(s/veh) 19.2 23.5 33.7 20.7 33.0 23.6 
Que,ieDelay/,·,:. "o.o... ,o.o·,.: "o:o,,M • ·•·.o.o·.····o.o·· • •• 
~;tR•)•Y(~h) ...... .... 1.91; .. . . 23~T . ~{,20~ ...... 3:ig,/3~ 

~,;f;r<~•ti)., 19~ ,. . • 23t , • 236, 26<i . 

1: !=! Dcirado St & French Camp Rd 

06 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

,ccifi;.1-4 <>< 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Aralyp•: Oh!r 

Golden State Truck Tennlnal 147 Frencb Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 
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Volume 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Backgrol.!r1d AM 
10/07/2024 

T,a~c Vclums (,ph) . . . 21 _374 ... 38 n , 232 _65_ 39 1_07 72. 61 .. 135 30 
FuWie\/oliim,,-(ipbf: ••• •·21 374• 38 • 7i - 232 ··•€5 )9 .107 - - 72 afi:.·1~ 3Q 
Conll. Peels. (IM1r) 
Qonll.Bik .. (i.m) • • •• ----- 1 
'pe.ak Hour Facior 0.95 0:95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0;95 
Gr!>wi61'a,1or> • •. ·100%.- ·1oo•i :100%' 1oq'II· ,1!JQ.11 • 190',\' 
Heavy\lehic!es(%f"' - - --- ,38% - -- 8% 35% 29% 21% 9% 
aus1lloolia8""(1111irf:' • :;o • o • o - - o· •<.•o -- o 

0.95 0,95 0,95 0,95 0.95 0.95 
100% -100¼ • 100% Clpljli, /106¾ JOOl/i 
40% 20% 67% 16% -- 24-0i 43% 
• o.·. - ·o• -·-.o __ • o·• o:' • o 

Parking (IM1r) • 
Mld-BIOQf(Jf!l!!ic{%)': ci¾ - 0%_____ -, Q'll, • ··osii'"''-
Adj Ro~ (,J,h) 22 394 ~~4=0~-81c'- ---244-- 68 , • 41 =~1~13~:....:c7~6=-"'-54=~142 32 

~~:ilr'::F~~~~) -···_ •• •• o 456 -- 0 6 393 ·•·- - o. ---- 41 189 ', ,,,,, o - 64 174 d 

Golden State Truck Tem,inal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

.T:fflo~v;i~ti)- -- -" -- ";:,-,,,-_ot·-- sot -··'.:a~< -:·, tf'._.:\· ::~?-- - - ·q 
Future Volume (vph) o 507 374 o o O 
Jda?Jf]O'll{\1Jlhe1f • .• 190() J!l(IO • 1901k 19QO, 1~00 1900 •••••••••••••• ••. ••• ' .•• 
LaneUtil. Factor --,.,_~.1:gq;-·- 1.oq ___ _1,90___ 1.00 1.00 -~_..99_ ----.. , 
frt'•:i!:·• 
Flt Pro.tecled 
SaldHOW{J)/otf ... .. •. 0 j~ C 16313 • D. .1~<S > 
fit° Pertnitted • 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 

~abj,AOW@irwr •o~ ·1462 1638 •• •,ti: :·1863' ··•:·•o ... ··~·=~=-=.s.c..'c...=~ 
Link Speed (mph) 35 :lir 30 
Oiik□islaij¢e(~F • '13132 ··1255 ;•··· : .s~F: • 
Travsl Tirne (s) • •••• 26.5 24 .. 6 • • • 15.5 
!'eakf\04rfajot • .. • •• 0 .. 9? J\.% q:SiC'. 9,Jlh, M2 0,112: 
Heavy Vehicles(%) 8% 30% 16% 2% 2% 17% 
A<IJ.!JoiiJvm,J •• ·:··:· .. cc·•-cF'"':'~:/·~: io:;-c Jc: .. • o·~· .. ~~~~~ 
Shared lane Traffic(%) 

~~~~~~~r~tioO: ~,.. 
5
r! .~--.~ ... :· :N~ N~ ......... ~~ ..... . 

h61J~/\li!!1'J!l"llf .. ' ' • : i.i>fi.''' 'l.eft,,, •.LE>( [lig111'' Lat!: ·• 111g111<~: =~=~~ 
Median W~lh(lt) 0 0 12 
un~ .. qtf'\"f{flJ, • :Jc.·· o· ··"oT 
CrosswalkWid~(ft) 16 16' 16 
.rwo w,;y LettJlln) G,rie 
Heaq"Wa_y _Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Tuming,Spe<,d{llj)h)' ' ''.15 ~ 
Sign Control Free Free 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 Frencl) C.arnp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

1 .. 00 1.00 
15 •<'§ .. :. 

Slop 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

_la~e Config,u_r~~ __ _ ____ +f _ t._. __ ¥ 
JdeaiJIO'li(vpJ'!il) • • •• 1900 ·• 1900:. '1900.; 1900< 1900 1900. 

~i1~f)A1•• ., 
1
~ .-, o~ T'~\i )

2 o~ • 12 

Storage length (fl) 0 0 0 0 
s1o,iijiC.iios . •' :: o : ... ,, , .o • ,.,T ·--· or: 
TaperLengih (fQ 25 . 25 
LahoU!il.faotof • •J;OO.:. too ,1.0Q 3''.1.QO • 1.00 1.00 
Ped Bike Factor 
Fif:,,_,·---- --,~--c;,,·-_·=~--~,~·~-~··~-~-~-~-·~···~~~ 

Fif PiOta'.:isd •• ,. 
Satdflow (pro!) 
FltPBrmliied 
§~\il.}""low-{pe~ .. -,m~,-•• ~ '(j .l.~{ Jsail 
LinkSpeed(mph) 35 35 

··•· 0 :.:1863':: 0 • 
30 

Background AM 
10/01/2024 

UnliDisliinoiilftf ' ' •••••• • ••••• ~1362-, 1265'' 
TravelTime(s) 26.5 24:s 

, "'-":"·_pSZ~Y~·· ~~~·~··~··_-"~-~·· ·~·---~-~·--. -· --·. --·~··--

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 Franc~ Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

15.5 
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Volume 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 

~~~~~W?"s?'~~;;i®zR;:&;,1L~~~ 
TrafficVoiurna (i,ph) 0 FIJ7 374 O O O 
fiituieVolinr\e(iph) --0 • 507• •-)374 - 0 0 Oi 
ConH. Peds__Jitlhr) _ 
Pon!!, BJ\!"! (ii/hr) • 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 
~mwl!ifacior­ - 100% ·•100% 100% 100% ---Jii/J'i(. 100% 

8% 30% '11)% -, 2% Heavy Vehic1es (%) 
llijs BI<lo~~ {11111r) 
Parking (it/hr) 
M!c}BIQQk.Ji;iJ!io('i/,) ··•·-·•--­
Adj. Flow (i,ph) 
Stiarei:i(i,@:Jrafffq(',lf ___ _ 
Lane Group Row (vph) 

>1c· 0 0··0 0 

,- -----0.% -- 0% --

0 534 394 
,,_-,,--_,, 

o< 534 394 o a 

Golden State TNCK Tenninal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

17% 
o· 

0 

0 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background AM 
10/07/2024 

-~~~~--~tit~:t--
lane Conf~uralions .;. .;. 4, .;. 
JdeaJFlowJ>,pfi,lf •• 1900 1900 :·1@ d.iiOO Jgof i9ll!l 1soo• 1000 1900 •• •• isoo ·1900 1.9o~ 
Lana Width (fl) 12 12 12 . .J2. 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
~(11y· ' 011~~-- ·011 •• ••• • ·9% ·-·~o'!>· ··• 
Slorage Langth (It) 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 
sliira!ieLiiCT•• o q·····o·· ··.o·o ·o··o·· 
Taper Length (1Q 25 25 25 25 
Lah• U1;1.J"1ilfi'' fO!l ' 1,00 1.00 Joo· i:oo' ·1.eJO ". J.oo i:oo 1.00. • 1.00 • Too 1.oq 
Ped Bike Factor Frt .. .• . .. ·• 

FiProtec:ted -
satd. !'low fpto1r····•···. 
Flt Permitted 
Sa\d. Ft<i,,fl>"Jl)l) 
link Speed (mph) 
IJnk D½IBl)cii (ft) 
Trave11ime (s) 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Synchro 12 Report 
Page9 

60 



Volume 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background AM 
10/D7/2024 

~,J@k~~~~~-~~~ 
Traff~Volume{-.ph) 12 497 15 133 402 30 36 79 119 54 43 8 
FutureVo1urn,IvphJ' J2 497:' .1s .•1:i,• . <!Of' .lb ~• ts M ·····54 ;43 ·~ 
Cononllfl,~kcJsJfQ....... .... . . . .. . . ... ...... .. • 
C .. , B1es,,.,,., :,; .• .•• 

0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 Peak Hour Factor 
Gi'oWtiifiCtol'~·­
Heavy ve11i~~ {%) 

·•·100!11· 100•~ 'JO<i% JOO'k: lOQ'.C 1Pfi!il. ·10011 ,,·10011 ·100¾'. lohl!, 10011• j(il)!il 
• 0% 24% 7% 12%" 24% 0% 9% 3% 19% 2% 8%: 

~us Bloifkages {#/tlr) ••••• • ·•.l!c·· o::• o • o· o •o •• ic· 
p • 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 Frenct:i Camp Rd 
Recker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

0% 
0 
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SimTraffic Performance Report 

1 : El Dorado St & French Camp Rd Performance by approach 

Denied DelNeh (s) OA 0,0 0.5 0.8 0.4 
TololDell\',li(•l • • 1S:i • 21.11 '19.li ·23_7 • 20:2 •• 

Golden Stale TruckTemiinal 147 French Camp Rd 
Fle<:ker Associate::; 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background AM 
08/0712024 

Sim Traffic Report 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Intersection: 1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

---- -,,-,,,120 · 
0 
QC 

Gdden State Truck Terminal 147 French camp Rd 
Recker Assqc!ates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background AM 
08/0712024 

SimTraffic Report 
Page2 
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HCM7thAWSC 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background AM 
08/0712024 

Lana C90figurations. , ., .... , ... +. _ ___ . _ _ _ _ ~ __ 4,,,, ,4. 
)',i,jj,-\l~ivsl>'li-:.:-:<'c' ·::<12 Y49f ___ TF'f3$--·A-02 >\10 3il. 1~· 119 ·54~-:43 'a 
FUturaVol,vehlh "· ••• 12 ·-·497 • 15 133 402 • "§(} • • -3-6 • ·79 119 54· 43 8 

p~ak_l:fi?~~--~--_-,,_,_ ·tt9t:·: _ _ Q:~t __ _ 0:9_2--:- -~:~2" • :_o.92"' ·0.92°· 0'.92.{ 0.9~_-_'.' 0.92 ·,: (fg~( -- 6.92·-::: 0.92 
Heavy Vehicles, % -- --,f 24 7 12 24 0 9 3 19 ". 2 8 -------0 
1.1,m1t1ow 13 5jl)' ·--rr m· ·,131 -- '.33. s!i. M • '12s> s0 11:r· -~ 
f.iumb8r·ofL.ineS o - ·1 o o 1 o O 1 0 0 ,. 1 o 
@&#t~~~~,--~~~Wi£iJ$~'.ml~~3@h~ 
Opposing Approach NW SE SW .~.-:N,-,E~~~~ 
pppos1nii~f' .. .. ->:f \'J:'.:' :1 ',_1'·· 
Conflicting Approach left SW NE SE NW 
~~~_itgJ'.~ii~~_le~- - -, ... F "- -;_: 1' "".,,, •• ,J.,., ... 
Conflicting Apl)ro~ch Right NE ,, '$1/{ NW SE ~,~!!tB~?9~!~l:-___ ,_1s{ -·-\1--~~r,:~~"-- 1'§:! :::·:::·is:r---·-···-·-,----- .... • 
~CM[O$ • --· ···r· • ·--" ••• --········•·;cJ Ci) 

Vol Left,% 15% 24% 2% 51%.~----
p.,rti,ii);¾.:·- . 34•,F.· 11'1/.:; ·'95¾c'"4l¾ 
Vol Right,% - 51¾ 5% 3¾ 8% 
~ig_lt~ll:c?L~ --- -'· . '::-' '.-~~op-~: ·J)_f9JL~ :-stOif:: ,~,_~!_Q~L;;~·~· ~· ~=~~~~c=~~~------' 
T,~ffi~.Y_ol_byl.i~e 234 565 524 105 
~r,v_,r : :· :,f·:: '133" • • 1r • ·54· • •• 
:~~h Vol ·79--- • ""4Q_2 497 4;c3 ---~-N-"••-----------

/'T.Vof' 119 30'> 15. 8 ' • . , ,<. ; , c,. 
Lane Flow Rate • ";i54 614 570 - --fl4 
!Jeom.elryG!J>... • ·:::;;· \V.'C 1·. .,T ·----•r•· -- r--
Degrea of Uhl {X) -- ------------- if5~- ---1.14-7 1.03i 6-.268 

Pei>afture-~11~Way(~L-- - -.-,--- - s.017:" ·5_95,t-. _6,8J{' fQ1t.: 
Convergence, YIN Yes Yes Yes Yes 
_¢8Jt_.-_.:,~'-:_,:_~:·;· - "453·::- ·:_·5'~6X'. '"-~-,;--- 'Ail1> ___ .. ? ·- -- • 

Service Time 6.017 4-.967 • 4.874 rn1a· 
HCMlw.YfC Ilalio • , • - - 0,5W•'1J63', 1,075 • 0.264 
·Hc~1 Control D~lay:srveh 19.8 dis -- 75.4 15.3 
lJCMLinelos: (h ,.f} • FC'. 
Hc't.f9sth-ti1;·a • 3.1 20.4 15.5 

Gold611 Slate Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

t 

Background PM 
10/07/2024 

u,n~ Con,fig.~ra,~en.•·•···--····••··· ·······•··+t,··· . ... . . ... +t, ..... ····-· '!. _ _Jt,~·-···--•····'i .... tt, ........... .. . 
IrafficVolume(vphJ.,::,'L ---:2.L ,--310' ·.160 -_34 '<":_407,:) :130·"_-:'-";'-49,:_-:_:-_398 -,_,.-.59,,, .·::--w_':_:,-_:>J~~-.\:<_,:_·.3,g_ 
Future V,:ilume (vph) ____ 2_1 ___ ~_1_0__ 160 34 . 407 130 49 _ .. _398_ __ __ 59 _ ~ .. _ ... )80__ _ ___ ~-0-
ldeafflow(yphplf • ..•.•.. • l90lf :iooo •• 1100: ·1I1i)OT"T§oo"79oo~·rgoo '· looo.,··1900 , 1900: 1wo • •• 1\l® 
storagerenQth-{ftf" • • • o • • - --- o o - • o 120 • • • • -- ·o --·-14s ---o 

~~~t~~~-,~; -~-~-----TTT _3i_::·-~::::: -- . _- ~:,·:·~:~-.:.--_-,._.--~~---' - """' ···:··:~_~:-:':~_:2:JF·'._:?'·~-~-~-?:~i8=~:.:~:- '. -_------ ----q 
t.n,UblFaclor .. . . ...... 1,00 • 1.00 , LOO. . l,0(1; :, too TtiJ. : .. J.oo 0.95 .. 0.95 ·• 1.00 .• •· 0,95 • :0:95, 
Frt 0.956 -(i969 0.981 0.979 

~fi°Fti~i~-t) "-----~-:-'.'./();it O - -·o 91;~r"' -·--~---- ~~~-" ·31·s9· -- -- ~ ---~l~;. '3148 ---- - ·o 
r!=~~o;e~~t:·_-____ __tf'·~--~:r:.c:';---- .o o ~:~:--- --o o;;:- ·31'5} --- b ---~:~-- -:-,·-3148· - - J 
~ght Tufu:offRec(_:- - • - ---- -- ,. ., ')1~S,.-, • ·yef:·· • •• yes" )'~ 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 25 ·15· 13 17 
Ll¥sP~_$d __ {inPN.-", --~---~----,~""~'"" "''"'.""35"";·.:,;:·· ---- :_.·, · -_;-,.:::-:_~ S!(. :._ - • -· • • ,,. -·- ----:-::'.4tL ··;r-:;w-: 
LinkDi,tancellti • 1307 • " "1M"o 1893 1755 

~t::~f:F~~--- - --,ri-:ir ·:9!. -0.-9ii' o.9a ---:.-.-~~-! - -::6~~({ 0.96 :-:-'.}\r:2: 6.9·e- ·--t:s{- ~-~~'?·-:,_-0.96 

~~1'!~~~;1%r ere~ ·:2~ 1"~6~ ;50:S :2~ ~:S i3~ • {,~L 40:; a~:'V!' 20~ 
Slial«l ~ Ti\,1fic 1%1 ' • • " 1 
laOe Group FloW (vph) 0 • 51,y - • 0 , 'O ,. 594· 0 51 \76 - 0 94 - .. 219 6 
E-iiter"Eiiockedki~iiit. -_--: ... NO'-'" "t,o· ----,----Ni(t' ::-~ , •• --- ·No, ?~NO- -No:·" --No_: ""-- NO; -,, "/_No>~-.--, :::}10: -No 
Lane "Ari9n~ent Left - -cert -RTQ~C left Left Right [6f Left --Ri9ht Left (8ft ---'RiQhi 
M~aij\r1<1111mE o;• ac·• o • "> .:; ." ;"." .. : .. :c.1i. ' • "1.2 ·,~;] 
LinkOffset(ft) 0 ···,;· 0 • • 0 
gr~~JKWi~f61ijf" ' i\,"16 <" ' "V"jjf~~--,-- '" ••• ,. ,.,..., •• """""" _, 1°6 """" "" """-"" f({ 
Two way Left Tum Lane 
HS~<l.way._f:~c_fur ._;>, _ _. __ 

TU!"nil'IQ Speti<f{ffi!)h} 
Ntimb8r"OfOetecloJ'S·---
[)e,1~r}einpf~ie,· ___ :. 
i~ail•g lleleclor(fl! 
Traillng Detector {ft) 
0.1,iton Positionfn! 
Detector 1 Size(ft) 
[)e~_.fTypff _ •• --·­
Detector 1 Channel 
Q&~Oi):·Ext~~t~f? 
O8tecior1 Queu·e {s) ---
~O[}Clel,ii{sf 
Detector 2 Position{ft) 
bec.itor2 /liiatfi) •••• 
Detector 2 Type 
t:i:etecio{2 channel :: • -­
Detector 2 _Extend (s)_ 
ru:mtYPf\·:_;-:;:::·.;.::,:~·_:'·' • 
Protected Phases 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

f""1i.tte.d. !'llase,!. • . . 4 8 " • •• 
OetectorPhasi • • 4 'f ·a -··-.• ·,:r'-
Sw~ct.i:PHBij~"----

t 

2 

Background PM 
10/07/2024 

Minimum Initial {s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 M 
MinimurnSp_lt_t{sj(> 51,6_:_::-:. i5T.a-·-·---" • • - 51.8 • 5?J:_-----:,,-·- "1'4Jj -,--~-'lit:r·- ~-74.0<. H.3- .. 
~•w ill ill ill ill ·~ ~ ~ ~ 
Jotai_S~li{%J -~~~- 46.1% 7748,1% 'i8.1%\]8. 1% ____ 11 . .7%~30~%: ······•••··2,;5\i 26,:ill;' 
Maximum Green (s) 51.0 51.0 51.0 51.0 8.0 30.0 20.0 18.0 
Y~n~YI.Jiln~.<~1-- • .,. - • -41_ "i/4.a> .. .- ·'- - --- (a/ - .. _ 4.a-, -,,· to· ., • ·4:,,r: - - - _4-.tf~ - 4~~:_·--
A11-R«11ime (sJ 2.0 2.0 ··2.0 2.0 2.0 Ts • 2.0 1.5 
~-'.Tiiii.~'.A~tiiiflSfY'"-: .. ::- -----------~~ ,:-:·- 'ifo ·o:ir;· ---o.o: ·:··o.o_ ·- • --~- .. o.O' -- o.o -.. _ 
Totallostnme{s) -- 6.8 S:s' 6.0 e::f 6.0 6.3 
_LeadlCatv:--"'"------,--- ·-- ---. ;<M ----- - ·Lead ... Tas::-:·· ··1eat1·--- 'LBii' ____ __ 

~:~~%~f~t- -·;_~:~r:~-" -.?:~-~::· _20·: --2:Q: .. .- -:~~f-:.:::-i:6.~•-:P·• 1:k<l~~-<--<- .. :-.-j 
Recall Mode None None None None 
/\,fEliclciieiin(•l . • • 3a.o· • •-"36.o -
Actuated·g1C Rcc•c;ti;cco_· ~~~~~~d·cc•5,_· ~--- -- Q.45' -
vi_ifflaUOi'??.-:-.. --::_ .. - :- ·.- -9.n. • ........... ,_.Mo 
con __ troJ D_ela~ {slvehl 25.8 29.e"" 
Qu8U8D~1ay,-~ ,-- -- .,.. """'.\OJt: .. -)t(V" 
Tota! Delay (slveh) 25.8-- 29.8 
rnr·c :· 7; - - - - - ··-~c~. --~-~ ·.c 
ApproaCh ~1av·(s!vehf 25.8 '2ff.8 
Appfu,ici,J;os·•• - <;,c cc., 

-,.._~T~~::-'.''' ~ 
Cyolele■glb: 1~0.1 
~••d c,,i,i..,a,.: eo -
Halir•I CJd•: GO 
_i;Ol\)!i::il_~:-~~~~ .. 1~L'L:~-; •• 
W•imuin 'ffo Ratio: 0,80 
l_li.~alio!I Si;'nf!i OtilJ{M"1)::30.7_i''. __ -" 
lnt'~-•~~on _Capacitt__ Utililllon ,7_7_.8_% __ ... -- - ... _:·:-- ·' 
~111',i_l_p~_tjOg-{lli_•) .1_5·( ._.;'-_:--_· _:·:·-_·-.::°:'-:'_,_-', • _.-•:. -·,.-·.·:-' --

So!its and Phases: 1· El Dorado St& French Camo Rd 

~ 01 

06 

Golden State Truck T ermlnal 14 7 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

1-Z+ 04 
GJ)J;> 

14?'" 08 

None Min None Min 
a.a• 11ff ..--9.9 ·-~4 

""""'ift1 • 0.23 0, 12 0.28 
.029 Q.66 •• M5 i[i5 
4M 35.0 47.1 24.6 

:·o.o:·, ': o.o·• • ·• 'lto .:• o.o. 
46.4 35,0 47.1 24.6 
·o·••J;· ··-•· '.Di . . c.·· • 

36.1 31.4 
• - - ·.D'"' •• +··: • /;t' 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

,)- _,. t 

Background PM 
10/0712024 

..,, 

,i.95!1 o.91r···· : .0,001 . 
Flt ProteCted 0.998 0.997 0.950 0.950 
s,ld.flowll"9lf ''- o 1soo o -. o 1100 o 1501 •31s0·- o. 1si1 .MM • -o 
Flt Pei-miit8d 0:962 0~:9"49"'···.· ~~-i,J:950 • ···03~50 
S!Jd,.R"l{{pel1]1)., 0 1529 o·: ·iF 1624._ 0 _1591 . 3159 • --·o, • '167). __ 3_148 'ti 
Right Tuman Red ~~~~~ • Yes Yes Yes •• ··ye~ 

25• 15 13 
35 35 4r··· 

Said.~(Rfjliij"; •• , •• 
Lin_k_Seeed {n,ph) 
t111k OiStanc& {ttV' 
Travel Time (s) 

~~-,1"30"-·7~··~~···~·•~.s••" - -- '" ·1340·~·· ~~~~-~--·-=: '"1893 -
25.5 26.1 28] 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

17 
45 

···_1755°· 
26.6 
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Volume 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

-+ t 

Background PM 
10/07/2024 

.,/ 

~iitim&LE8tt~~MiB1i~BWBT~~~~lD~~ 
T~_~f{olufne_(\_',~.h\,:, ._,_.21 ___ 31_\_,_ 16_0_ ,,34 ,__. .. 407 -:·"·-J~~'\· >_4,9_ 398 _. 59 __ ,90 ____ 180-:;:-:·:··30 
fu!ureYoluO!l&(vplj}c '21 310. ·1.W .34 : 40( J~ • 49 398. 59 90 180 :·3q 
Confl. Ped,. (#/hr) 

~:~~;~~fF~':r o.96 • o:9e o.9o ---o~~~----·-o:ga o:gs·· o.96 • ·o.96- -- o.9s o.9s ~:~~-:--~-~J 
Growtft_'f=acfur'"f "<ii100%: ::-·100~ --,100% tpo,'% 'foo¾:· :-100% .,: JOO¾'; \JOO%: • ·:j00% - • 100%' 100% - 100%1 

Hea'/YVehtctes{%) '4a% 9% 20% ·soo/; '4%. ---8% 13%. 8% 40¾- 8% • f1~{ 20% 
.~ll~,-~C>aj{a[_eir_mi:irj·< 0 ' ·. -o--::· .,,..if •• "'" ff'. •• '" .. If---- ··o ,.: ·o •. -- ··o '>' \_'()· , .. ,,_ •• -~")f",i-· --~·o:~ ____ Jj 
P·arkiiig- {#!"hr) ~~~~ 
~~~1?0fTritffici(¾)', '"-"?-0'¾'.- - ----,---- - '0%--
f\~j_;flO~~Vfh}- ... ,.~ - 22 ···323··---16r -··35 '-424 
§,~c1~-~-~e.:r~£.-.lo/~r-: .-.- _· ~~-
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 5tf--

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associate, 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

0 594 

135 
Oo/t· 

51 • 415 

51 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

1t..; 

~~g~,i-f~j~,- ----,_··o_ 7!~-_-;-sft?-?",.,,• ·o•:: """~;:--c~---::o--,------c-
_F:~tiJr:e_Yo11,1I-T1~--(vph) 0 ---~~--- ,-.---57_1_ 0 ...... o ,-,- _____ Q --------,--------,-
/dea!Flow(vpnp]f". J1000 1sooC:1il®· ·1000 1900 :1999r· 
Lane UHL Factor foO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 too 

---~------------

frt <>. >> 
Fn Piot~dec1 • --
Said. Fiol'l(pnrt/ 
At Permitted 
~atd.f!tiw}peinij ,.. Q '1624 .. ttii4" ·o 1883' 6.' 
Link Speed (mph) 35 • • 35 30 
DriK.DiS,fa,l)Ce·'_{ftf~-.. --:::::1340 .:1293: - - -,~_it:_:,,_ 
TraVei'Time {s} • - - "25."1' 25.2 19.0 
Peak/fourFactoi.·~···•~~-o.92=·•·~0.9ir: 'o.w•: o:si, · 0.92 '11.92{· .... 
R_eavy_veh_icl_~s __ (o/;) 86% 17% 17% 20% 2% 17% 
Adi.fl<>\'l(vph);;,·~~~.~.,"'0~4ii ·,-,.-595 • -0 . o. •.'o .,., 
Shared Lane TraffiC (%} 
LaiiiGro,,Fiow(vi,i,f''"' ···o .'.!ts··· 595••· 1r •o· <o 
EnlerB!ocked Intersection -- No No No "tfo___ No No 
J,lmel\lignmenC '''l•ftc' Left'-. Left }foi,( Left Right• -
Median Width(ft) O • .. o· • -·12 • 
lJiiko11,e~ft) ;:_:_,_, ·15: ' 0 •· •• ' O 
(}_ro~s,.va!k_W!dlh_(ft) 16 -f6 • 16 
TW9:WaY~ftTufflLarie_- .-.--;.-
'tte"adw11Y'Facitor • - ·:c\:Oi. "id(( - too 1.00 "1'.01f ··' ioi:J -
Ji,i,i;,gl!i>e,,d{n,p~L • ' 01$: ••••••• • ··•9 JS'' C • •• 
Sign Control Free 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Slop 

Background PM 
1010712024 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
2: French Camp Rd & Proiect Driveway 

Background PM 
10/07/2024 

@:~~-.i::~:r~- --'i;'TOOO ---.j~i:::"JJg'. '_:;·1900 -"1~ .. ·11iOO~-~-·~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Laoe w;dfu (ft) 1i 12 12 • 12 12 12 
~!r~~~itt) o ?Do/ii Ol( o , 0% : o • •• •••• •• - -
/)tof'agaLaries",_·_: '?·c:·~o•",-·----· -- ... 0 ... -. '·f " -- o: . -- -

Taperlength(ft). • 25 25 
~-iri\lti!_ . .f~~:~- - ..... _j•_tio -""~T,iitf~,._:'.J.Q(--;'_1_,0()_ • <Iw? .. --1~.00~--~~~~ 
Ped Bike Factor 
i'iti~(;.•: 
Flt Protected 
Saki. ~ow_(PF91L 
Flt Permitted 
~bfFiOW:_{p8imf-- -o·-.-,-1624 ,- __ ·-1~4_ ... _ 
Link Speed {mph) ........... ____ ,, __ ~_ 35 35 
.lJ~_.Oista~._{ft} ·-·,·1':340 :·:._l29f--
TravEll Time (s) - 26.1 - --2.s:2--

Golden Sti'ite Truck Termina.l 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

0 1863 
30 

• 83[ 
ifo 
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Volume 
2: French Camp Rd & Proiect Driveway 

Traffic Volume (vph) 0459571 0 0 0 
j=Uhl~){?f~_~;:{{ji_h[\< -
Coilli. Peds, (#/hr) -

-----,' o·- -- 45g·---" ·s1t· • •-')1,~·-:~·=·· ~·o·~,--~o~~~~~~~ 

Confl: ilike,{liiiirl=~-
Peak Hour Factor 
~~--f~clor,;,:_';:_~<' 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
B~-BfockaQ&~:(#{hrj' -• 

·o.s2"· ··ci':'96- ---·,ms o.92 o.92 
?100%" 'loo¾ ·100% ·100% 100% 
• Seo// - 11°,:r ·1·to/e 20% 2¾ 

0.o. ··if o --·o \o' 
?_arl{iJ1g __ (#!M. ______________ . 
Mi<llllocliTraffie{%) il'/4 -- olf 
Adj. F)OW (vph} -~-~0~ ·47a· 5915" 

~~~fl~~;~> ·/:~.:- 47f· 

Golden Slate Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

595 0 0 

0.92 
100¾,' - --- •#'-••••" -

17% 
0 

0 

0 

Background PM 
10/0712024 

• j 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background PM 
10/0712024 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background PM 
10/07/2024 

tr, 

~~~~~~~~liili 

~;~~~f~t~~•···•c;~1ioo71~ 1000 •• 1900 1sto 1900 1000. 1~ 1000 1900 • W~> 1.!lOO 
lane Width (ft) 12 12 ••••• 12 • 12 12 • 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

~~1'fr:;;ft) -~O',! o· 0·011 ·0•···• ·o· 0'/o o ,;'o¾''.o 
,Stofag&,t'.ari,&(._.'- ·o:•-•-- 1f·- \·o-~:-- -- - - ,··o··--c· --:-·-{f::- ··:o?: .. ,--"(Y,'--- -1) 
TaPerlellgth(ft) • 25 25 25 - 25 
1.an,00),cioi . • 100 1,00 ;1.00 Ioo';· Jo<J ,;oo Joo• J.<Xl Too "{ooi • 1,00. • t® 
Ped Bike Factor --
fit' ' • ' • -RIP!'Oi~iel--
Sald. -~OW fpitit)_ -- • 
FIi Permitted. • • • 

Said. FIOW(ReimU 
Link Speed (mph) 
DOk D1starice'_(ftJ 
rravernme {s} 

Golden Stale Truck T ermina! 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Asoociates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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Volume 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background PM 
10/0712024 

Traffic Volume {vph) 5 484 18 101 593 6 93 8 224 15 7 5 
f'_11_fu&V~um_'-l~ehE .s 484 - 1ar: Jof'·:slij t 93 -- a· 22r· 1s r' ~ 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr} 
Confl, Bm(ii/lir)- 7 

- - ··- -.- -- - • • -- ·- --

Peak Hour Factor 0,95. •• 0:95· 0:95 •• '\t95. •• 0.95 0.95 • 6:"95 0.95 0.95"• • • .- 0.95 0.95 0.95 
GrowthFacfu{. """' ---··100¾ ::t100_¾< tOO¾·- 100%··· J·oor,;:: 1~9-~-.- 1~:_..-·,_1~·::· "100%· --~-100%·- ·rooro·,,~-100¾ 
He~Vy°i.Jehicl8s (o/G) 0% 7% 12'}f 20% 12% 0% 4o/e "7% "Ti¾.... '6"% 15% 29% 
BusBl"""lle,(/ilh°'r)~~~-o~·-----==~~~-o~. -••---ir: • O• o; _,o_ _o • Q - --- O .9 0 o-
Parking (#!hr) 
Mi<HllookTraffi,(%) - ---
ACfFloW{\lph) 5 
3hared_lariei_.Tra_ffiC]%) _. ·--·-
Lane GroUp Flow {Yph) - -

""'0%:_ --
509 

_._.,,,,.,_,. 

53":l 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

19 

0 

-0% 
"'fo5' - -624 

0 0 0 

- 0%-
8 

342 

., .,,.~--.0% ~- _ ..... , 
236 -- 1s··- - - f-- 5 

0 0 6 
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Sim Traffic Performance Report 

1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd Performance by approach 

Denilld 0elN1h {I) 
Toio(DiW<lil•f •• 

0 . .4 0.1 o.. 1.1 0 . .4 
21.1· •. io., •. 1n • ·:mi ·llls· • • 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background PM 
08107/2024 
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Queuing and Blocking Report 

Intersection: 1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Directions Served LTR LTR L T TR L T TR 
Ma~-~r_n_Qije_iiij'{ftF?:---" ., •• \~1:(:. - ~~e.: -·:·_95·,-----_2_1f'·:· 20f,-:,J?8 129·- -··14·9-· 

Background PM 
08/0712024 

~ve~_qt,1_!,!J~Jm""'" _2oa _ 2:1.L ... --~rn,, 101_ 1~ 4□ .
1
•
00
.~ ... ~cc"~~~~~~ 

95tl1;Cl!!!!!~iftl 44~.< .. 4.9.9 62 .• 180 186 95. ~-96==~~ -~~~~~ 
Link Dlstance (ft) 1226 1233 1815 1815 1681 1681 
UJ)~ain"BikJime:1%E?'.:''0' --- ···-cs;·-·--

120 
0 

Queuing Penalty {veh} 
~tomget1ay Dist {tti; • 
_SlofaQe _Blk Tim_e r1~) 
Q.11euing_~!Wlly.(veh};''t··- .. - • • 6 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

'f45 
0 0 
o ··.<;.o····· 
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HCM 7thAWSC 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

lnt!~clon D•l•y, 91'v•h 101.1 
~tl~_,'._·_(lfl_!/·: ::: • :_-·; ;:,·_::;.< E'·-

Background PM 
081!)712024 

~~'5~~§fl4iJER~~:wlj 
Lane Configurations 4-, ,4+ 4t, ,4.. 
,riafflov.rvelilii,?' . s : 4a,r -- 1a ·ioc )9f • • • s•·•· .·. 93 . t ·22,: ·- -1c--,1---- ···~ 
Fu(ureX~l._ye_hlh, • 5 __ 484_. _ 18 --101"·,. 593 6 93 _ 8 • 224 _15_ 7 5 
p_~k.BOu_i:_f~~§r." ·o.95·: o.95· ___ --0.9!r::· O}f: --o-.Qf- m1s····to~9f: o.95 o.9i:P-··-- ,,._~s:. ·o:~f __ A~ 
H9avy\fehicl~, __ % ·1y· -~5__ 29 7 _1? .. 2(f. 1_2 O ___ 4 ___ 7 17 O 
t,lvm!Row - -;•:• 509·. - •JF-105--cc-024•1• Cit -·~a'·--~T.,--1$ - .1~' -- 7---- -~ 
Numberoflanes O ( 0 0 '1 - o· 0 - 0 ·o·· ··1 0 

Vo! left, % 29% 14% 1% 56% 

SW 
- j : 
SE 
··1 
HW 

• - 1 --

23.S 
-- -C 

HE 

HW 
1 

SE 
'1 - - ; 

• 1).3 
- - - --- B. 

YofT1,,l'i11.: - "''- @'lii.> a~: .9511._J!!¾L , ,, , ·:. ••. •• :.··- ·-- =-"-"=~'0• • • • 
Vol Right,% 69% 1% 4% 19% 
$ig,il:onfu.l . - ·-···- - - Slop /'Siilp <slop .. Srop-7 
Traffi~vofbYT~ne 325 700 507 27 

~~~gh\lo; • - ~: :~} J~ -ff 
!lf\toic . , - •. •-·224•: • -s,- - rs:•· -; •: 
faneFlowRat8, • • ·- 34i • "Ti( .. 534- - 28--
9~!>1lJ~lry_:~--, .... --- F \'T-'.'--\--_:->;.-l/"· .-.·:'_.f"-·-
Degree of urn (X) • 0:554· "T.3f-··o.93·r • o_o69' 
(l,pai1uratt,adivayJHd)C 7-517 M48 6.839 -.~.,st> 
Convergence, YIN Y&s Yes Yes Yes 
c,f:c.,:. . 482,:560:-.534.: "$11 
Senl1C6·Time 5.517 4.547 4.839 ·7.55i -
H~ La!i~v1.c·_.Ra~~'- ___ ·:· :~ 7: • ~ ---... -0.11 -. -.1.31tL. :,_:_':;" ·1•,::. '0.074: -- __ ,, ___ ., _______ " 
HC~_Co_~frol_Del_a1!_:Sf,v_e~ 23.6 176-.8·-·-- soi· 13.3 
BcMLaii,Los>•;c· .-- ------;cc; . F-' • f -:"tlf• 
HCM s5th4ile a • 4.6 ••• 3o.a 11.6 0.2 

Golden State Truck T ermlnal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project AM 
10107/2024 

..... t I" 
~~~~~~~~sii~J 
Lan,Configurafions .. =~~ .. 4>:... ·ec·· • .t. •t ... _Jt,, 

72 
•·•· 'L .... tk .. ····•••~ 

i~~-0:~:ti:~1 • •ii :r : l j~ :· .. ;; •• :ii. • 72 : m 30 
@~~Fl""'('l'i>iilf 190!) 1900 ··1000 1~r··1000 1000 1900••1~o" 1900 1900 1100 1000 
SlorageLenglh(ft).~~~=O O O 6". 120 0 145 ---0 storasI~$r:·_~: o -o-- -- o<,,- ·--- .. ·-·:~:~::'iT···-- ·t o --1:',-- - .- .Q 
TaperLeOglh(ft) - '25 ' 2s· '9f' 70 
).iine 0.CF,iioi,.:· JOI) .. 1.00:. fo\}'. • Too • • too - HlO ••• j.O~ • <)JS • • 0.95 • • 1,Q<) : ll.9,c "Ali~ 
Ped Bike Factor f .00 0.99 
fit \... - • • • 0.988 • • .. • 0~77......... 0.940 0.972 • 
Flt Protoclod o:998 0.990 ·o.950 • ••o:956 
s,,a.f'lowwrotF o • _ 1617 > O/ ·o· 14M ·;; o 1200 • _2,22 o 1s5a . 21st 
Fn P8rmitted o.969 oi34 o.950 o.950 
~••fFI~@>"") o•. 1a2s. .o/••··il •• ·12,a• • o • ·12s9•· 2422 .o •: 1556 : 27s2 <jj 
_Ri_g_htTum_on_f{9:d Yes ....cY•,,sc....== 
Satd.Row(RTOR} ! :.•• •.. 5 •10••. • if .25 

y., 

Link Speed (mph} 35 35 45 45 
QfiktllSta~·(ftf i"-- ::.-:'14i'f --- • ·-·· ---· ---i-• _,.·_135f-· -mg·-,·-·· ·····-,°'~:}16{F 
rraveit1me·tsr··-· 21.5 -26.5~~=--·-·_· _-.,.-34"-:,._··--==-----"=32.1 
9<infl,llilo>s(#illr)' • •• < 1 •• l 
Peak Hour Factor • ---if9's°. 0.95 • 0.95- 0.95--'"·"' 0:£i"5. -·---0:ss ~\{g~·- 0:95' ·o.95 0.95 0.95 0,95 
R~~-viYiili.@.~~:.<~f., ::··-::-_3a¾c:: • ·&¾·-_-.:-···-~s¾ -T'-'29¼ -:·'.26~:-_J· :g~k:: ,-:40% •c-✓:20% ,-- 67¾"• ,1a¾'\~ 24%--c ... 43% 
Adj.Flow(vph} 22 403·-·- 40··. 81 • 263. ··5/J • 41 113 76 67 142 ·-·32 
r:~~~eFrt~::). ·., .. :· _-,. _, i) 465 .. 0 ,., m • 0 . ., __ 413:_··~~::~=-~·~:-- --·_,~1_ .. ____ -~-~-8l

0
,-·· ~ .. cc.occ· ~ ... -::.• __ :~"~7~_:;t~. ~1cc"'fcc.4~.~.--.,_-=_:ci 

Entel'-Bloc_kedl;l_te~11clior!~- ....... .,No_. __ ... No:'" "'N,r •• NO- ·:-;·~~-: __ No· ..... N9 •• ·"Np·-,.·· 1-40 No>: --.·--·No,:· -_-No;:-. "jlfci 
LaneAlignment .... ~e_ft __ . Left Righi Le_fL .... Left Right ~eft__ Lett Rig~t __ ._ -~~_ft _____ Left .~(~,h:\ 
Mei1;i,j l'i°,iil,(l!J" o• ··o '· 12 12 
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0 
Ci<iiiiwilkW~ih(@ • ·_w; • • • •• >· 1e·: •• • 1s 111 • 
T Wo way· L6ft T Uill Lane 
fl,,<1.vaili'actor.'. ·········- • 1.00 1:00 •too· ].oo • _J.oo • • 1.0.o' •;.roo·•; 1.orr·· Tmr 1.otr:• too 
Tumin~pees!J'!lP.hl 15 9 15 -- • 9 15 9 15 
f'1ufrlber:ofDete$rs:\-::,:,. ;-:·::-:f::·,·-, -··:-2;_;-_;:: 1, - 2'- .... -'-1 2"' -···---.. f - 2 
DelectorTemp!ale 't.eft ThfU .. , • Left. Thro Left Thru Left • "Thru-
l.eadioijOit,cliii(ft}' :20 : •100 - •• 29 100. •• ·•20· •·_100' • 20• 100•. 
TrailingOetector(ft} ·o ·-·o· o·' 0 --!f O O ··--··o· 
o,!eitor.1P~itioh!ftl • o, "o ··~·" o,· •• o• ·,. o • o. o •• o 
Datec:tor 1 Size(ft) 20 6 20 6 20 6 20 6 
pa~r1.type~--., ., •• ., .... ··c1f~-~- ·c1+EX' ,-----•-,-y ·.:_:i:~:t+~:~' c1+Ex·:c- -- • - • ·-::ci;-ex ·,c1+~\<-: • -- ··c,+ei'~: ¢ff~:·· 
beteCtod "thannel 
p,tec1or:1.Extef!d{:s}_ • 
Detector 1 Queue (s) 

,•@ ;.0.0 . 
O:o o.o 

• ·o.0 •;:0
0
0' 

• o:o o.o 
·•.: .O,Q' Q.Oc • ·•- .,Zii:0-' : OJic. 

0.0 0.0 0.0 • o:o-· 

1.00 
9 

p~~i'{Ji~.iv'.{~)_ :: ·••M• o.o" 
··94 

• ··i __ Q,o:: :->;'(to._:· • ":··;:,·.I:;/o;o-;: ·xoJf" • o_.o_: - o:o-:;:::·· --
94 94 94· Detector 2 Posltion(ft) 

o.ioci<>i?Size(fij-~~~ 
Detector 2 Type 
DeteCfoi2_Chani]SC•: 
Detector 2 Extend (s) 

6 
Cl+Ex 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associales 
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"C1+Ex • c/+EX C!+EX 
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0.0 0.0 

Syncliro 12 Report 
Page 1 

78 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

+-

Background plus Project AM 
1om112024 

t 
TU!llTYl"' . Pemi NA Pinn • NA 'Prot NA P!<>J :. NA 
Prote-ctedPhSSe5 - --- - 4 a s 2 - 1 6 
Pent1_illefl.Pfii:IS&S .. : -· 4 8 _ -_ ,. • • • -
Detec10rPhase- 4 4 8 f -5· 2 1' -·5-·· 
S:~tch Phasi:!- -• .-_ -: ,-_--,.,:~'Ti::-~:··:·--,-
-M]0ln1Um !nilial (s)- ·10~0· -- -10~0-- - - -· ----1rf6 --- ·10:rf-- - 8 o 8 o --8~t/-~-----ifi{ 
Minillllfro_Split'(sr·: • ------ ··-·:·57~8 -: $7.8_ 57.a-·~ 5?'~.e~:-_.-~~~1'4:o--: 14'":S~··~~~RO .. ··14_3·.-_--,-~--= 
Total Split (si • 57.8 •• 57.8. 57.f 57.8 14.0 38.3 • 28.0 24.3 
TQ\a)Splff%}..' - -- --- - :'48.1%" 41M%: 48J¾~48.1%- ___ ,.~11.7¾ 3Cf2¾ ·---> 21..6~ "2Q.2o/{_:.: 
MaximumGreen(s) 51.0 51.0 51,0 51.0 8.0 30.0 20.0 18.0 
Y~1~Tiiiie_-(S){·': ..... ,,.... 7'{8"<"·-··-J.s·· -------•·;•,/·-;i(s· -·,-\(~-:-·-·-· ···:;to-- 4,:f -----"·---ro>···--- ·rs:,---·· ·-·,: 
AII-RedTime(s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 1.5 • 
Lo,tToijiei\dju,;ftsf ' M, 0.0 0.0 0,0 ' Q.O ' 0.0 
Total Lostnme (s) 6.8 6.8 6.0 6.3 6.0 6.3 
Le'.aµllag'' -- • ' Lead··-._ µ3Q Lead - ;'

0 
Lag:-:_' :,--:-::-, 

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes 
VeliicleExJencio~(•) c2_0 .... ''2.o~ 'i:d _;,cJ:o:} OJ ·21J •••• 0.2 • ~;m 
Recau Mod8 • • • • ,---N◊!l-e N0ii8 , --"None None NOne··--·• Mfri 'Wolle- __ ,. )ifiii 
AQt"EffCfG:iieri·tsr-- --,:··29_9< -- -,--29°:te:··-------- -- --·a.a ----1_0.r·· - 9J: :--::trs-,·: 
ACtuatedg,cclC_R"',,~·,~~~==- 0.46 0.46 0.14 0.16 0,14 0.21 WCJ{aij:::: -·o.e2 ·-·· ·:3rn-- ..... ---,o:~- ::-·"PAI .... ·--·,·/~O:n-_:::· _Q_;30:\. 
Control Delay (s/veh) 17.5 22.0 36.8 22.6 36.3 25.7 
QueueO_elair_.-:/:_,:r:-/ .--_::=~~~~o.o~=~~~--""O:o~-. .-~=~.~-ciBi ._.-:\_9:t>"t·-· ~=. 7 ([f~:- ""OI(, 
Tota16e1aY(s!veh) -- - 17.5 • -22:0-- 36.a 22.6 36.3 25.7 
lb$''"" "' ' - ··1r - .. Cf_. P .. if: Ii • "◊ , ... 
Approach Delay {s!veh) 17.5 22,0 25.2 
f\l>P.rp:~i;_l!_~Q~:.} --- -, • -··---~·-··:.~-: .,._., -.<· B~-::'· C : ' ',:'.-:jJr_-::_ ;:' · 

Ate!lJ)'pe{ .. Other -< -
Cycl,, len~h: 120.1 
il~oif9Ycl•l.8l)9th: ~i .. 1 • 
Natura! Cycle: 90 
~!fqLJYP!lAqaj~~:1Jri~~!e4?. --
Maximum vie Ratio: 0.71 
l~i8JSecliOiiS_/ii0ilfjj-~iiY{sNehf~2:2 ---- --- ~--- -
lnleroection Capacity Utilization 77.5%~~~~~~'-'=~= 
A;ialy_si~:_i:e~i#{inlOHf""'" - - --

Splits and Phases: 1: B Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Go[den State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project AM 
10/07/2024 

-+ f t 
-~&'"~~iWBtt:&N~~~ffi,;~ 
lane<:o~~ura.tions .t,.~--- . .... ____ ,t, ____ >j_ tt. ........... ·-·····--·-····J __ tf, __ _ 
ldea!Fl,wJvphpl) .1900._ 1900; 19Q0 j1JOO 1000_ '19QO,; 1000 1900- ,19QO 1000 19QO 19QO 
--• 12 n n 12 n n n 12 n n n n ~~~:<~f~.:~:.·:::,, , '; 0%-.- • ------------ o~r,··-- -i· ·.il½~: -·- ... _.,_ --·"··-·--oo/,1··- --·~-," 
.~torage length (ft) 0 if O •• 0 ••• • 120· 0 - ··145 0 
.st~_µ.nas:-'-. .- - <L ;o' o - · ·o· ; ... .,~J:-··- ·- -:o? 1 ........... ,,._-Q 
Taperlength(ft) • 2s 25 95 70 
Gme-ofil~Factor'-•-• • ··too -•• too ----l09 --:-'TOtr·• {~f< 'U>1f- ---{oo -----0.9s·- ··M·s:--::'.- too· ·0_95··_ .. __ ·o§~ 
Ped Biktl Factoi- - too - 0.91f .. 
rK:-/:2 • - -, o.sBB o.sn-- ·_o_,li40 
Flt Protected • o'.998···· -·it99(f - , • '6:gS(l·· 
s,@.flowfprotJ•., -l)- 1en o ,-,r: 14l!2· :o ,1289 2422 
Fl!Pe,mill&d 0.96i 0.834 0.950 

·0_950·-­
·o ·1sse 

0.950 
s.@:t1ow/pa1111j - o -J628 - •• o· o _ ·124s' - - o 12aF 2422; - .o 1§56 -- 2752 
:;~Jt:@r~:)_ .... -- f"" -- Yes'------,~o--·---'y"".,'--------78 ___ c'Y,,.es,___ __ ~25 
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 45 45 
unkrnilaiiiiffffT ------- -, ., .1412 -- - ---- J.3ll2 - _ 2289 ---- 1Hl0 
TraVelTime(:;) -----•--zt.5 ·2a.s· -34.7 32.7 

Yes 

Go!den State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker AssoCJates 
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Volume 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project AM 
1010712024 

t 
fwe~~l3/k.~£Bif~~'WBif:"tWSR16~B-Btdti~MW~~~~~ 
Traffic Volume {vph) 21 383 38 77 250 66 39 107 72 64 135 30 
fufuiiVoi,~•M,iit' 2t '383 :3il n we w . 3~ 1ot'" 12 sf : flf ' 3Q 
~-~i_,fL _p_e~~;.(~~-r} ,,_. __ ,,,_,·cc.·",. 

~:~lt~}~t!-'_c: ·o:9s Qj~5 --0.95 ij)jf- '•"cr9s"' ---~:J--~ 0.95 0:9;·-- --o'.J ·o:tiS" • "·o:95 'cc -.\(g5 
:i;JQW!lifocl<>r . . 100o/,. .JOO!\ :. 100% • JOO'i, 10Q%' 100% 100% •. 100% • 1001\' ·100\(' 10Q¾ • • 100% 
Heavyyehicle_s _{:/4) 38% • 8% 35% 29% 26% 9% 40% 20% 67% 16% 24% 43% 
~~s~o~ages:(#Jhtr= .. .,1>"-"~-"-·•o··: 'if ·-o~·:-:·/.~<r --·:-·o•... ··o -- ,-~,o ----"'1.f· •""•-r"' ··o·-·· ·fl 
~<!~i~_g __ (~:t ... , .. , ... ,., ..... . 
Mid:,BloclrTraffic(%l/:;: ·-;-·Q'¾' .-.,, .. --,· . ---- --··" 'O'lf, 

··22 403·'40 81 263 Adi. FlOw (vph) - - -
$/ui,e.ll,n;,Ji~li;cr/41··· 
Lane Group Flow {vph) 0 465 

Golden Slate Truck T ermlna! 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

" ,._, 

Background plus Project AM 
10/0712024 

~~:=:r♦-~~4®<t"'"''WL:~~¾&tl'.:<t7V%"i'~ 
lane_Con~gu_~6-~.,-____ _ _ .. _ _ __ ._ ... 4'. .. __ _._:·_·:· ft-.----- ... · .-- tjf~ 
Tiajii,Vo!un)e{vph) •• • 12 ?llL. e7L 12. L•. J9. , 
Future Volume (vph) 12 507 374 12 9 19 
icii,1~1;;;(vpnp1i· • 1900\J!IOO,i!IOO" 1Jl()0·1!/00 ••·1!/00·,, • 
lane Uti!. Factor 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -- -f:i)jf-
Frt U••. • ,., • 0.996 •• • • 0.909 
Fit Protected o.999 • • o:s84 
Soti(Roi:)(piQtj;'''' ;o '146( )638 :o 97F tl 
FltPermitted'--~~~~~~·0.999 0.984 
Sald~Fi,,ii(t'eiml o .1486' 1~• • o itf' o 
linkSp_llfl~--~_m_ph} _ 35 35 _ :3() 
GnkDisionoe(ft)',';,·· 1362;,· 121s··• " '· 682' 
frave11ime (sf- 26.5 24,8 15.5 
~JIOLir:-fi9tQTY<-:·-_·,y, --- ::_ -o.92 _ o.95~ ·: t1~9r< o.92 ---Q~SZ- --:c-o~ar--: ·, 

HeaWveh1C1es{¾) - .. So/; 30% ·1e~f 2% 56% 84%. 
AdJ'.f!,wiveliL;,,.-;_;__;x; '13 '53,1 • ··.~• •• 1i ••• 10 ·.~···~··=21=•~~· 

[~~~~9;e~~1~~\'.;1.,.) ~=-. iF:l'._.547 -~07_'; ... -:-o 
E!lterB!ockedlntersecliori •• t-fo No No •·-NO" 
Lahe.Ali9rim"_ept.-,:-.'-">'X' • - --·"'(SfC, -Left-- ?felf ,,:~Jahl'"" 
Median Width(ftf •• • --- O • ---- • 0 •• 

l.rnkOfts,ijftf' ;:,•, '> •o·· ;•:.o• 
Crosswalk Width{ft) fa- •• 16 -

';11 0 
No No 

•• ~ft: --~g~f: 
12 

'"'ti' 
16 

two:~Y.l!i~:"tllm\aJ\~.:._ .:_:,:-<:',_-:- -- . .. . ·: ;:.,_---:.-··:-0
::·-

0
·\-"-

HeadwaYFaclor ', - "1.00 "i-'"-{O(f 1.00 {i)'(j"'~ioo- fl:io'"'-
i"un\jrigS~]ii\phfljZ'.:.<'.:15 . 'C >. ;; 9 < j5 ·; lf~~= 
Sign Control Free· Free Stop 

Golden State Truck T ermina! 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

Synchro 12 Report 
Page5 

82 



Lanes and Geometrics 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

Ped Bike Faclor 
~~-~~l{e~J:'.- •• _ .:r:_::_:·;_r\\~~;; -o:sM· ,.,, 
s,id.A"iiN""u,io~. ·~u~~~~-. ~o---'-1'46a· ·me 
Flt Pe"ffil!tled 0.999 
s,t<i F1owl~nn1 ·9 1,wac J63a 
Unk~p_ee~_{!Tl!)h) • - 35 • 35 
~ii-ifor&~nce jft) .~::: •i:ffii 1·-:.1215:· 
Travel Time {s) 26.5 24.8 

Golden Slate Truck T ermina! 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker MSOciates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

··,o.909· • 
o:9&\ «· 971 
0.984 

0 

o nr o 
30 "c•·::r,ija2 .. - - - -••---,.--.-~---

• 15.5 

Background plus ProjectAM 
10/07/2024 
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Volume 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

13 
0% ···0%·. 
534 394 

547 407 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
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- :-,·-oo;;--

10 

31 ii 

Background plus Project AM 
10/07/2024 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project AM 
10/0712024 

llliliiilllllllmii¼_,,;~lla!fl'4~~~~/ll1'"'ilEds~ 
lane Configurations .. __ .. ,_,,, ... ,.._ .. '" ---~---····· .. ----- ____ ---~+ ~--.- .. ~ ·~----------- .ffi: __ ,., , 
Traffi,Volu,ne(vel,) _ _ 12 /.!i03: ; 18 133 .<-06 30 -44; 79_ 119 54 _ 43 -_ 8 
Future Volume (vph) •• ·12 503 • 18 133 406 30 44 79 119 54 • 43 -- "8 
ld.alFiow(vphJ)lf - - :·;jgoo '1900 .1900 '1900 1900 1900 1900'' .1900 1900-- 1900 19007 190Q 
Lane Utit FactOr - 1.00. 1.00 too - 1.00 {Oo ioO • - too --- -f.oO 'i6tf tbo 1.61:i - 1.00 
1-.f· ___ , .. ___ -----~-·-:·o:ws· - - ·,·o:wr·J-- Ml4'_ -----,--o:§ag·'----: 
Fit ProteC,ed • o.soo if98e" - """ "o.'oor· 0.91s 
~itd,fiow(p/i,t)' -- '- o i 15)7 •-• _ O - O -- js:;s : o •-· 157) -- i o -- --- 0 • 1157 -- d 
Fil Pennitted Q.999 0.988 0.991 0.975 
~.1,fff<>V1Ji»imL o 1sjf p-· o 1~-- ·o o 1571 _ - - .u_ o <1757 ·o 
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 30 36 
l}iil<Diiiancetftf- - - - ·-12w ,- '- ';- Jsls -aw Y - --'255' 
Trav8ftlne{S) 24.8- ""---- - --30:f- 18.4 5.8 
!'1:1.ii~JJ.Qµr~~cl-~- . .___ - -·o:si' o.92 <-o~9i' ... "0.92'_-_· ;Jj_,Y~ :'--0_92 .. : ··0:9~ "'.-J9f. ~:~?.:. : _o._92_;< ·<t~? :E· 9.l~ 
_H,~avyVeh~le_s_(~o),___ .. ___ _ 0% 24% 7% 12% 24% C -- -0% ... 9%.. 3% __ .. }~-~-- . 2% __-ll~%~__..0%-,, 
Adi, RowJll)>~h _< ' .< 1_3/ - _547_, 20 '145 441 33 • All 86_ _ 121r - ~ - 1?_' -~ 
Shared lane Traffic{%) 
ta_n~·~r2UfF,_i_o_vjJ~i:ihf ................. tr ·c_-.::500·· .. ·o:--::'-· a 
Enter Blocked Intersection ' No - No NO ,_ ---No 
_Lari&'Alignrri~.. .. -- ._: ~.ff' -·: .... Left~---~-Ri9~ .. :=h(\ .. left.. 
Median Wtdlh(ft) - -o· 
[l,k Of!,~~ftl - ll 
Crosswalk Widlh(ft) 1tf-

619' 
No 

• Le~· 
0 
0 

16 - 16 16 
tw;o\v~Y-l&~ Ju_mTall& 
He.ic1w8y Factor -- -

;T Ufllfog SP~-~ (riiP.hr -., 
Sign Control 

1.00 ioo 
7/5 ------- -­

- Stop 

ToO 1.00 ·,:06"· too ~ too - f.oo 1.00 
::;:·rn ~~~~g~--~--' __ 1s • -~- : .1s 

1.00 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Golden Slate Truck Tam1lna! 147 French Camp Rd 
Racker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background plus Project AM 
10/0712024 
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Volume 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Golden State Truck T ermina! 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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Background plus Project AM 
10/-07/2024 
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Sim Traffic Performance Report 

1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd Performance by approach 

. . : . 
D•111i•d DtlN,h (•) 
~iiialCW','oh(,j 

0.4 0.0 0.5 O.P 0.4 
1H - zu- • 21T -24.2 - 20.1· 

2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway Performance by approach 

Dtnitd OtWth (t) 0,1 0.! 0.1 0.2 
~ ... 10.W•t,} •• l!J ~-~ . l!J .,_.( ___ _ 

Total Network Pelformance 

Dtnitcl OtlNth (1) 0,5 
,olil.0.~11,:(1f·.· " ........ ,. •• ,.,-.. - 24.1 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Background plus Project AM 
08/07/2024 
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Queuing and Blocking Report Background plus Project AM 
0&~712024 

Intersection: 1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Directions Served l TR L TR L T TR L T TR 
Maxi_mum·g~eu_~!-{ft)("- ···.355 ··- 434· "";:',J,t\,t'.~ ::'.\::fjl/:' ·:;_91·· 102· • 10t •• 

,~~~~~iif-<N---- ----!-:t:,, ~d:t~-~---~Jt:T:::~}}-~-- --i~~-,. j~:- ··::•-" :/.~/-~~~~~~~~ 
u~~~ista_nce_{ft) ,--,. __ _ 1331 1252 . ____ ---~2~~ 2209 20B5 2085 
µps~·a_m_ai~ 9_~_{%J -
Queuing Penalty (veh) 
~~e· e·~y.01sf(tt)/ 
,Slorag~_,B:!_k Prrl~.J°/4) 
a_UeJ!LngRenalty N~h} c· 

- 1w-· 
0 
o' 

0 
O __ 

Intersection: 2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

LR Oirldlon, S.rnd 
_:a.-~•~(•f:r:'.-
1'v•fli;l_•,.8-u_,u~ J*)_ 
~3_11~• lll _- · -' 
_U_nk_ °-i•ll_nc! (~ _ ,. .. ,_. __ ,. ...... 
~, .. ,. Bli 1iot {'/,) 
O_u•ui_n~. P•-~•lt,' (v•_h)_ 
3t,ng, Bi,y Oitl lll _ 
8lor1g1 ~I-~ Tillll~ (I\) 

LT 
82 _ 
I 

_3g 
1252 

II).~~~-~---·-· " ..... -,,_.,.,,,-,_~-~~----~-~-

34 
1V 

153 

:C.1,1t~g_ P••lt(~,tff<_::i::':., :--!'i>;>'i.:'<_·. <\--.>(: :<. • • 

Network Summary 

Golden Slate Truclt Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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HCM71hAWSC 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project AM 
08/0712024 

M{i\..;;;..;Jft;7½{ilfi4':k7Zm0fa'w£~:SE1i¥i!1%s.ER™f.iifiMiJffiWk~1'Efib~NEJ:~JE:t~'.:::S~ 

\.',;;iic~~n, 12 ' it 18 > 133 ~\ • ;30 ,C,ij. __ .,. tt~• 54 t ·a 
Futu~yoI,_~e~fll __ ,_. 12 _50,3,- 18 133 ___ 40(._ 3o __ 44_ _79_ ,,1_19,-'_ 54 _43 8 
Peakliourfacto, Mt. 0.92 0.92.·: 0.9t ·0.92·> M2<; 0.92 0.92 0.9L ·.o.92 c 0.92 h.9Z 
Heavy-velilcl€!s, ¾" 0 24 ° --·r· 12 24 0 g • • 3 19 2 8 0 
M,mt.fl,w,- •• •• • ---~®Y '20 ' 145 -- 44T7-33••-- 'l1f •. 86' .•• ··12s ,--- sI~--47----~,9s 
Numberoflalles ··o - 1 - ··if" o'.- 1 0 ·o - ---f-. 0 o 1· O 

¢!::-t:~~~\,_-·::_,i_, N~--- :;:•--- --~~-=~---- ~:~·•:" ____ __ 
~nl_o_l~ ~P.r0•ch L.. SW NE SE t::::~.~~~;J!:_:.: .: .. \~~~----··_· _--_-- ""'"""':.:~i~: -__ -_· -~----~~"-_ 
~tiiiiii.ii■:.;."~.igti("~·:::'. .-.. :/;~T- - '· --- ,_,··--::.:··.·,\:::J/:;;•·r-- ("' 
_H(:114 eon_~I_De_llly,_.;,,v•h - a:u -- 120.s' - 20.5 
HCIILea· • -F F'' • • ·-- .. C 

Yo! L•t, % W!, 23% 2'!. 51'.lio 
'lolliooi;'I, ·--; ·. · . 33,;· 71ll 94'1i · ~1"11: · •• 
vol Righ£ % , - , ,4i,r." ~ -- 3% 8% 
s;i,eoiii,1s • ·a.,. • s1op :-~ ~P 
Tra■c VcA ~ Lant 2◄2 5&Q 533 • 105 
(rv,i·. - -._.. • -4-i· ·m· .. lf •• M .. 
Throt1i,~-V~I • _ 7Q. _ ◄015____ .. ,~ 43 
Rl'Y,C • • --11g • 3Q 111· 8 ---
LIIT1•A0wRat• •• 2153 ___ 1518- -579· 11~ 

g;~:-t'J~~w:;_;I _c,::,,c~.-- _:_-~,b-:~1~:-; c~--~J;f ?~1'.iJ2'. -'-t:~~} ·-; ;::,·:::~ c-:-__ ·:-::.·_·,,/s,;-

b,p,ru, H'!'.,.,!~ _ [112 • 7.03''! U3Q g_ fe1 
Convarg,nc., Yfil Ya, Y" '(" Y" 
:~1:;~~:r~ -;-, --,, .. _ .. ,, ·--. {-:)t-,:Y----;~1tr::-i~£~'-::i.:;r-:::{;;c:. -/.'. ::·\?-} 

ticlH.iii,Vicliai, • • ·0::,1111 t1ll! ·1.o;u •0ci:2eg--
HCWContFOI-D,lay,-,,v.,; 20.5 120.5 83.8 15.5 
HClll.ari,LOS ---- • • •• C ---~F-:-:-- f .•• G_ 
HCW Q5fl-la Q 3.2 21.4 18.8 1.1 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project PM 
10/0712024 

.,f t 
~~~~~~~af~~I~~ 
Lane C~figurations .• . .<t.. ..<1+. 'I tt> . 'I +t> 
:rraffi,Voiume{,p!>) 21.• :327·: 100 3.\ 41_5 ···133 /49:.. 398.: 59 91 1so • 3li 
Futuray_olume(ypti_L _

1
_
9 

__ 2
00

1_··-_- _ 327 160 
1
_
9
_34
00 
____ 415_ 133 49_ -~~-- 59 .. ,.,,.,..-~! ..... " .. ,.J.~~ 

lde;,)f!i>w(vphpl] ' 1900 1900 1900• :1900 .1900 • 1900 1900 1900 .1900 1900 
Storage LerlQth {ft) 0 0 0 • • 0 120 0 145 0 
~loiie,Tane£ ,co·· .. • o o··_, o·:·· ·-:r ' o·,· • • r ·o 
!a~r-~$n9ih:(ft) 25 25-- .,_. ,.95 _ ... _ _ __ 70 • 
banili.fil'.£actoi 1.00 J.iJlii J;OQ d,00 .. 1.00 Jw: i® • o.95 @f,Cl.oo- o.95 o:9§ 
Frt 0.951 0~69 • ••• o.981 0.979 
J;itPrOte~- · __ :· (Hl98 --- 0.997 > '0:§~- - Cf950 -• :. ----,-::_; 

~~:,t?tJ.. 0 :- ~~i: 0 0 ---}~: ·. 0 .;. o~:- 3159 o· ·o~{~ ~3~t~48~_·_.co 

0 ·satd. F!oW (pefll'lf o 1501 0 -- ·--o- --16:Ir o 1597 31°59._, -·--er· f6t1 --·--314f-

~a~~!iot·;r;~) · -- "• '·-24 ---yeii'' :'-"16. Yes 13 -:ves Ii·-- 'fij 
LillkSP¥d(niph}'.{.• . -· )5:. . ;-35 .} 45·,---~- • 45 
DriFDJstance-(ttl - " - --130r· • 1340.. 1a93 -11ss·· 
-Tr<iv_el _Tl_nleJ:;f--./;'·-_-_ -·- ': .::;_ 25.~ • --,-n,-~--~---26] :· :''2i[i"" !-28.8--
Peak HOUr FaCtOr' ·" """ii:96 0.96 0,98 0.96 0118 0.96 0,96 tfa6" • 6.96 .-.. 0.96 0.96 0.96 
fJ~ay}1\ift_hfo!~S:t%) -4ao,,.;:;~ uw::) ·20o/r---~sci%• -- .- 4% - --8% - ·1_3% ·,-·-:,·_a¾'; --4o%------::-z:;:-s%','._~ ·,-ff:%~_-~-~ 
A~t fl_o\\'._(vph) 22 )jf • J67 35 432 139 51 415 61 95 188 31 

~~~~~fi=i!1~~f'. ,-·',C·'-k/~'f/-' -'·530--'- o ''.<f -- soif- tr- 51 476 ·o · 95"- 219 ::,--~·'.'~ 

_Enf:e(~Bf~8if!Jiti~8-~ll_:::.\'' -·:-,;19 'No ._..,.No - No "N~{ ::'-~No ·.'-:.No: -:-No :::··,·N.o:-, <·N?:/ NQ _____ NO 
L_ane __ A!igi,rr,ent -~- Left Left Right Left Left -~igh_l_____ Left Left-- -)l~(. _ ~eft .,, Left RiQht ~!t1i~tt[1t}-'-;' "N""S">'.-:::•:•/:•~•;:c•·•~-•···•- .,_-: f: C•:;o~--::,:::.c-1r ·1~•'.: V • .,,, 

C:~jl<\\lidll)(fl) ' • 16 ' •o.• ""J:. 16 .. "_flj:"-·. ~·--··-··ce··==··,·'--'···~·····.,,1e,_· :~,·~" 
Two way Left Tum Lane 
Headwa¥ Factor _;::~:f::o

1
)
5
·::;-': TOO .-1.00 ·.:too J!l.9 _,-~_--fOif •5:·:nx:c--:. -i:00\ J":OO :;~::"190_ -;-::·too_-_-· Ttjq 

Tumi_~gS_pe_~-.!fl1Ph) .g". -----15 ------9 • 15 .. , • ------9· 15 9 
N~"~b&illtOelectoii,... ,:<1_ ----·--.·-2-_.:-··· <:'1 ,?,____ r· -·,·2_- ·T- ···;·:2, 
Detector Template Left __ ... Thru,___~..;Lec,ft, Thru Left Thru Left -Thiu 
l,a<j~gDele<I/Jr{ft0·)·::"•-.--•• -'"'.2Q 0: :100-~~~~20 100''. ; <2(f ;JO'"o.~·--·· =~.;.2~0. C\oo 
T ralfing Detector (fl) 0 0 o· 6. -·o·--- 0 0 ., ., 0 .. 
[)eieiiq\l'o,lkm!fll o: • ,1 • o o .o o • o > o 
Detector 1 Size(ft} -20 6 20 6 20 -- ·-ir" - • 20 6 
be~ 1_Typ~:::-__ ,.. Cl+"Ex----.Cl+Ex·(/: ' -. _-P:!+E{--¢i}Ex"·; , CJ+Ex·•_: Cl+~f:·· •• '"¢l+Ef-'.'. Cf+EX:,.- ·- :-_-_.:_j 

Detector 1 Channel 
R~"'ctoifExi<UJ<iJ>)L'c:0•:oJJ;:; o.o o.o •• o.o :~· 
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
betectoitb,tay{ol ·c o.o ••,M o.o.· o.o. 
"cie"fector-2·posruoii(ft) -- - .. • • • ''94"• 94 
o,1,c1o,2Slioi~f-. • • s • •• •••••• • ••••• 6. • 
Dete_ctor_ 2 T ypa 
Del~r.Z-~~e1·._--"__: '; ·:_ :,"- • 
□eiector 2Ext0nd (Si - - o.o 
:tum_ r~. ;,i ;;_::":·: _- _: :fi->:-~--peitn~-f'f":.--NA~::;;c_;:·:-:·;: 
Pl"OiElctedPhaseS - ------- ----- ------ - 4 .... 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

+-

peijlljttedPha&eS> 4 - --:-8< ' 
Detector Phase • 4 4 8 'a'--
~lch.Pha~-°' 

Background plus Project PM 
10/07/2024 

t ,cl 

2 

Minimum Initial (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 
r.1;,;,niimSptt1\,F ·;57:a:· :ste •• • •• st.a•: s1.s ••••• .··rM • 14.3" • • 14,0 •14,3 ··• 
Total s~i(s) 57.8 57.8 57.8 57.8 • •• 1fo 38.3 26.0 24.3 
ro1ar$piift%! • 48,1% ,a.1% • •·c-.a:111.r.a;1,rv n1% 30:z1F· 2rn%. iti:2%• 

~~!~!1Jl.~!!1:-9~il.e)_!)_.{~),~~~~5}¾~---51.0 • _, __ _ sk~ .. ,, 5~·i--- -- - -:.•.·.! .. -:.~.·.•.;.:. ?:--! .... ·~.: .. :~ '.··.··.·,·;:.·.,:.-'::.·· .. i.-,.•.•··•··.·.•.~ .... :i. ·. _1·.! .. ·~····· Y•l~WJi~lL. • .•• • • 4:6 •· • ·••:,: .. •Y ... ,.i .. ·C . . . , 
All•Red Time (s) 2.0 i◊--- •• 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 t5 
~~5fli~AdJUSf(Sr,.-- .- CJ;o<·.-:- o.o .: o:tr· '.:'o:o" - ,;-;--·o.o -- .. '-O~o c:·.-_.:·.':-1 
Toia!LoSttlne(s) M -6,8 6.0 - iU ---6.0 "il.3 - .. ,. " 
~f1-~d:ll~~sf.::-__ ; .:.~-~' .le.ad • tag·: 'lead.<· '49_ - i 
Lead:4-ag_OptirralZe? Yes Yes Yes Yes 
v,@,1eE><\,,,i,i!"!l•r 2.0• :to:- ;t.o ·•fo ••• • 02 ·2:oc • o:t 2.0··· 
Recall Mode " i·iO~~ • - None None NOrle None M-in • • None Min 
AciEffri!Gn,an(s)• --·311 31:i"' "'•·,YsJ· 1l\2·' .9.9 • 22Jl • 
Actuated g/C Ratio (i.46 0:45 " 0.11 0.22 0.12 0.28 
v!cRaiio• ·•· • ·,c, .· o'.1ll~~-.- . :/" 15.aL .... ~"o.30.·• 'b.66: • ••• • o.'17 ·'olif • 
Coni~16er:W(s/Veh) 27.3 30,0 472. --· 35.(f • 48I ·2s.o· 
Que·u~_:peiijY:·:-i_(:-":·:::.':'_'':: • ·-__ o:tr->"~ -- • ·--,-:·,~:_-:r.1,_o ::" -o.o:". __ ,.,.,.)ttf'-. -- -- ----·o.tt .. ----o.o ----" 
Total Delay(slveh) 27.3 30,0 47.2 35.6 48.2 25.0 
LOS',.'}',.·'• "<:,./ c}· c , ·••:,D ·,ti· □ ----·c--·.,~;·1 

APProach DeleY {siViihf 27.3 30.'0 .. , 36.8 32.0 
8Ppr_()ach.i.Qs,-, ---- .. --,,·c·- · ------ -.. _ .. ,· --,·~z-~·---::;, o --s---:-c .. r·, 

Splits and Phases: 1: El Dorado Sl & French Camp Rd 

I~ 01 I T '" IA;:_ 

05 I ! 06 
?:::P-
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Lanes and Geometrics 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project PM 
1010712024 

t I' ',. 

~•nf~~~~,~~w~~mrffl:msr~~~srr~ 
t;;;W~i~~~t" · ·· · ,ootC]~ .1-iiocl;;-~@o 1~---:.,oo-~f1J Jt~: ::t~oo "1~::e1~:c,sog 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
_Giadii"(%f;_-:::,_,z:;_~-'./~--:·-" - -v·:',/Q¾ ,:,.- .. _/·_::-.:,- •• - ..... "°'0%··:-·· 0%/ 0%· :·: -; 

SIOiaQ8T£!rlgth (ft),. o - o o o 120 o 145 o 
$torage~rlfl_s· __ ... :.... - o:s--- - -- -o cn•"tr·-_----· "jf" ----·1 .. _:--~------- -·-o .. -.-- ·y·------ ·,;·~·:;jj 
Taperlength(ft) - - 25 • 2!5°"".... "' - • 95 ·- " 7o 
laiieUlil.l'jeioi:• ··!i1;00 : 1.00 :.1.00. .1.oQ • 1.00· 1.00:. 1.00 .G.95 : ll.95 -_ too G.95 • -0.95 
Ped Bike Factor 
Rt • • • • • • o,957 • -,·o.ooii 0.001 
Flt Protected 0.998. 0.997 ., -0.950 0.950 
~}ti(Fto\oi(p,i,9: o 1556 - lie o Jtoo ··• . o • 1597-:-3159-:~ o 167F )l48 ·······~ 
Flt Permitted o'.96J°.. f948 ____ • 0.950 o'.95f. 
s.1<1.F1ow~<P~erm~1= ... ~. ,,. :.o ... 1so1 ~·o o~J62C ·o . .15.97 :3159 ··1r: 1611 • '* ··· o 
Right Tum on Red Yes Y~s 
~•!<I. AOV!(II[OR); _ • , , ·24 ••. C16 
Link Speed (mph) ----- 35. • -·35 -
finld)iSianc8 (ft)' """"l,3i)7~·-· ~~~~·~two~·::~--~ 
TravelTiine{s) -------------- 2sJ··" 26.1 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
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45 
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28.7 

Yes Ye, 
17 
45 
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26.6 

Synchro 12 Report 
Page3 

93 



Volume 
1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project PM 
10/0712024 

Traffie:Voluma(vph) 21 327 160 34 415 133 49 398 59 91 180 30 
.F~1ureY~""!~Ivt>]!L:::• •••••• 21· • 327 • • 1e.o •• 34· 415:• .1ll • ,•49. .~9a ... 59 =.91. ..... 1.ao ,.:> 3Q 
Confl.: Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl.Bikes(/!'hr) •.••• •.••. • < .• •• • ., 
Pe-akHOUfF . .,,ccct"'=-...~=-· 0.96 -0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 :tie·:. -0.96 -·o.96" 0.96 ·o.96 -b:s6 
~Yitbfacto(· :::_, : J~o/~ __ -Joo%··:· 1·01'i%~- .JOO¾'S:f00%·:-: .100%: ::100%-_ .. _;;'100¾.: :100'.%,: .. :·-:-160¾·:. 100% • 1boo/J 
tteiiV}'Veh_icl~~.(%) 48% 13% 20~:r -50% 4% 8% - 13%- -8o/~ 40% a0{ 11% -"21)% 
a,,a1,.,._1i!'hrJ • o' o. o: .Q. •. o • o O• O• • o o • ·c.o. :·~ 

'()%"\''''' 
_P,a~ing ,(#/h_r) 
!sftd:Bl<!'kTraffi,;(l\) ·• •• 
Adj. F!ow (vph} 22 •• "34f • 167 
Shar~ ~an~ :r raffl~J%l: --:-:­
tane Group Flow (vph) • 0 530 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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61 

476 0 

"'-'20%' ----.-,, 
95 lils'.. 31 

95 

---.~ 

219· 0 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: French Camp Rd & Proiect Driveway ' .,._, 

- -- -·o ::T,i~f • ilOl: - o - ·2r·· o 
"NO No No No No NO 

_,,~ft :ci:.r ':'L•ft -Ri§fic 'l.•f "Ri,ilit, 
0 0 12 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
2: French Camp Rd & Proiecl Driveway 

Background plus Project PM 
10/07/2024 

L'ani:\Gnfil~$if~~~s,"@fE~~il®vw¥0$WttAlV}sWffi%&;:~:&d?2;0±ff'&~,,"mJ§!Y~~ 

-~~-~!f-~~~-~~~-~?.n~---- _____ 4' ________ fto _ ¥----,-
lda~Flow(vpb~L 1900 . 1900 1900 '"1900 • 1900:s 1900i· 
lane Width lft} 12 __ .. 12 12 12 12 12 
~r~Jr~l:>-::.~<i2-:~L- - :: -~·:q% :·Q%:·:: i' 0% ,:.--'-•· 
Storage __ ~e~gth (ft) 0 b • 0 • (j'"' 
S_lOf~~~ar\es.->,·._-_<>--,·.' __ 'c·,:-,-.·::--: ··o .,... • 0 L,_ :·,::~::· 
Tap8,rLen9~(ftj___ • • 2f 25 
la,i,uni.faifor •· ····J.oo! :too.t 1.00< tOo'. 'too ·iM 
Ped Bike Factor 
F~ ' . •• •• ·-··- · . · ,li&~ . • ·-··· 0.940·• 
Flt Protected·- • ·-. ·\;_ggi{ 0.973 

\\ijid.Flov/(prot) o f58S • • •1,12· • ··o 1sn 
Flt Permitted 0,998 0.973 
~t~~:R~ __ (p_~ffll}L··~·· ·~· ~~~~o .. o.: ·15557;, 1612 ,j ""."i:i ~--jif:if""7 """?~ij.,~---------,-~-H- ~~~~·-· -~-,-~··~-·~· ~·--·--·--
link Speed (mph), • j5· 35 30 
Qnrni$1iiiii(itJ ·, two : 1Wi a3a 
Travel Time (s) ·"2fd -25.2 19.f 

Golden Stale Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
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Volume 
2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

10 12 

Background plus Project PM 
10/0712024 

- .• c.,, --------~· 

sos·- ,._ ·--((<- 21·-~70~~~=~-~~~~~c 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Stop 

Background plus Project PM 
10m7/2024 

No 
Rioh! 

"too-· 1.00 - ·1.oir '"io'o" 1.oo • • 'f6~ 
·t JS • • ;g 15 

• ·sfoP .. Stop 
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Lanes and Geometrics 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Ped Bike Factor 
frfO"C"" ' 

Flt Protec!ed 
~••d-~i.,,;1 _,ce._s 
Flt Permitted 

, .. ,- ... ··0;993'-'~'. 

0.999 o • 1632. ·-·-co· O 
• o.,oo· 

····:,y ·1e:n·: o::·,o 

Background plus Project PM 
10/0712024 

0.999 • • Q.~f • • • • -0.974 • 

0.993 0.986 0.973 
1693 o o iooC • .o.· 0 :JaM. j 

o.993 o:9a6 if9if 
1193 • o ·o 1661 • o ·o ··1aM o 

35·· 30 30 
~,ld:l'iow(iefmF '( • 
link Speed (mph) 
lliifDi,~Jft). 
Trave!Time(s) 

35 
• o;.; 1293 

·2s:2 
; J,~~- ----- ~ ;9:.!.. ~! 
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Volume 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

Background plus Project PM 
10/07/2024 

TraffioVol_ume_(yph) 5 ____ 490_ _ ?5 ... 101 _599_ . 6_ __ 96_ 8 __ 224 __ J_5 _______ 7 5 
J'ut«n;Y~uirri_Jypl1)___ s_----490-~2r-- --io1 - - 591 - "a: ·,ruf -- - s--: 22_4 _ -:Js---:--:~ 
Confl. Peds. (#lhrl 

f:•!~~1:; T Q~O 090 ;~~0 090 0.ilJ 0.90 0.90 090r~.9Q 0.90 0.90 (0.9J 
'G4Faclo(:;:,-'_ " •• \"'",'• '1®%.: ,. 100¾"' 1()().o/o:<, 100~ < 100_%- ,JQQo/o~"?J00'1~f:-.-·:·.·J.~%: ·:,!JO_~~:/ ·:.190$_-_-: ;:JO(lo/o~_·:_~J~-~ 
)ie"alffYElhi~eS.J%) "-_·_ _ . a'% 15% ··29%·-- 7% • 12%-- 20% 12% 0% 4% 7% 17% 0% 
,EIU~_Slook¥s{l#/hr) - • ,Jl,<,_~-- . __ ::·:o--·-/'.:, (}/"',/(f ·;--•:;:.iL•'; Q'_.,- '.:Jf:: ;-_:o Q, "o·'. ·o ~7) 
Parking (#!hr) 
Mlil'Jlio,kfiafflel\'~ <i --0%--
Adj. FloW-(vphf-- - - • -- 6 - --544· • '2fi 
Sha@dl.anf"(raffic{%)i -._ •• 7 ·- ,, ' 

'Lane Group Flow {vl)h) 0 578 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
Flecker Associates 
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0 

- --- ,,c·;-;:-(}%-----o-:;-.--·- • ;0% 
·112· 666 ---• 7 ""1o'r· -9 

.,,.,.,,,,,_•;··-,"', 

0 785 0 0 - 365 

249 

0 

-- 0% -- -;;; 

17 8 6 
0 31 6 
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Sim Traffic Performance Report 

1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd Performance by approach 

Daii«I D•W•h (•) 0.5 1.1 0.-4 1.0 0,7 
!otil DilV.li{ij .3M. •u l~r 32.0 3U 

2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway Performance by approach 

0.0 0.5 0.1 0.3 D,ni«I D,W,h (•) 
J• .. D.W•{I) • • " &.2 t2 . ·0.1 lr 

Total Network Performance 

D,nild o,w,h <•) 0.Q 
I~!■-U?.!~¥!ifdlf .. -.·,:-~:-~-;:~:'":"~-.·Tc~-;·:- ... ""_ ... .,.«,. ,-,~:~~··~·g ___ • _··_----_,, ____ .. --__ ·--~ '·-·-·,, 

Golden Stale Truck T erm!na! 147 French Camp Rd 
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Queuing and Blocking Report Background plus Project PM 
08/07/2024 

Intersection: 1: El Dorado St & French Camp Rd 

~;&@K&y,,c,b: __ :,#~tj;,~''0Jt$'g~~)Ut~BBL~z9,$@;:;;@zlU~-:iMW%Jf"~~~~I 
Directions Served L TR L TR L T TR L T TR 
Miifmum OtiaJJ! (lj) \ • •• <57;1, • ·8Q9•• 'J04•·, 217 '22f:.··: 125 • C:'[32 • .. 129 • • 
AverageQueue{fl} -234 • 323 16 113 ·105· 42 49 ,_ 35 
ssi!iau,iieli!f'7'. -cc··,-,79,. :Caw~ .;;ar 1115 -'Jea .. ·'To1°· 'JDS ' oo· 
4,~k __ C)i~t,l~~-(ft) 1226 1233 1815 1_8_1_5_ • -- 1681 1~1,. g:,n~~~~~7v;~r< --- c··-;-~:;··~~Cc-'. ~=~~~ 
~i~~~:_B-~Yl,lsf{ftf ''"' >\::' ·_120/--;:: -
~torage Blk Time (o/.) 0 7 
qu~(ling~lty_(~l,t:_.::·.: _·,·_o_-y- ,-;::~-4-

•• "'145 
0 0 
.•L '1>. 

Intersection: 2: French Camp Rd & Project Driveway 

Oi111dioa, S.rv,d LT TR LR 
~imiiw:11_-~u•·t•f ·n,~,._,,:i ---1f·-:·· ?M 
AY•t'IQ• Qu,u, {ti 21 - 1 - - --1~f 
t;eJi Qutw, '(a,_-:·.-·,_;:;~·( __ ?<_ ..... _ tZ' :,~ ·.·_. ~- . '.<:·,~i 
Link a,11ne. (l) 1233 :_1111 a 
DJJlii.i..Jiinii.(-..~)~_;··_· __ _ 
a~!lli~Q P•i~1~"(v.c••2) _____ _ 

~!~~-!~"~y~Di!Ul;I_. ,•>,.··--
8r.inig• Blklliiil• ~) 
Qlll'LIIG "Pniitwbr- --

Network summary 
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HCM7thAWSC 
3: Ash St & French Camp Rd 

lnt•~olon D•lay, tr'v•h 13M 
"-'-01iQlii'LOB, ,,,'•• •,••U mF" 

Golden State Truck Terminal 147 French Camp Rd 
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ATTACHMENT C: ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

Draft Report 
·•· Analysis of Impacts to Air Quality 

and from Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
at a Proposed TruckTerminal · 

French Camp, California. 

April 2, 2025 

Prepared For: 
Golden State Truck Terminal, LLC 

1700 West Woodward Avenue 
Manteca, CA 95337 

Contact: Jaswinder Singh 

Prepared By: 
Environ,me,ntal Permitting Specialists 

7068 Riverside Boulevard 
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Environmental Permitting Specialists (EPS) has been retained by Golden State Truck Terminal, 

LLC to evaluate impacts to air quality and from greenhouse gas emissions from a proposed truck 

parking facility. This analysis has been prepared in support of an environmental review being 

conducted by the Community Development Department (CDD) at San Joaquin County, California. 

The project would develop a 50 truck and trailer parking facility on a 26.1 acre property. The 

parking terminal would occupy 3.82 acres near the Southern portion of this property located 

near the intersection of French Camp Road and South McKinley Avenue in French Camp (Figure 

1-1). The proposed project would include a guard shack and two additional automobile parking 

spaces (Figure 1-2). 

The objective of the proposed analysis is to evaluate three categories of impacts associated with 

the construction and operation of this project: 

1. Air Quality Impacts 

2. Impacts to Public Health 

3. Impacts from Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

The overall approach used in this analysis is to quantify the emission rates of regulated air 

pollutants for the construction and operational phases and then compare the emission rates with 

thresholds of significance established by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

(SJVAPCD). The project is considered to have potentially significant air quality impact if any of the 

emission rates exceed the thresholds of significance established by SJVAPCD. 

SJVAPCD serves as the commenting agency, while the San Joaquin County will be the lead agency 

for this project. SJVAPCD sets the air quality and GHG standards for the eight-county region, 

including San Joaquin County, within the Central Valley. CDD follows the air quality significance 

thresholds established by SJVAPCD. 

This report is divided into 6 sections. Immediately following this Introduction, the project is 

described in Section 2. Next, the methodology for calculating air pollutant and GHG emissions is 

discussed in Section 3. The project's impacts are discussed in Section 4. The report concludes 

with a discussion of the significance of the project's impacts on air quality, public health and GHG 

in (Section 5). References and calculations are provided in Section 6 and in the Appendices 

respectively. 
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Figure 1-1 
Vicinity Map 
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Figure 1-2 
Site Map 

Source: Wong Engineers, Inc. 
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As noted in the Introduction, the proposed project would construct a SO-space truck parking area 
with a guard shack to be located adjacent to the Union Pacific Railway tracks approximately 0.4 
miles East of Interstate 5 (Figures 1-1 and 1-2). The site is already level and therefore minimal 
grading would be required. There are no existing structures or trees at the site, therefore, no 
demolition or extensive site work will be required. Minimal amount of soil would be imported or 
exported. As a result, no heavy construction equipment will be required. The main construction 
activity will be paving of the parking area. 

Other project details are summarized in Table 2-1. 

Parking Spaces 

Paved Area 

Landscape Area 
Building area 

SO Truck/Trailer 
lAuto 
lADA 

128,971 sq ft 

12,970 sq ft 
120 sq ft 

The site has access to local utilities (electricity and water); therefore, the only site work required 
involves minimal trenching to connect to the utilities. No foundations will be required for 
installing the pre-fabricated 120 square foot guard shack. Since the site has access to electrical 
power, there would be minimal use of portable electric generators during the construction phase. 

A traffic study has been completed for this project that determined a total of 137 trips would be 
generated daily. These would consist of 57 truck and 80 automobile trips per day . Excerpts of 
the Traffic Study are provided in Appendix A. 

The vehicle trips are divided into "Short Haul" and "Long-haul" trips. Short haul trips would be 
local, within the Sacramento and Northern Central Valley. Long haul trips would take 5 to 10 days 
per round trip and would typically visit other states in the West, Mid-West and the East Coast. 

A breakdown of trips and an estimate of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) is summarized in Table 2-
2. We note that for the purposes of determining project impacts, only vehicle trips and vehicle 
emissions within the San Joaquin County and the Central Valley need to be evaluated. The 
authority of CDD and SJVAPCD is limited to activities within the San Joaquin County and the 
Central Valley. 
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I 
I Trips I Trips Trip Length I VMT 

Vehicle I per Day I per Week (miles) I (daflY) ltweektvJ l(monthfy !(annual) 

----

Autos 80 560 25 2,000 14,000 60,667_ 728,000 
- ------ ----- .... 

Trucks 
• siior1:fiaui i ---,----

I 
425 12,892 154,700 17 119 25 2,975 

____ L_ong-Hauli 40 40 125 5,000 5,000 . 21,667 260,000 
Subtotal Trucks 5,425 ' 7,975 ' 34,558 414,700 

--------

' ' 
. 

I I 137 I 719 !TOTAL 7,425 I 21,975 I 95,225 11,142,700 

For the purposes of this analysis, EPS has assumed construction would begin January 1, 2026 and 
be completed by March 31, 2026 and begin operating by April 1, 2026. The impacts and 
conclusions presented in this report would not be affected if this schedule is modified, 

Draft AQ and GHG Report 
April 2, 2025 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

7 Environmental Permitting Specialists 

110 



The construction and operations at the proposed truck terminal/parking area would release a 
variety of air pollutants, including GHG emissions. Project impacts are directly related to short­
term and long-term emissions of these pollutants. This section identifies these pollutants and 
describes how they will be quantified. The significance of these emissions is discussed later in 
this report in Section 5. 

3.1 Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Criteria air pollutants refers to those pollutants for which the state and/or the federal 
government has established ambient (outside) air quality standards. Impacts are considered 
significant if project emissions violate any ambient air quality standards or exceed daily and/or 
annual thresholds set by the lead and other agencies. 

The following criteria air pollutants were quantified for both the construction and operational 
phases: 

• Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 
• Reactive Organic Compounds (ROG) 

• Particulate Matter (PM10) 
• Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

• Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
• Sulfur Dioxide (502) 

The maximum daily and annual emission rates of each of these air pollutants were quantified 
using Version 2022.1.1.29 of the CalEEMod emissions model. This model is recommended by the 
CDD and the SJVAPCD for calculating emissions associated with the construction and operational 

phases. 

For the construction phase, emissions from grading, site preparation, building construction, 
paving etc. are included. For the operational phase, emissions associated with traffic and 
landscaping/maintenance were calculated. In addition, indirect emissions associated with 
electricity and any water consumption are included in the analysis. This calculation methodolog,{ 
is based on default emission factors for various sources and activities which have been 
incorporated in the CalEEMod model. This includes default values for electricity consumption at 
a parking lot. 

3.2 Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) refer to air pollutants known to be harmful to humans but for which 
there are no ambient air quality standards. Examples include benzene, nickel, formaldehyde, etc. 
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These elements and compounds are released from combustion of fuels such as gasoline and 
diesel. 

Impacts from TACs are evaluated in terms of public health risks from exposure to these 
compounds. "Health Risks" refers to cancer and non-cancer risks and are reported in terms of a 
probability or a risk score. 

The current project is not considered a significanr source of toxic air contaminants. There would 
be trace amounts of diesel particulate matter (DPM) released during the construction phase and 
from truck travel. DPM is a complex mixture of various organics and trace metals. 

v 
For diesel particulate, CalEEMod provides exhaust emissions data reported as PMlOe or PM2.Se. 
For other TACS, emission factors recommended by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
are typically used. 

Impacts from TAC emissions are considered significant if public health risks exceed thresholds 
established by SJVAPCD and adopted by San Joaquin County. 

3.3 Emissions of GHG Emissions 

Greenhouse gases refer to a variety of gases such as carbon dioxide {CO,), nitrous oxide (N, 02), 
methane {CH4), hyrofluorocarbons, and others. GHG emissions are to be reported in terms of 
annual metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents [MT CO, (e)l. 

The main source of GHG emissions for this project are mobile sources (trucks, cars). These 
emissions are regulated by the State of California and not by San Joaquin County or the SJVAPCD. 
Therefore, the County relies, in part, on the California Air Resources Board for future reductions 
in GHG emissions from mobile sources to achieve its climate goals. Neither the County nor the 
SJVAPCD has set thresholds of significance for GHG emissions for mobile sources. Therefore, the 
significance of GHG impacts is evaluated in terms of consistency with various plans. 
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This section discusses the air quality, GHG and public health impacts associated with the Project. 
Electronic copies of the modeling files are listed in Appendix E and provided as a separate 
attachment. The significance of the impacts is discussed in Section 5. 

4.11 mpacts to Air Quality 
Construction Phase 
Impacts to air quality were determined by calculating the maximum daily and annual emission 
rate of each of the criteria air pollutants. Emissions associated with various construction phases 
(grading, site work, etc.) were quantified. These emission rates are summarized in Table 4-1. 
Detailed emission calculations are provided in Appendix B. The list of construction equipment 
and hours of usage appears on page 27 of the emissions report in Appendix B. The emissions 
report provides a breakdown of emissions by phase and activity. 

ROG NOx co S02 PM10 PM2,5 
0.01 0.07 0.10 <0.005 0.04 0.02 

Operational Phase 
As with the construction phase, impacts to air quality for the operational phase were determined 
by calculating the maximum daily and annual emission rate of each the criteria air pollutant 
identified earlier in Section 3.1. 

Based on the use of the CalEEMod emissions model, the daily and annual emission rates are 
summarized in Table 4-2. The detailed emissions report is provided in Appendix B. 

ROG 
0.04 
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4.2 Impacts from Toxic Air Pollutants 
Toxic air pollutants refer to those air pollutants for which ambient air quality standards have not 
been established. The proposed project is not considered a significant source of toxic air 
contaminants. The main toxic air pollutant that would be released in DPM during the 
construction and operational phases. These are discussed in this section. 

Construction Phase 
There would be trace amounts of diesel exhaust particulate matter released during the 

construction phase from various equipment used in site preparation, grading, paving, etc. For 
the construction phase, the CalEEMod emissions model provides the daily and annual emission 
rate of diesel particulate matter (represented by exhaust PMlOe). This annual emission rate of 
DPM was used to calculate a screening level cancer risk score. 

"Screening Level" refers to a rough estimate of potential risk based on the annual emissions of a 
TAC and the distance to nearest home. Unlike a detailed health risk assessment that provides a 
numerical probability of cancer risk, a screening level risk analysis yields a "Risk Score". The 
objective in preparing a screening level risk analysis is to avoid preparing a detailed health risk 
assessment if the screening level risk scores are below the thresholds of significance. For this 
project, the screening level risk calculation is summarized in Table 4-3. Detailed calculations are 
provided in Appendix c. 

PM10e Emissions PM 10e Emlssions Distance to Nearest Cancer Risk Score . 

•. 

(tons/year) {pounds/year).• Residence (meters) -
. 

. . 

0.00347 6.94 231 4.01 

Operational Phase 
There are no stationary sources, such as diesel fueled emergency generators, that would release 
toxic air contaminants at the project site. The relatively small amount of DPM released from 
truck travel would be released over a wide (off-site) area and therefore would not contribute to 
health impacts near the project site. As a result, a screening level risk analysis would be negligible 
(cancer risk score less than 0.01). 

4.3 Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Impacts from greenhouse gas emissions are reported in terms of metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents or [MT CO2 (e)]. Impacts from GHG emissions occur over the long term (years and 
decades not months). Therefore, this analysis focuses on the GHG emissions associated with the 
occupancy phase. 
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Consistent with SJVAPCD CEOA Guidance, project level GHG emissions have been quantified. A 
summary of these emissions appears in Table 4-4. 
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5.1 Impacts to Air Quality 
The results of the current analysis for criteria air pollutants are compared with annual emission 
thresholds established by SJVAPCD. The thresholds are summarized in Table 5-1. 

Air Quality Thresholds of Significance-Criteria Pollutants 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's current adopted thresholds of 
significance for criteria pollutant emlsslons and their application is presented in the 
following table. 

co 100 100 100 

NOx 10 10 10 

ROG 10 10 10 

SOX 27 27 27 

PM10 15 15 15 

PM2.5 15 15 15 

Air Quality Thresholds of Significance-Toxic Air Contaminants 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's current thresholds of significance 
for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from the operations or both permitted and non. 
permitted sources are combined and presented in lhe following table. 
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A comparison of project emissions for the construction and operational phases is summarized in 
Tables 5-2 and 5-3. Detailed calculations are provided in Appendix B. 

ROG 0.0082 10 No 
PMlO 0.039 15 No 
PM2.5 0.020 15 No 

ROG 0.038 10 No 
PMlO 0.45 15 No 
PM2.5 0.13 15 No 

These results demonstrate that impacts to air quality are much less than significant for criteria 

air pollutants. For example, NOx emissions are less than one-tenth of the significance threshold. 

5.2 Impacts from TAC Emissions 
The project is not a significant source of toxic air emissions. For the operational phase, there are 

no significant sources of TACs. For the construction phase, the main TAC that would be 

temporarily released is DPM. EPS estimates the annual amount to be 6.94 pounds/yr or 0.0034 

tons/yr. This amount is too small to pose a health risk to nearby homes. EPS estimate the cancer 

risk score to equal 4.01 which is below the threshold of a risk score of 10. The risk score 

calculation is provided in Appendix C. Given the small quantity and brief duration of TAC 

emissions and negligible health impacts, a detailed health risk assessment is not warranted. 
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5.3 Impacts from GHG Emissions 
Neither San Joaquin County nor SJVAPCD have established any thresholds of significance for GHG 
emissions from mobile sources. As noted previously, GHG emissions from cars and trucks are 
regulated by the California Air Resources Board. SJVAPCD and the County have set some 
performance standards and best management practices for stationary sources. The standards, 
however, do not apply to mobile sources. The Applicant relies on compliance with increasingly 
stringent state standards to conform with the California's climate goals. 

5.4 Evaluation of Impacts (CEQA Check List) 
In addition to the significance criteria established by SJVAPCD, Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines require specific determination of impacts to air quality, public health and odors. 

These are provided in Appendix D. 
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CalEEMod (2022): California Emissions Estimator Model. Information available at: 

http://www.caleemod.com/ 

CAPCOA (2008): CEOA and Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions from Projects Subject to CEQA. January 2008. 

CEOA (2024): California Environmental Quality Act. Available at: 

https://oag.ca.gov/environment/cega 

SJVAPCD (2024) CEOA Guidelines Available at https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/cega/ 
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Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 
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Annual 

Off-Roa <0.005 !<0.005 4.71 
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eot 

Dust 0.04 
From 
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Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 jo.oo 0.00 0.00 
truck i 

Offslte !~ i - 1-
Daily, 1-
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(Mai) . 
Daily, 
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 \o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
•••• ·;·~·:;~··"· 

0.00 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 \o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Annual - c.= 
W:irker < 0.005 < 0.005 '< 0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 <0.005 :o.oo '.<0.005 < 0.005 - 0.10 :0.10 < 0.005 l<o.005 ]<0.005 0.10 
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--;····--·"--
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3.3. Grading (2026)- Unmitigated 

_Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for dally, MT/yr for annual} ------------------· Onsite 

Daily, 
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Material 
Movemert 
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Average -
Daily 
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d 
Equlpm 
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Average - i-Daily 
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•-, 
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Total 0.31 0.21 5.40 4.14 0.05 0.09 2.42 2.51 0.08 0.63 0.71 0.00 5,539 5,539 0.10 :o.73 :e.46 5,765 
------ ··-·------

Annual -. 
Moblle 0.06 0.04 i0.99 j0.75 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 001 '0.12 0.13 913 :913 0.02 :0.12 i1.07 950 

Area < 0.005 i < 0.005 ;<0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 ]< 0.005 <0,005 \ < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 j<0.005 <0.005 

Energy 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' - "4.21 4.21 < 0.005 j< 0.005 4.26 

water ' - - - 0.00 0.03 003 < 0.005 i<0.005 0.03 

Was1e ·0.00 ·o.oo :o.oo ' 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 

Total 0.06 0.04 0.99 0.76 0.01 '0.02 0.44 0.46 'o.o1 0.12 0.13 0.00 917 ,917 0.02 :0.12 :1.07 954 

3. Construction Emissions Details 

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) -------------------Onsite 

Daily, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Daily, 
vVinter 
'.(Max) 

Off•Roa 0.12 \o.10 ·1.03 ;1.91 
d 
Equipm 
eat 

Dost 
F~m 

·Material 
Movemert 

Onslte 0.00 
truck 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

! < 0.005 0.03 291 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

11 /38 

130 



Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

Unmit. 

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day fordaily, MT/yr for annual) ______________ mlll ____ 

Daily, • '.-,-
Summer 
(Max) 

T1S:~i11" 
;-----, 

Mobile 0.60 i0,37 11.5 ;11.s 0.13 0.20 ,5.85 6.05 \ 0.19 )1.52 1.72 :1s,211 0.21 (1.70 S35.5 13,760 

Area < 0.005 ( < 0.005 < 0.005 ;0.01 1<0.005 i<0.005 < 0.005 i<0.005 • O.D2 0.02 < 0.005 ;< 0.005 0.02 

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 ·o.oo 0.00 ·o.oo 0.00 0.00 - :25.5 ;2s.5 <0.005 [<0.005 ·- 25.7 

Water •- 0.18 :0.18 <0.005 \<0.005 0.18 

Wasta 
. 

:o.oo [o.oo 0.00 :0.00 0.00 - ,- 0,00 
'.,, -------

Tota! o.ao io.37 11.5 ;11.3 0.13 :0.20 5.85 M5 \0.19 :o.oo 113,237 [13,237 0.21 11.10 \3s.5 13,786 

Dally, • - •-
Winter 
(Max) 

Moblle 0.57 0.35 12.4 8.41 0.12 0.20 5.85 6.05 0.19 1.52 1.72 ·12,924 :12,924 021 ;1.11 i0.92 13,440 

A~, < 0.005 <0.005 -

Energy 0,00 000 ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 125.5 25.5 <:0.005 (<0.005 25.7 

Water :o.18 0.18 <0.005 [< 0.005 0.18 

\Nafile - . - - 0.00 ,o.oo 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 
----; .. 

Total 0.58 !0.35 12.4 8.41 0.12 !0.20 5.85 12,949 ; 12,949 0.21 j1.11 0.92 13,466 

Average,- !- - •- -
Dally 

Mobile 0.31 ·0.21 5.40 4.13 0,05 0.09 2.42 5,513 ;5,513 0.09 0,73 i6.46 5,739 

Area < 0.005 l < 0.005 < 0.005 !<0.005 < 0.005 i<0,005 -0.01 
1
001 < 0.005 :<0.005 0.01 

. :o.oo 
j 

'<0.005 Energy 0.00 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 :o.oo - 0.00 0.00 0.00 j25.5 25.5 < 0.005 25.7 
---------------· ---

Water i 0.00 j0.18 :o.w < 0.005 i< 0.005 0.18 

Wafile 0.00 0.00 ;0,00 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 
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_Daily- t-
Winter 
(Max) 

2026 0.87 ;0.14 5.99 7.85 O,Q1 

Average 
Daily 

2026 0.05 0.05 0.39 0.54 < 0.005 0.02 0.20 0.22 :0.02 0.09 

Annual • -

2026 0.01 
. 
0.01 0.07 ;0.10 !<0.005 '<0.005 0.04 0.04 ; < 0,005 0.02 

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day fordaily,ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) -------------------Daily, • - ,_ - ·-
Summer ! (Max) 

Unmit 0.60 i0.37 ;11.s 11.3 0,13 0.20 5.85 6.05 :o.1s ;1.52 1.72 113,237 13,237 0.21 \~o 35.5 13,786 

Daily, • - -
Winter 
(Max) 

Unmit 0.58 0.35 , 12.4 8.41 0.12 :0.20 5.85 6.05 0.19 1.52 1.72 ;0.00 !12,949 J2,949 0.21 [1.11 0.92 13,466 
····"···;·-. 

Average - - i-
Daily • ; 
(Max) 

-'.---·-·-

Unmit. 0.31 021 '5.40 4.14 0.05 0.09 2.42 251 0.00 0.63 0.71 0.00 :5,s39 ;s,539 0.10 '.0.13 6.46 5,765 

Annual ·-(Max) 

Unmil 0.08 0.04 0.99 0.76 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.01 0.02 !0.12 1.07 954 

Exceeds - '.-
(AnnuaO 

Thresho! - 10.0 110.0 [_ 

d 
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector 

No measures selected 

2. Emissions Summary 

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dally, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ------------------Daily, ' -
Wlnter 
(Max) 

Unmit 0.87 (0.74 5.99 !7.85 0.01 !0.34 '7.12 7.47 032 3.43 3.75 :1,200 ;1,200 0.05 ;0.01 0.01 1,205 

Average 
Daily 
(Max) 

Unmit. 0.05 io.05 ]0.39 0.54 i<0.005 0.02 0.20 0.22 :0.02 0.09 0.11 82.7 82.7 < 0.005 ) < 0.005 -0.01 83.0 

Annual 
(Max) 

---;--·-·-·-··- . 
Unmll 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.10 \ < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 j<0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 (<0.005 '<0.005 13.7 

Exceeds -
(AnnuaO 

Threshol - 1·10.0· '.10.0 ;100 15.0 15.0 
d I 

' 
Unmil No No No No No 

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) -------------------Daily• 
summer 
(Max) 

1-
1 

i 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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1. Basic Project Information 

1.1. Basic Project Information 

Project Name 

Start Date 

Operational Year 

lead Agency 

land Use Scale 

Analysis Level for Defaults 

, Windspeed (mis) 

Precipitation (days) 

Location 

County 

Cfty 

'Air District 

Air Basin 

TAZ 

EDFZ 

Electric Utility 

Gas UtiHty 

App Version 

1.2. Land Use Types 

User Defined 
Commercial 

"142,091 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

j User Defined Unit '3.82 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 414/2025 

j Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

, 1/1/2026 

2026 

! Project/site 

:county 

13.40 

!31.2 

j 37.890472848413.92, -121.27328473588366 

San Joaquin 

'Unincorporated 

San Joaquin Valley APCD 

:sanJoaquln Valley 

\2005 

4 

Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

Pacific Gas & Electric 

2022.1.1.29 

:12,970 

7 /38 
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Vendor 0.00 

. Hauling 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

·o.oo 
0.00 

0.00 

:o.oo 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
·~--'---
0.00 0.00 0.00 

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated 

0.00 

0.00 

'o.oo 

:a.OD 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

___ :_o_.o_o_:o•~--··~:_~~-·­
:o.oo :o.oo 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) --------------------Onslte 

Dally, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Dai!y, 
Winter 
(Max) 

Off-Rea 0.25 ; 0.21 
d 
Equipm 
eat 

Onsite 0.00 '0.00 
truck 

Average 
Daily 

Off-Roa 0.01 
d 

,Equipm 
eot 

Onsite 0.00 

"""' 
Annual 

\0.01 

:o.oo 

2.03 

0.00 

0.12 

0.00 

Off-Roa < 0.005 i < 0.005 0.02 
d I 
Equipm 
eot 

Onsite 0.00 
truck 

:0.00 0.00 

3.11 <0.005 !0.10 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I 

0.18 :·~o.·oos· 0.01 

0.00 : 0.00 0.00 

0,03 < 0.005 \< 0.005 

jo.oo o.oo :o.oo 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

!-

0.10 009 0.09 457 
t ....... ,. ......... I ........... . 

0.02 !< 0.005 !- 459 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 

0.01 0.01 0.01 26.3 '26.3 <O.oos !:0.005 26.4 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

< 0.005 ( < 0.005 4.36 ;4.36 <0.005 

0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Paving Rollers • Diesel 

5.3. Construction Vehicles 

5.3.1. Unmitigated 

Site Preparation 

Site Preparation \Norker 
..... ············--------

Site Prep,m1tion Vendor 

·site Preparation Hauling 

Slte Preparation Onsitetruck 

Grading 

Grading :Worker 

Grading :vendor 

Grading Hauling 

Grading Onsite truck 

Building Construction 

Building Construction Worker 

Bulldfng Construction Vendor 

Building Construction !Hauling 

Building Construction Onsite truck 

Paving 

Paving Worker 

Paving 'Vendor 

Paving !Hau!!ng 

Paving On site truck 

5.4. Vehicles 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

:Average 2.00 6.00 38.0 0.38 

- -
2.50 11.9 ILDA,LDT1,LDT2 

9.10 iHHDT,MHDT 

0.00 20.0 HHDT 

5.00 11.9 ;LDA,LDT1,LDT2 

9.10 IHHDT,MHDT 

0.00 20.0 :HHDT 

HHDT 

0,04 11.9 ilDA,LDT1,LDT2 

0.02 9.10 HHDT,MHDT 

0.00 20.0 HHDT 

IHHDT 
. -

10.0 11.9 iLDA,LDT1,LDT2 

9.10 IHHDT,MHDT 

0.00 20.0 :HHDT 

IHHDT 

28/38 
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5. Activity Data 

5.1. Construction Schedule 

Site Preparation . Site Preparation 

Grading Grading 
-~-- ...... ······-···········-

Building Construction : Building Construction 

Paving Paving 

5.2. Off-Road Equipment 

5_2_ 1. Unmitigated 

Site Preparation Tractors/loaders/Back 
hoes 

I 1/01/2026 

:21112026 

'.311/2026 

3/1/2026 

Average 

1/14/2026 

3/30/2!)26 
------------ -

3/12/2026 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

&M·if H4i~i 
:1.00 

Grading Graders Diesel 
1
1.00 _____ Averag~•----~­

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel 

Building Construction forklifts Diesel 

Paving Paving Equiprnent Diesel 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Average 

Average 

: Average 

\oo 
3.00 

2,00 

27138 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

i=M##~M 
8.00 

8.00 

8.00 

8.00 

6.00 

10.0 

:10.0 

21.0 

9.00 

. -

i-i·iM·hM 
84_0 

148 

125 

82.0 

89.0 

- •-

1§1§\,1·1 
0.37 

0.41 

0.40 

0.20 

0.36 
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Annual 

Tota! 

4, 10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species- Unmitigated 

qr_iteiria Pollutants (lb/day _for_daily, ton_/yr for annual) _a_nd GHGs (lb/day for daily,_ MT/yr for annual) -------------------Daily, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Avoided - ,_ i_ 

Subtotal - ,-
Sequest -
ered 

Subtotal - -

Remove -
d 

Subtotal - !-
;_ 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max) 

Avoided -

Subtotal -

Sequest ·-
ered 

Subtotal -
------------- , .. ------ ----(---

Remove -
d 

Subtotal 

Annual 

26/38 
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4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type 

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) •••••••••••••••••• Daily, 
Summer 

0

(Max) 

Total i+c .......................... • ;: 
Daily, 
Winter 

}~~t. 
Total 

Annual 

Total 

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated 

-

.-

.Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) •••••••••••••••••• Daily, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Tota! 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max} 

Total 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

............. .' .. .,----·-- '-----~ 
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4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type 

4.8.1. Unmitigated 

Total 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max) 

Total 

Annual 

Total 

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type 

4.9.1. Unmitigated 

Summer' 
(Max) 

Total 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max) 

Tota! 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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4.6.1. Unmitigated 

Criterta Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ........................ 
Dally, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Total -
Daily, ,-
Winter 
(Max) 

Total . - -

Annual 

Total 

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type 

4.7.1. Unmitigated 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max) 

Total 

Annual 

Total 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 
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Uw 
Defined 
Commercial 

Total 

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use 

4.5.1. Unmitigated 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detalled Report, 4/4/2025 

:o.oo 0.03 '0.03 < 0.005 (< 0.005 i- 0.03 

I i 
• 0.00 j 0.03 • 0.03 -= o.oos \-= o.oos 1- 0.03 

Criteria PoUutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ••••••••••••••••••• ,Daily, 
Summer 
(Max) 

Defined 
Commerc:la.l 

1: 1: r~.. ,. ~1
~,----0.-00 __ , 

Total 

Daily, 
Winter 
(Max) 

u~, 
Defined 
Commer,,ial 

Total 

Annual 

u~, 
Defined 
Commerdal 

Total 

i_ 

i-

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

22/38 

0.00 :o.oo 0.00 o.oo ·o.oo 0.00 

! 
0.00 :o.oo 0.00 o.oo ;o.oo 0.00 

0.00 o.oo ·o.oo 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ;0.00 0.00 

0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 
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Consum j~·o.oos· ~-o:oos···;·~ 
er : 

, Product i 
-----'--~-~-~----~ 

\Architect(<0.005 :<0.005 
,raJ 

;coating 
;s 

Landsca ;"' 0.005 '< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 :­
pe 
Equipm 
eot 

iTotal ;<o.oos i<O.oos l<o.oos :_<o.oos <O.oos :<o.oos -

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use 

4.4.1. Unmttigated 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

7 
<0.005 <0.005 .- • < 0.005 '< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 -- < 0,005 

: : : 

<0.005 (<0.005 ;- <0,005 -- !<0005 !<0005 [<0005 <0005 1- < 0.005 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) 

·················•· ·oai1y, 
Summer\ 

j(M~) 

UM, 

Defined ' 
~Commeri:ial 

(Total 

·oaily, ,_ 
·Winter 
"(Max) 

"Total :-

iAnrii.Jal 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

21 /38 

·o.1a 

0.18 

0.18 

:□.18 

0.18 \<0.005 -< □.005 i­
! 

0.18 1 < 0.005 < 0.005 

0.18 

,0.18 <0005 <0.005 

0.18 

0.18 

0.18 

0.18 
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4.3. Area Emissions by Source 

4.3.1. Unmitigated 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annua~ and GHGs (lb/day for dally, MT/yr for annual) -------------------1 . • • • 

Daily, '-
Summerj 
(Max) 

'.consum'.<0.005 (<0.005 !­
e_r l 
Product j 

' 
'Architect!< 0.005 i < 0.005 

\ ural • 
Coating 
·, L_ __ ---------. ! .... , , .. 
:Landsca \< 0.005 !< 0.005 
pe 

,Equipm ; 
eat 

i < 0.005 • 0.01 

i_ 

< 0.005 0.005 - <0.005 !<0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 l<o.005 <0.005 

"Total j < 0.005 i < 0.005 < 0.005 O.Q1 < 0.005 <0.005 \<0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 ! < 0.005 < 0.005 

Dally, .-
Winter 

[(Max) 

SConsum'.<0.005 !<0.005 
er- i 

: Product ! ., 
[~~h~~;r~o:~ f;·o.~~~--;_ 
'ural 
'.Coating 

' 
,Total (<0.005 j<0.005 

'.Annual --

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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0.02 
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U•r \-
0,..n■d 

Comm■K,i■ I 

ilollll !_ 

'.Annu•1 ·-

'u•r 
(D.,-n■d ) 
;canm■ 11C:i■.I 

i_ 

'.Tollll ·- i_ 

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated 

:-

Golden Gate Truck Terminal .Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

'~.15 25,5 f..:0.0015 -<0.005 25.7 

! 
;2~.~ ,o.o [..:o.0015 < 0.005 25.7 

-• 

'4.21 ,4,21 '..: 0.0015 < 0.005 4.26 

l-4.21 ~21 '..:0.0015 , < 0.005 4.26 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, Ion/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ••••••••••••• •111111tt ,. 
Dally, • - i- • -

;summer) 
(Max) 

• 
")--

u~, ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ;0.00 :o.oo 0.00 ·o.oo 0.00 0.00 
Defined 

:commef()al 

:o.oo 0.00 0.00 ;o.oo . 0.00 
. 

io.oo 0.00 Total :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 .-
"' ,',_ 

(DailY, !- - . -
, Winter 

i (Max) 

iUser 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ;0.00 0.00 'o.oo 0.00 0.00 
Defined \ 
Commer(ial 

----·:o:~o 'Total ;o.oo 0.00 'o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 'o.oo 0.00 0.00 

'Annual 

u~, :o.oo :o.oo 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 [o.oo 0.00 0.00 
'Defined ; 
'Commef()ia! 

Total :o:oo ·o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ,o.oo :o.oo 0.00 0.00 

19/38 
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,,.,, .. .-

:Worke~ ]< 0.005 i<0.005 :<0.005 0.01 0,00 :0.00 
--- c. 

;vendor lo.co 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o_oo 

!Hauling 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Annual 
i -

"'°'"'" ;<o.oos ; <.0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 

/Vendor ;0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

;Hauling ;o.oo ;o.oo ·o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4. Operations Emissions Details 

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use 

4.1.1. Unmitigated 

--<0.005 < 0.005 0,00 :< 0.005 < 0.005 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

< 0.005 <0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 
-

-0.00 0.00 0.00 ;o.oo :o.oo 
0.00 0.00 :().00 0.00 :0.00 

Mobi!e source emissions results are presented in Sectlons 26. No further detailed breakdown of emissions ls available. 

4.2. Energy 

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated 

2.07 2.07 i<0.005 < 0.005 '<0.005 2..10 

0.00 0.00 [O.oo .0.00 ·o.oo 0.00 

0.00 0.00 !0.oo 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 

i -
:0.34 0.34 j<0.005 < 0.005 i< 0.005 

0.00 ,0.00 r~--~- 0.00 io.oo 0.00 

:0.00 0.00 !o.oo 0.00 ·o.oo 0,00 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual) ••••••••••••••••••• Daily; ; i _, • - - \_ 

Summer l 
:(Mal<) 

Defined i 
;Commer<'.lal 
0

Tota! 

Daily, 
·wrnter 
0

(M00<) 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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25.5 ·25.5 (<0.005 <0.005 ;_ 25.7 

"25.5 :25.5 )<0.005 25.7 
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Off-Roa 0.43 0.36 3:CX, ).4.37 ·0.01 :0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0,0 660 ·o.03 'om 662 
'd 
;equipm 

--- --,-·-
;Paving 0.00 0.00 ;- -

'ooo . • 'o.oo :o.oo Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo ·o.oo 
:truck- '. I 
Average - - - . - -
Daily : ! --------,-"~"-

!<0.005 Off-Roa 0.01 O.Q1 0.08 \0.11 "'O.OCl5 .., 0.00l5 ,- ;< 0.005 l<o.ooe <0.005 16.3 16.3 /<0.005 • (16.3 .-
d 
Equipm 
eot 

Paving 0.00 0.00 i - - : - ' - ' -
"""("°'" 

-
·onsite ·o.oo :o_oo ' 0.00 10.00 :a.DO ·o_oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 '.OJJJ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
truck ! 

1 
Annual ·- . - •-
Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.02 

i ,"'o.ooe < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 2.69 2.69 (<0.005 
d 
Equlpm . eot 

Paving 0.00 ,_ l-

lo.oo '.O.oo 
•. 

Onsile 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 :o.oo 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 
trucK 

Offsile 
,_ - ·- i - '.-

Daily, 
: -

Summer 
(Max) 

Dally, - ,_ ·r.:_ - -
'Winter 
;(Max) : 

• !o.38 (0.00 :o.oo :o.oo [<0.005 j-::0.005 083.0 Worker 0.04 0.04 0.03 :0,08 0.08 0.02 0.02 (81.9 81.9 0.01 
·!---

00.00 ;o.oO :o:oo ;o.oo iVendor 0.00 :o.oo ;0,00 ;0.00 :o,oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo ,o.oo 

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 :o.oo 0.00 :o.oo jo.oo 0.00 ;o.oo 

Average - - 1~ 
:oaily .J., 

17136 
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iOffsite 

Daily; ·-
Summeri 

,(Max) • 

i~~ii;,·-
:Wintef 
(Max) 

;Worker ;<0.005 (<0.005 i-c:0.005 i<0.005 0.00 

1vendor j<0.005 '<0.005 )-c:o.oos "<0.005 <0.005 

Hauling lo.oo ; o.oo 

Average 
·oally 

·Workef -:-;-0.005 (<0.005 

iVendor r~-~:~~- j<0.005 

;Hauling ;o.oo ·o.oo 

·Annual ]-

'Worker 1<0.005 

'Vendor ]<0.005 

Hauling '.o.00 

i<0.005 

)<0.005 

0.00 

:.<0.005 \< 0.005 

0.00 0.00 

3. 7. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated 

< 0.005 

0.00 

I< o.oos 
:<0.005 < 0.005 

'o.oo 0.00 

000 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 !<0.005 

'< 0.005 < 0.005 ,< 0.005 : < 0.005 :< 0.005 

0.00 0.00 0.00 '.o:oo 0.00 

;o.oo < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 '.<0.005 

;< 0.005 < 0.'005 ;<0.005 • -<0.005 '.<0.005 

0.00 0.00 0.00 io.oo 0.00 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal _Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

l-
. -

i -

0.005 0.31 0.31 )<0.005 <0.005 i< 0.005 0.32 

< 0.005 0.55 :o.55 :.~~.005 -<0.005 ]< 0.005 0.57 

0.00 ·o.oo 0.00 ;o.oo 0.00 !o.oo 0.00 

. - ·-
;< 0.005 

< 0.005 

. 
0.02 l<o.oos < 0.005 !< 0.OOS- 0.02 0.02 

i 
'0.03 0.03 i_< 0.005 -<0.005 !< 0.005 0.03 

0.00 0.00 0.00 [o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 

- -
< 0.005 i < 0.005 < 0.005 1·~--0i15 <0.005 !< 0.005 < 0.005 

)< 0.005 :0.01 0.01 j<0.005 < 0.005 i< 0.005 0.01 

0.00 
i 

:o.oo 0.00 0,00 ;o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for dailY:, ton/yr for annuaQ and GHGs-(lb/da_y for daily, MT/yr for annual) -------------------;onslte ·····>·········· .-
Daily, ,-
Summer! 

:(Max) 

'oaily, 
Winter 
(Max} 
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Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

5,4.1. Construction Vehicle· Control Strategies-

Non..appilcab~. No control strategies activated by oser. 

5.5. Architectural Coatings 

Res1dent1al Jlitern:irAiea ~ 
Coated {sq ft); ~ "' 

5.6. Dust Mttigation 

5.6, 1 . .Construction Earthmoving Activities 

'site Preparation 

:Grading 

:Paving (l.00 

Residential E>,'Wiiot' Area-

D®t.i::ld {$9@ Cc 

'o.oo 

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies 

Non.applicable. No control strategies activated by user. 

5. 7. Construction Paving 

'User Defined Commercial 0.00 

Non~ei.kl:ehtii) 1nter1or p;r,ea' 
eoatfill (Mft) " "' 

0.00 

10.0 

0.00 

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors 

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh) 

• 
2026 ;o.oo ;204 _o.o~ 

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources 

29138 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

f:ilon-Re,skfe.nlial E>:rarloriArea 
coated{~:!!)" ~ 

0.00 

0% 

<0.005 
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: Cognltively Disabled 

Physlcally Disabled 

Heart Attack ER Admissions 

, Men ta! Health Not Good 

'Chronic Kidney Disease 

: Obesity 

• Pedestrian Injuries 

Physical Health Not Goad 

stroke 

Health Risk Behaviors 

j Binge-Drinkln·g··········· ........ . 

;current Smoker 

• No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 

Climate Change-Exposures 
,., ..... "'""'""·' 
'Wildfire Risk 

:-SLR Inundation Area 

,Children 

'Elderly 

'English Speaking 

Forelgn-bcirn 

'Outdoor 'Workers 

.......... 

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity 

Impervious Surface eov .... '.·.'··· .······ ... . . . .. ... ..................... . 

Traffic Densily 

:Traffic Access 

Other Indices 

Hardship 

Other Decision SUpport 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

9.0 
................ 

10.4 

84.8 

19.1 

31.1 

71;2 

25.9 

26.0 

93.5 

9.6 

8.3 

0.0 

78.7 

78.6 

44.0 

52.8 

60.2 

0.0 

76.7 

37 /38 
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'Auto Access 

'Active commuting 

;social 

: 2-parent households 

'voting 

:Neigh_borhood 

/lcohol availability 

ParkacceSs 

Retail density 

, Supermarket aocess 

iTreecanopy 

Housing 

'Homeownershl!) 

\touslng hebitabi1;;"" 

Low-in'c h-o~OM'ler sever~ ho.using cost burde_n 

Low-inc renter severe _housing- cost l;iurden 

UncrO\'lol'.led housing 

Health Outcomes 

Insured adults 

Arthritis 

Asthma ER Admissions 

High Blood Pressure 

Cancer (excluding 

'Asthma 

'. Coronary Heart Disease 

Chronic Obstructive Puli:nonary Disease 

Diagnosed Diabetes 

: life Expectancy at Birth 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

34.2871?()8 

37.14872321 

49.06967792 

30,7583729 

6.775311177 

21. 62196843 

40.15141794 

27.66585397 

11.76697036 

45.54087001 

47.8121391 

19.74849224 

47.0 

63.8 

Z3.6 

26.4 

64.0 

38/38 
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Golden Gate Truck Tenninal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

'Cleanup Sites 

Groundwater 

; Haz Waste FacilitiesJGenerators 

Impaired VVater Bodies 

: Solid Waste 

'Sensitive Population 

184.0 

85.5 

93.4 

88.1 

Asthma 83.5 

Cardio-vaSc:itJ1ar 89.5 

'.L_o_w_s_r_rt_h_We_ig
0

h_ts __________________________ :na 
Socioeconomic F.actor Indicators 

• Education 

!Housing 

linguistic 

·Poverty 

Unemployment 

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores 

89.2 

:47.6 

49.1 

"78.6 

\91_6 

The ma:<imum Health Places lnde,: score-is 100. A high score (Le., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts ln the state. 

: AbOVe Pwerty 

'Employed 
······-············ 

--- -········ 

'Median HJ 

. Education 

'Bachelor's or higher 

: High s6hOOl enrollment 

: Preschool enr.o ·'' .. m ... ' .. ' .. ' ....... _ -···. 

: T ransportatlon 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

18.3498011 

12.06210702 

; 13.01167715 
...... -······ ---············-- - -······--·····---·············································· 

25.72821763 

35/38 
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Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report', 4/4/2025 

( Extreme Preci!)itation NIA 

; Sea Level Rise NIA 

(Wildfire 
0

NIA 

iFk:iod!ng :1 

Drought :1 

Snowpack Reduction NIA 

'. Air Quality Degradation i1 

: 1 

INfA 

/ 1 

;NIA ....................... . 

;NIA 

:NIA 

;1 

:1 

:NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

2 

2 

NIA 

2 

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure ls rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the 
greatest exposure. 
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce-vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 
representing the greatestabmty tO adapt 
The 0/eiall vu!nerabillty scores are calculated based on the potential irripacts and adaptive capacity asseisments for' each hazard. Scores.incl Ude impleinentation of climate risk reduction 
measures. 

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures 

7. Health and Equity Details 

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores 

I Exposure Indicators 

'AQ-Ozone 

\AO-PM 

iAO·DPM 

: Drinking Water 

Lead Risk Housing 

:Pesticides 

Toxk: Releases 

;Traffic 

( Effect Indicators 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

94.7 

55.2 

34{38 
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Golden Gate Truck Terminal _Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

Level Rise 

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grld cell in whk:h your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th histnrical percentile.of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from 
observed historical <!ata (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040--2059 average under RCP 8.5}. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mij by 3. 7 ml. 
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell In v..tiiCh your project are located. The thresh0ld of 20 mm is equivalent to about¾ an inch of rain, which 'MlUld be light to moderate rafnfall if 
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mij by 3.7 mi. 
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017}; as reported in Cal-Adapt {Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and 
consider Inundation location and depth for the San Fr,;1.ncisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta.and California coast resu_lting different Increments of sea level rise coupled v-.-ith 
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to vlewthe range in !X)tential Inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters 
Wildfire data are for the grid ce!l in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data 
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four moder simulations to vlev.- the range ln potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The 
four slmulatlons make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are, Warmerfdrier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of 
different rainfall and temperature possibilities {MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.Tmiles (mi) by 3.7 mi. 

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores 

: Temperature and Extre_me Heat 1 

Extreme Precipitation NIA 

Sea L8'1el Rise IN/A 

;Wildfire 

Flooding 

Drought 

: Snov,pack Reduction 

\Air Quality Degradation 

0 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

0 

NIA 

0 

0 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

0 

!NIA 

!NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

The sensitivity·score reflects the extent to which a project would be advel"SE)ly affected by exposure lo a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the 
greatest exposure. 
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 
representing the greatest ability to adapt 
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts an'i:l adaptive capacity assessments for each haz8.rd. Scores do not include implementation bf climate risk reduction 
measures. 

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores 

:Temperature and Extreme Heat 

33138 
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5.17. User Defined 

5. 18. Vegetation 

5.18.1. Land Use Change 

5.16.1.1. Unmitigated 

5.16.1. Biomass Cover Type 

5, 16.1.1. Unmitigated 

5.18.2. Sf;!questration 

5.16.2.1. Unmitigated 

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report 

6.1. Climate Risk Summary 

Golden Gate Truck Terminal Detailed Report, 4/4/2025 

Cal-Adapt m!dcentul)I 2040-2059.average projections for four hazards ere reported belO'Nfor your project location. These a:re under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 'Nhich 
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then _plateali around 2100. 

iremperature and Extreme Heat 

Extreme Precipitaliofi 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 

20.0 

·2.50 

32/38 

annual days of extreme heat 
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5, 12.1. Unmitigated_ 

• User Defined Commercl.11 

5.13. Operational Waste Generation 

5.13.1. Unmitigated 

User Defined Commercial 

!0.00 

, 0.00 

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment 

5.14.1. Unmitigated 

lffii'Sif- IQ.ij;.;..;,,;;;.,. 
5.15. Operational Off,Road Equipment 

5.15.1. Unmitigated 

5.16. Stationary Sources 

5.16.1, Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps 

5.16.2. Process Boilers 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 
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... 
, 182,048 

GiihkiMMN¥4Aib44MS;§ · 
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5.9, 1. Unmitigated 

:rotal an Land Uses : 137 137 

5.10. Operational Area Sources 

5.10.1. Hearths 

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated 

s: 10.2. Afchitectural coatings 

R"e$1cle'htiatintefiotArea CQqted (sq 
~)~ •c • • 

·o.oo 

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment 

: Snow Days·•···.......... . ........................ . 

: Sutn,rner Days 

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption 

5.11.1. Unmitigated 

(day/yr 

/day/yr 

;37,385 7,425 

Ndri,Resldentiatlnnir19r 'At~ :C~ 
{sqjj) ~ ~~~ x ,:;, ";; 

Electricify (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr) 

• 
;user Defined Commercial 45,552 (204 0.0330 

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption 

30/38 
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7;425 7,425 

No'h..:Res1tiebtia:1J:>;tenor A1ea: ~ 
"®l.<U(,sl!) / k • : k 

0,00 

. 180 

0.0040 

hii#ii 
'.1,142,700 

0.00 
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores 

CalEnviroScree_n 4.() Score for Project Localion (a) ___________________________________ ·--· • 99.0 

'Healthy Places Index. Sc<;>r(fl for Projflct Location (b) I 4.oo.__ __ _ _ _ __________________ ______________________ _ __ _ 

: Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bi!l 535) !Yes 

: Project Located ln a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) ;Yes 

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community {Assembly Bill 617) ( No 

a: The maximum CalEnvi~oScreen score is 100, A high score (Le., greater than 50) refled.$ a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state. 
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions oompared to other census tracts in the state. 

7.4. Health & Equity Measures 

No Health & Equity Measures selected. 

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard 

Health_ & ECJliity Evaluation Scorecard not completed. 

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures 

No Health & Etjuity Custom Measures created. 

8. User Changes to Default Data 

land Use I Per project site plan 

I Per project scope. 

l Per project scope and design 

Construction: Construction Phases 

Construction: Off-Road Equipment 

Operations: Fleet Mix 

---------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- ------------------------------

; Per Project speclficalions 

Operations: Energy Use _________________________ ·_ B ___ ,_~ __ , ___ on Ca!EEMod Default value for parking lots. Available at Appendix G, Tabla G-28 

38/38 
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Name 
Applicability 

Author or updater 
Facility: 
ID#: 
Project#: 
Unit and Process# 

Receptor Proximity and Proximity FaG!ors 

0< R<100 

Annual DPM Emissions= 6.94-lb 

Substance 
Diesel e_ngine E;Xba_u·st, part_i_culat~ m~.t (Oil?Sel PM) 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Prioritization Calculate 

nont1zati ~~~~~~~~~ at 

Golden State Truck Terminal 
French camp, CA 
Annual OPM Emissions~ 6.94 lbs r (0.003 

8,760.00 
Cancer Chronic Acute 
Score Score Score 

amounts, 

MW Annual 
Correction Emissions 

CAS# (lbs/yr) 

6.94E+OO 

0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0,0000 

0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 

Maximum 
Hourly 
(lbs/hr) 

1.00E-02 
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Screening Level Risk Evaluation 
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N,O R 

13237.134: 13237.134 0.2103158, 1. 7041529, 35.504981.13785, 7346804'3871 

12949.275.12949,275 0.2110270. 1. 7124903'.0. 9209622: 13465. 79429992604 

5538.9714. 5538,9714 0.0986691, 0. 7276152,6.4641797: 5764.731685944206 

Yl/,03!:193 91 /,03Y93 O.Ulfi3338• U,12046~0!1.U/0218/,Y~4.41/11/40328 /3 

File: Apr 4Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

Sheet: 7.4 
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2: Eqiission_s S_umm,!ry 

2.4_ O_p_e~~tions EmissiO_~s_ Co111pare_d _ _AS:ajr:is~ T~resholds 
Un/Mlt. TOG ROG NOx CO SO,. PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E- PM2.SD PM2.ST BC02 

Dally, Surilrrier (Max) 
Unmit; 0.6019162 0.3741417. ll._530885. ll.295173.0.1250840•0.2012466• 5.848952816.0501995.0.192073$' 1.5233198, 1. 7153938>0 

Daily, Winter (Max) 
Unm!t. 0.5752_72010.3495349 12._362 63418.40506_62. 0.12l2371< 0.2013259 5.84895281_6.0502787< 0.1921516: 1.5233198, 1. 7154 715, 0 

Average Daill/ (Max} 
unmit. 0.3138379.0;2115952!5.4017938•4.1372410:o.os2149310.osso7ss·2.421839&2.5069155 0.0811943:0.6312144,0.7124088:o 

Annual (Max) 
Unm it. 0.0572 754: 0.0386161, 0.98582 73: 0. 7550464-l 0.0095172, 0.0155263, 0.4419857. 0.45 75120; 0.0148179" 0.1151966. 0.1300146 0 

Exceeds (Annual) 
Threshold 10 10 99 15 15 
Unmit. No No 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Terminal 
Sheet: 2.4 
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No No No 
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NBC02 N,O R 

1199.8165.1199.8165 0.0475378 0.0126618.0.0081250.1204.78634835026 

82. 701634182.7016341 0.0032895. 0.0008036, 0.0061294 83. 02948932300608 

13.692199.13.692199 0.0005446 0.0001330.0.0010147! 13. 746479485306864 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

Sheet: ?.1 
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2. Emissions Summijr)' 

2,1 ConsfrutttOO Errii.Ssiohs eom·pared AgairistThreshOlds 

Un/Mit, TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PMlDT PM2.5E PM2.SD PM2.ST BCO2 

Daily, Winter (Max) 
Unmit. 0.8 73723 TO. 735507 4. 5.989 2207 7 ,85419711 0.0103178! 0.3442766! 7 .1245900'. 7.4688667; 0.316.7345. 3.4345821 • 3. 7~ 13167. 

Average Daily (Max) 

Unmlt. 0.053582910,0451540:0.3856226.0,5423246:0;0007282.0.019019810.1977916-0.2168115,0.0174983-0.0947061.0.1122044' 

Annual (MaX) 

Unmlt. 0.0097788:0,008240610._0703761.0.0989742,0.000132910.CXB4711:0,0360969-□.03956811Q,00319340.0172838•0,0204773 

Exceeds (Annual) 

Threshold 

Unmh:. 
10 

No 
10 

No 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Ter_minal 
Sheet: 2.1 
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100 

No 
15 
No 

15 
No 
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Population Description 
Truck Term ina I 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

Sheet: 1,2 

PA-2200150- Initial Study 165 



1. Basic Project Information 
1.2 Lind Use Types 

Land Use Subtype 
User Defined Commercial 

Size 
142091 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

Sheet: 1.2 

PA-2200150 - Initial Study 

Unit Lot Acreag Building Ar Landscape Special Lan 
User Defin 3.82 120 12970 
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1. Basic Project Information 

1.1 Basic Project lnfofmation 

Data Field Value 

CalEEMoD Summary Report 
Excel Version 

Project Name Golden Gate Truck Terminal 
Construction Start Date 1/1/2026 

Operational Year 2026 
Lead Agency 

Land Use Scale Project/site 

Analysis Level for Defau County 
Windspeed (m/s) 3.4 
Precipitation (days) 

Location 
County 
City 

Air District 
Air Basin 

TAZ 

EDFZ 
Electric Utility 

Gas Utility 

App Version 

31.2 

37.89047284841392, -121.27328473588366 
San Joaquin 

Unincorporated 

San Joaquin Valley APCD 
San Joaquin Valley 

2005 

4 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

Pacific Gas & Electric 

2022.1.1.29 

File: Apr 4 Golden Gate Truck Terminal 

Sheet: 1.1 
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Receptor proximity is in meters. Priortization 
scores are ca!Culated by multiplying the total 

scares summed below by the proximity 
factors. Record the Max score for your 

receptor distance. !f the substance list for the 
unit is longer than the number of ro\NS here or 
if there are m_ultiple processes use additional 

worksh~ets and sum the tqtals of the Max 
Scores. 

Prioritzation score for each substance 
generated below. Totals on last row. 
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Use the substance dropdown list ir 
Finder to locate GAS# ofsubst 

Substance 

Diesel engine exha.ust, particulate 
matter (Di~sel PM) 
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