4.12 TRANSPORTATION

SETTING

The existing conditions of the regional and local road network are described in detail in the original
FEIR for the General Plan Amendment for Mountain House New Town (BASELINE, 1992a) and
are largely unchanged since its preparation. That information is summarized below, and updated,
when applicable, specifically for traffic volumes.

State and Regional Highways

The project site is located within a mile of two interstate freeways that provide regional site access.
Interstate 580 (I-580) is an eight-lane freeway extending east from the San Francisco Bay Area,
traversing the San Ramon/Livermore Valley (Tri-Valley) area, extending across the Altamont Pass
easterly to the Interstate 205 (I-205) junction, and then continuing southeasterly as a four-lane
freeway to connect to Interstate 5 (I-5) for north-south regional travel (Figure 4.12-1). 1-205 extends
as a four-lane freeway from its junction with I-580 near the Alameda-San Joaquin County line,
passes along the southern boundary of the project site and continues for approximately 13 miles to
connect with I-5 northeast of Tracy. In conjunction with 1-580, 1-205 provides an important
connection between the Central Valley and the Bay Area. Both I-580 and 1-205 are Congestion
Management Program (CMP) routes,

There are five freeway interchanges connecting 1o local roads within five miles of the project site:
on I-580 at Grant Line Road and Patterson Pass Road, and on 1-205 at Patterson Pass Road, 11th
Street, and Grant Line Road (Figure 4.12-1). These interchanges are generally unsignalized diamond
interchanges built to rural standards.

Local Roads

The project site is served by several arterial roads within San Joaquin County and other jurisdictions
(Figure 4.12-1).  Most of these roads are currently two-lane rural roads with relatively straight
alignments and posted speeds of 50 mph.

. Patterson Pass Road is a north-south road along the east edge of the project site, connecting
Byron Road to I-205 and continuing south 1o 1-580.

. Grant Line Road is a main east-west local route that crosses the southern portion of the project

site; Grant Line Road is offset by about half a mile at Byron Road, continuing easterly into
the City of Tracy.
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4,12 TRANSPORTATION

. 11th Street is a four-lane major arterial that extends from I-205 several miles east of the
project site into central Tracy. The segment from I-205 to Tracy Boulevard is on the County’s
CMP system.

. Byron Road is a two-lane rural highway connecting the Brentwood area in Contra Costa
County with downtown Tracy, passing diagonally through the northern portion of the project
site.

. Mountain House Road is a north-south road in Alameda County, about a mile west of the
project site.

. Altamont Pass Road is a winding two-lane road that parallels 1-580 from Mountain PRass
House Road westerly through the Altamont Pass to Greenville Road in Livermore.

Several other two-lane minor local roads cross or terminate at the project site, Kelso Road, which
crosses Byron Road, provides local access to the northwest portion of the site, while Henderson and
Bethany roads provide access to the northeast portion of the site. Von Sosten Road provides local
access to the site south of Grant Line Road between Byron and Patterson Pass roads.

Existing Traffic Volumes

The highest average daily traffic (ADT) volumes in the study area are observed on 1-580, with total
two-way daily traffic of about 105,800 vehicles just west of the 1-580/1-205 junction (Figure 4.12-2).
South of this junction, the volume on I-580 drops to about 28,500, while 1-205 east of the junction
carries the remaining 77,300 daily vehicles (Figure 4.12-2).

1-580 is an important east-west route for truck travel; average daily traffic on I-580 at the Altamont
Pass includes about 15 percent truck traffic, based on Caltrans reports on truck traffic on State
highways (Caltrans, 1989). Peak-period truck traffic counts for 1-205 indicate that the AM peak
period traffic stream is about 12 percent heavy vehicles (trucks, light trucks, buses, and recreational
vehicles), while the corresponding portion for the PM peak-period traffic stream is about eight
percent (Korve Engineering, Inc., 1990). Existing AM and PM peak hour volumes are shown in
Figures 4.12-3 and 4.12-4, respectively.

Most of the other study area roads have ADT volumes of less than 5,000 (Figure 4.12-2).
Exceptions are 11th Street, with an ADT of about 10,900 just east of 1-205 and 11,000 east of Corral
Hollow Road; Byron Road, which carries about 7,900 vehicles daily northwest of the project site and
8,300 vehicles southeast of the project site; Grant Line Road withk ADT volumes of about 5,600 near
its intersection with Altamont Pass Road and 6,100 just to the east of its intersection with Lammers
Road; and Corral Hollow Road, with an ADT of approximately 6,600 south of Grant Line Road.
At the project site, Byron Road has an ADT volume of about 4,900, Grant Line Road has an ADT
volume of about 1,200, and Paiterson Pass Road carries about 2,700 vehicles daily near the I-205

interchange. North of Grant Line Road, the ADT on Patterson Pass Road decreases to about 1,200
vehicles.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Levels of Service

Levels of Service (L.OS) standards are letter grades of A through F which rate the quality of traffic
flow on a roadway (see Appendix E for Level of Service descriptions). Analysis of existing LOS
for roadway segments in the project vicinity have been performed for the existing conditions and is
based the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Reseaich Board, 1985) procedures.
Existing AM and PM peak hour LOS have been calculated using the peak hour volumes shown in
Figures 4.12-3 and 4.12-4.

The San Joaguin General Plan 2010 requires LOS standards for various types of roads:

. On all State highways: LOS D or better.!

. Within a city’s sphere of influence: LOS C or better, or LOS D if allowed by the City
General Plan.

. On all other roads: LOS C or better.

Most site vicinity freeways and roads operate at LOS C or better during peak periods, with one
exception (Figure 4.12-5 and Table 4.12-1). 1-205 operates at LOS F during PM peak hours in the
eastbound direction. During the AM peak period, 1-205 operates acceptably at LOS D or better.
Existing ramps and interchanges in the site vicinity generally operate with minimal delays at all times
of the day.

Two-lane rural road LOS analysis is based on average travel speeds and frequency of passing

opportunities, which are measures of the quality of traffic flow as perceived by the driver. LOS A

and B indicate satisfactory passing opportunities and free flow speeds of over 50 mph. Most of the
site vicinity roads currently operate at LOS A or B. LOS C indicates the formation of "platoons,”
or groups of cars formed behind a slightly slower vehicle which slows travel speeds and hinders
passing ability. Free flow speed is still over 50 mph on straight rural roads with LOS C operations;
however, the opportunity for drivers to pass at will is reduced.

Transit Service

The nearest regularly scheduled bus service to the project site js provided by the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District. The Transit District currently serves the Stockton Metropolitan area, which
is more than 25 miles from the project site, but plans-to-expand-into-other-areasof Is In the process
of extending intercity service In San Joaquin County as-theneed-asises. In addition, the District
operates regional transit service from San Joaquin County to the Bay Area (as far north as Contra
Costa County and as far south as Santa Clara County), Stanislaus County, and Sacramento, including
subscription morning/evening commute service between the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, located about ten miles west of the project site, and the cities of Stockton, Manteca, and
Tracy, and service to the Bayfair BART Station.

Several other transit carriers operate within 5 to 20 miles of the project site. Tracy Trans operates
a dial-a-ride service in the City of Tracy. The Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority (Wheels)
operates fixed-route bus service in the cities of Livermore, Dublin, and Pleasanton. The Central

Note that Caltrans District 10 uses a more restrictive standard LOS C for State highways in rural areas.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

TABLE 4.12-1

EXISTING FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE
1993 PM Peak Hour

mre——iains e ———
Volume-to-
Number  peay Hour Volume Capacity Ratio Level of Service
of Lanes
in Each West- East- West. East- West- East-
Location Direction bound bound bound bound bound -bound
I-580 west of 1205
junction 4 2,520 5.940 032 0.74 A C
1-580 east of 1-205
junction 2 780 1,840 0.20 046 A B
1-205 at Patterson
Pass Road 2 1,740 4,100 0.44 1.03 B F

Source: DKS Associates; Caltrans District 4.

Note:  Bold and underlined letters indicate locations where County standards for acceptable LOS are not met under
existing conditions.

Costa County Transit Authority provides bus service between the cities of San Ramon, Dublin, and
Pleasanton and the Walnut Creek BART station.

The nearest Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station is the Bayfair station near San Leandro, about
30 miles west of the project site. A BART extension to Dublin, about 20 miles west of the project
site, 1s currently under construction. BART Express bus routes serve the Tri-Valley area, with
service as far east as Livermore.

AMTRAK operates a feeder bus service between Tracy and the AMTRAK station in Stockton. The
AMTRAK line between Oakland and Stockton runs on the Southern Pacific track located along the
south side of Suisun Bay and along the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (ATSF) track through the
Delta.

Railroad Lines

The project site is traversed by the Southern Pacific (SP) Transportation Company "Mococo” branch
line which runs parallel and adjacent to Byron Road from Tracy north to Martinez (Figure 4.12-1).
A second SP track, currently inoperative, runs from Tracy south of 1-205 through the Altamont Pass.
A third line owned by the Union Pacific Railroad Company runs through southern Tracy, continuing
through the Altamont Pass to the Bay Area. The two active railroad lines carry freight.

R10114B. TRN-5/1/94 4.12-9



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

In the project vicinity, there are seven grade crossings along the SP track that parallels Byron Road.
These are at Herdlyn, Lindemann, Kelso, Henderson, Wicklund, Reeve, and Grant Line roads. Six
of the seven streets are local access roads; only Grant Line Road, east of the site, carries appreciable
traffic volumes.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project will normally have a significant impact if it causes an
increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system, The San Joaguin County road standards contained in the General Plan 2010 are for LOS
C or better on all County roads. except in a city sphere of influence area where the city has adopted
more lenient standards, and LOS D on all freeways and State highways® (San Joaquin County,
1992). For this DEIR, impacts have been identified as significant when future traffic volumes would
result in an LOS not meeting standards iden:ified in the General Plan 2010.

The 1-580 freeway, 1-205 freeway, and 11th Street are San Joaquin County CMP routes. The CMP
standard for I-580 and 11th Street is LOS D, while the standard for 1-205 from the County line to
Tracy Boulevard is LOS F, and the standard from MacArthur Drive to I-5 is LOS E° Under the
San Joaquin County CMP, an impact is considered significant if the ADT volume increases by 250
trips or more, or if an LOS of C or worse is projected to degrade by one or more letter categories.

I-580, I-680, and State Route 84 in Alameda County are Alameda County CMP routes. The
standard in Alameda County for CMP routes is LOS E.

MASTER PLAN

The internal circulation at the project site is proposed as a series of major arterials, minor arterials
and collectors (Figure 4.12-6); the major arterials would be four to six lanes wide, the minor arterials
would be four lanes wide, and collectors would be two- lanes wide. Traffic signals are proposed at
27 intersections on the site. The project proposes improvements to two existing rail crossings (at
Kelso and Henderson Roads), closure of the Wicklund Road rail crossing, a new at-grade crossing
at Pauerson Pass Road and a new grade-separated crossing of both Byron Road and the SP track
west of Patterson Pass Road.

The project includes provisions for bus and rail passenger transit services, bicycles and pedestrians.
Local transit service would operate within each neighborhood area, focused on neighborhood centers.
Regional bus routes would operate to Tracy, Stockton, Livermore and the nearest BART station, with
a central transfer facility within the Town Center (Figure 3.9 and Table 3.8). Park-and-ride facilities
are proposed at the central transfer facility, each neighborhood center, and the future rail station(s).

For the purposes of this analysis, note tzat the LOS standards of General Plan 2010 (LOS D) have been used.
However, Caltrans District 10 uses a mor: :estrictive standard, LOS C, for rural freeways such as [-580 south of 1-205.

! Congestion Management Program (Con Mag) for San Ioaquin County, November 26, 1991

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-10



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Feeder bus service is proposed between Mountain House and the Altamont and Mococo rail stations
upon implementation of passenger service on those lines. A continuous network of off-street bike
paths and on-street bike lanes is proposed, along with signed bike routes on collector strees.

‘RIOllda.TRN-9fl/94 4,12-10A



MASTER PLAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM Figure 4.12-6
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

The project includes provisions for certain regional transportation improvements in the site vicinity.
Specific improvements identified include the 1-205/Patterson Pass Road freeway interchange, the I-
580/Grant Line Road interchange and an intermodal station on the Mococo line, The Draft Master
Plan also proposes the project’s participation in a Strategic Transportation Plan study of the Altamont
Corridor, in the development of HOV lanes on I-205 and truck climbing lanes on I-580, and in other
freeway mainline improvements (Table 3.7).

The Draft Master Plan proposes improvements to Byren, Patterson Pass, and Grant Line roads on
the site, defining them as Mountain House "Gateways." The Draft Master Plan also includes
provisions for participating in traffic studies and improvement measures for other County arterials,
and for roadways in other counties or cities that would be impacted by the project. This latter
participation is conditioned on equal consideration of the other jurisdictions’ impacts on the project.

The Draft Master Plan includes Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to reduce the
use of single occupant vehicles within, to and from the site. The TDM program incorporates San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVUAPCD) measures, and a monitoring program,
implemented under the structure of a Transportation Management Association (TMA). The project
appears 1o meet transit/TDM requirements of the County General Plan 2010 and the County
Congestion Management Program (ConMAG, 1991).

The Draft Master Plan also includes transportation “trigger points" which indicate the number of
occupied residential units that are anticipated to trigger the need for a particular transportation

eonstruction-date: This DEIR evaluates full buildout of the Master Plan and the Specific Plan I, but
does not evaluate the adequacy of the trigger points or the phasing of improvements. Moreover, the
Master Plan does not provide a mechanism for reviewing trigger points in advance of when they are
reached in case improvements are needed earlier than anticipated, and does not indicate how early
the planning for an improvement would begin in order to provide for necessary designs, approvals
and construction by the time that the trigger point Is reached.

The Draft Master Plan provides for project participation in funding of community and regional
transportation improvements based on "fair share" estimates defined in the Public Financing Plan,
The Public Financing Plan is a separate document being prepared for the Mountain House project,
and is therefore not specifically analyzed in this DEIR. The Draft Master Plan proposes that the fair
share estimates used in the Public Financing Plan initially be based on estimates provided in the most
current EIR, with final determination being made at the time of design or funding of the individual
improvements. (Table 4.12-7, later in this DEIR section, presents information on projected
percentages of traffic on individual roadways to assist the County in establishing fair share
responsibilities for use in the Public Financing Plan.) The Draft Master Plan also proposes creation
of a Mountain House Planning Area as a part of the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee
program. The local portion of fees collected within this planning area is proposed to be used to fund

RI10114B TRN-9/1/94 4.12-12



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

County Arterial improvements ide:tified in that program, with specific fees set by the County prior
to submittal of the first Development Permit.

Impact Methodology and Assumptions

The transportation impacts of the project are examined in this DEIR in the context of cumulative
projected growth in the County and in the region to the year 2010. For this analysis, the project was
superimposed onto 2010 projections of housing and employment in the remainder of San Joaquin
County and the surrounding region, including the nine-county Bay Area, the four-county Sacramento
area, and Stanislaus County. To provide a baseline for comparison, a "No Project” alternative was
also developed which assumes no development of the project site but which includes the same 2010
growth forecasts for the remainder of the County and the surrounding region.

This transportation impact analysis uses the San Joaquin County Council of Governments (COG)
Travel Model. The model has been significantly revised and expanded since the 1991 County's
General Plan 2010 FEIR (BASELINE, 1992b) and the Mountain House FEIR (BASELINE, 1992a)
and FSEIR (BASELINE, 1993). The Travel Model was revised to incorporate peak hour and mode
choice forecasting capabilities.* A description of the final model and details of the various land use
and network assumptions for 2010 are contained in Appendix F. The 2010 reglonal network Is
consistent with applicable agencies’ financially constrained networks as of late 1993. For this
DEIR, the following changes were made to the model network and land use inputs, while retaining
the basic model structure:

. Traffic zones were disaggregated within the project site to provide better detail for on-site
traffic impact analysis.

. The 2010 land uses for the site were updated o correspond to the current proposed project.

. The 2010 land use assumptions for the remainder of San Joaquin County were retained from
the FSEIR. This forecast incorporates San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 land use
projections, adjusted to delete the previously proposed "new town" projects of Liberty and
Forest Oaks and to reflect somewhat more growth by 2010 in Tracy, Lathrop, and Stockton
than assumed previously in both the original FEIR (BASELINE, 1992a) and the General Plan
2010 FEIR (BASELINE, 1992b).

. The 2010 land use assumptions for the Bay Arca, Sacramento, and Stanislaus County were
updated to reflect the applicable agencies’ most current forecasts. Bay Area forecasts are
based on ABAG’s Projections 92 forecasts, using travel projections developed by MTC for

DKS Associates, 1992-93, for the San Joaquin County COG. The revised model was used for testing multi-modal
altermatives for the COG's 1993 Regional Transportation Plan EIR. As part of this work, the model was recalibrated
on newly available 1990 census travel data and validated against daily and peak hour traffic counts as well as transit
ridership counts, resulting in significant changes 1o the modal structure.

RI0L14B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-13



4,12 TRANSPORTATION

the Regional Transportation Plan analysis.” Although significant growth is forecast by ABAG
in the Tri-Valley area, the ABAG 2010 projections do not reflect full buildout of several large-
scale developments proposed in the area (including the Dougherty Valley, Eastern Dublin,
West Dublin, and North Livermore General Plan Amendments).® Sacramento area forecasts
rely on updated land use forecasts from SACOG, with significantly greater growth projected
by 2010 than previously forecasted. Stanislaus County projections are based on the recent 1-5
Corridor Strategic Plan studies (Merced County Council of Governments, 1993).

. The 2010 regional network was revised to correspond to "financially feasible” networks as
defined in Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) for each agency. In San Joaquin County, the
COG’s RTP Balanced Alternative, which is generally similar to the adopted RTP, was used
as a starting point. In the Bay Area, MTC’s "Track 1" RTP alternative was used, and projects
were verified with staff of Alameda and Contra Costa counties.

. The 2010 network in the Tracy area was modified from the FSEIR assumptions to be
consistent with the City’s adopted Urban Management Plan network.

. Regional transit services and HOV lanes were added to the 2010 network. Projections of San
Joaquin County transit services were based on the RTP Balanced Altenative, with some
revisions by County staff, while Bay Area transit services were based on MTC’s RTP "Track
1" alternative. Key transit improvements include the continuation and expansion of the
planned Altamont commuter rail line demonstration project, and the extension of BART to
Dublin, currently under construction,

. Transit services to, from, and within the project site were added in accordance with the
facilities proposed in the Draft Master Plan.

The model results were used in several ways to analyze potential transportation impacts of the
project:

* Overall trip-making characteristics of the project were identified by reviewing trip
generation, distribution and mode choice projections from the model.  These
characteristics directly influence the locations and extent of other impacts of the project
on traffic, air quality and noise.

Person trip ends by mode were imported directly into the 1993 Travel Model, using 2010 auto person irip ends for the
Bay Area Regional Transportation Plan, provided by Metropolitan Transportation Commission, October, 1993,

Inclusion of full buildout of these projects (representing a horizon year beyond 2010) would result in higher traffic
volume forecasts for I-580, I-680, and other Tri-Valley facilities, but would reduce the share of Mountain House traffic
projected on these facilities.

- R10114B.TRN-9/1/04 4.12-14



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

*  Projected daily volumes on all arterial and freeway segments in the project vicinity were
compared between the No Project and Project alternatives to provide insight as to where
traffic increases due to the project are greatest.

* AM and PM peak hour directional volumes were compared to roadway capacities to
determine where level of service deficiencies would occur and where roadway widening
would be required to mitigate the deficiencies. This was done for both the No Project and
Project alternatives in order to identify locations where the project would require more
lanes than otherwise needed to accommodate future traffic. This is the key indicator of
level of significance of traffic impacts.

+  Projected intersection turn volumes were used to determine levels of service at all key
intersections within or adjacent to the project, and to identify potential needs for
mitigation. This was done for the Project alternative only.

*  "Select Link" analysis was used to identify the number and proportion of project-generated
trips on roadways impacted by the project. This process traces the origins and
destinations of all trips using a particular roadway segment, and therefore is useful in
establishing or reviewing fair share funding responsibilities of the project. Due to the
computer processing requirements, it ‘was necessary to select a limited number of
roadway/freeway locations for select :unk analysis in advance of the model runs.
Locations were therefore chosen to include all roadways identified as being significantly
impacted in the previous FSEIR for the project, and to use segments that are likely to be
representative of the roadway as a whole.

Impact M4.12-1

At buildout, the project would generate approximately 273,000 daily vehicle trips to, from, or
within the site. The added vehicle trips would contribute significantly to projected traffic
growth, increases in vehicle miles traveled, and LOS deficiencies on the road system,
particularly in the vicinity of the site. Some of these associated impacts would be unavoidable.
The project would also generate the need for public transit services to, from, and within the
site. Since transit services are proposed in the Master Plan to accommodate the projected
transit ridership, this trip generation impact is not significant or unavoidable.

The project’s potential trip generation was estimated using the 1993 COG Travel Model. The model
first estimates person trips by all modes, and then allocates person trips to vehicle and transit
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passenger modes. Person trip ends and vehicle trips’ generated by the project are shown in Tables
4.12-2 and 4.12-3.

Table 4.12-2 summarizes person trip ends generated by mode. At full buildout, the project would
generate almost 590,000 person trip ends by all modes. A high proportion of trip ends is projected
10 be in vehicles, either as drivers or passengers. Vehicle drivers are projected to account for 70%
of all trip ends (407,000 out of 589,950).

Table 4.12-3 shows daily and peak hour vehicle trips to, from, and within the project. The project
1s projected to generate approximately 273,000 vehicle trips to, from, or within the site over the
day.® Internal trips (those that do not leave the project site) were projected by the COG Travel
Model based on the projected 2010 land uses and accessibility between zones within the modelling
region. Internal trips are projected to account for 49 percent of the total vehicle trips generated on-
site. The remaining 51 percent are trips entering or leaving the project boundaries. The high rate
of internal travel is because the project includes both residential and non-residential uses, including
retail, school and other activities, and because of the project’s jobs/housing balance.

The rate of internal travel would vary depending on the type of trip. With the full buildout of all
the employment proposed, about 45 percent of the work trips would be internal. Shopping trips
would be nearly 90 percent internal, and school trips would also be largely internal. This projected
rate of internal travel is highly dependent on achieving the assumed full buildout of employment and
the proposed mix of commercial, school, and other non-residential land uses within the site. The
rate of internal travel is also dependent on the affordability of on-site housing to a sufficient number
of the employees. A detailed analysis of the project’s proposed Jobs/Housing and Affordable
Housing programs is included in Section 4.9, Population, Housing, and Employment.

The rate of internal travel would also vary over time, with a lower rate during interim phases of the
project. For example, at buildout of Specific Plan I, about 37 percent of all project trips are
projected to be internal (Tables 4.12-15 and 4.12-16, presented later in this section), as compared
to 49 percent upon buildout of the Master Plan.

Transit passengers would account for 2.4 percent of the work trip ends and 0.4 percent of all trip
ends. The projected daily vehicle trip generation of the project is about five percent higher than

Each one-way trip is considered to bave two trip ends: one at the origin and the other at the destination. Trip
generation in the model is based on trip ends. The number of trip ends generated on-site is the sum of al} origins and
destinations at homes, businesses, and other activities on the site. If a trip stays on the site (i.¢., an intemal trip), both
of its trip ends are included in the total. If a trip leaves the site, only the trip end generated on site is included in the
trip end total, whether it is an origin or a destination.

! The number of daily vehicle trips (273,300) is less than the number of vehicle trip ends in Table 4.12-2 (407,000)
because each internal trip generates two trip ends on site.” For example, a resident driving from home to shop within
the project site generates two trip ends in Table 4.12-2: one at home and one at the store. However, these two trip
ends represent only one car on the roadway system (one vehicle trip) in Table 4.12-3.
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TABLE 4.12-2

PROJECT TRIP ENDS BY MODE AT BUILDOUT
2010 Daily Trip Ends Generated On-Site

Person Trip Ends Number of
Vehicle Trip Persons per
Number Percent Ends Vehicle
Home-Based Work:
Drive alone 59,390 828 59,390
Shared ride 10,620 14.8 4,750
Transit 1,740 _24 -~
Total 717750 100.0 64,140
Other:
Drive alonefshared ride 517,380 99 8 342,860
Transit 8§10 _02
Total 518,190 100.0 342,860
Total:
Drive alone/shared ride 587,400 99 6 407,000
Transit 2,550 - _04
Total 589,950 100.0 407,000

Source: DKS Associates.

TABLE 4.12-3

PROJECT YEHICLE TRIPS AT BUILDOUT

Vehicle Trips Generated "
AM Peak PM Peak Daily
Number ‘Percentage Number Percentage | Number Percentage
Inbound 4,900 303 | 5600 26.5 69,800 255
Outbound 4,300 26.5 6,200 292 69,800 255
Internal' 7,000 432 9,400 443 133,700 49.0
TOTAL 16,200 100.0 21200 100.0 273,300 100.0

Source: DKS Associates

! Trips with both ends within project boundaries.
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previously projected in the FSEIR (407,000 trip ends versus 387,400 trip ends in the FSEIR). About
half of the difference is due to increased employment in the proposed project. The remaining
increase is due to revised trip generation rates in the COG Travel Model. On the other hand, peak
hour trip generation at buildout of the proposed project is projected to be 18 percent lower than
shown in the FSEIR (30,600 versus 37,200 trip ends in the PM peak hour). The decrease appears
to be due to use of locally calibrated peak hour factors built into the revised COG travel model,
which were not used in previous analyses.

The transit shares projected for Mountain House are higher than projected for the County as a whole,
but not high enough to significantly reduce traffic impacts of the project over an average day. The
low transit percentages are typical of suburban development, and may be due to various factors.
Only those transit services fully committed in the Draft Master Plan or programmed by other
agencies were assumed for forecasting purposes. The 2010 regional network in the COG Travel
Model includes an Altamont commuter rail line to the Bay Area, but the closest currently planned
station is in downtown or south Tracy. Transfers to bus would be required for commuter rail
passenger access to major employment sites in the Tri-Valley area such as Hacienda Business Park
and Bishop Ranch. Although the Draft Master Plan provides a rail passenger station on the Southern
Pacific Mococo line, no passenger rail service was assumed on the line since there are no currently
funded plans for operating the service. BART was assumed to extend only to the Dublin/Pleasanton
station, as currently funded. A local bus line was assumed to circulate around the project site as
proposed in the Draft Master Plan, but its relatively slow travel speeds, low service frequency, and
requirements for transfers would limit its ridership. Transit service improvements for Mountain
House beyond those assumed in the DEIR would increase transit usage by project residents and
employees, potentially reducing peak period impacts in some major travel corridors such as I-580.
However, these increases are not anticipated to be sufficient to avoid traffic impacts of the project.

Although the currently planned transit services would not mitigate overall traffic impacts of the
project, provision of the services is important for a number of reasons:

* They would mitigate transit needs generated by the project, for example by project
residents who do not have access to automobiles or those who desire to use alternative
modes.

* They fulfill County and Congestion Management Program requirements for providing
transit services.

»  There is a potential air quality benefit.

+  Specific congested commute corridors, such as the I-580 corridor, would benefit from
having alternative modes of travel available.
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*  There is potential for greater transit usage than projected in the DEIR if additional regional
transit improvements are implemented beyond those assumed in the analysis and/or if other
conditions change in the future (e.g., implementation of Mieroline Mococo line service).

One way to mitigate the increase in daily trip generation and reduce associated adverse impacts on
the transportation system is to downsize the project. The total amount of the project’s allowable
housing and employment could be lowered so that traffic generation over the day would not exceed
the somewhat lower leve! projected in the previous FSEIR. However, reducing the size of the
project would not mitigate all adverse regional traffic impacts since, on many regional facilities,
cumulative traffic levels without the project (the No Project Scenario) are projected to exceed
capacities. Also, due to the "replacement" effect,” there would not necessarily be a one-to-one
reduction of roadway volumes. Even with downsizing of the project, unavoidable adverse impacts
would remain. Reducing the overall size of the project has therefore not been proposed as a
mitigation measure below.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-1

{aj The County should prepare and implement a countywide Transporiation Systems
Management (TSM} program 1o promote and facilitate use of alternative modes 1o the single-
occupant vehicle within the County. The program should include measures such as
continuation and expansion of the County rideshare program, transportation coordinators at
employment sites, provision of park-and-ride lots throughout the County, and development of
a nerwork of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on corridors of high travel demand.

(b) The Fransit Transportation Management Association (TMA) should promote, with State
and County assistance, lanes for priority HOV access 1w/from the project site (e.g., HOV
bypass lanes at metered on-ramps to 1-580 at Grant Line Road, and at on-ramps to 1-205 at
Patterson Pass Road). The TMA should promote the construction of HOV lanes when |I-
205 is widened. A policy stating this commitment should be added under Freeway
Improvements and TDM Measures (Appendix C).

(c) Local transit service (using clean fuel-transit buses, if feasible) proposed in the Draft
Master Plan should be increased, with more frequent service during peak periods 1o facilitate
non-vehicle travel on internal roads, and more direct routing to destinations and Jfewer
transfers than proposed in the Draft Master Plan,

0 s 3y o acidaxntis etail and assnlsacis o 1ta 2 ]s 1 ia A1 . Tl ¢,
5 46 - & (H; A G Saar . 5 b b g B
353 4 ‘ -..-.. ‘ .--‘ - . g .,-..-- - - - o a2 4 d 4
” .. » - Zacr vy - Iy 4 Ty P (1323w v ag1

With addition of the project. some regional trips that would otherwise use I-580 and I-205 would be “replaced” by
project trips because the project would provide jobs for some San Joaquin Valiey residents who, in the absence of the
project, would commute to jobs further west. The COG Travel Model reflects this redistribution of trips.
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(d) A new Policy should be added under Commercial Objective 2 (Appendix C):

“f) Nelghborhood commercial areas shall be located so as to optimize accessibility for
local pedestrians and cyclists and to reduce automobile trips."

A new Implementation should be added under Commercial Objective 2 (Appendix C):

‘c) The Neighborhood Commercial areas shall be sited so that as many homes as
possible are located within a one-quarter mile walk of the closest nelghborhood or
community shopping area.”

£ (e) To reduce peak hour vehicle trip generation, employers should be required encouraged
to provide flexible work hour programs and/or “9/80" and "4/40""° week schedules. This
mitigation measure should be added as an Implementation to the Transportation Demand
Management section (Appendix C),

t&+ (f) The Draft Master Plan should be amended with a policy in the Transportation Demand
Management section under Objective 1 (Appendix C), as follows:

j) Transit Oriented Development (TOD)} Guidelines shall be considered in the design of each
netghborhood center. Review and approval of TOD provisions by the County Community
Development Department shall be a-condition required prior to approval of the first

Development Permit-for-each-specific-plan.”

t (g) Implementation c) under Objective 2 in Transit (Appendix C) should be amended as
Jollows:

“c) The Community, ¥ : : : Y e h h il
analysisfor-a-pereniial shall contribute on a "fair share" basis to any Altamont Station
study. The Community shall contribute a falr share toward the capltal costs of
building an Altamont Station and to the operating and maintenance costs that are
Identified. The fair share contribution of the Community toward constructing the
station shall be based on ridership projections. Bus service between the
Community and the Altamonr Statlon shaH be lncluded ln rhe Communlrys trans!t
commltment 56 q 4 and-pa a4

e A "9/80" schedule allows workers to work nine-hour days, with every other Friday off. A “4/40" schedule allows

workers to work ten-hour days for four days each week.
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4 (h) A= Implementation c¢) shewld-be-added under Objective 1 in Transportation Demand
Management should be revised as follows:

e ¢) The applicant shall develop « an annual Transportation Monitoring Program, which
would be a-part-of conducted at the same time as the annual monitoring eondneted
Jor the Jobs/Housing and Affordable Housing Programwm&ned—m«hnpiemnfﬁmw
(d-and{elwnderObjectivet—and-tmplemeriartons—-and—H-wunder-Objective—2—6f
FobstHousing—and-Affordable—Housing. The monitoring program would serve as a

means of ~~mparing the actual tra)fftc generated by the project to the traffic projections,

and w: allow revisions to mmganan measures and trigger pomts far needed
transp' . sion :mprovements 4 rORIHOHREPFORFE guld-aio Y16
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MonitoringRrogram- The annual reports should identify various data including land
use occupancy information, traffic counts, and progress of planned transportation
improvements and planning studies such as PSRs. Traffic monitoring should include
traffic counts and level of service analysis on all community gateways and other
impacted County roads. Adequacy of the near-term trigger points and progress toward
implementation of the required transportation improvements should also be reviewed.

Should traffic impacts of the project be found during the annual monitoring to be
different (i.e., higher than projected levels), then the County shall hold hearings, receive

temmony. make ﬁndmgs ana‘ take approprlate acnan as—md;-eaﬁed—m—k;plemem&m

m—f-kes-e—-seeﬁonf—f The Counr)' shall adopr ﬁndings re[ated 1o wherher the adopted
trigger points for transportation improvements and the project’s fair share of costs
should be revised to ensure the timely construction of needed improvements, and
incorporated as a condition of further development approvals.”

(i) The following Implementation should be added under Objectives 2 and 3 of
Telecommunication Systems (Appendix C):

“b) One or more telecommuting centers furnished with satellite telecommunication
devices and computer equipment shall be constructed within the project site to
reduce commuting to off-site locations."”

Impact M4.12-2

Within 10 miles of the site, the project would typically increase traffic volumes on 1-205, 1-580
and 1-5 by 10,000-23,000 daily vehicles over levels projected in 2010 without the project,
representing increases of 8-20 percent. These traffic increases would exacerbate highly
deficient levels of service already projected at some locations in 2010 without the project, and
would increase the extent and duration of traffic congestion on these freeways. Most of the
projected traffic impacts on 1-205 could potentially be mitigated with regional improvements,
but the impacts on 1-580 west of 1-205 and on I-5 north of i-205 are unavoidable.

By 2010, total freeway traffic would increase significantly, compared to 1993 conditions, with or
without the project. The project would be a significant contributor to future traffic growth on
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regional freeways. Future freeway volumes are identified in Figure 4.12-7 and Table 4.12-4 for an
area up to 10 miles from the project site."" Proportions of total daily traffic to or from the project
site are shown in Table 4.12-5, Peak hour volumes and levels of service on 1-205, 1-580 and I-5 in
the project vicinity are summarized in Table 4,12-6. Much of the projected 2010 traffic is associated
with inter-regional growth. Deficient LOS is projected at a number of locations, indicating that the
2010 traffic demand cannot be fully met, with or without the project. Additional freeway lanes,

General impacts of the project on other freeway volumes farther away were also considered. The impacts of
construction-related traffic have not besn included in the following projections because It is difficult, if not
impossible, to determine the origin of such traffic. The applicant estimates that up to approximately 2,000
construction workers may be employed on the site annually.
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TABLE 4.12-4

TOTAL DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME CHANGES ON FREEWAYS IN PROJEC? vICINITY
(2010 Growth with and without the Proposed Project)

— — o —
1993 Daily 2010 Daily Traffic Volume "
Traflic
Freeway Location Volume No Project Project  Difference’' II
1-580 In Livermore between Vasco Road and '
Notth Livermore Avenue 103,000 181,200 196,100 14,900
At the Altamont Pass : 91,000 172,400 182,100 9,700
West of 1-205 Interchange 105,800 172,200 170,000 (2,200)
North of Patterson Pass_ Road 28,500 56,500 54,900 {1,600)
1-205 West of Patterson Pass Road 65,000 108,700 108,100 (600}
East of Patterson Pass Road 77,300 113,400 . 136,500 23,100
East of 11th Street 56,000 99,300 115,100 15,800
East of Grant Line Road 56,000 128,900 145,500 . 16,600
I-5 Between 1-205 and SR 120 84,000 208,700 208,900 200

Source: DKS Associates.

' Project volume compared to "No Project” volume. Volumes in parentheses indicate segments where a decrease in

traffic is projected due to the project’s effects on regional job location and commuting patterns. See Table 4.12-5 for
projections of 2010 daily traffic to and from project.

TABLE 4.12-5

PROJECT AND NON.-PROJECT TRIPS ON 1-580 AND ]-205"
(2010 DAILY TRAFFIC)

—— ——
Location No Project Project

1-580 at Aliamont Pass

Vehicles to/from Mountain House : 0 21,100
Vehicles to/from other areas east of Altamont Pass 172,400 161,000
Total Daily Vehicles 172,400 182,100
1-205 East of Grant Line Road

Vehicles to/from Mountain House 0 27,900
Vehicles to/from other areas to the east 128,900 117.600
Total Daily Vehicles 128,900 145,500

Source: DKS Associates.

' Based on select link analysis using the COG Travel Mode!. This analysis traces origins and destinations of all trips

using the particular roadway link.
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412 TRANSPORTATION

reduction of traffic demand through TDM efforts and transit improvements, and spreading of the
peak period would be needed to accommodate the projected traffic demands.

1-205 Freeway

The San Joaquin County COG Regional Transportation Plan includes the widening of 1-205 to six
lanes as a high priority project. However, the General Plan 2010 FEIR (BASELINE, 1992b)
projected a need for eight lanes by 2010. To avoid understating potential traffic demand on 1-205,
this analysis assumes that I-205 would be widened to six mixed flow and two HOV lanes by 2010,
with or without the project.

East of the project site, the greatest net increase in freeway volumes due to adding the project would
occur on I-205 between Patterson Pass Road and 11th Street. The project would result in a net
increase of over 23,000 daily vehicles on this segment of 1-205 (Table 4.12-4).

The highest 1otal traffic volume on 1-205 is projected 10 occur east of Grant Line Road. At this
location, 128,900 daily vehicles are projected by 2010, without the project. The project would add
16,600 daily vehicles to 1-205 east of Grant Line Road, for a total of 145,500 daily vehicles (Table
4.12-4). Based on "select link"'? analysis, it is projected that 19.2 percent of all trips, or 27,900
daily vehicles, would be to or from the project (Table 4.12-5). This indicates that the project would
“replace” . ~out 11,300 trips (27,900 minus 16,600) that are projected to use I-205 in the "No
Project” alicrnative. This replacement would occur because the project would provide jobs for some
of the San Joaquin County residents who would otherwise commute on I-205 to Bay Area jobs
further west,

For the No Project alternative, a deficient level of service (LOS E) is projected on 1-205 during the
PM peak in the segment west of I-5. Addition of the project would degrade the segment of I-205
west of I-5 from LOS E to LOS F in the PM peak and from LOS I .cceptable) to LOS E
(deficient) in the AM peak. Addition of the project would also degrade the --gment from 11th Street
to Patterson Pass Road from LOS D (acceptable) to LOS F (deficient) in the PM peak. Other
segments would maintain LOS D or better with or without the project. As noted above, these
projections assume widening of I-205 to 8 lanes (6 mixed flow and 2 HOV) by 2010. With 1-205
widened to only 6 lanes as currently programmed, LOS F conditions are projected along the entire
1-205 corridor, with or without the project.

1-580 Freeway

No freeway improvements are assumed by 2010 for the I-580 freeway in San Joaquin and Alameda
counties in this analysis. However, introduction of an Altamont Pass commuter rail line and express
bus services between the project site and the Tri-Valley are included. These assumptions are

1 “"Select link™ analysis traces the origins and destinations of all trips projected by the Travel Model 1o use a designated

roadway segment.
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consistent with current Alameda County Policy 164A regarding improvements at Altamont Pass and
Vasco Road gateways.”

At the Altamont Pass, 172,400 daily vehicles are projected on I-580 by 2010 without the project.”
The project would add about 9,700 vehicles for a total of 182,100 (Figure 4.12-7 and Table 4.12-4).
(This does not include an additional 8,000 vehicles added to Altamont Pass Road by the project.)
The increase due to the project and the resulting daily volume is lower than previously projected in
the FSEIR (191,000 daily vehicles). The difference appears to be due to recalibration of the COG
Travel Model to reflect observed 1990 commute patterns, updating of 2010 land use inputs for the
Bay Area and Sacramento regions, and inclusion of transit improvements in the curment analysis.
Select link analysis of I-580 at the Altamont Pass indicates that 11.6 peicent of all daily trips in
2010, or 21,100 vehicles, are either to or from the project site (Table 4.12-5).

Higher traffic volumes are projected on I-580 west of the Altamont Pass, with 181,200 daily vehicles
just west of Vasco Road without the project. At this location, the project would increase 2010
volumes by about 14,900 daily vehicles, for a total of 196,000 daily vehicles.

South of the 1-205 junction, projected volumes on I-580 are much lower than {0 the west. Between
Grant Line Road and Patterson Pass Road, a small decrease in 2010 freeway volumes is projected
with addition of the project (Table 4.12-4). The decrease is attributable to shifts in regional travel
distribution.  South of Patterson Pass Road, addition of the project would increase 2010 volumes
by about 10,000 daily vehicles.

Unacceptable péak period levels of service, generally LOS F, are projected along most of I-580 west
of the I-205 connection (Table 4.12-6), and some peak period traffic would divert to Altamont Pass
Road, causing similar LOS F conditions. These conditions are projected with or without the project,

Policy 164A of the East County Area Plan, adopted by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors, May 5, 1994, states
that "The County shall assign priority in funding decisions to arierial and transit improvements that would improve
Jocal circulation, and to improvements that would facilitate movement of commercial goods. Improvements that would
expand the capacity of the Altamont Pass and Vasco Road gateways leading into the planning area from San Joaquin
and Contra Costa Counties would be inconsistent with the policies of this plan. This policy shall not preclude the
County from supporting or approving any rail projects or improvements required for roadway safety.”

The 2010 peak hour/peak direction traffic volumes on I-580 at Altamont Pass shown in this DEIR compare closely
with similar projections reported in Alameda County’s East County Area Plan (ECAP) DEIR (June 1993). Table 4.12-
6 of this DEIR shows PM peak hour/peak direction volumes of 10,710 (No Projection altemative), which is within 5
percent of the projection of 11,309 vehicles shown in Table 5.4-2 of the ECAP DEIR. Resulting levels of service are
therefore comparable. Daily traffic projections, however, differ significantly between the two DEIRs. The ECAP
projects 131,500 daily vehicles, which is about 25 percent lower than the 172,400 daily vehicles projected for the No
Project alternative in this DEIR (Table 4.12-4). The higher projection shown in this DEIR is based on a calibrated
gravity model” reflecting specific regional projections of 2010 population and employment distribution. The daily
traffic projections in the ECAP DEIR are understood to be factored up from peak bour projections, and appear to
assume relatively littie non-peak direction or off-peak travel growth in the corridor. Since the daily traffic projections
are not used to characterize Jevel of service, the disparity between the two projections is not critical. Moreover, the
projections in this DEIR appear to be more conservative (higher) than those reported in the ECAP DEIR.
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but the project would exacerbate them, The excess traffic demand on I-580 would cause spreading
of the peak period in the peak direction of travel, resulting in a lower percentage of the daily traffic
occurring in the peak hour than projecied by the Travel Model. In the AM period, excess demand
would cause standing queues on the east side of the Altamont Pass, limiting the rate of traffic
entering the Tri-Valley. In the PM, queues would occur on the west side of the Altamont Pass and

reduce eastbound traffic flows on 1-205 farther east.

An intensive multi-regional effort to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips generated by the proposed
project and other cumulative development on both sides of Altamont Pass would be needed to
mitigate future traffic growth on 1-580 through Altamont Pass. The 2010 projections include
potential effects of on- and off-site transit service improvements currently planned by 2010.
However, the COG Travel Model does not have the capability to project traffic reduction potential
associated with countywide TDM efforts such as carpool/vanpool incentive programs and flexible
work hours. The project has the potential to be more effective in reducing peak hour traffic than
the County as a whole due to locational advantages, the scale of the project and the comprehensive
TDM program proposed in the Draft Master Plan. Emphasizing single-occupant trip reduction on
both ends of the work trip would be likely to substantially reduce traffic for the project as a whole.
However, recognizing the uncertainty in achieving any traffic reduction beyond that already reflected
in the Travel Model, no further traffic reduction was assumed. Should further trip reduction be
achieved, the impacts would be reduce? from those indicated in this DEIR.

The proposed Land Use Plan seeks to maximize the propor:. .: of work trips and shopping trips that
stay within the site. A monitoring program that measures the amount of employment actually created
within the site at each phase of development is essential to ensure that the projections for a high rate
of internal travel remain valid. If the development and occupancy of industrial and commercial land
uses were 1o lag substantially behind residential development, or if housing were not affordabie to
a sufficient number of on-site employees, more project residents would travel away from the project
site than projected by the travel model, resulting in potentially greater impacts in the year 2010 than
indicated above. '

The feasibility of constructing truck-climbing lanes in each direction over the Altamont Pass segment
of 1-580 has been studied in a Project Study Report by Caltrans District 4 as part of the Inter-
regional Route System 10-year plan. At this time, only Stage I of this project, consisting of adding
a westbound truck lane at the 1-205 junction, is included in MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan.
No approvals or funding have been obtained for the remaining portions of the project (Satow, 1994).
This project may or may not be inconsistent with Alameda County’s Policy 164A, which opposes
capacity improvements to I-580 but which supports improvement to facilitate goods movement. Even
with the addition of truck-climbing lanes, projected 2010 traffic demand on this section of I-580
would exceed capacity during the PM peak period due to cumulative growth, with or without the
proposed project.
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To maintain acceptable freeway mainline speeds, Caltrans may require installation of ramp metering at the
intersections of I-205 with Patterson Pass Road and of I-580 with Grant Line Road. If ramp metering were
installed, HOV bypass lanes should be provided to encourage carpooling. Other strategles such as
traveler Information systems, congesticn pricing, and mainline HOV lanes should also be
considered.

A Mid-State Toll Road, which has been proposed by a private company, could accommodate a portion of
the excess travel demand over the Altamont Pass and on 1-580 through Livermore. The Toll Road as
earlier proposed would extend a new four-lane facility northeast from the I-680/SR 84 interchange in Sunol
(between Fremont and Pleasanton), cross 1-580 between Livermore and Pleasanton, continue northward
through Qakley and Brentwood in Contra Costa County, and then connect to I-80 near Vacaville in Solano
County. Preliminary analysis by proponents of that project indicates that the Toll Road could divert up
to 10 percent of the total I-580 traffic through the Altamont Pass (Parsons De Leaw, 1992). Based on this
estimate, the Mid-State Toll Road by itself would not reduce traffic over the Altarmont Pass to acceptable
levels, but in combination with further TDM efforts and some peak period spreading, LOS E could
potentially be maintained in the year 2010. More recent proposals have been to extend the toll road only
as far north as State Route 4. However, no approvals for the project have been received and numerous
local jurisdictions and agencies involved in the planning and approval of the Mid-State Toll Road have
voiced opposition to the project (McCallum, 1994). Therefore, the Mid-State Toll Road project is not
assumed in any of this analysis or inctuded in the mitigation measures below.

Altamont Pass Road could be widened from its existing two lanes to four lanes to accommodate some of
the projected excess traffic demand on 1-580. However, this improvement appears to be inconsistent with
Alameda County Policy 164A, which opposes roadway capacity improvements to the Altamont Pass
gateway, and no engineering or environmental studies have been done to determine its feasibility or cost.
Widening of Altamont Pass Road for trucks and/or high occupancy vehicles only may be consistent
with the County’s policy, and would free up some capacity on -580 for other vehicles. In any case,
widening of Altamont Pass Road to four lanes is not proposed as a mitigation measure unless requested
by Alameda County.

‘Caltrans may initiate two regional studies in 1994 to address transportation needs in the I-580 corridor,
using State Planning and Research grants (Allen, 1994). One of these is to coordinate interregional travel
forecasts and study goods movements between the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Central Valley areas (the
Tri-Regional Intermodal Planning Study). The other is a-study-ef-the-Adiament-Cosrider the 580/1-205
Interregional Transportation Corridor Study, which is addressing mobility improvements in the
corridor, particularly for freight and high-occupancy vehicles; this study invelves jurisdictions on
both sides of the Altamont Pass. The Draft Master Plan provides for participation in such studies and
resulting implementation, but no implementation measures address fair share participation beyond the study
phase. -

I-5 Freeway

No improvements were assumed on I-5 in the project vicinity for this traffic analysis. In the segment
between 1-205 and SR 120, the daily traffic volume on I-5 is projected to reach 209,000 daily vehicles by
2010 without the project. Addition of the project would not significantly increase total daily traffic on this
freeway segment, but a six percent increase in PM peak hour/peak direction traffic is projected.
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In this segment, the projected 20i:: peak hour traffic demand without the project well exceeds
capacity, resulting in LOS F during both the AM and PM peak periods (Table 4.12-6). This is due
to cumulative growth in the County, including development in Stockton, Manteca, and Lathrop. The
project would degrade Level of Service further due to an increase in the theoretical volume/capacity
ratio. As discussed for I-580 above, the peak hour demand could not be fully accommodated,
resulting in standing queues, peak period spreading and reduction of traffic flows downstream.

Effects of Reduced Number of Planned Lanes on 1-205

The DEIR assumes that the 1-205 freeway will be widened to eight lanes (six mixed flow, two
HOV lanes) by the time of bulldout of the Master Plan. This assumption was based on
previous General Plan 2010 and Mountain House EIR studles that indicated the need for eight
or more lanes with or without the Mountain House project. However, nc widening of i-205
beyond six lanes is currently planned. Accordingly, a revised County model projection was
prepared assuming <205 were widened to six lanes only to test the potentlal traffic shifts and
LOS implications of not completing the widening to eight lanes by the time of Master Plan
buildout. All other land use and network assumptions were unchanged.

Table 4.12-6A compares freeway traffic volumes for the six-lane 1-205 to comparable results
assuming eight lanes. Volume reductions on |-205 of as many as 7,700 dally vehicles are
projected with the narrower width, representing up to 5 percent less dally traffic in 2010, A
volume reduction of 6,800 dally vehicles is projected on I-5 between 1-205 and SR 120. Volume
changes on 1-580 are reiatively minor,

Table 4.12-6B shows resuiting AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service. The
primary LOS impact of the harrower width of |-205 is on I-20C: itself, where a degradation from
LOS D with eight lanes to LOS F with six lanes is projected. The LOS conditions on 1-205
would approach conditions projected on I-580 to the west. These conditions would cause
spreading of the pea® =zriod and substantial traffilc queues in the peak direction of travel.

Widening of |-205 to eight lanes, as assumed In this DEIR, would mitigate much of the impact.
However, according to Caltrans and the San Joaquin Council of Governments (COG), major
costs and impacts would be incurred to widen the freeway beyond six lanes and connect it
to I-5 to and from the north. Since the eight lane widening is unfunded, it is not Included in
the current COG Regional Transportation Plan. Due to the lead time Involved and the need
for major new funding, it Is unlikely that the widening couid be completed by 2010. In the
absence of any improvements beyond widening of I-205 to six lanes, a significant adverse
impact would occur with or without the Mountain House project.

An alternative to widening I-205 beyond six lanes is to develop a parallel, high capacity east-
west arterial road north of |-205, preferably extending all the way from the City of Lathrop's Gold
Rush City project to Mountain House, This arterial or expressway would follow an alignment
along the existing Middle and Arbor roads, and would connect via an access road Into Gold
Rush City (Stanford Boulevard). A two- to four-lane arterial was assumed for this route in the
DEIR analysls; this route is projected to be overloaded in 2010, with or without development of
Mountain House. Widening of this route to six lanes would increase capacity in the 1-205
corridor, thereby partially compensating for not widening the |-205 freeway beyond six lanes.
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TABLE 4.12-6A

TOTAL DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME CHANGES ON FREEWAYS IN PROJECT VICINITY
(2010 Volume with Six Lanes versus Eight Lanes on I-205)

2010 Dally Traffic Volume “
Eight Six
Freeway Location Lanes Lanes Ditterence
1-580 In Livermore between Vasco Road and
North Livermore Avenue 196,100 195,300 (800)
At the Altamont Pass 182,100 181,600 (500)
Waest of [-205 Interchange 170,000 168,000 (2,000)
North of Patterson Pass Road 54,800 56,100 1,200
i-205 West of Patterson Pass Road 108,100 107,700 (400)
East of Patterson Pass Road 136,500 132,700 (3,800)
East ot 11th Street 115,100 110,900 (4,200)
East of Grant Line Road 145,500 137,800 (7,700)
k5 Between 1-205 and SR 120 208,900 202,100 (6,800)
—

Source: DKS Associates.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Even with this mitigation measure, a significant adverse Impact is projected along I-205 by
2010.

Other Regional Facilities

West of North Livermore Avenue, net impacts of the project on I-580 traffic levels are projected to
be insignificant (one to two percent over No Project volumes). The relatively low impact of the
project on I-580 west of Livermore is primarily due to the underlying assumption that the amount
of employment growth in the Bay Area, as projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments,
would occur with or without the project.

On I-580, west of SR 84, net traffic volume increases of 1,000 to 4,500 daily vehicles are projected
in comparing the No Project to the Project scenarios. This represents 0.5 to 2.3 percent of the traffic
projected on I-580. The actual number of project-generated trips on 1-580 would be greater than this,
but the project trips would replace some non-project trips that would otherwise use 1-580, as
discussed ahove.

Similar results are observed on 1-680 freeway north and south of I-580 and on other regional
facilities in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, where net traffic increases of the project over 2010
traffic volumes without the project are insignificant.

Fair Share Funding of Improvements

The Draft Master Plan proposes "fair share" funding of 1-205 and I-580 mainline freeway
improvements, but does not indicate the amount anticipated. One possible approach for establishing
a fair share for a specific improvement project is to determine the proportion that project trips
represent of all traffic growth between 1990 and project buildout.”® The projected shares of traffic
growth on 1-205 and I-580 that are due to the project are summarized on Table 4.12-7. These are
initial estimates that are subject to refinement in the future. Based on select link analysis (Table
4.12-5), 27,900 daily trips on I-205 east of Grant Line Road would have origins or destinations at
the project, half of these would be trip origins at the site. Daily traffic on 1-205 is projected to
increase from 56,000 in 1990 to 145,500 in 2010 with Master Plan buildout, an increase of 89,500
daily vehicles. Therefore, the project trip origins would account for 16 percent

Only the origins are considered here because use of both crigins and destinations would potentially double count trips.
It is assumed that, for trips with destinations in the project site, the Jocations of the origins would similarly be
responsible for "fair share” funding of the regional improvements, including other jurisdictions such as Alameda County
or, altematively. other funding sources (e.g.. State, Federal, regional fees) would be used to fund the other half of the
costs. Also, only the projected increase in traffic is considered since existing traffic is accommodated by the existing
roadway. This estimate could be refined in the future by calculating fair shares at additional locations along 1-205 and
averaging the results. and/or by using peak hour traffic projections rather than daily.
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TABLE 4.12-7

PROJECT'S PERCENTAGE OF ADDED TRIPS ON

RF GIONAL AND COUNTY FACILITIES IN PROJECT VICINITY

Percent Project

Roadway Location/Segment Trips'
Freeway Mainline:
I-205 Patterson Pass Road to [-5 16
1-580 Altamont Pass 12
Freeway Interchanges:
1-205/Patterson Pass Road 87
1-580/Grant Line Road 55
1-580/Patterson Pass Road 32
County Arterial Roads:
Patterson Pass Road Byron Road to I-205 100°
Patterson Pass Road 1-205 10 I-580 36
Byron Road County line (o Patterson Pass Road - 35
Byron Road Patterson Pass Road to 1-205 40
Byron Road Mountain House Road to County line 28
Grant Line Road I-580 to Byron Road 48
Grant Line Road Byron Road to I-205 48
Grant Line Road (new) Byron Road to 1-205 36
Altamont Pass Road Mountain House Road to 1-580 50
11th Street 1-205 to Tracy Boulevard 22
Tracy Boulevard North of Lammers 12

e — e —

Source: DKS Associates.

Note: The use of these estimates for fair share contributions assume participation by other jurisdictions on a similar basis
or, alternatively, use of other funding sources. Only major project impacts are included; other improvements farther
from site would be funded through regional fees. Estimates may be refined in the future to consider additional

locations in each segment.

Percentage of daily trips added (1990-2010) that have origins at Mountain House (except for I-205/Patterson Pass
Road and 1-580/Grant Line Road interchanges where both origins and destinations are included).

Percentage of added trips with origins within Mountain House not determined from select link analysis, but would
be slightly less than 50%. However, the project is assumed to have full responsibility for improving this roadway
segment since few trips are projecied to use it in the No Project scenario, and because it is an on-site roadway.

R1C114B. TRN-9/1/94
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

of the projected traffic increase (13,950 project trips divided by 89,500 total trips), and this is a
reasonable fair share estimate for 1-205 mainline improvements.

Similarly, with buildout of the project, about 21,100 daily trips are projected on I-580 at Altamont
Pass with origins or destinations there (Table 4.12-5), based on select link analysis. Half of these,
or 10,550 vehicles would represent trip origins at the site. The daily volume is projected to increase
from 91,000 vehicles in 1990 to 182,100 vehicles, an increase of 91,100 vehicles. The project trip
origins would therefore account for 12 percent of the projected increase.

The project would impact other regional facilities throughout the County beyond those included in
Table 4.12-7. These impacts are likely to be small in percentage terms at any single location, but
their cumulative results on the Countywide regional system could be significant. Fair share
contributions to mitigate these impacts could be determined through existing procedures for regional
impact fees included in the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee program (San Joaquin County,
1990), with appropriate credits applied for project funded improvements on }-205-and3-530 eligible
tacilities.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-2

The following mitigation measures should be implemented to reduce impacts of the project on
freeways; however, the impact would remain an unavoidable adverse impact.

Fwo—Rolicies Three Implementations should be included under Objective 1 in Freeway
Improvements (Appendix C}, as follows:

“d) The project witt shall fund its fair share of the cost of widening 1-205 from four lanes

to six lanes, and from six lanes 1o eight lanes berween Ratierson-Rass-Road IF580 and

I-5, either as HOV lanes or mixed flow lanes. As an alternative to widening the 1-205

freeway beyond six lanes, the project sponsor shall contribute a falr share to

development of a parailel east-west roadway system north of I-205, extending

between Mountain House and the City of Lathrop’s Gold Rush City development,
Including the necessary muitl-jurisdictional alternative/feasibllity studies.

"e} As an alternative to widening the 1-580 freeway, the project sponsor shall contribute a

fair share to safety and operational improvements and/or to the widening of Altamont

Pass Road west of Grant Line Road to four lanes (as HOV or truck lanes), if determined

to be consistent with Alameda County policy end—if5ointiyfunded-on-afair-share-basis

“f} . The Public Financing Plan shall reflect the most current cost estimates and falr
share contributions, based on refined San Joaquin County Travel Model estimates."
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Impact M4.12-3

The project would increase traffic volumes on freeway interchanges near the site and would
require interchange improvements at Grant Line Road/1-580, Patterson Pass Road/I-205 and
Patterson Pass Road/I-580. '

The project would primarily impact three existing freeway interchanges: I1-205/Patterson Pass Road,
1-580/Grant Line Road, and I-580/Patterson Pass Road. All three are currently low capacity
interchanges built to rural standards, and would require substantial upgrading to accommodate
projected 2010 traffic volumes with the project. The Draft Master Plan includes policies for fair
share participation in the I-205/Pattérson Pass Road and I-580/Grant Line Road interchange
improvements, but no specific provisions are included for the I-580/Patterson Pass Road interchange.
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1-205/Patterson Pass Road Interchange
The Draft Master Plan proposes the following improvements for this interchange, staged over time:

. Bridge widening, ultimately to 6 lanes

. Addition of two loop ramps (northbound to westbound on, southbound to eastbound on)
. Signals at ramp intersections

. Off-ramp widening

The ultimate interchange improvements would meet the County’s LOS standards at buildout of the
project site. The controlling signalized ramp intersections would provide LOS B or better service
during both AM and PM peak hours (Table 4.12-11, presented later in this section), and all ramps
are projected to operate satisfactorily. During preparation of the Project Study Report (PSR), further
analysis would need to be conducted to determine storage lane requirements. *Also, provisions need
10 be made for installing ramp metering with an HOV bypass lane at the southbound to westbound
on ramp.

The Draft Master Plan does not quantify a fair share cost for the project. Table 4.12-7 indicates a
possible fair share based on the proportion of total vehicles to or from Mountain House. About 87
percent of all vehicles entering or leaving the freeway at this interchange are projected to be to or
from Mountain House and other points north of 1-205, with the remainder directed to or from the
south. Based on this measure, a reasonable estimate of fair share is 87 percent of total costs for
upgrading the interchange.

I-580/Grant Line Road Interchange
The Draft Master Plan proposes the following interchange improvements, staged over time:

. Underpass widening to 4 lanes

. Addition of a loop ramp (southbound to eastbound on)
. Realignment and widening of other ramps

. Signals at ramp intersections

The interchange improvements would meet the County’s LOS D standard at buildout of the Master
Plan. The controlling signalized ramp intersections indicate that the ultimate improvements would
provide LOS D or better service during both AM and PM peak hours (Table 4.12-11, presented later
in this section), and all ramps would accommodate the projected ramp velumes. During preparation
of the Project Study Report (PSR), further analysis should be conducted to determine storage lane
requirements. Also, provisions should be made for installing ramp metering with an HOV bypass
lane at the southbound to westbound on ramp.

The Draft Master Plan does not quantify a fair share for the project. A reasonable fair share, based

on the proportion of all vehicles entering or leaving the freeway at this interchange to or from
Mountain House, is 55 percent of the total cost of upgrading this intersection (Table 4.12-7).
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1-580/Patterson Pass Road Interchange

The 1-580/Patterson Pass Road freeway interchange would also be significantly impacted by the
project, although a majority of the projected traffic growth at these locations appears to be
attributable to other cumulative growth. The Draft Master Plan does not include specific policies
for improving this interchange. Comparisons of projected 2010 trafiic volumes on Patterson Pass
Road with and without the project (Figure 4.12-7) indicate the potential need for improvements.
Based on the Specific Plan 1 analysis presented later in this chapter, these improvements do not
appear to be needed until some time after buildout of Specific Plan 1. More detailed analysis is
necessary to determine the optimal set of improvements and their phasing.

The Draft Master Plan does not quantify a fair share for the project. A preliminary estimate, based
on the projected proportion of trips on Patterson Pass Road with origins at the project, is 32 percent
(Table 4.12-7). This estimate should be updated at such time that further interchange studies are
completed. The fair share estimate should be coordinated with the significant industrial development
that i1s planned at the Patterson Pass Business Park.

Mitigation Measure M4.12.3

(a) Table 9.1 in the Draft Master Plan, Schedule of Freeway Interchange Improvements,
should be expanded to add "Upgrade interchange, PPR/IS80" with a footnote indicating that
"Extent and phasing of improvements to be determined prior to approval of second Specific
Plan."

(b} Table 9.1 in the Draft Master Plan should be expanded to indicate Include a PSR for
Grant Line/I-580 interchange improvements and a trigger point for its completion-of-a-RSR

for-Grani-Lined-580-interchangeimprovements. The PSR should explicitly conslider other

planned projects affecting the interchange such as truck climbing lanes.

(c) Two Implementations should be added under Freeway Improvements (Appendix C) as
follows:

“Interchange improvements on I-205 and on I-580 (west of 1-205 junction) shall provide for
ramp metering with HOV bypass lanes.”

"Prior to approval of the first Development Permit in Specific Plan I and prior 10 approval
of each subsequent Specific Plan, the County shall review and, if appropriate, revise the
trigger points listed in Table 9.1 of the Drafit Master Plan. These reviews shall use the latest
version of the COG Travel Model and most current prajecuons of growth and shall be funded
by the applicant. Re 15—5he HFPOratead-inio—sub pecific-plans.

Impact M4.12-4

The project would contribute to the need for improvements on several County and other roads
in the project vicinity, including portions of Grant Line Road, Patterson Pass Road, Byron
Highway, Altamont Pass Road, 11th Street, State Route 4, and Tracy Boulevard leading to
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SR 4. Most of these impacts could be mitigated by widening or upgrading the roadways to
increase their capacities.

The proposed project would contribute to projected cumulative traffic growth, as shown in Table
4.12-8 and Figure 4.12-8. Project trips could represent a higher proportion of the total traffic on a
specific road than indicated in Table 4.12-8, due to replacement of some non-project traffic that
would otherwise use the facility were the project not built. To quantify the number of trips to or
from the project, select link analysis was performed at a number of roadway locations (Table 4.12-9).
Projected peak hour levels of service based on typical roadway capacities are shown in Table 4.12-
10. The roadway capacities indicated in this table are based on generalized capacities used in the
COG travel model, and may be conservatively low at. some locations, particularly where raised
medians, turn pockets, and roadway access controls are planned. It should be noted that impacts
due to construction-related traffic have not been included in the projections, because It is
difficult, If not impossible, to determine the origin of such traffic.

Impacts of the project are considered significant when the County’s LOS C standard is not met.
Locations not meeting the LOS C standard during either the AM or PM peak hour are flagged on
Table 4.12-10 (bold, underlined). As noted above, the roadway capacities are generalized values that
may be conservatively low; consequently, V/C ratios and LOS could be better than shown in the
table. As indicated on the table, the following roadways may violate the County’s current LOS C
standard, requiring additional widening or upgrading to increase their capacities:

+  Grant Line Road west of Marina Boulevard
*  Grant Line Road east of Patterson Pass Road
*  Grant Line Road east of Byron Road

»  Patterson Pass Road north of 1-205

*  Partterson Pass Road south of I-205

. 11th Street

*+  Altamont Pass Road

*  Byron Road west of Mountain House Road
* Byron Road east of Lammers Road

The Draft Master Plan proposes that LOS D be accepted on “community gateways" including
portions of Grant Line Road, Patterson Pass Road, and Byron Road. Mitigation Measure M4.12-5(f)
proposes an amendment to .the County General Plan LOS policy for consistency with the Draft
Master Plan. If the revised LOS standard is approved for community gateways, the following
roadways would remain in violation of the LOS policy:

*  Grant Line Road east of Patterson Pass Road
*  Grant Line Road east of Byron Road

*  Patterson Pass Road south of I-205

. 11th Street

*  Altamont Pass Road

* Byron Road west of Mountain House Road
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TABLE 4.12-8

TRAFFIC VOLUME INCREASES ON ARTERIALS ON
PROJECT SITE AND PROJECT VICINITY
(Total Two-Way Daily Traffic)

2010 Daily Traffic Volume
e e Traffic No Proposed Differ-

Road o Location Volume Project Project ence'
11th Street West of Lammers Road 11,000 15,600 22,800 7,200
Altamont Pass Road East of Dyer Road - 3,100 4,000 11,700 1,700
Grant Line Road (new) East of Byron Road N/A 8,700 21,100 12,400
Grant Line Road (old) East of Byron Road 6,120 17,000 24,200 7.200
Grant Line Road North of 1-580 3,500 7.700 20,000 12,300
SR-4 West of Tracy Boulevard 5,700 12,300 15,100 2,800
SR4 East of Tracy Boulevard 6,000 11,800 11,200 (600)
Patterson Pass Road North of Schulte Road 1,500 7.400 18,360 10,900
Tracy Boulevard North of Lammers Road 2.800 5.400 12,200 6,800
Corral Hollew Road South of Lammers Road 1,200 2,900 8,300 5.400
Byron Road North of Grant Line Road 8,300 11,600 29,600 17,400
Byron Highway North of County Line 6,400 20,600 23400 2,800

Source: DKS Associates.

Notes: See Figure 4.12-8 for specific locations.
Numbers in parentheses are volumes that decreased with the Proposed Project.
N/A = Not applicable.

Proposed Project compared to No Project volume.

TABLE 4.12-9

PROJECT TRIPS ON SELECTED ROADWAY SEGMENTS
2010 Daily Traffic - Master Plan Buildout

: Percent of Total
Vehicles Daily Vehicles
Total Daily  Originating Originating from -
Roadway Location _ Vehicles  from Project Project’
Byron Hig:: ~ay North of County line 23,400 4,800 21
Byron Roa¢ South of Grant Line Road 29,000 10,600 37
Altamont Pass Road West of Grant Line Road 11,700 3,100 26
New Grant Line Road  East of Byron Road 21,100 7,600 36
11th Street East of Lammers Road 23,700 2,800 12
Tracy Boulevard North of Lammers Road 12,200 1,100 9
- —

Source: San Joaquin County Travel Demand Model, DKS Associates.

: Based on select link analysis using County Travel Model. The select link analysis traces origins and destinations
of all trips projected 1o use the particular roadway link.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Below is a discussion of the projected traffic increases, LOS impacts and mitigation for off-site
roadways in the project vicinity. '

Off-site project impacts would be greatest on the section of Grant Line Road between Altamont Pass
Road and 1-580, where daily traffic volumes would increase from 7,700 ADT without the project to
approximately 20,000 ADT with the project in 2010, an increase of about 260 percent. One
additional lane in each direction would be needed on the segment of Grant Line Road between I-580
and Mountain House Road to accommodate 2010 traffic with the project. The additional southbound
lane on Grant Line Road could be an HOV lane, as long as projected HOV usage is high enough
to provide the same or more people-moving capacity as an additional mixed-flow lane. In the
northbound direction, an additional lane also would be needed to accommodate multiple turn lanes
from the eastbound off-ramp at the Grant Line Road/1-580 interchange. However, this lane should
not be reserved for HOV.

LOS F is projected in 2010 on Grant Line Road between Patterson Pass Road and Byron Road. This
assumes widening of Grant Line Road to a four lane minor arterial (undivided). However, with a
higher capacity 4-lane divided arterial having access controls (i.e., few driveways and cross-streets),
LOS D could potentially be achieved.

East of Byron Road, Grant Line Road provides a key route between the project ‘and the City of
Tracy which would be a primary destination for project-generated traffic. An extension of Grant
Linc Road across Byron Road to the east has been assumed to occur by 2010. By 2010, the new
Grant Line Road extension would be expected to carry nearly 21,100 daily vehicles (Figure 4.12-8),
of which 36 percent would originate from the project site, based on select link analysis summarized
in Table 4.12-9. Existing Grant Line Road East would also carry over 24,000 daily vehicles. LOS
D is projected on both routes in 2010 with the project.

LOS D is projected on several segments of Patterson Pass Road, both north and south of J-205.
South of 1-205, the level of service closely approaches LOS C and, since the assumed capacity is
conservatively low, additional lanes are not recommended beyond the 4 lanes assumed for 2010.
North of 1-205, the assumed capacity is also conservative for a divided major arterial, and the
projected levels of service at controlling intersections along Patterson Pass Road (Table 4.12-11)
indicate that LOS C or better would be maintained in 2010. Therefore, no additional mitigation is
proposed for Patterson Pass Road beyond what is proposed in the Draft Master Plan.

Projected travel demand for Altamont Pass Road indicates that an additional lane in each direction
between Grant Line Road and Livermore would be necessary with or without the proposed project
by 2010. As congestion on I-580 increases in the future, drivers will seek alternative routes, the
most likely of which is Altamont Pass Road. During the PM peak hour it is estimated that Altamont
Pass Road will have 1,500 vehicles without the project and 1,600 vehicles with the project, resulting
in LOS F in either case. Widening of Altamont Pass Road to four lanes would accommodate the
projected traffic volumes at LOS D but may not be feasible or acceptable due to potential costs and

R10114B.TRN-9/i/94 4.12-39



TABLE 4.12-11

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY
AT PROJECT BUILDOUT

AM Peak Hour ] PM Peak Hour
Locations V/C Ratio? LOS? V/C Ratio LOS

Signalized

[-205 Eastbound Ramps/Patierson Pass Rd. 034 A 054 A
1-205 Westbound Ramps/Patterson Pass Rd. 0.58 A 0.68 B
Patterson Pass Rd./Central Pkwy. (South) 0.70 B 0.70 B
Patterson Pass Rd./Von Sosten 0.38 A 0.53 A
Patterson Pass Rd./Grant Line Rd. 0.59 A 0.79 C
Patterson Pass Rd./Mascot Blvd. 0.40 A 0.54 A
Patterson Pass Rd./Mountzin House Bivd. 0.45 A 052 A
Patterson Pass Rd./Main St. 0.33 A 045 A
Patterson Pass Rd./Byron Rd. 0.84 D 0.80 b
Patterson Pass Rd. North/Central Pkwy. 0.63 B 098 E
Patterson Pass Rd. North/Marina Blvd. 0.50 A 049 A
Marina Blvd./Byron Rd. 0.71 C 0.60 A
Marina Bivd/Kelso Rd. 0.64 B 0.76 C
Marina Blvd./De Anza Bivd. G.11 A 0.11 A
Marina Blvd./Main St. 012 A 0.17 A
Marina Blvd./Mascot Bivd. 0.21 A 0.33 A
Marina Blvd./Grant Line Rd. 0.59 A 0.49 A
Central Pkwy./Grant Line Rd. 0.50 A 0.84 D
Central Pkwy /Mascot Blvd. 0.35 A 0.54 A
Central Pkwy./Mountain House Blvd. 0.31 A 043 A
Central Pkwy./Main St. ' 0.51 A 0.56 A
Central Pkwy./De Anza Blvd. (north) 043 A 0.65 B
De Anza Blvd./Central Pkwy. (south) 0.62 B 0.85 D
De Anza Blvd /Grant Line Rd. 0.58 A 0.84 D
De Anza Blvd.Mascot Blvd. 6.53 A 0.77 C
De Anza Bivd./Mountain House Bivd. 0.67 B 0.83 D
De Anza Blvd./Main St. 043 A 0.75 C
1-580 Eastbound Ramp/Grant Line Rd. 0.18 A 0.53 A
1-580 Westbound Ramp/Grant Line Rd. 0.85 D 0.37 A
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Table 4.12-11 Intersection Level of Service - continued

Source: DKS Associates.

.
| AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Major Minor Major Minor
Locatijons® Street LOS | Street LOS | Street LOS | Street LOS
Unsignalized
Patterson Pass Rd./A St A E C E
De Anza Blvd./Von Sosten B D Al E
C St./Mountain House Blvd. A F A’ F
D St./Mountain House Blvd. A E A F
= —. &Hm

Note:  Beld and underlined letters indicate locations where County standards for acceptable LOS are not met.

V/C = Volurmne-lo-capacity ratio.
LOS = Level of service.

A m o =

Meets peak hour signal warrant.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

environmental impacts. As mentioned previously, the Alameda County Board of Supervisors
has adopted a policy that opposes roadway capacity Improvements to the Altamont Pass
gateways, This policy does not preclude the County from supporting or approving
improvements to roadway safety. However, roadway upgrading (e.g., passing lanes, shoulder
widening, realignment) may be needed for safety with the higher traffic volumes projected.

Eleventh Street in the City of Tracy is an important connection between Tracy and the project site.
LOS D is projected in 2010, with the project. To accommodate cumulative 2010 development with
LOS C, Eleventh Street would need to be widened to 6 lanes or upgraded to increase its capacity.
However, under the City of Tracy’s General Plan, LOS D would be acceptable on Eleventh Street
within 1/4 mile of I-205, and may also be acceptable farther east since this is not an intra-city travel
route. Based on select link analysis, traffic from the project site would account for approximately
12 percent of the expected 2010 daily traffic demand on 11th Street between 1-205 and Corral
Hollow Road.

Tracy Boulevard is an alternative route from the project area to East Contra Costa County, Stockton,
and 1-5 to the north via State Route 4. A sizable traffic increase is projected between now and 2010
on the segment of Tracy Boulevard between Howard Road and Corral Hollow Road with the No
Project alternative (5,400 daily vehicles in 2010 compared to 2,800 daily vehicles in 1990), and a
further increase due to the project (up 10 12,200-daily vehicles in 2010). However, based on select
link analysis for this roadway segment, only about 1,100 daily vehicles, or 9 percent, would be from
the project. The remainder of the increase represents traffic diverted from other routes due to shifts
in travel patterns when the project is added. Since much of the projected traffic increase appears
to be related to diversion from the freeway or other more direct routes, the traffic increase would
be overstated if peak period spreading occurs in the future. For this reason, widening of Tracy
Boulevard is not proposed as a mitigation measure. A modest increase due to the project (about
3,000 daily vehicles) is also projected on SR4 west of Tracy Boulevard; this increase appears to be
related to the Tracy Boulevard traffic increase. No mitigation is proposed for SR4.

One additional lane in each direction would be needed on Byron Highway from Mountain House
Road in Alameda County to State Route 4 in Contra Costa County to accommodate 2010 cumulative
development. Daily traffic volumes on this section of Byron Highway are projected to increase to
23,400 vehicles by 2010 (Figure 4.12-8). About 21 percent of the total traffic volume would be
from the project, as shown in Table 4.12-9.

The Draft Master Plan is not anticipated to significantly impact 2010 traffic volumes on other arterial
routes in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties such as Patterson Pass (Midway) Road, Vasco Road,
and the SR4 Bypass (Delta Expressway). Since the overall growth in the Tri-Valley and East Contra
Costa County is assumed (o be the same with or without the project, addition of the project would
redistribute some traffic on these routes but is not anticipated to increase traffic beyond the No
Project levels.
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

The project would potentially increase traffic volumes over those projected without the project
on a number of local rural roads In the vicinity of the project. These routes include Bethany
Road (Wicklund to Corral Hollow); Kelso Road (Marina Boulevard to Mountain House Road in
Alameda County); Hansen Road (south of Byron Road); Von Sosten Road (Patterson Pass
Road to Hansen Road); Reeve Road (north of Byron Road); Middle Road (east of Reeve Road);
and Tracy Boulevard (north of I-205). Projected traffic volumes on these roads are typically
under 5,000 dally vehicles and do not warrant roadway widening. However, the Increased
traffic would potentially warrant pavement upgrading and/or safety improvements, particularly
If used by trucks.

The development of employment opportunities within the project site would be a critical factor in
the amount of traffic zdded to County roads adjacent to the project site. The proposed land use mix,
which strives to balance housing, employment, and commercial facilities, would serve to maximize
the level of internal travel.

Effects of Reduced Number of Planned Lanes on 1-205

The DEIR assumes that the 1-205 freeway will be widened to eight lanes (six mixed flow, two
HOV lanes) by the time of Master Plan buildout. However, funding and lead time requirements
may preclude widening beyond six lanes by 2010. For this reason, a separate analysis was
done to evaluate potential Impacts of the Mountain House project on arterial roads assuming
I-205 is widened only to six lanes, as currently planned.

Table 4.12-11A indicates the 2010 dally traffic volumes on arterials assuming |-205 is widened
to six lanes only, and compares the volumes to volumes projected assuming widening of I-205
to eight lanes. The primary change in arterial volumes occurs on the Middle Road extenslon,
a two- to four-lane east-west arterlal parallel to and north of I-205 that connects the City of
Lathrop's Gold Rush City development to Tracy and County lands to the west. Increases of
up to 7,200 daily vehicles are projected in 2010 on this arterial roadway if 1-205 is widened to
only six rather than eight lanes. Traffic Increases are also projected on most other arterial
roads in the area, including 11th Street and Grant Line Road, which parallel |-205; however,
the Increases are relatively minor.

Table 4.12-11B shows the effects on 2010 peak hour arterial volumes and levels of service If
I-205 is widened to six rather than the assumed eight lanes. These effects are relatively minor,
with volumes and volume/capacity ratios typically varying by only 1 percent or less, and levels
of service remaining unchanged. The only exceptions are along the Middle Road extension
paralleling 1-205 where, east of Tracy Boulevard, a degradation from LOS D to E is projected
in the AM and a LOS F condition Is worsened In the PM peak. The results Indicate that, except
for the Middle Road route, arterial routes are not sufficiently attractive as alternative routes to
divert significant volumes of regional traffic from 1-205, either because they involve too much
out-of-direction travel, are too slow in speed, or are too heavily used by local traffic.
Mitigation Measure M4.12-2 addresses the applicant’s fair share contribution to development
of the Middle Road corridor.

R10114B.TRN-9/1/04 4.12-42A



TABLE 4.12-11A

TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISONS ON ARTERIALS ON

PROJECT SITE AND PROJECT VICINITY
I-205 AS EIGHT LANES VERSUS SIX-LANES

(Total Two-Way Daily Tratfic)

2010 Daily Tratfic Volume

1-205 2s 1205 as  Differ-

Road Location Eight Lanes Six Lanes ence
11th Street West of Lammers Road 22,800 23,100 300
Altamont Pass Road East of Dyer Road 11,700 11,600 {100)
Grant Line Road (new) East of Byron Road 21,100 21,700 800
Grant Line Road (old) East of Byron Road 24,200 24,000 (200)
Grant Line Road North of I-580 20,000 19,800 {200)
SR-4 West of Tracy Boulevard 15,100 15,300 200
SR-4 East of Tracy Boulevard 11,200 11,400 200
Patterson Pass Road Noith of Schulte Road 18,300 18,100 (200)
Tracy Boulevard North of Lammaers Road 12,200 12,400 200
Corral Hollow Road South of Lammers Road 8,300 8,900 600
Byron Road North of Grant Line Road 29,000 29,100 100
Byron Highway North of County Line 23,400 23,500 100
Middle Road East of Byron Road 4,500 5,000 500
Middle Road/Arbor East of Tracy Boulevard 15,300 22,500 7,200
Stanford Extension East of Paradise Road 22,200 ‘26,800 4,600

Source: DKS Associates.

Notes: See Figure 4.12-8 for speciic locations.
Numberts in parenthases are volumes that decreased with i-205 assumed as six lanes,
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412 TRANSFORTATION

Fair Share : unding of Improvements

The establishment of fair share responsibilities for the project and specific Traffic Impact Mitigation
Fees for county arterial improvements in the project vicinity are subject to review and approval of
the County. To assist in reviewing initial fair share estimates of improvement costs, this DEIR
identifies the proportion of added traffic due to the project on roadways in the project vicinity
anticipated to require improvements (Table 4.12-7). The table does not necessarily represent the total
potential contribution to transportation improvements by the applicant that would need to be included
in the Public Financing Plan since only primary impacts on local streets and nearby regional facilities
are included. As indicated above, these estimates are subject to refinement at the time an individuoal
project is designed. Also, the project would be subject to any fees for regional improvements which
are included in the county’s Traffic Impact- Mitigation Fee program,

The following mitigation measures are similar to those included in the FSEIR, with additional
measures for certain roads to reflect the results of the updated traffic analysis.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-4

{a) Policy f) under Objective 1 in County Arterials should be amended to specifically call out
11th Street, Grant Line Road (east), Altamont Pass Road, and Byron Highway, as follows:

“fi The community shall, to the extent -of its fair share, participate in appropriate traffic
studies and improvemeni measires with other counties or cities whose roadways are
impacted by the community. The specific roadway improvements that shall be studied
include 11th Street and Grant Line Road (east of Patterson Pass Road) (City of Tracy),
Altamont Pass Road (Alameda Countv), and Byron Highway (Alameda and Contra Costa
counties). Where roadway widening for additional capacity is not feasible or acceptable,
safety and operational improvements shall be considered in order to better accommodate
increased traffic.”

(b) A-wew Implementation a) shewtd-be-added under Objective 1 in Cownty-Arterials Transit
(Appendix C) should be amended as foliows:

No later than occupancy of the twenty-fifth dwelling unit, a service agreent lhafl
be executed to establish bus service between Mountain House and Tracy.”

fe) Table 9.2 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to include the realignment of Grant

Line Road to form a continuous s ent where it meets Byron Road. A trigger point should

be established for this improvem:. ' Also. a new Implementation should be added under
Qbjective 1 in County Arterials (Appendix C):
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"t @) The community shall, 1o the extent of its fair share, participate in study and
implementation of a grade-separated crossing of the existing Southern Pacific railroad
tracks at Grant Line Road to accommodate traffic associated with the proposed project
and the proposed Tracy regional mall."

(d) Table 8.2 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to Include the road segment of
Grant Line Road, Patterson Pass Road to the Tracy regional mall. The "Lanes” column
should read "To 4", and a trigger point should be established for this improvement. A
footnote to Table 9.2, referring to the new segments, should state: "The Master
Developer shall provide falr share funding for the widening of Grant Line Road, based
on more detalled studies that identlfy both Mountain House and City of Tracy fair share
contributions to the widening.”

(e) Table 9.2 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to Include Byron Road, east of
Lammers Road with a footnole to Indicate this Improvement would be required If the
County does notaccept LOS D on this route. The "lane” column should read "To 4" and
a trigger point should be established.

(f) Table 9.2 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to include the road segment of
Altamont Pass Road, Greenville Road to Grant Line Road. Under the "Lanes" and
"Trigger DU’s" columns, the notation “n.a.” (not applicable) should be entered. A
footnote to Table 8.2, referring to the new segment, should state: "Safely and
operational improvements may Include passing lanes, realignments, and shoulder
widening. No additional capacity Improvements may be constructed on Altamont Pass
Road if it Is determined that such improvements would violate Alameda County policy."

tdd (g) Two Three new Implementations should be added under Objective 1 in County
Arterials (Appendix C), as follows:

"} h) The communiry shall. to the extent of its fair share, participate in upgrading of existing
pavement sections and/or saferv improvements (e.g., standard pavement widths and
paved shoulders) on rural Gewnsy roads (such as Bethany, Kelso, Hansen, Von
Sosten, Reeve, Middle, and Tracy Boulevard nerih-ef4-205), where necessary to
accommodate additional traffic caused by the project.

", 1} Prior to initial occupancy of any specific plan, the County shall review and, if
appropriate, revise the trigger points listed in Table 9.2 of the Draft Master Plan.
These revisions shall use the latest version of the COG Travel Model and most current
-projections of growth, and shall be funded by the applicant. Revisions shall be
incorporated into subsequent specific plans. Improvements shall be constructed at or
before occnpaney-of Issuance of bullding permits for the number of units specified
in the applicable trigger point.”

"f) The community shall submit a Construction Truck Trafflc Management Pian to the
County prior to the Issuance of the first Development Permit. The plan shall
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Identify the preferred routes for trucks bringing construction materials to the site,
and shall include measures to ensure compllance by general contractors."

(h) The existing footnote to Table 9.2 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to
delete the reference to "the Mountain House EIR traffic model," because It was not used
to determine the "trigger DU’s.” The footnote should also explain that the "Trigger DU’s"
column refers to when during profect bulldout the Improvements would be completed.

Impact M4.12-5

Project-generated trips would result in significant traffic levels on roadways internal to the site,
requiring construction of adequately sized internal roadways and intersections to maintain
acceptable LOS at buildout of the project.

The Draft Master Plan proposes three existing roads, Byron Road, Grant Line Road, and Patterson
Pass Road, for primary circulation of both through traffic and traffic to or from the project site
(Figure 3.8 in Chapter 3 of this DEIR). The Draft Master Plan proposes to improve these roads to
major arterial status within the project boundaries. Byron Road would be widened to four lanes from
the Alameda County line to Patterson Pass Road and eventually to six lanes from Patterson Pass
Road to Wicklund Road in the Draft Master Plan. Grant Line Road would be widened to four lanes
from 1-580 to Byron Road throughout three different stages of the project’s development. Patterson
Pass Road is planned to be widened to as much as eight lanes from Central Boulevard to 1-205, six
lanes from Main Street to Byron Road, and four lanes from 1-205 to 1-580.

Additional minor arterial roadways proposed in the Draft Master Plan for internal circulation include:

Central Parkway Main Street
De Anza Boulevard North Patterson Pass Road
Marina Boulevard Bethany Road

Mountain House Boulevard
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All of these minor arterial roadways would be constructed to two lanes in each direction. The Draft
Master Plan also proposes Mascot Boulevard and several shorter streets as two-lane collector roads.

Review of projected 2010 traffic volumes indicates that the planned number of lanes for the internal
arterial and collector roads would generally accommodate buildout of the project at LOS C or better,
as required by the County General Plan 2010. The key exception is Mascot Boulevard. Projected
traffic volumes at buildout are slightly greater than 10,000 ADT, and this exceeds the Draft Master
Plan’s traffic threshold of 7,000 ADT for collector roads. In light of the projected traffic volumes,
its distance from other arterials, and its length, Mascot Boulevard should be designated as a four-lane
minor arterial along its full length.

Intersection Levels of Service

The County General Plan 2010 contains an additional policy that requires all intersections to operate
at LOS D or better. The Draft Master Plan proposes signalization of 28 intersections, and
channelization (additional turn lanes) at 17 intersections (Figure 4.12-9). Table 4.12-11 shows the
2010 intersection Level of Service results for the Master Plan buildout assuming the intersection
lanes included in the Draft Master Plan. The AM and PM peak hour volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio
and LOS are shown for each intersection. Planning level methods were used due to the long range
nature of the forecasts and the lack of existing intersections at present.

The following four unsignalized intersections would have minor street movements that would operate
at deficient conditions (1.OS E or worse) at project buildout;

. Patterson Pass Road/A Street (AM, PM)

. C Sireet/Mountain House Boulevard (AM, PM)
. D Street/Mountain House Boulevard (AM, PM)
. De Anza Boulevard/Von Sosten (PM)

In addition, the signalized intersection of Patterson Pass Road North/Central Parkway would operate
at deficient conditions during the PM peak hour. All of the remaining study intersections would
operate at acceptable conditions (LOS D or better) in the AM and PM peak hours for the Master
Plan scenario (Table 4.12-11).

All of the deficient unsignalized intersections above (except Patterson Pass Road/A Street) would
meet the Caltrans’ Peak Hour Signal Warrant minimum requirement for either the AM or PM peak
hour at buildout of the project.'®

With signalization, the three intersections meeting peak hour signal warrants would operate at
acceptable conditions (LOS D or better) in both peak hours. At Patterson Pass Road North/Central
Parkway, an additional westbound lane would mitigate the projected Level of Service deficiency.

¢ This is only one of several warranis that should be evalualed before a traffic signal is actually installed and operated

at any intersection.
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PROPOSED INTERSECTION Figure 4.12-9
SIGNALIZATION AND CHANNELIZATION
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TABLE 4.12-12

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE WITH MITIGATION
Project Buildout in Year 2010

=
2010 LOS 2010 LOS
without with
Location Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation
Pauerson Pass Road North/Central Parkway E (PM) "D Additional westbound lane
Patterson Pass Road/Marina Boulevard F (AM/PM) A Signalize intersection .
Marina Boulevard/Kelso Road F (AM/PM) C (PM) Signalize intersection
De Anza Street/Von Sosten Road E (PM) A Signalize intersection
C StreetMountain House Boulevard F (AM/PM) A Signalize intersection
D SueetMountain House Boulevard F (PM) A Signalize intersection
—

Table 4.12-12 shows the results of mitigation on the study intersections. It should be noted that no
additional lanes were assumed for the mitigation analysis. Additional turning lanes may be desired
to accommodate left-turning vehicles.

The minor left-tum movement at the intersection of Patterson Pass Road/A Street would operate at
LOS E in both peak hours for the Master Plan scenario. However, because this intersection does
not meet the Peak Hour Warrant requirement, and the demand for the critical minor street left-turn
movement is low (under 40 vehicles per peak hour), no mitigation is recommended.

Consistency with County General Plan 2010

Several policies and assumptions in the Draft Master Plan do not appear to be consistent with
adopted policies and performance standards in the County General Plan 2010. The inconsistencies
involve:

. The Draft Master Plan states that all project roadway improvements will maintain LOS C
during peak periods, except that "LOS D shall be allowed on segments in order to discourage
single occupant vehicle commuting and to encourage and support the use of alternate modes
of travel including buses and high occupancy vehicles" (Policy a) under County Arterials).
Gateway road segments include Byron Road, Grant Line Road, and Patterson Pass Road. This
language conflicts with the General plan policy that requires LOS C on all County road
segments in the Tracy planning area.

. The Draft Master Plan includes Road Classifications and Standards (Table 9.6) that do not
conform with standards in the General Plan (Table IV-8, Volume I). Draft Master Plan
standards allow Local Residential roadway widths of 39, 43, and 47 feet, and allow minimum
widths for Major Arterials of 108 feet, which are lower than the minimum right-of-way
standards in the General Plan,
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. The projected daily traffic volumes of 52,000 vehicles on Patterson Pass Road between Grant
Line Road and the I-205 freeway exceed the capacity standard in the General Plan of 45,000
ADT for Major Artenals. .

Mitigation Measure M4.12-5

The following revisions should be made under Objective 1 in Arterial Intersections (Appendix
C).

(a) Implementation c) and the accompanying Figure 9.3 in the Draft Master Plan should be
revised to include possible signalization when warranted at the Jollowing three intersections:

* De Anza Boulevard/Von Sosten.
«  C Street/Mountain House Boulevard
+ D Street/Mountain House Boulevard

(b) Implementation d) should be revised to provide channelization g+ 18 intersections. Figure
9.3 of the Draft Master Plan should be revised to include channei:-ation at the intersection
of Central Parkway and Patterson Pass Road North, where an exclusive westhound left-turn
lane should be added.

(¢} A Policy should be added under Objective 1 in On-Site Roadway Circulation and Design
{Appendix C) as follows:

'} P) Spectficplans-shail-bedesigned Unnecessary cul-de-sacs shall be avolded 10 ensure

that access between adjacent neighborhoods is not restricted by-eliminating-unnecessary

e} (d) Figure 9.4 of the Draft Master Plan (Roadway Classification Diagram) should be
revised to indicate Mascot Boulevard as a minor arterial (4 lanes) from Marina Boulevard to
Patterson Pass Road. Figure 9.19 (Mascot Boulevard-Collector) should likewise be revised
to reflect the minor arterial designation.

tF (e) For consistency with the Draft Master Plan, and to promote transi/HOV usage and
efficient land use, the County should amend its General Plan policy that requires LOS C on
all county road segmenis in the Tracy planning area, as follows: "Permit LOS D on new
community gateways that are used as major commute routes, subject 1o the approval of the
county."
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¢8) (f) Amend Table IV-8 (page IV-102) of the General Plan to indicate that major arterials
may be up to 8 lanes wide in some segments if needed for capacity and if operationally
feasible. Also amend this table to indicate that the daily capacities are approximate only, and
may be superseded by more detailed level of service analysis based on peak hour volumes and
controlling intersections and will be higher on roadway segments where LOS D is approved
by the county.

t# (g) Mitigation Measures M4.2-1 (e) and (f) in the General Plan and Development Title
Consistency section of this DEIR call for the conflicting language and standards in the Master
Plan transportation chapier to be revised or, alternatively, a General Plan Text Amendment
should be submitted that would allow new communities, or projects that have an adopted
Master and/or Specific plan, 1o deviate from the General Plan standards.

Impact M4.12-6
The project would generate a significant demand for parking.

The Draft Master Plan includes provisions for on-site parking, including minimum and maximum
parking requirements for each land use type. These standards appear to adequately accommodate
the project’s potential parking demand while providing flexibility to encourage use of alternative
modes of transportation where feasible. In particular, the mixed-use areas of the project site (e.g.,
the Town Center area) present opportunities to reduce the land area devoted to parking by sharing
parking areas based on peak demands for adjacent land uses occurring at different times of the day.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-6

fa) Policy a) under Objective 1 in Vehicular Parking (Appendix C} should be amended as
Joliows:

"Within mixed-use districts, including communirv commercial areas, the shared parking
guidelines published by the Urban Land Institute shall be used wherever feasible to reduce
total parking supply.”

(b) A new policy should be added under Objective 1 in Vehicular Parking as follows:

"l) For non-residential uses, use of the minimum parking space requirements shall be
encouraged where possible in order to promote use of alternatives to the automoblle
modes, subject to completion of a Parking Demand Study for the site use(s)."

Impact M4.12-7

The project would increase the demand for bicycle travel within the project site as well as
between the site and adjacent developed areas.

The scale of the project would gcneraté a significant demand for bicycle travel. The Draft Master

Plan includes provisions for Class I facilities (paths) on 11 arterial segments, Class II facilities (bike
lanes) on another 6 arterials, and Class Il facilities (signed bike routes) on all collectors. The Draft

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-49



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Master Plan also includes implementation actions for bike route signage and amenities such as
bicycle racks. The project does not provide for fair share contributions to regional bike trails.

Mitigation Measure M4.12.7

Implementation ¥ J) under Objective I in Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation (Appendix C)
should be revised: '

"The community shall participate on a fair share basis in the planning and implementation of
off-site bicycle facilities on and connecting with regional bike routes designated on the
County Reglonal Bicycle Plan within five miles of the project, including those along Grant
Line Road, Patterson Pass Road, Byron Road, Schulte Road, anc the Edmund G. Brown
Agqueduct.” '

Impact M4.12-8

The project would increase the number of vehicles crossing the existing Southern Pacific
railroad track that runs through the site.

Three grade crossings within the project site exist along the Southern Pacific Transportation
Company (Mococo line) railroad track that runs through the site parallel to the Byron Highway.
These crossings are located on Kelso Road, Henderson Road, and Wicklund Road. The Draft Master
Plan proposes to upgrade the existing at-grade crossings at Kelso Road and Henderson Road. The
Wicklund Road crossing is proposed to be closed. A new at-grade crossing is proposed at Patterson
Pass Road. A new grade-separated crossing would be constructed as an extension of Central
Parkway across both Byron Road and the railroad tracks.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-8

Implementation a) under Objective 4 3 in-Rei-Crossings Transit (Appendix C) should be
revised to include: . . .Any proposed new vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle railroad
crossing. . "

SPECIFIC PLAN 1

Internal circulation at the project site would consist of a series of major arterials, minor arterials and
collectors (Figure 4.12-10}). Patterson Pass Road would be improved to a four-lane major arterial
from 1-205 to Byron Road, linking the three Specific Plan I development areas to each other. The
1-205/Patterson Pass Road freeway interchange would be improved for regional access to and from
the project. Portions of minor arterials within the three development areas would be constructed with
two to four lanes, but segments of Master Plan arterials outside the Specific Plan I areas would not
be constructed. In particular, Central Parkway would not extend north to Byron Road or south to
Grant Line Road, and Main Street would stub on the west side of the Town Center. Improvements
to existing Grant Line Road and Byron Road are not included in Specific Plan I. Traffic signals are
proposed at six intersections. The existing rail crossing at Henderson Road would be improved for -
access to Old River Industrial Park, but no new crossings would be constructed across the SP tracks.
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SPECIFIC PLAN I INTERNAL Figure 4.12-10
CIRCULATION AND ROAD CLASSIFICATION
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The project includes provisions for bus and tuil passenger transit services. Local transit service
would initially be demand-responsive, and would convert to all day fixed route service operating
along a route connecting neighborhood centers and the two industrial parks upon occupancy of 3,200
residential units. Interim regional bus service would initially operate as demand-responsive service
to Tracy and as subscription bus service to other locations, consistent with CMP requirements.
Specific Plan I makes provisions for conversion of demand responsive service to other cities to fixed
route service upon occupancy of 3,200 residential units. No direct connections to BART are
specifically proposed. An interim transfer point would be provided within the Specific Plan I area
for transfers between local and regional routes. If Aitamont Corridor commuter rail service were
initiated, a van shuttle service is proposed between Mountain House and the nearest rail station.
Mountain House is anticipated to contribute towards capital costs for a station, and peak hour transit
service would be provided to the station.

A network of bicycle and pedestrian routes is included in Specific Plan I, consisting of multi-use
paths and on-street bike lanes where streets are constructed.

TDM measures to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles within, to, and from the site would be
implemented as described for the Master Plan. The TDM program incorporates San Joaquin Valley
Unified Air Pollution Control District (STVUAPCD) measures, other strategies and a monitoring
program, implemented under the structure of a TMA. The project appears 10 meet transit/TDM
requirements of the County General Plan 2010 and the Congestion Management Program (ConMAG,
1991).

DEIR Analysis Methodology and Assumptions

The transportation impacts of the Draft Specific Plan I are examined in this DEIR in the context of
projected growth to 2000. For this analysis, the project was superimposed onto 2000 projections of
housing and employment in the remainder of San Joaquin County and the surrounding region,
including the nine-county Bay Area, Sacramento County, and Stanislaus County.

Two scenados for Specific Plan 1 were analyzed for transportation impacts. The "Expected
Employment" scenario assumes full buildout of the residential components of the Specific Plan, as
shown in Table 3.1 of the Draft Specific Plan I, but only the amount of employment that is
anticipated to be absorbed by the time that residential buildout is reached (the seventh year of the
project or approximately 2000), as shown in Table 3.3 of Draft Specific Plan 1. The Expected
Employment scenario includes 4,139 dwelling units and 4,370 jobs (see Tables 3.1 and 3.3 of the
Draft Specific Plan I)." The second alternative, referred to as the "Full Employment" scenario,
assumes full buildout of both residential and employment components of the project, the latter of
which would not occur until beyond 2000. The Full Employment alternative includes 4,139 dwelling
units and 9,696 jobs, as indicated in Table 3.1 of the Draft Specific Plan I In sum, the Expected

v The travel projections for Specific Plan I assume a total of 4,593 jobs based on an earlier draft Specific Plan absorption

rate, and are therefore slightly conservative (high} compared to the revised projection of 4,370 jobs,
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Employment scenario includes the same number of dwelling units and slightly less than half the
number of jobs as the Full Employment scenario.

Procedures for analyzing transportation impacts of Specific Plan I are consistent with those used for
the Draft Master Plan analysis. Travel forecasts are based on the current multi-modal San Joaquin
County COG Travel Model (Appendix F). For the Specific Plan I analysis, changes were made to
the model network and land use inputs to reflect year 2000 conditions. The land use and network
assumptions for year 2000 are described in detail in Appendix F and summarized as follows:

. The land uses for the site were revised to correspond to the Full Employment and Expected
Employment scenarios for Specific Plan I. '

. For other San Joaquin County areas, it was assumed thal other new towns (including New
Jerusalem and Gold Rush City) would remain undeveloped by 2000, and that 40 percent of
the projected growth from 1990 to 2010 would occur in all remaining areas.

. For the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Stanislaus County, 2000 land uses were interpolated from
1990 and 2010 land uses to reflect most current projections to 2000.

. The 2000 regional highway network was developed by scaling back the 2010 network to
reflect anticipated near-term projects based on applicable Capital Improvement Programs and
agency staff input. The 1-205 freeway was assumed to be widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes
by 2000-as—ecompared—to—8tanes—in2040. The 2000 network in the Tracy area reflects more
modest growth on the west side of Tracy than assumed in 2010, and no new arterials are
assumed north of I-205.

. Key transit improvements by 2000 include the planned Altamont commuter rail line (at a
reduced speed and frequency than assumed in 2010), and a BART extension to Dublin. San
Joaquin County transit services were based on the 2010 RTP "Balanced Alternative,” with
reduced service frequencies. Modest transit services to, from, and within the project site were
added in accordance with the proposed project provisions.

Impact S4.12-1

The project, under the Full Employment scenario, would generate approximately 71,500 daily
vehicle trips to, from, or within the site. With the Expected Employment scenario, the project
would generate about 55,300 daily vehicle trips, or 23 percent fewer than the Full Employment
scenario in year 2000. The added vehicle trips would cause associated impacts such as traffic
growth and LOS deficiencies on the road system, particularly in the vicinity of the site, and
increases in vehicle miles of travel. Some of these associated impacts would be significant and
unavoidable. The project would also generate the need and demand for transit services to,
from, and within the site. Since transit services are proposed in the Draft Specific Plan I to
accommodate the projected transit ridership, this trip generation impact is not significant.
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The project’s potential trip generation was estimated using the 1993 COG Travel Model. The model
first estimates person trips by all modes, and then allocates person trips to vehicle and transit
passenger modes. Person trip-ends by mode generated by the Specific Plan Expected and Fuli
Employment Scenarios are shown in Tables 4.12-13 and 4.12-14, respectively. Projected vehicle
trips are presented in Tables 4.12-15 and 4.12-16. Table 4.12-17 compares peak hour external
vehicle trips generated by the two scenarios.

The project would generate 109,700 daily person trip ends with the Expected Employment level, and
140,300 daily person trip ends with the Full Employment level. A high proportion of trips is
projected to be in vehicles, either as drivers or passengers. Transit passengers would account for 1.8
to 1.9 percent of work trips and 0.4 to 0.5-percent of all trips (Tables 4.12-13 and 4.12-14).

The transit shares projected for Mountain House are not high enough to significantly reduce traffic
impacts of the project over the day. The low percentages are typical of suburban development and
may be due to various factors. Only those transit services fully committed in the Draft Specific Plan
I or programmed by other agencies were assumed for forecasting purposes. The 2000 regional transit
network includes an Altamont commuter rail line to the Bay Area, but the closest currently planned
station is in Tracy, and access to Tri-Valley employment sites would require transfers to local buses.
Also. BART was assumed to extend only to Dublin/Pleasanton, as currently funded. A local fixed
route bus line was assumed to circulate around the project site as proposed in Specific Plan I, but
its relatively slow travel speeds, low service frequency, and requirements for transfers would limit
its ridership potential.

Tables 4.12-15 and 4.12-16 show daily and peak hour vehicle trips to, from, and within the project.
The Full Employment scenario is projected to generate about 71,500 trips, while the Expected
Employment scenario would generate about 55,300 vehicle trips over the day. The percentage of
internal trips to all trips does not differ significantly for the two scenarios, accounting for about 37
percent of all trips over the day. Internal trips would account for about 31 percent of the AM peak
hour and 33 percent of the PM peak hour vehicle trips generated by either of the two scenarios. The
projected daily vehicle trip generation of Specific Plan [ is about 20 or 26 percent of the generation
of the Draft Master Plan (Table 4.12-3), depending on the level of employment assumed in Specific
Plan 1.

Table 4.12-17 compares external trip generation of the two scenarios. In the AM peak hour, the Full
Employment scenario would generate slightly fewer trips outbound to other areas, but significantly
more trips inbound from other areas than would the Expected Employment scenario. Likewise, the
Full Employment scenario would generate nominally fewer trips inbound to the site, but significantly
more outbound trips than the Expected Employment scenario. Overall, the Full Employment scenario
is a worst case scenario for traffic generation.
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TABLE 4.12-13 /

DAILY TRIP ENDS BY MODE
Specific Plan I - Expected Employment

e e e a—
Person Trip Ends Number of
Vehicle Trip Persons per
Number Percent Ends Vehicle
Home-Based Work:
Drive alone 12,170 824 12,170
Shared ride 2,320 15.7 1,040
Transit 270 1.8 -
Total 14,760 999 13,210 112
Other:
Drive alone/shared ride 94,780 99.8 62,750
Transit 170 0.2
Total 94,950 100.0 62,750 1.51
Total: ' '
Drive alone/shared ride 109,270 906 75,960
Transit 440 0.4
Total 109,710 100.0 75,960 1.44
Source: DKS Associates.
TABLE 4.12-14

DAILY TRIP ENDS BY MODE
Specific Plan 1 - Full Employment

-
Person Trip Ends Number of
Vehicle Trip Persons per
Number Percent Ends Vehicle
Home-Based Work:
Drive alone 17,530 825 17,530
Shared ride 3,310 15.6 1,450
Transit 400 _19 --
Total 21,240 - 100.0 18,980 112
Other:
Drive alone/shared ride 118,760 99.8 78,830
Transit 260 _02
Total 119,020 100.0 78,930 1.51
Total:
Drive alone/shared ride 139,590 995 97,810
Transit 660 _05
Total 140,250 100.0 97,910 143

Source: DKS Associates.
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TABLE 4.12-15

PROJECT VEHICLE TRIPS AT BUILDOUT
Specific Plan I Expected Employment

[ e e . —
Vehicle Trips Generated
AM Peak PM Peak Daily
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Inbound 1,000 299 1,650 372 17,280 313
“Jutbound 1,310 391 1,320 . 297 17,280 313
Internal’ 1,040 310 1470 331 20,700 374
TOTAL 3,350 100.0 4,449 100.0 55,260 100.0
e ——

Source: DKS Associates

' Trips with both ends within project boundaries.

TABLE 4.12-16

PROJECT VEHICLE TRIPS AT BUILDOUT
Specific Plan 1 Full Employment

Vehicle Trips Generated
AM Peak PM Peak Daily
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Inbound 1,900 ' 419 1,630 280 22,570 316
Outbound 1,250 275 2,280 392 22,570 31.5
Internal’ 1,390 306 1,910 328 26,380 369
TOTAL 4,540 100.0 5,820 100.0 71,520 100.0
T —

Source: DKS Associates

! Trips with both ends within project boundaries.
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Mitigation Measure S4.12-1 (com)

In addition to mitigation measures
proposed for the Master Plan
(Mitigation Measure M4.12-1), the

TABLE 4.12-17

COMPARISON OF EXTERNAL VEHICLE TRIPS!'
Specific Plan I, Full versus Expected Employment

Joliowing mitigation measures are = =
recommended to reduce vehicle trips Expected Full Percentage
generated by the Specific Plan I Employment | Employment | Difference’
project. AM Peak Hour

Inbound 1,000 1,900 +90
(a) Regionalcommuteperiod Local Outbound 1,310 1,250 -5
bus routes should extend from the | Total External 2,310 3,150 +36
interim central transfer facility on PM Peak Hour
Patterson Pass Road into Inbound 1,650 1,630 -1
Neighborhoods E, F, and G, te Outbound 1,320 2,280 +73
p.}:@\;{de providlng no-transfer Toual External 2,970 3,910 +32
service within one-quarter mile Daily
walking distance to a majority of Inbound 17,280 22,570 +3]
the  residents, and providing Outbound 17,280 22,570 +31
convenient connections to Total External 34,560 45,140 +31
regional commute period bus
routes at the Interim transfer ' Externat vehicle trips are trips that either enter or leave the
facillty. For example, this could be project site.

Increase (+) or decrease {-) of Full Employment Scenario as

a one-way loop along westbound compared o Expected Employment Scenario.

Mountain  House  Boulevard,
northbound Central Parkway, westbound Main Street, southbound Marina Boulevard, and
eastbound Mascot Boulevard.

(bJ The Spec:f ic Plan I Irmd use map should be rewsed fﬁ—&hew—few—%m&m—nﬂghbeﬁhoed

ma*mhe-#temi-nwnber-efso that as many homes as posslble are wzthm one-quarter mtle
walk of the closest neighborhood or communiry shopping area.

{c) A park and ride lot should be established in the Mountain House Business Park.

Impact S4.12-2 coom

The project would contribute to cumulative traffic growth and resulting Level of Service
deficiencies on 1-205, I-580 and I-5 freeways, with projected year 2000 peak hour traffic
demand in the peak direction exceeding capacity. Due to the lead time required for freeway

widening and, in the case of 1-580, legislative-restrietions current policy limitations on widening,
these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.

By 2000, total freeway traffic would increase signiﬁcamly compared to 1993 conditions, under the
Expected Employment scenario. The Full Employment scenario would further increase freeway
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412 TRANSPORTATION

volumes east of the site while reducing freeway - :mes to the west; due to the lag time in
employment absorption, the Full Employment traffic izvels would not occur until beyond 2000. In
either case, the project would be a significant contributor to future traffic growth on regional
freeways. Future freeway volumes are identified in Figure 4.12-11 and Table 4.12-18 for an area

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4,12-57A
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412 TRANSPORTATION

TABLE 4.12-18

TOTAL DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME CHANGES ON FREEWAYS IN PROJECT VICINITY
Year 2000: Specific Plan 1

2000 Daily Traffic Volume
1993 Daily 1
Traflic Expected Full
Freeway Location Volume | Employment Employment Difference’
1-580 In Livermore between Vasco Road and
~ North Livermore Avenue 103,000 133,600 131,900 (1,700)
At the Altamont Pass 91,000 124,700 123,000 (1,700)
West of 1-205 Interchange 105,800 127,500 125,800 (1,700)
North of Patterson Pass Road 28,500 37,600 37,500 - (100)
1-205 West of Patterson Pass Road 65,000 £9.900 £8,300 (1,600)
East of Patterson Pass Road 77,300 90,200 91,800 1,600
East of 11th Street 56,000 76,000 77,200 1,200
East of Grant Line Road 56,000 91,700 02,500 80O
1.5 Between [-205 and SR 120 84,000 141,000 142,200 1,200

Source; DKS Associates.

! Full Employment volume compared to Expected Employment volume. Volumes in parentheses indicate segments

where a decrease in traffic is projected for the Full Employment scenario due to the effect of increased on-site jobs
on regional and commuting patterns.

up to 10 miles from the project site."® Projected 2000 peak hour volumes and levels of service on
1-205, 1-580 and I-5 in the project vicinity are summarized in Table 4.12-19. Deficient LOS are
projected at a number of locations. These represent potential peak hour demands associated with
cumulative regional growth to 2000 and, due to capacity limitations on the freeway facilities, may
be higher than actual hourly volumes that would be observed. Additional freeway capacity is not
anticipated to be developed beyond assumed 2000 levels. Therefore, reduction of traffic demand
through TDM efforts and transit service improvements, and further spreading of the peak period
would have to occur to accommodate the projected traffic demands. These measures are not
anticipated to fully mitigate the projected level of service deficiency.

General impacts of the project on other freeway volumes farther away were also considered.

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-59
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412 TRANSPORTATION

1-205 Freeway

The traffic analysis assumes widening of 1-205 to a total of six i::es by 2000, with the added lanes
for HOV’s, consistent with the COG’s Regional Transportation Plan.

East of the project site, the greatest net increase in freeway volumes by 2000 would occur east of
Grant Line Road, with an increase of 36,500 daily vehicles over current volumes. A sizable increase
of almost 25,000 daily vehicles is also projected west of Patterson Pass Road. Under both the
Expected and Full Employment scenarios, LOS F conditions are prcuected on both the east and west
end of 1-205 during both AM and PM peak hours."

MW Slncc I- 205 is anucxpated to be w1dcncd to

six lanes by 2000, the projected LOS deficiency is iargely dependent on the amount of cumulative
regional growth that occurs by 2000. This impact is therefore considered an unavoidable adverse
impact if growth occurs as projected.

1-580 Freeway

No freeway improvements for I-580 are assumed by 2000 in this analysis, although an Altamont Pass
commuter rail line and express bus services between the project site and the Tri-Valley are included.

At the Altamont Pass, 124,700 daily vehicles are projected on I-580 by 2000 with the Expected
Employment scenario and other cumulative regional growth. This represents an increase of 37
percent over current volumes. For the Full Employment scenario, 123,000 daily vehicles are
projected, a reduction of less than two percent from the Expected Employment scenario.

Higher traffic volumes are projected on I-580 west of the Altamont Pass, with up to almost 134,000
daily vehicles just west of Vasco Road. South of the 1-205/I-580 junction, projected volumes on I-
580 are much lower than to the west, with an increase of 9,000 daily vehicles over current levels
projected south of Patterson Pass Road.

Unacceptable levels of service, generally LOS F, are projected along I-580 west of the 1-205
junction, with either Expected or Full Employment (Table 4.12-19). Slightly lower traffic demands
are projected for the Full Employment scenario. Given the lack of parallel routes over much of the
road, the excess traffic demand would cause spreading of the peak period in the peak direction of
travel, resulting in a lower percentage of the daily traffic occurring in the peak hour than projected
by the Travel Model. In the AM period, excess demand would cause standing queues on the east
side of the Altamont Pass, limiting the rate of traffic entering the Tri-Valley. In the PM, queues

" 1t should be noted that the CMP siandard for I-205 from the County line 1o Tracy Boulevard is LOS F. and the CMP
standard for the segment from MacArthur 1o I-5 is LOS E (ConMAG. 1991).
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would occur on the west side of the Altamont Pass and reduce eastbound traffic flows on I-205
farther east.

An intensive multi-regional effort to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips generated by the proposed
project and other cumulative development on both sides of Altamont Pass would be needed to
address future traffic growth on I-580 through Altamont Pass. The 2000 projections include potential
effects of on- and off-site transit service improvements currently planned by 2000. However, the
COG Travel Mode! does not have the capability to project traffic reduction potential associated with
countywide TDM efforts such as carpool/vanpool incentive programs, flexible work hours, and the
like. The project could be more effective in reducing peak hour traffic than the County as a whole
due to locational advantages, the scale of the project and the comprehensive TDM program proposed
in the Draft Master Plan. Empbhasizing single-occupant trip reduction on both ends of the work trip
would be likely to substantially increase the level of traffic reduction for the project as a whole.
However, recognizing the uncertainty in achieving any traffic reduction beyond that already reflected
in the Travel Model, no further traffic reduction was assumed. Should further trip reduction be
achieved, the impacts would be reduced from those indicated in this DEIR.

There are no plans to widen I-580 freeway within the corridor, and projects to increase the capacity
of 1-580 in Alameda County are inconsistent with Alameda County’s Policy 164A. The feasibility
of constructing truck-climbing lanes in each direction over the Altamont Pass has been studied by
Caltrans District 4 as part of the Inter-regional Route System 10-year plan and a draft Project Study
Report has been prepared (Satow, 1994). However, only a Stage 1 project involving truck
operational improvemenis at the 1-205/1-580 has been approved for inclusion in MTC’s Regional
Transportation Plan Track 1 list of projects for funding. Truck climbing lanes may or may not be
inconsistent with Alameda County’s Policy 164A which opposes capacity improvements to I-580 but
which supports improvements to facilitate goods movement. With truck-climbing lanes, level of
service on the applicable sections of I-580 is projected to improve to LOS D, but deficient levels of
service would remain "upstream” and "downstream” of the lanes. This impact on I-580 west of the
I-205 junction is therefore considered an wnavoidable adverse impact.

To maintain acceptable freeway mainline speeds, Caltrans may require instaliation of ramp metering
at the intersections of I-205 with Patterson Pass Road and I-580 with Grant Line Road. If ramp
metering were installed, HOV bypass lanes should be provided to encourage carpooling.

I-5 Freeway

No improvements were assumed on I-5 in the project vicinity. In the segment between 1-205 and
SR 120, the daily traffic volume on I-5 is projected to reach up to 142,000 daily vehicles by 2000
under the Full Employment scenario, an increase of 68 percent over existing traffic levels (Table
4.12-18). The Expected Employment scenario would reduce the projected demand by less than one
percent.

LOS F conditions are projected during both the AM and PM peak hours, with potential demand well
exceeding freeway capacity (Table 4.12-19). As discussed for I-580 above, the peak hour demand

" R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-62
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could not be fully accommodated, resulting in standing queues, peak period spreading and reduction
of traffic flows downstream. This is considered a significant unavoidable impact of cumulative
regional growth,

Other Regional Facilities Farther from the Site

West of North Livermore Avenue, net impacts of the project on I-580 traffic levels are projected to
be insignificant (one to two percent over No Project volumes). The relatively low impact on I.580
west of Livermore is primarily due to the underlying assumption that the amount of employment
growth in the Bay Area would not increase beyond growth projected by the Association of Bay Area
Governments due to construction of the project.®

Similar results are observed on I-680 freeway north and south of I-580 and on other regional
facilities in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, where net traffic increases of the project over 2000
traffic volumes without the project are insignificant.

Mitigation Measure $4.12-2 (c.oM)
Refer to Mitigation Measure M4.12-2. This is an unavoidable adverse impact.

Impact S4.12-3 (c.om

The project would increase traffic volumes at nearby freeway interchanges, requiring
improvements to the Patterson Pass Road/I-205 interchange.

The project would primarily impact the existing freeway interchange at 1-205/Patterson Pass Road.
Lesser impacts may occur at the 1-580/Grant Line Road and I-580/Patterson Pass Road interchanges.
All three are currently low capacity interchanges built to rural standards, and would require
substantial upgrading to accommodate projected 2010 traffic volumes with the project. The Draft
Specific Plan includes improvements to the 1-205/Patterson Pass Road interchange, and the Draft
Master Plan includes "fair share” participation in required studies and funding of the improvements.

1-205/Patterson Pass Road Interchange

Draft Specific Plan I proposes the following interchange improvements, staged over time, based on
trigger points;

. Interim traffic signals
. Overpass widening to 4 lanes
. Addition of loop ramp (southbound to eastbound on)

e If fewer internal trips were generated at Mountain House than projected in this DEIR, additional Mountain House trips

would use I-580. However. the net traffic increase would be relatively small because only 60 percent of the non-
internal trips by Mountain House residents are to Bay Area workplaces reached by I-580, and because the added
Mountain House trips would “displace” some other trips that would otherwise use 1-580.

R10114B.TRN-9/1/54 4.12-63
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. Signals at ramp intersections
. Westbound off-ramp widening

The above interchange improvements would meet the County’s LOS standards at buildout of Specific
Plan I. Under both the Expected and Full Employment scenarios, the controlling signalized ramp
intersections would operate at LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours (Table 4.12-22, presented
later in this section), and all ramps are projected to operate satisfactorily. During preparation of the
Project Study Report (PSR), further analysis should be conducted to determine storage lane
requirements. Also, provisions should be made for installing ramp metering with an HOV bypass
lane at the southbound to westbound on ramp. The fair share for this project should be as
established for the Draft Master Plan (Table 4.12-7).

1-580/Grant Line Road Interchange

The Draft Specific Plan I does not include any interchange improvements. The existing interchange
is projected to meet the County’s LOS D standard at buildout of Specific Plan I based on projected
2000 traffic volumes. The controlling unsignalized ramp intersections would operate at LOS C or
better during both AM and PM peak hours (Table 4.12-22, presented later in this section), and all
ramps would accommodate the projected ramp volumes.

However, should some site traffic be diverted from the I-205/Patterson Pass Road interchange due
to congestion on I-205 and/or revision of the Specific Plan to provide an additional north-south
arterial (see Mitigation Measure S4.12-4(c)), traffic volumes at the I-580/Grant Line Road
interchange may be increased over the projected levels. Such increases may accelerate the need for
improvements at the I-580/Grant Line Road interchange. '

I-580/Patterson Pass Road Interchange

The 1-580/Patterson Pass Road interchange would not be significantly impacted by the project, and
a comparison of projected 2000 traffic volumes on Patterson Pass Road with existing conditions
(Table 4.12-20) does not indicate the need for any improvements by 2000.

Mitigation Measure S4.12-3

{a) As a part of a Land Use/Traffic Monitoring program (Mitigation Measure M4.12-1(j)),
traffic growth trends and levels of service at the Grant Line Road/I-580 interchange shall be
monitored and reported to the County. Should the review indicate the need for interchange
improvements ar 1-580/Grant Line ar or before buildout of Specific Plan 1, the required

interchange improvements should be added to Table 9.1 of Draft Specific Plan I accordingly.
(C)

(b) The 1-205 Interchange section of Table 9.1 should be amended to specifically provide for

future ramp metering with HOV bypass lane. This may involve widening and lengthening of
the westbound on-ramp. (c oM
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TABLE 4.12-20

TRAFFIC VOLUME INCREASES ON ARTERIALS IN PROJECT VICINITY
Year 2000: Specific Plan I

2000 Daily Traffic Volume
1993 Daily
TrafTic Expected Full
Road Location Volume | Employment Employment Difference’.
11th Street West of Lammers Road 11,000 14,300 14,600 300
Altamont Pass Road  East of Dyer Road 3,100 6,300 6,200 (100)
Grant Line Road Between Mountain House 1,800 1,800 1,800 0
and Patterson Pass roads
Grant Line Road North of 1-580 4,100 4,100 4,100 0
SR-4 West of Tracy Boulevard 5.700 8,300 9,000 700
SR-4 East of Tracy Boulevard 6,000 9,300 9,300 0
Patterson Pass Road North of Schulie Road 1,900 2,300 2,700 400
Tracy Boulevard North of Lammers Road 2,800 2,900 3,600 700
Corral Holiow Road South of Lammers Road 1,200 1,700 1,700 0
Byron Road North of Grant Line Road &.300 11,000 13,800 2,800
Byron Highway North of County line 6,400 14,100 15,000 900

Source: DKS Associales.

! Full empioyment volume compared Lo expected employment volume. Volumes in parentheses indicate segments
where a decrease in traffic is projected due to the project’s effects on regional job location and commuting
patterns.

Impact S§4.12-4 (c.om

The project would contribute to the need for improvements on several County and other roads
in the project vicinity, including portions of Grant Line Road, Patterson Pass Road, Byron
Road, and Altamont Pass Road.

The proposed project would contribute to the projected cumulative traffic growth on these roads, as
shown in Table 4.12-20 and Figure 4.12-12. The differences in off-site impacts between the
Expected and Full Employment scenarios are typically small, with some projected volumes with the
Full Employment scenario slightly higher and some slightly lower. The projected difference is
largest on Tracy Boulevard north of Lammers Road where daily traffic volumes would increase by
700 vehicles with Full Employment (from 2,900 ADT with Expected Employment to approximately
3,600 ADT with Full Employment). '

Impacts of the project are considered significant when the County’s LOS C standard is not met. -
Locations not meeting the LOS C standard during either the AM or PM peak hour are flagged on

R10114B, TRN-9/194 4,12-65
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Table 4.12-21 (bold, underlined). The roadway capacities are generalized values that may be
conservatively low; consequently, V/C ratios and LOS could be better than shown in the table. As
indicated on the table, the following roadways may violate the County’s current LOS C standard,
requiring additional widening or upgrading to increase their capacities:

+  Grant Line Road, I-580 10 Marina Boulevard

*  Grant Line Road east of Patterson Pass Road

*  Grant Line Road east of Byron Road

«  Patterson Pass Road north of Grant Line Road
*  Altamont Pass Road

*  Byron Highway west of Mountain House Road
* Byron Road east of Patterson Pass Road

The Draft Master Plan proposes that LOS D be accepted on "community gateways" including
portions of Grant Line Road, Patterson Pass Road, and Byron Road. Mitigation Measure M4.12-5(f)
proposes an amendment to the County General Plan LOS policy for consistency with the Draft
Master Flan. If the revised LOS standard is approved for community gateways, the following
roadways would remain in violation of the LOS policy:

+  Grant Line Road, I-580 to Marina Boulevard

+  Grant Line Road east of Patterson Pass Road

*  Patterson Pass Road north of Grant Line Road
*+  Alitamont Pass Road

*  Byron Highway west of Mountain House Road

Below is a discussion of the projected traffic increases, LOS impacts and mitigation for off-site
roadways in the project vicinity.

On Byron Highway west of Mouniain House Road, the existing two-way daily traffic volume of
6,400 would increase to 14,100 ADT with the Expected Employment scenario in year 2000. Traffic
volumes on this suciion of roadway would increase by another 900 vehicles daily with the Full
Employment scenario. With Expected Employment, LOS D is projected in 2000, LOS D-E is
projected with Full Employment. The projected LOS does not appear to warrant widening Byron
Highway to four lanes; however, operational and safety improvements may be needed considering
the significantly higher traffic volumes than at present.

East of Patterson Pass Road, Byron Road would have an LOS of D during the PM peak hovr for
the Full Employment scenario; LOS C is projected for the Expected Employment scenaric To
achieve LOS C along this section of roadway, an additional travel lane in each direction wouid be
required. Since LOS D is projected only with Full Employment, and is just marginally beyond LOS
C, widening to four lanes does not appear warranted until beyond year 2000.

R10114B . TRN-9/1/94 4.12-67
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4.12 TRANSPORTATION

On Altamont Pass Road between Dyer Road and Grant Line Road, existing ADT volumes are
projected to double by 2000 with either the Expected or Full Employment scenarios. This increase
appears to be due to diversion of some vehicles off I-58Q freeway as traffic congestion on the
freeway increases over time due to cumulative traffic growth. The Draft Master Plan and Mitigation
Measures 4.12-4(a) and S4.12-4(f) address this potential impact.

Projected LOS E on Patterson Pass Road north of Grant Line Road indicates that widening of the
roadway to six lanes would be required by 2000. However, there are no provisions in the Draft
Specific Plan I for widening Patterson Pass Road beyond four lanes north of Grant Line Road. As
an alternative to widening this section of Patterson Pass Road to six lanes, either Central Parkway
or another north-south arterial could be extended south to connect the project with Grant Line Road.
This additional north-south connection would alleviate any traffic bottleneck caused by the four-lane
Patterson Pass Road.

An additional travel lane in each direction would be required on Grant Line Road from I-580 to east
of Byron Road to accommodate future traffic volumes at LOS C or better. Projected traffic increases
on the west end of Grant Line Road appear to be primarily related to diversion of project and non-
project traffic from I-205 freeway during peak periods.

Mitigation Measure $4.12-4 (coMm)

Table 9.1 in Section 9.4 of Specific Plan I should be amended to include the following arterial
improvements, and to add trigger points for each:

a) Byron Road widening east of Patterson Pass road to four lanes, cdncurrently with the
© beginning of construction of the Old River Industrial Park (unless the General Plan is
amended to accept LOS D as the gateway standard).

b) North-South arterial or widening of Patterson Pass Road north of Grant Line Road. A
traffic analysis shall be carried out prior to beginning construction of housing over the
3,200 unit level to determine the need and feasibility of extending Central Parkway or De
Anza Boulevard southerly to at least Grant Line Road, and/or widening of Patterson Pass
Road beyond four lanes. Subject to findings of this study and review by the County,
Figures 9.3 and 9.4 will be revised accordingly.

¢) Grant Line Road widening between I-580 and Mountain House Road to four lanes.
Widening shall proceed concurrently with the beginning of construction of the Mountain
House Business Park.

d) Grant Line Road safety and operational improvements between Mountain House Road and
Byron Road. These.improvements shall preceed begin concurrently with approval of

the first discretionary permit. ﬁ‘te—begmmﬂg—oﬂeeﬂaﬂweﬂen—qﬂﬁe-ﬁﬁwmm-ﬁeﬁe
Business—Lark:

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4.12-69



4,12 TRANSPORTATION

e) Initiation of discussions with Contra Costa and Alameda county representatives regarding
mutually agreeable measures 1o address traffic increases on Byron Highway in
accordance with the Draft Master Plan (Policy g) under Objective 1 in County Arterials
(Appendix C). Interim improvements to accommodate traffic growth to year 2000 may
consist of safety/operational improvements.

f) Initiation of discussions with Alameda County representatives regarding mutually
agreeable measures 1o address traffic increases on Altamont Pass Road and all Alameda
County roads, in accordance with the Draft Master Plan (Policy g) under Objective 1
in County Arterials (Appendix C)), and Alameda County Policy 164(a).

&) Initiation of discussions and improvement plans with City of Tracy regarding
improvements to Grant Line Road east of Byron Road (widening to 4 lanes) to
accommodate traffic between Mountain House and Tracy Regional Mall). The Master
Developer shall provide fair share funding for the widening of Grant Line Road,
based on more detailed studies that identify both Mountain House and City of Tracy
fair shares.

Impact $4.12-5 cm)

Project-generated trips would result in significant traffic levels on roadways internal to the site,
requiring construction of adequately sized internal roadways and intersections in order to
maintain acceptable LOS at buildout of the project.

Specific Plan I uses Patterson Pass Road for primary circulation of both through traffic and traffic
to or from the project site (Figure 4.12-10) and proposes to widen it to a four-lane ‘major arterial
from 1-205 10 Byron Road, in three separate phases. No improvements are proposed for either Byron
Road or Grant Line Road.

Additional roadways proposed in Draft Specific Plan I for internal circulation include:

Central Mountain House

*  Central Parkway - De Anza 1o south of Mascot Blvd. (4-lane minor arterial)
* De Anza Boulevard - two segments (4-lane minor arterial)

¢ Mascot Boulevard (2-lane collector)

*  Mountain House Boulevard (4-lane minor arterial)

*  Main Street - Marina Blvd. to west of Town Center (4-lane minor arterial)

*  Marina Boulevard - Mascot Blvd. to De Anza Blvd. (4-lane minor arterial)

0Old River Industrial Park
*  Henderson Road (2-lane collector)
*  Bethany Road (2-lane minor arterial)

Mountain House Business Park
*  Central Parkway - one segment (4-lane minor arterial
* De Anza Boulevard (2- to 4-lane collector) '
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Neither Marina Boulevard, Central Parkway nor De Anza Boulevard would connect to Grant Line
Road from the north, and connections to Byron Road from the project areas to the south would be
limited to Patterson Pass Road. The resulting circulation system focuses all but local trips onto
Patterson Pass Road. Additionally, Mascot Boulevard would function as a primary connecting route
from Central Mountain House to Patterson Pass Road.

Review of projected 2000 traffic volumes indicates that the planned number of lanes for the internal
arterial and collector roads would generally accommodate buildout of the Master Plan at LOS C or
better, as required by the County’s General Plan 2010. One potential exception is Patterson Pass
Road. As stated previously (Impact S4.12-4), the segment of Patterson Pass Road north of Grant
Line Road would operate at LOS E. The intersection at Grant Line Road has a projected LOS D
in the PM peak hour under both the Expected and Full Employment scenarios, and closely
approaches LOS E (V/C ratio of 0.90) for the Expected Employment scenario. The relatively high
projected through-volumes on Patterson Pass Road (over 1,400 vehicles per hour in one direction)
and the lack of any parallel through-routes would adversely impact circulation and access within the
site. During later phases of Specific Plan I, it would be desirable to extend Central Parkway or,
alternatively, De Anza Boulevard to connect Central Mountain House with the Mountain House
Business Pz:*. A possible alternative is to widen Patterson Pass Road to six lanes but this is
inconsister  th the ultimate four lanes proposed in the Draft Master Plan. These alternatives are
addressed .. .t Mitigation Measure S4.12-4(c).

Another potential on-site circulation deficiency is on Mascot Boulevard. On its east end (between
Central Parkway and Patterson Pass Road), daily traffic volumes of 8,000-18,000 vehicles are
projected for either the Expected or Full Employment scenario. This exceeds the volume threshold
of a two-lane collector (7,000 daily vehicles) proposed in the Draft Master Plan, and would result
in a Level of Service deficiency. Ultimate traffic volumes at Master Plan buildout are somewhat
lower (due to the presence of additional north-south outlets), but still warrant development of Mascot
Boulevard as a four-lane minor arterial,

Marina Boulevard is proposed in Draft Specific Plan I to be developed to its ultimate width as a
four-lane minor arterial. Due to its location on the west edge of Central Mountain House and the
lack of any direct connections to points south or north, projected traffic volumes are below 200 daily
vehicles. The low volumes on this relatively remote route could pose problems of high traffic speed
and difficult enforcement. Therefore, Marina Boulevard should be constructed as an interim two-lane
road, with widening to four lanes beyond year 2000.

The Draft Specific Plan I proposes signalization of six intersections along Patterson Pass Road and
Byron Road (Figure 4.12-13). Traffic signals are also proposed at the two ramp intersections at the
I-205/Patterson Pass Road intersection. Turn lanes would be provided at these intersections. Other
intersections would be unsignalized.

Table 4.12-22 shows the projected 2000 levels of service for key signalized and unsignalized
intersections assuming the intersection lanes indicated in the Draft Specific Plan I. The AM and PM
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SPECIFIC PLAN I | Figure 4.12-13
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
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412 TRANSPORTATION

peak hour volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and LOS are shown for each intersection for both the
Expected and Full Employment scenarios. Planning level methods were used due to the long range
nature of the forecasts and the lack of existing intersections at present. :

During both the AM and PM peak hours, all six signalized intersections are projected to provide
acceptable levels of service, with LOS A or B in all cases except at the Patterson Pass Road/Grant
Line Road intersection. This intersection would operate at LOS D, approaching L.OS E, during the
PM peak hour.

Under the Expected Employment scenario, five unsignalized intersections would have minor street
movements that are deficient (LOS E or worse) in the AM and/or PM peak hours:

. Patterson Pass Road/Von Sosten Road

. Central Parkway/Main Street

. De Anza Boulevard/Mascot Boulevard

. De Anza Boulevard/Mountain House Boulevard
. D Street/Mountain House Boulevard

In addition to these five intersections, the following two unsignalized intersections would have minor
street movements that are deficient under the Full Employment scenario:

. De Anza Boulevard (south)/Central Parkway
. C Street/Mountain House Boulevard

Three of the seven deficient unsignalized intersections (Patterson Pass Road/Von Sosten Road, De
Anza Boulevard/Mascot Boulevard, and D St./Mountain House Blvd.) meet the Caltrans Peak Hour
Signal Warrant minimum requirement for either the AM or PM peak hour® Minor movements
at the other four intersections would operate at LOS E in one or both peak hours. However, because
the intersections do not meet Peak Hour Warrant requirements, and the volumes on the critical minor
street movements are low, no mitigation is recommended. All of the remaining study intersections
would operate acceptably (LOS D or better) in the AM and PM peak hours for both Specific Plan
scenanios.

The following measures would mitigate deficient intersection levels of service at Specific Plan I
buildout. Table 4.12-23 shows the resuiting LOS after mitigation on the study intersections.

n This is only one of several warrants that should be evaluated before s traffic signal is actually installed and operated

at any intersection.

R10114B.TRN-9/1/94 4,12-75



9Ty

'PIEASINCY 100SEN/PROY $5BJ UOSIINEJ 1B POPUSLILIOIIS SUR| WNJ-JI] PURCYYIION puosag

POIGNALHYIIONY

ON

- S3)EID0SSY €Y (] 2onog

uonASINW IZieusig v (Nd) :) VIN VIN VIN U3ISOS UOA/PEOY SSEJ UOSISNE]
uondsiau azieudig v (N -1 uonaasiaul zireudi v (A PleA3NOg ISNOH URIUDOW/IIINSG (T
uOnNIISINUI IZI[EUTIS o] (Nd) -1 uopysil azifeudis | (WD) A | (Ad/NVY) - PIEAIMOY 100SBN/PIBAINOS BZUY 3]
ey
y3nonp punogisea
VIN VIN V/IN Puodds ppy ) (WD T/a PEOY Wl JURID/PROY SSBY UOSIINEY
uons3nIy uoyedniy uonedn uonednip uone3mp uonedniy uone0]
MM SO | mognm SO°g s SOT | moypm SO

__ ywdoiduy g 0007 1=24

ysufopdwiy payradxy gpgz Jea g

0007 B2 uepf dyadg
NOLLVOILIN ADIAYAS 40 TIAAT NOLLDASHELNI

tTChy 414vVL



4.12 TRANSPORTATION

Mitigation Measure S4.12-5 ‘.
(a) Figure 9.4 of Specific Plan I shoiild be revised 1o include the following intersections:

«  De Anza Boulevard/Mascot Boulevard
e D Street/Mountain House Boulevard

Both intersections would operate acceptably (LOS D or better) in both peak hours when
signalized. Note that no additional lanes were assumed for the mitigation analysis. Additional
turning lanes may be needed to accommodate left-turning vehicles. (c)

(b) Figure 9.7 of Specific Plan I should be revised to include the following intersection:

»  Patterson Pass Road/Von Sosten Road

This intersection would operate acceptably (LOS D or better) in both peak hours when
signalized. Note that no additional lanes were assumed for the mitigation analysis. Additional
turning lanes may be needed to accommodate left-turning vehicles. M)

(c) Figure 9.3 of Specific Plan I (Road Classification Diagram) should be revised to designate
Mascot Boulevard as a minor arterial from Marina Boulevard to Patterson Pass Road, with four lanes
to be provided between Central Parkway and Patterson Pass Road at a minimum. ()

(d) Figure 9.4 of Specific Plan I (Central Mountain House S:rzet System) should be revised to
designate an interim width of two lanes on Marina Boulevard vrile retaining the ultimate four-lane
width. «©

Impact §4.12-6 )
The project would generate a significant demand for parking.

The Master Plan includes provisions for on-site parking, including minimum and maximum parking
requirements for each land use type. Specific Plan I would conform to these standards. This DEIR
has not evaluated the adequacy of the standards to accommodate the project’s potential parking
demand. The standards would provide flexibility to encourage use of alternative smodes of
transportation. In particular, the community commercial areas may present opportunities to reduce
the land area devoted to parking by sharing parking areas based on peak demands for adjacent land
uses occurring at different times of the day.

Mitigation Measure 54.12-6 (¢

Policy a) of Section 9.7 of the Draft Master Plan should be amended to state "Within mixed-
use districts, including community commercial areas, the shared parking guidelines published
by the Urban Land Institute shall be used wherever feasible 10 reduce total parking supply.”
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Impact 84.12-7 (¢,

The project would increase the demand for bicycle and pedestrian travel within the project site
as well as between the site and adjacent developed areas.

The project would generate a significant demand for bicycle travel. Specific Plan I would conform
to Master Plan requirements for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The Draft Master Plan also
includes implementation actions for bike route signage and amenities such as bicycle racks.

In the Central Mountain House area, Class I (off-street) multi-use paths are proposed along Mountain
House Creek, Main Street, De Anza Boulevard, where constructed, and Mountain House Boulevard
(Figure 9.6 of Specific Plan I). Combined Class I multi-use paths and Class II bike lanes are
proposed along Central Parkway, Patterson Pass Road, Mascot Boulevard, and Marina Boulevard.
Similarly, bicycle/pedestrian provisions are proposed within the Mountain House Business Park on
Patterson Pass Road and constructed portions of Central Parkway and De Anza Boulevard (Figure
9.8 of Draft Specific Plan I). Class III bike routes {signage only) are indicated in the Old River
Industrial Park (Figure 9.10 of the Draft Specific Plan I).

This system, combined with other Class III (signed) routes on collectors, would provide excellent
bicycle circulation within Specific Plan I areas. However, due to street discontinuities, regional
access and access among the three areas are limited.

Mitigation Measure $4.12-.7 (c)

Should Central Parkway or another north-south arterial be extended south to or beyond Grant
Line Road as described in Mitigation Measure 54.12-4 te} b), bicycle provisions should be
included as prescribed in the Master Plan.

Impact S4.12-8 (o)

The project would increase the number of vehicles crossing the existing Southern Pacific
railroad track that runs through the site.

Three grade crossings within the project site exist today along the Southern Pacific Transportation
Company (Mococo line) railroad track that runs through the site parallel to the Byron Highway.
These crossings are located on Kelso Road, Henderson Road, and Wicklund Road. The Draft Master
Plan proposes to upgrade the existing at-grade crossing at Henderson Road. No specific provisions
for rail crossings are included in Table 9.1 of Draft Specific Plan |.

Mitigation Measure 54.12-8 o)

Implementation c¢) under Rail Crossings in the Draft Master Plan should be revised to add:
"Improvements to the rail crossing shall include provisions for bicyclists."”
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