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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

STuDY PURPOSE

This CEQA Transportation Impact Analysis Report will serve as an appendix to the Pacific Gateway Draft EIR.
It focuses on the project’s impacts to the transportation system based on its vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
It also evaluates impacts to bicycle/pedestrian facilities, transit facilities and services, and roadway safety-

related impacts including queuing and nonstandard design features.

A separate report, entitled “Local Transportation Analysis (LTA) for Pacific Gateway" analyzes the effects of
the proposed project on traffic operations at potentially affected roadways and intersections. That report
also evaluates the efficacy of potential operational improvements to address deficient operations. When
Senate Bill (SB) 743 became effective statewide in 2020, it prohibited the use of automobile delay and level
of service (LOS) from being used under CEQA as a performance measure to determine the transportation
impacts of land development and transportation projects. The LTA focuses primarily on traffic operations

and LOS and is therefore not used to identify significant impacts under CEQA.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PHASING

The Pacific Gateway project (“proposed project”) would be situated on 1,577 (gross) acres north of Interstate
580 (I-580) and State Route (SR) 132 in unincorporated San Joaquin County. It would be bounded by Tracy
Boulevard on the west and Bird Road on the east. Chrisman Road and its interchange with SR 132 would be

the primary vehicular access serving the project. Proposed land uses would include:

e Gateway West, Central and East would consist of general industrial (warehouse/logistics buildings)

totaling 24,149,000 million square feet;

e The University Center would consist of a university with capacity for 5,000 students along with

supporting ancillary uses and a Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) Post; and

e The Gateway Center, which would be situated along Chrisman Road north of SR 132, would feature

a variety of highway commercial uses as well as 525,000 square feet of general industrial.

The “Initial Phase” of the project would consist of the development of 3,962,000 square feet of general
industrial in Gateway East, several university buildings allowing for enrollment of 400 students, and the VFW

building.

The project would widen Chrisman Road from two to four lanes along the project frontage. It would also
widen parts of MacArthur Drive within the plan area to four lanes. Several new four-lane arterial and two-
lane local industrial streets would be constructed within the project (see Figure 8). Five signalized

intersections would be constructed along the project’s frontage on Chrisman Road (see Figure 9). The traffic
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operations analysis found that widening of Chrisman Road to six lanes would be necessary from SR 132 to
B Street. In addition, the project would include a new street connection to Bird Road enabling project access
via the SR 132/Bird Road interchange.

ENVIRONMENTAL (EXISTING) SETTING

Chrisman Road between SR 132 and Eleventh Street, and Eleventh Street are each Surface Transportation
Assistance Act (STAA) routes, which allow large trucks (i.e., allows truck larger than California legal trucks)
to operate on the interstate freeway system and certain primary routes. As shown in Figure 6, there are also
several local or through truck routes in the study area. Between 1,000 and 1,100 trucks per day travel along
portions of Chrisman Road between SR 132 and Eleventh Street. Just north of SR 132, trucks comprise 27%
of the 3,900 ADT on Chrisman Road. The proportion of traffic consisting of trucks steadily decreases to the

north along Chrisman Road as more auto traffic is present.

Several county roadways within the study area have signs posted to prohibit all truck travel or to prohibit
trucks that exceed 7 tons (see Figure 6). There are currently no truck travel restrictions on Durham Ferry
Road east of Chrisman Road. Of the 1,500 ADT measured on this segment, trucks represented 6% of the
total, or about 85 trucks per day.

As the project site is rural and mostly undeveloped, there are no bicycle or pedestrian facilities in its
immediate vicinity. Transit service is not provided to the area, although an Altamont Commuter Express

(ACE) train station is situated on Tracy Boulevard at Linne Road (two miles north of the project).
PROJECT TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS

It was necessary to determine the total number of expected trips generated (separately for passenger
vehicles and trucks) as well as the distribution/assignment of those trips for all land uses. The trip generation
of the industrial component of the project was estimated based on a large database of traffic counts
collected by Fehr & Peers in 2021 at warehouse buildings across San Joaquin County for the San Joaquin
Countywide Warehousing Travel Behavior Study. The trip generation of the other project components was
estimated using trip rates from the Trip Generation Manual, 11% Edition (Institute of Transportation

Engineers, 2021). Table ES-1 displays the trip generation of the Initial Phase and Project Buildout.

One particularly important input to the analysis is the expected residence locations of the project’s
warehouse workers. This was determined based on the use of “Big Data” (i.e., cell phone, etc.) to review
employee residence locations at other warehouses in the area. That same big data source was also used to

determine the expected distribution of heavy duty trucks.
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Table ES-1: Proposed Project Trip Generation

New Daily Trips New AM Peak Hour Trips New PM Peak Hour Trips
Phase
Autos Heavy Duty Total Autos Heavy Duty Total Autos Heavy Duty Total
Trucks Trucks Trucks
Initial Phase 5,192 1,784 6,976 675 120 795 840 80 920
Project Buildout 41,736 11,171 52,907 5,154 745 5899 6,120 496 6,616

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance thresholds were developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, and policies of San
Joaquin County and other responsible agencies. For VMT analysis, guidance from the Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR, 2018) and San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study (GHD,
2020) were used. The project’s potential adverse effects were analyzed based on thresholds developed from
these documents. Separate impact statements and conclusions were reached for the Initial Phase and

Project Buildout.

Table ES-2 summarizes the 12 project-specific impact statements, indicates whether the impact is
significant under the Initial Phase or Project Buildout, and recommends mitigation measure(s) for significant
impacts. As shown, the Initial Phase would cause five significant impacts, while Project Buildout would cause

nine significant impacts.

Figure ES-1 illustrates the various recommended, project-specific, physical off-site mitigation measures

identified for significant impacts.
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Table ES-2: Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact Significant?

# Topic Initial Project Recommended Mitigation Measure
Phase Buildout
1a. Comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip
Reduction Program
1b. Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
.y VMT Impacts Caused by Ves Ves strategies co|n5|st|ng of: . et
Warehouse and Office Land Use 1. Voluntary Com.mute Trip Reduction (CTR) program
2. Employee Parking Cash-Out program
3. Expand Bikeway Network '
4. Extend Public Transit Service to Project Site
5. Operate a private employee shuttle system
Comply with SIVAPCD Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip
TR2 VMT Im.pacts ;aused by Ves Ves Reduction Program .
University Project Land Use Implement TDM Strategies 1, 4, and 5 above.
Implement TDM Strategy 2 or charge staff & students to park.
VMT Impacts Caused by Retail,
Restaurant, Gas Station, Hotel,
TR-3 | VFW Tracy Post Project, and No No None
Electrified Truck and Auto
Charging Lots Land Use
VMT Impacts Associated with
Widening Chrisman Road along
TR-4 project frontage and MacArthur No No None
Drive within the project site
Inadequate Bicycle/Pedestrian
TR-5 | Connectivity to Adjacent Land No Yes Implement TDM Strategy 3 above.
Uses to the North
TR-6 Inadequate Transit Service to Yes Yes Implement TDM Strategies 4 and 5 above.
Meet Demand
Fr.eeway Of‘f-Ramp and State Construct the geometric improvements described in Table 26
TR-7 | Highway Intersection Queues No Yes and shown on Fiaure 21
Exceed Available Storage 9 ’
Increaseql Haza.rds due to Construct physical improvements on Chrisman Road project
TR-8 | Geometric Design Features Yes Yes . .
frontage to San Joaquin County design standards.
(Large Trucks)
Increased Hazards due to Post a combination of either “No Trucks Allowed” or “Local
TR-9 | Incompatible Land Uses (along Yes Yes Trucks only” signs on Durham Ferry Road between Chrisman
Durham Ferry Road) Road and SR 33.
Increased Hazards due to
TR-10 Incompatible Land Uses (near No Ves Construct physical improvements along the Chrisman Road

Chrisman Road/Linne Road
Intersection)

and Linne Road frontages of Jefferson School.
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Table ES-2: Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact Significant?
# Topic Initial Project Recommended Mitigation Measure
Phase Buildout

Contribute fair share funding to the City of Tracy to cover

proportionate cost to upgrade road/rail crossings on Chrisman
Increased Hazards due to Road at Schulte Road.

TR-T1 ég:}lclt;;zal Vehicle/Train No Yes Work with UPRR and CPUC to determine the need for
improvements at the Chrisman Road at-grade crossing north
of Linne Road.

Increased Hazards Associated
TR-12 | with Emergency Vehicle No No None
Response Times

Notes: See Chapter 8 for details on Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Unless otherwise noted, mitigation measure is to be implemented during Initial Phase if Initial Phase impact is significant.

' This specific mitigation measure is not required with Initial Phase, but necessary for subsequent phases beyond Initial Phase.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2023.

CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

The cumulative setting considers significant increases in planned land development within the City of Tracy
and its Sphere of Influence as well as various roadway improvements. The project’s impacts were analyzed
under cumulative conditions using the same significance thresholds identified above. A set of 12 cumulative
impact statements were developed. The impact conclusions and recommended mitigation measures are

similar to those listed in Table ES-2.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes this report’s purpose, provides an overview of the proposed project, lists applicable
transportation-related policies that pertain to the proposed project under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and summarizes the transportation-related comments made by organizations and

agencies on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Report Purpose

This CEQA Transportation Impact Analysis Report will serve as an appendix to the Pacific Gateway Draft EIR.
It focuses on the project’s impacts to the transportation system based on its vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
It also evaluates impacts to bicycle/pedestrian facilities, transit facilities and services, and roadway safety-

related impacts including queuing and nonstandard design features.

A separate report, entitled “Local Transportation Analysis (LTA) for Pacific Gateway" analyzes the effects of
the proposed project on traffic operations at potentially affected roadways and intersections. That report
also evaluates the efficacy of potential operational improvements to address deficient operations. When
Senate Bill (SB) 743 became effective statewide in 2020, it prohibited the use of automobile delay and level
of service (LOS) from being used under CEQA as a performance measure to determine the transportation
impacts of land development and transportation projects. The LTA focuses primarily on traffic operations

and LOS and is therefore not used to identify significant impacts under CEQA.

Project Overview

The Pacific Gateway project (“proposed project”) would be situated on 1,577 (gross) acres located north of
Interstate 580 (I-580) and State Route (SR) 132 in unincorporated San Joaquin County. It would be bounded
by Tracy Boulevard on the west and Bird Road on the east. Chrisman Road and its interchange with SR 132
would be the primary vehicular access serving the project. In addition, the project would include a new

street connection to Bird Road enabling project access via the SR 132/Bird Road interchange.
Figure 1 shows the regional setting and the location of the project. Figure 2 shows the project land use
map. Proposed land uses include:

e Gateway West, Central and East would consist of general industrial (warehouse/logistics buildings)

totaling 24,149,000 million square feet;

e The University Center would consist of a university with capacity for 5,000 students along with

supporting ancillary uses including a Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) Post; and
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e The Gateway Center, which would be situated just north of SR 132, would feature a variety of

highway commercial uses as well as 525,000 square feet of general industrial.

The “Initial Phase” of the project would consist of the development of 3,962,000 square feet of general
industrial in Gateway East, several university buildings allowing for enrollment of 400 students, and the VFW

building.

Applicable Transportation-Related Policies

This section presents potentially applicable federal, state, regional, and local regulatory requirements

applicable to the project.

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099, and California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, generally, VMT has replaced congestion as the metric for determining
transportation impacts under CEQA. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that VMT is the “most
appropriate measure of transportation impacts” and mandates analysis of VMT impacts effective July 1,
2020. A project’s effect on automobile delay is no longer a consideration when identifying a significant

impact; therefore, the impact of the project on delay-based traffic operations is not addressed in this EIR.
FEDERAL

Depending on the types of off-site improvements needed, policies of the Federal Highway Administration

(FHWA) may be applicable. This is particularly the case for interstate freeways such as Interstate 5 and 580.
Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA)

The STAA of 1982 allows large trucks to operate on the Interstate and certain primary routes called
collectively the National Network. These trucks, referred to as STAA trucks, are longer than California legal
trucks. As a result, STAA trucks have a larger turning radius than most local roads can accommodate. On
surface streets, STAA routes are designated either as Terminal or Service Access routes. Terminal routes are
approved by the agency with jurisdiction over the roadway to enable the truck to reach its ultimate
destination. Service Access routes allow STAA trucks to exit the interstate onto a local road, for one mile

only, for food, fuel, lodging, or repair.
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STATE

The State of California has enacted several pieces of legislation that outline the state’s commitment to
encourage land use and transportation planning decisions and investments that reduce VMT and contribute
to reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in line with state climate goals. Other recent state policies

pertain to roadway safety.
Senate Bill 743

SB 743, passed in 2013, required the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop
new guidelines that address transportation metrics under CEQA. Enacted as part of SB 743 (2013), PRC
section 21099, subdivision (b)(1), directed the OPR to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency for certification and adoption proposed CEQA Guidelines addressing “criteria for
determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas. Those criteria
shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses. In developing the criteria, [OPR] shall recommend potential metrics
to measure transportation impacts that may include, but are not limited to, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle

miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.”

Subdivision (b)(2) of PRC section 21099 further provides that “[u]pon certification of the guidelines by the
Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely
by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a
significant impact on the environment pursuant to [CEQA], except in locations specifically identified in the

guidelines, if any.”

OPR published its proposal for the comprehensive updates to the CEQA Guidelines in November 2017 which
included proposed updates related to analyzing transportation impacts pursuant to SB 743. The updated
CEQA Guidelines were adopted on December 28, 2018; and according to the new CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, VMT replaced congestion as the metric for determining transportation impacts. The guidelines
state that “lead agencies may elect to be governed by these provisions of this section immediately.

Beginning July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.”

OPR published the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA ("Technical Advisory")

in December 2018 to provide guidance to agencies implementing the new CEQA requirements.
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Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR, 2018)

The Technical Advisory provides advice and recommendations to CEQA lead agencies on how to implement
the SB 743 changes. This includes technical recommendations regarding the assessment of VMT, thresholds
of significance, VMT mitigation measures, and screening thresholds for certain land use projects. Lead
agencies may consider and use these recommendations at their discretion and with the provision of
substantial evidence to support alternative approaches. The Technical Advisory describes considerations
agencies may use in selecting VMT metrics, calculation methodologies, and significance thresholds. The
Technical Advisory does not mandate the use of specific metrics, methodologies or significance thresholds,
because agencies have discretion to select those that are appropriate for the local land use and

transpo rtation context.

The Technical Advisory identifies “screening thresholds” to quickly identify when a project should be
expected to cause a less-than-significant impact without conducting a detailed VMT analysis. The Technical
Advisory suggests that projects meeting one or more of the following criteria should be expected to have a

less-than-significant impact on VMT.

e Small projects — projects consistent with a SCS and local general plan that generate or attract fewer
than 110 trips per day.

e Projects near major transit stops — certain projects (residential, retail, office, or a mix of these uses)
proposed within /2 mile of an existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high-quality
transit corridor.

o Affordable residential development — a project consisting of a high percentage of affordable
housing may be a basis to find a less-than-significant impact on VMT.

e Local-serving retail — local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. The
Technical Advisory encourages lead agencies to decide when a project will likely be local-serving,
but generally acknowledges that retail development including stores larger than 50,000 square feet
might be considered regional-serving. The Technical Advisory suggests lead agencies analyze
whether regional-serving retail would increase or decrease VMT (i.e, not presume a less-than-
significant).

e Projects in low VMT areas — residential and office projects that incorporate similar features (i.e.,
density, mix of uses, transit accessibility) as existing development in areas with low VMT will tend

to exhibit similarly low VMT.
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The Technical Advisory identifies recommended numeric VMT thresholds for office and retail projects.

e Office projects that would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent below (i.e., greater than 85
percent of) existing regional VMT per employee may indicate a significant transportation impact.
e Retail projects (and other non-residential/non-office projects) that result in a net increase in total

VMT may indicate a significant transportation impact.

The Technical Advisory offers guidance regarding the above project types because “they tend to have the
greatest influence on VMT". It does not specifically address schools/universities, instead stating that “lead
agencies, using more location-specific information, may develop their own more specific thresholds, which

may include other land use types.”

The Technical Advisory also provides guidance on impacts to transit. Specifically, the Technical Advisory
suggests that lead agencies generally should not treat the addition of new transit users as an adverse
impact. As an example, the Technical Advisory suggests that “an infill development may add riders to transit
systems and the additional boarding and alighting may slow transit vehicles, but it also adds destinations,

improving proximity and accessibility.

Regarding trucks, the Technical Advisory first points out that CEQA Section 15064 refers to automobiles
when referencing VMT. The document then offers a definition that automobiles consist of on-road
passenger vehicles, including cars and light duty trucks. It further states that “"Heavy-duty truck VMT could
be included for modeling convenience and ease of calculation.” No further guidance is provided relating
to how to address travel impacts of trucks, though Appendix 1 (Considerations About Which VMT to Count)
and Appendix 2 (Induced Travel: Mechanisms, Research, and Additional Assessment Approaches)

repeatedly refer to automobiles (and do not mention trucks) when describing these topics.

Caltrans is responsible for planning, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining the State Highway
System (SHS). Any improvements or modifications to the SHS within the study area would need to be
approved by Caltrans. The following Caltrans planning documents emphasize the State of California’s focus
on transportation infrastructure that supports mobility choice through multimodal options, smart growth,
and efficient development:

e Smart Mobility Framework (Caltrans February 2010),

o Complete Streets Implementation Action Plan (Caltrans 2010),

e California Transportation Plan 2040 (Caltrans 2016),

e Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020 — 2019 Update (Caltrans 2019),

e State Highway System Management Plan (Caltrans 2019),
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e VMT-Focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (Caltrans 2020), and

e Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan (Caltrans 2021).
Among these various reports, the following three documents are most applicable to the project.
VMT-Focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (TISG)

On May 20, 2020, the VMT-Focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (“TISG") was adopted by Caltrans
(2020). The TISG provides guidance on how Caltrans will review land use projects, with focus on VMT analysis
and supporting state land use goals, state planning priorities, and GHG emission reduction goals; as well as
identifying land use projects’ possible transportation impacts to the State Highway System and potential
non-capacity increasing mitigation measures. The TISG indicates that Caltrans intends to “transition away
from requesting LOS or other vehicle operations analyses of land use projects,” instead placing the focus
on VMT and safety.

The TISG emphasizes that VMT analysis is Caltrans’ primary review focus and references the Technical
Advisory as a basis for the guidance in the TISG. Notably, the TISG recommends the use of the recommended
thresholds in the Technical Advisory for land use projects. The TISG also references the Technical Advisory
for screening thresholds that would identify projects and areas presumed to have a less-than-significant
transportation impact. Caltrans supports streamlining for projects that meet these screening thresholds

because they help achieve VMT reduction and mode shift goals.
Local Development Review (LDR) Safety Review Practitioners Guidance

The Local Development Review (LDR) Safety Review Practitioners Guidance (Caltrans, 2024) advises
practitioners how to evaluate project-related safety impacts on the state highway system. It stops short of
including specific thresholds of significance. The analytical approach described in the guidance focuses on
vulnerable road users (i.e., bicyclists and pedestrians) and underserved communities; enhancing safety for
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicular modes; and applying both reactive and systemic perspectives.

Lastly, it reiterates Caltrans supports for shifting away from using delay-based metrics for analysis in CEQA.

The guidance outlines how queuing should be reviewed for traffic safety impacts. Appendix B “Freeway Exit-
Ramp Queuing Analysis” provides practitioners with specific guidance on analysis of project effects on

freeway off-ramp queuing. The following test is applied at freeway off-ramps:

e If the Project adds two or more car lengths to the ramp queue that will extend into the freeway
mainline, then the location must be reviewed for traffic safety impacts. This review must evaluate speed

differential between the off-ramp queue and the mainline of the freeway during the same period.
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Traffic safety mitigation may be requested if freeway exit ramp queuing does not occur under the existing
condition, but project-generated traffic volumes will cause a queue to extend onto the freeway mainline,
creating a speed differential of 30 miles per hour (mph) or greater. When the speed differential increases
above the 30-mph threshold, rear-end collisions increase resulting in an increase in severe injury and fatal
collisions. Traffic safety mitigation shall not be requested under conditions where queuing already exists on
a freeway exit ramp. The significance of that traffic safety impact by the project must be determined on a

case-by-case basis.

The guidance does not offer any suggested practices for evaluating queuing at turn lanes on the state
highway system. However, queues that spill out of a left-turn lane on a conventional highway can present
similar safety concerns as a freeway off-ramp. They are therefore evaluated in this study in the same manner
as off-ramps are treated. Vehicle queuing is analyzed using 95 percentile queues (from Simtraffic) for key
turning movements at turn lanes and off-ramps on the state highway system. Since the queuing results are
reported on state highway facilities, the precise (non-rounded) 95 percentile queue (in feet) is reported in

accordance with Caltrans District 10 preferences.

Lastly, the guidance identifies the following six challenge areas as high priorities in California as they
represent the greatest opportunity to reduce fatalities and severe injuries: lane departures, impaired driving,
speed management, pedestrians, bicyclists, and intersection. This topic, which pertains to details related to

the collision history on the state highway system near the project site, is analyzed in detail in this report.
Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan

The Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan lists "Safety First” as its top goal through 2024 (Caltrans 2021). The
2020 Caltrans Annual Accomplishments Report describes the Four Pillars of Traffic Safety, which will help
guide the department toward the ultimate goal of zero deaths or severe injuries on California roads by
2050. The Four Pillars of Traffic Study are:

e Double Down on What Works
e Accelerate Advanced Technology
e Lead Safety Culture Change

e Integrate Equity

Each of these pillars, including their applicability to the project, are described later in this report.
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Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental

Quality Act Report

This report by the CA Department of Justice is meant to help lead agencies pursue CEQA compliance and
promote environmentally-just development for warehouse project proposals. The document provides
information on feasible best practices and mitigation measures. It describes how truck traffic from
warehouses can present substantial safety issues, especially if truck traffic passes through residential areas,
school zones, or other places where pedestrians are common. It recommends the following measures be

considered for these conditions.

e Design, clearly mark, and enforce truck routes that keep trucks out of residential neighborhoods
and away from other sensitive receptors.

e Install signs in residential areas noting that truck and employee parking is prohibited.

e Require preparation and approval of a truck routing plan describing the facility’s hours of operation,
types of items to be stored, and truck routing to and from the facility to designated truck routes
that avoids passing sensitive receptors. The plan should hold facility operators responsible for
violations of the truck routing plan, and a revised plan should be required from any new tenant that
occupies the property before a business license is issued. The approving agency should retain
discretion to determine if changes to the plan are necessary, including any additional measures to
alleviate truck routing and parking issues that may arise during the life of the facility.

e Construct new or improved transit stops, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and crosswalks, with special
attention to ensuring safe routes to schools.

e Consult with the local public transit agency and secure increased public transit service to the project
area.

e Designate areas for employee pickup and drop-off.

e Implement traffic control and safety measures, such as speed bumps, speed limits, or new traffic
signs or signals.

e Place facility entry and exit points on major streets that do not have adjacent sensitive receptors.

e Restricting the turns trucks can make entering and exiting the facility to route trucks away from
sensitive receptors.

e Construct roadway improvements to improve traffic flow.

e Prepare a construction traffic control plan prior to grading, detailing the locations of equipment
staging areas, material stockpiles, proposed road closures, and hours of construction operations,
and designing the plan to minimize impacts to roads frequented by passenger cars, pedestrians,

bicyclists, and other non-truck traffic.
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REGIONAL

San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 2022 RTP/SCS

The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is comprised of the County of San Joaquin and the cities
of Stockton, Lodi, Manteca, Tracy, Ripon, Escalon and Lathrop. SJCOG is the federally designated
Metropolitan Planning Organization and serves as the regional transportation planning agency and a
technical and informational resource for these jurisdictions. In August 2022, the SJCOG Board voted to
adopt the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (72022
RTP/SCS). This document serves as the region's long-range transportation plan and provides guidance for
decisions about transportation spending priorities. It includes a list of planned and funded transportation
improvements utilized in this report. Chapter 3 includes various policies and strategies that may be relevant
to this study including:
Policy: Enhance the Environment for Existing and Future Generations and Conserve Energy

e Strategy No. 4: Improve air quality by reducing transportation-related emissions.

Policy: Maximize Mobility and Accessibility

e Strategy No. 5: Optimize the public transportation system to provide efficient and convenient

access for users of all income levels.

e Strategy No. 7: Provide transportation improvements to facilitate nonmotorized travel, including

incorporation of complete streets elements as appropriate.
e Strategy No. 8: Improve freight access to key strategic economic centers.

e Strategy No. 9: Promote safe and efficient strategies to improve the movement of goods by air,

water, rail, and roadway.
Policy: Increase Safety and Security
e Strategy No. 10: Facilitate projects that reduce the number and severity of traffic incidents.

e Strategy No. 11: Support local and state efforts for transportation network resiliency, reliability, and

climate adaptation.
Policy: Preserve the Efficiency of the Existing Transportation System
e Strategy No. 12: Prioritize projects that make more efficient use of the existing road network.

e Strategy No. 13: Support the continued maintenance and preservation of the existing transportation

system.
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e Strategy No. 14: Promote electric power, alternative fuels and autonomous technologies for freight

and agriculture.

e Strategy No. 15: Manage the adoption of electric vehicles and private connected and autonomous

vehicles.

e Strategy No. 16: Promote electric power, alternative fuels, and autonomous technologies for public

transit.
Policy: Support Economic Vitality

e Strategy No. 17: Support transportation improvements that improve economic competitiveness,
revitalize commercial corridors and strategic economic centers, and enhance travel and tourism

opportunities.

Policy: Promote Interagency Coordination and Public Participation for Transportation Decision-Making and

Planning Efforts
e Strategy No. 21: Provide equitable access to transportation planning.
Policy: Maximize Cost-Effectiveness

e Strategy No. 25: Support the use of state and federal grants to supplement local funding and pursue

discretionary grant funding opportunities from outside the region.
e Strategy No. 27: Maximize funding of existing transportation options.
Policy: Improve the Quality of Life for Residents
e Strategy No. 30: Enhance public health through active transportation projects.

San Joaquin County Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP)

The Federal Congestion Management Process requires metropolitan planning organizations such as SJCOG
to develop and implement a Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) to fulfill it SJCOG's
requirements as a metropolitan area with a population exceeding 200,000. In addition, there is an
opportunity to integrate Performance-Based Planning and Programming (PBPP) performance metrics and
provide information of interest to our jurisdictions. Its focus is on reducing single occupant vehicle (SOV)
travel while minimizing the need for increasing roadway capacity. It also provides additional resources for

the development and deployment of new congestion management technologies.

The SJCOG Regional Congestion Management Program 2022 Monitoring Report (Kimley Horn, 2023)
measures regional congestion and multimodal performance measures through ongoing systematic
monitoring. Performance measures serves to gauge system performance and track progress toward

achieving congestion management objectives. However, the CMP no longer includes roadway or
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intersection operations targets such as LOS C. Instead, it focuses on multimodal performance metrics for

bicycling, walking, and transit as well as VMT, travel reliability, pavement management, and safety.
SJCOG Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan

The SJCOG Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan (Alta, 2012) was developed
to identify bikeways and pedestrian projects of regional significance in order to prioritize funding and
facilitate project implementation. The plan’s vision to the meet the needs for people of all ages and abilities
in San Joaquin County by improving and enhancing the existing bicycle and pedestrian network. Its goals
are to increase bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout the county, improve bicycle, pedestrian, and school
access safety, and increase education and awareness of bicycling and walking in San Joaquin County. Its
objectives are to increase the mileage of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in San Joaquin County by 20%
between 2012 and 2022, and increase the competitiveness of local jurisdictions for grant funding for bicycle,

pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School improvements.
Measure K Sales Tax

Measure K is a /2 cent sales tax that helps fund transportation improvements in San Joaquin County. The
program is operated by SJCOG. Measure K was originally approved by voters in 1990. It was renewed by a
2006 vote, which will extend the sales tax through 2041. Major improvements target San Joaquin County
freeways, streets and roads, public transit networks, pedestrian, and bicycle friendly programs. According
to the Measure K interactive project map’, the widening of Linne Road from two to four lanes between
Tracy Boulevard and Chrisman Road is included in the program. No improvements are shown along

Chrisman Road.
San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF)

The RTIF is a county-wide, multi-jurisdiction capital improvement funding program that covers a portion of
the costs for new transportation facilities required to serve new development within the County. New
development throughout the county is subject to the fee. The funding derived from the RTIF program is
used in combination with other funding available to complete the needed transportation and transit
improvements. The RTIF capital project list contained on RTD's website does not show any planned, funded
transportation improvements within the study area (though partial funding is included for the I-

205/Chrisman Road interchange).

1 Interactive Project Map | San Joaquin Council of Governments, CA (sjcog.orq)
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San Joaquin Regional Transit District Short-Range Transit Plan

The San Joaquin Regional Transit District Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for fiscal years (FY) 2018-2019 to
2027-2028 serves as a guide for the development of the goals objectives, and policies for future transit
services in the Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) and unincorporated San Joaquin County over the next 10
years. Official RTD boundaries do not include the incorporated San Joaquin County cities of Lodi, Lathrop,
Manteca, Escalon, Ripon and Tracy. The SRTP proposes strategies that will guide transit development while

containing costs within available revenues.

The SRTP outlines over $20 million in operating improvements and an additional $200 million in capital
improvements to benefit San Joaquin County and its citizens. It identifies various service objectives to
“provide the highest level of transit service to the greatest number of people within RTD's financial means”.
That includes enhanced service within the Stockton area, improved mobility for persons with disabilities,
improved quality of intercity commuter service, and coordination with local jurisdictions and developers to
incorporate transit services and amenities within land use planning to establish transit-oriented
development. The SRTP does not explicitly cite any planned transit system improvements within the project

vicinity.
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD) Rule 9410

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 9410 (eTrip) requires major employers (with
100 or more employees) in the region to develop and implement TDM strategies. Adopted in 2009, the
Employer Trip Reduction Implementation Plan (eTRIP) encourages employees to reduce single-occupancy
vehicle trips, thus reducing pollutant emissions associated with work commutes. These strategies can
include employee shuttles, staggered work hours, telecommuting options, transit subsidies,
carpool/vanpool programs, and many other strategies. More information on this program can be found at:

4681 thru 4802 (valleyair.org). It is also discussed in more detail in Chapter 8 of the report.

LOCAL

Goals, policies, and objectives from various planning documents published by San Joaquin County are
relevant to the project. After this information is presented, planning documents and potentially applicable

policies of the City of Tracy are presented given its proximity to the project site.
San Joaquin County General Plan

The Transportation and Mobility component of Chapter 3.2 (Public Facilities and Services Element) of the

San Joaquin County General Plan (2016) includes the following goals and policies:
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¢ Goal TM-1: To maintain a comprehensive and coordinated multimodal transportation system
that enhances the mobility of people, improves the environment, and is safe, efficient, and
cost effective.

e Policy TM-1.1 [Transportation System Safety]: The County shall manage the transportation system
to ensure safe operating conditions. (PSP).

e Policy TM-1.3 [Multimodal System]: The County shall encourage, where appropriate, development
of an integrated multi-modal transportation system that offers attractive choices among modes
including pedestrian ways, public transportation, roadways, bikeways, rail, waterways, and aviation,
and reduces air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. (RDR/PSP).

e Policy TM-1.4 [Regional Transportation Facilities]: The County shall work with Caltrans, SJCOG, and
the cities in the County where appropriate to plan, develop, and maintain regional transportation
facilities, and to identify existing and future transportation corridors that should be linked across
jurisdictional boundaries so that sufficient right-of-way may be preserved. (PSP/IGC).

e Policy TM-1.5 [Regional Transportation Plan Development]; The County shall provide input into the
development of the San Joaquin Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan as
appropriate to ensure County roads and facilities are adequately addressed. (PSP/IGC).

e Policy TM-1.6 [Automobile Dependency Alternatives]: The County shall support public and private
efforts where appropriate to provide alternative choices to single occupant driving. (IGC/JP).

e Policy TM-1.7 [Energy Conservation]: The County shall develop the transportation system to reduce
vehicle miles traveled, conserve energy resources, minimize air pollution, and reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. (RDR/PSP).

e Policy TM-1.10 [Eliminate Gaps]: The County shall strive to eliminate “gaps” in roadways, bikeways,
and pedestrian networks by planning and seeking funding to construct grade-separated crossings
of rail lines, canals, creeks, and other barriers to improve connectivity and encourage construction
of new bikeways and pedestrianways in and between existing communities where appropriate.
(RDR/PSP/FB).

e Policy TM-1.11 [Transportation System Improvements]: The County shall require new development
to provide transportation system improvements necessary to serve the development. (RDR/FB).

e Policy TM-1.12 [Transportation and Land Use]: The County shall ensure that transportation system
investments and improvements support existing and future sustainable land use patterns.

e Policy TM-1.16 [Transportation Capacity and Development]: The County shall schedule
transportation improvements to coordinate with land use development and transportation
demand. Transportation investments and service capacity shall be planned to correspond to the

development and travel demand identified by plans of local communities. (RDR/PSP).
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e Goal TM-2: To improve County roadways to include pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities
to better serve people who use these active transportation modes.

e Policy TM-2.4 [Rural Complete Streets]: The County shall strive to serve all users on rural roadways
in the County and shall design and construct rural roadways to serve safely bicyclists, transit
passengers, and agricultural machinery operators. This includes:

o Constructing wide shoulders to provide a safe space for bicyclists, and agricultural
machinery vehicles;

o Removing visual barriers along rural roads, particularly near intersections, to improve the
visibility of bicyclists; and

o Coordinating with local jurisdictions and SJCOG to ensure multimodal connections are
established and maintained between jurisdictions. (RDR/PSP)

e Policy TM-2.5 [Reconstructed Rural Complete Streets]: The County may require, based on
community support and feasibility and the County’s Bicycle Master Plan, reconstructed streets in
rural areas to accommodate bicyclists and agricultural machinery, except where facility
improvements are determined to be cost prohibitive. (RDR/PSP).

e Policy TM-2.7 [New Development]: The County shall require all new developments to provide their
fair share of roadway facilities for alternative transportation modes to reduce automobile demand.
(RDR).

e Policy TM-2.8 [Private Complete Streets]: The County shall encourage large private developments
(e.g., office parks, apartment complexes, retail centers) to provide internal complete streets that

connect to the existing roadway system. (RDR).

e Goal TM-3: Maintain a safe, efficient, and cost-effective roadway system for the movement
of people and goods.

e Policy TM-3.2 [Urban Roadways]: The County shall require, where feasible, new development in
Urban Communities to construct roadways to County standards and complete streets principles,
including curb, gutter, and sidewalks. Bike lanes shall be required, where feasible, forimprovements
identified in the San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan. (RDR).

e TM-3.3 [Onsite Circulation Systems]: The County shall require new development to design on-site
circulation systems and parking facilities to minimize backup on County roadways. (RDR).

e TM-3.4 [Roadway Plan Coordination]: The County shall coordinate roadway improvements with
regional plans, such as the countywide Regional Transportation Plan and Regional Transportation
Improvement Plan Program, the Congestion Management Program, and the Measure K Strategic
Plan funding program. (PSP/IGC).
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TM-3.6 [Right-of-Way Preservation]: The County shall strive to preserve road rights-of-way
necessary to implement the circulation system included in the General Plan using Special Purpose
Plans or other means, where appropriate. (PSP).

TM-3.7 [Frontage Standards]: For developments that are located adjacent to a County roadway, the
County shall require access onto County roads. (RDR).

TM-3.10 [Rural Road Traffic]: The County should monitor the use of rural roads by commuters as
bypass routes from gridlocked arterials to gather data for use in any future traffic studies or plans
designed to reduce the traffic impact on the operation of agricultural machinery. (PSP/PSR).
TM-3.11 [Rural Traffic Management Areas]: The County shall mitigate excessive commuter diversion
traffic through the development and adoption of rural traffic management plans. Where applicable,
the County shall prepare a rural traffic management plan when public concerns are raised about
excessive traffic or the County identifies issue areas, County Public Works Director confirms that a
defined rural area is experiencing excessive commuter traffic due to diversion, and a survey of an
area's property owners, with at least 33 percent responding, shows at least 50 percent are in support
of a plan. (PSP).

VM-3.12 [Development Rights-of-Way]: The County shall require dedication and improvement of
necessary on and off-site rights-of-way at the time of new development, in accordance with the

County’s Functional Classification, Standard Drawings, and Level of Service Standards. (RDR).

Goal TM-4: To maintain and expand a safe, continuous, and convenient bicycle system and
pedestrian network.

TM-4.1 [Pedestrian and Bicycle Network Continuity]: The County shall strive to eliminate gaps in the
rural bicycle network by constructing or designating new bike facilities, where appropriate, and in
accordance with the San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan.

TM-4.2 [Speed Management Policies]: The County shall strive to implement current CVC codes for
uses as speed management policies that support driving speeds on all streets within Urban and ural
Communities and City Fringe Areas that are safe for pedestrians and bicyclist. (RDR).

TM-4.1 [Pedestrian and Bicycle Network Continuity]: The County shall strive to eliminate gaps in the
rural bicycle network by constructing or designating new bike facilities, where appropriate, and in

accordance with the San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan.

San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update

The San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update (2020) is intended to provide a bicycle network that is

well connected, safe, and enjoyable for County residents and visitors. The 2020 update of the prior 2010

plan included an updated vision, goals, and policies, updated existing conditions and current best practices,
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presentation of a network of high-quality bikeways serving “all ages and abilities”, recommendations for

decreasing automobile/bicycle conflicts; and means to improve the quality of bikeways. 2

Appendix A to the 2020 update includes a list of proposed bikeways including the following in the vicinity
of the proposed project:

e Class Il bike lane on Chrisman Road from Eleventh Street to Linne Road.

e Class Il bike lane on Linne Road from MacArthur Drive to Chrisman Road.

e Class Ill bike route on Chrisman Road from Linne Road to Durham Ferry Road.
e Class Ill bike route on Durham Ferry Road from Chrisman Road to SR 33.

e Class IV separated bikeway on Linne Road from Corral Hollow Road to MacArthur Drive.

Chapter 2 describes each of these four classes of bicycle facilities in detail. It should be noted that the 2020
RTP/SCS project list does not explicitly include the above projects. However, it does indicate that specific
projects listed in the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan are included. That
document included 'vision’ projects near the project site including a Class Il bike route on Chrisman Road
from Eleventh Street to the California Aqueduct, and a Class Il bike route on Durham Ferry Road from

Chrisman Road to Kasson Road.
San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study

The San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study (GHD, 2020) describes how San Joaquin County will
implement Senate Bill 743. The report has not been formally adopted by the San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors. Nevertheless, it has previously been applied on various studies requiring VMT analysis. The
San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study describes how, in large part, the County is endorsing the majority
of the recommendations from the Technical Advisory. As this report is highly technical and raises various
concepts and topics not otherwise introduced, the detailed methods outlined in the study and applicability

for project analysis are discussed in Chapter 6.

2 final-sjc-bike-plan-update nov-19 2020-optimized.pdf
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San Joaquin County Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP)

The San Joaquin County LRSP provides a framework to develop a comprehensive transportation safety
management program that proactively identifies potential safety issues in the unincorporated county and
applies strategic and proven solutions to address them. It assesses roadway safety in the County, identifies
locations for improvements, and recommends engineering countermeasures. An LRSP is a multi-disciplinary
approach to traffic safety that creates the opportunity for the County to partner with stakeholders and other

agencies who may have a role in implementing recommendations.

The LRSP adopts a Safe System Approach and encourages forward thinking strategies, addressing the fact
that historical approaches to traffic safety have not been effective enough in preventing fatal and serious
injuries. Commitment from County staff and road safety partners to prioritize safety in their efforts and
implement both proven and innovative ideas are key to the LRSP being impactful and in line with recent
commitments at the national and state level. The County’s roadway network is large and complex, but
incremental efforts focused on safety that are already occurring and expected to expand in future years aim
to reduce collision risk on County roadways. The County is committed to reaching its goal of eliminating all

preventable roadway fatalities and serious injuries by 2050.

Driving or biking under the influence was the most cited primary collision factor for fatal and serious injuries
(45 percent), higher than the statewide average of 28 percent. There was a total of 1,428 DUI collisions, of

which, 219 (5 percent) resulted in a fatal or serious injury outcome.

Table 4 of the LRSP shows a list of priority intersections by collision severity score. The Eleventh Street/Bird
Road intersection is within the study area and ranks first overall. The LRSP cites a planned safety project at
that location (though details of its components are not provided). The 5" ranked intersection is Eleventh
Street/Kasson Road/Grant Line Road, with the LRSP mentioning that the roundabout present at the

intersection was restriped in 2016.

Figure 30 of the LRSP shows priority intersections and segments for investment given their collision severity
score. No facilities were identified within this project’s vicinity aside from the two intersections mentioned

above.
San Joaquin County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Program

This fee program applies to new development in unincorporated San Joaquin County. The fee schedule can

be found on the County's website (at: Traffic Fees (sjgov.org)). The San Joaquin County Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Program Annual Report (2023) describes various planned improvements that the TIMF
would help fund. The only improvement within the study area that it would fund would be a roundabout at
Eleventh Street/Bird Road.
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City of Tracy General Plan

The City of Tracy General Plan (2011) is the principal policy and planning document for guiding future

conservation, enhancement and development in the City. It represents the basic policy direction of the Tracy

City Council on basic community values, ideals and aspirations to govern a shared environment through

2025. The General Plan addresses all aspects of development including land use, transportation, housing,

economic development, public facilities and infrastructure and open spaces, among other topics.

The Circulation Element of the General Plan contains the following relevant goals, policies, objectives, and

actions that may be related to the proposed project’s transportation impacts:

Goal CIR-1 A roadway system that provides access and mobility for all of Tracy’s residents and

businesses while maintaining the quality of life in the community.

e Objective CIR-1.1 Implement a hierarchical street system in which each street serves a specific,

primary function and is sensitive to the context of the land uses served.

o

Policy P2. The City shall preserve rights-of-way needed for future roadway and freeway
interchange improvements through dedication or acquisition as adjacent properties develop
or redevelop.

Policy P3. The City shall continue to apply traffic mitigation fee programs to fund transportation
infrastructure, based on a fair share of facility use.

Policy P4. The City should continue to pursue regional, County and State funding to fund
roadway projects. These potential funding sources may include Measure K sales tax revenues,
a regional or countywide transportation impact fee, and other existing and future revenue
sources.

Policy P5. The City shall continue to participate in regional transportation funding decisions,
including Measure K reauthorization, regional or countywide transportation fees, and
prioritization of State funded projects.

Policy P6. The Roadway Master Plan update shall identify necessary improvements to various
interchanges on 1-205 and 1-580 based on land use designations and with particular attention
to Terminal Access Routes in accordance with Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982
(STAA).

Action A3. Consult with San Joaquin County and the City of Lathrop to ensure that adequate

rights-of-way are preserved in the City's Sphere of Influence.

e Objective CIR-1.4 Protect residential areas from commercial truck traffic.

o

Policy P1. Significant new truck traffic generating uses shall be limited to locations along
designated truck routes, in industrial areas or within “2-mile of freeways.
Policy P2. The City shall enforce designated truck routes based on the existing City ordinance.

Action A1. Update the truck route designations periodically as needed.
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» Action A2. Maintain a map of truck routes in the City.

Objective CIR-1.5 Protect residential areas from through traffic and high travel speeds by facilitating

free flow of traffic on major streets.

o Policy P1. Use of local residential streets by non-local and commercial traffic shall be
discouraged. The City may consider techniques such as route signs and route maps. This policy
should not restrict the ability of local vehicle and nonmotorized transportation to utilize

residential collectors as an effort to encourage higher levels of roadway connectivity.

City of Tracy Draft Infrastructure Master Plan Impact Fee Nexus Study (2023)

This plan, which is currently in draft form, would update impact fees for new development within the City

of Tracy. The plan identifies $665 million in transportation improvements that would be funded by the

project. The following improvements within the study area are included in this program:

Chrisman Road widening from two to four lanes from Eleventh Street to Schulte Road ($16.2 million)
Chrisman Road widening from two to four lanes from Schulte Road to Valpico Road ($12.8 million)
Linne Road widening from two to four lanes from Corral Hollow Road to Tracy Blvd ($16.2 million)
Linne Road widening from two to four lanes from Tracy Blvd to east City limits (1/4 mile west of
MacArthur Drive) ($11.0 million)

Widen Chrisman Road to four lanes (across railroad tracks) at Schulte Road ($1.7 million)

Widen Corral Hollow Road to four lanes (across railroad tracks) north of Linne Road ($1.7 million)
Widen Tracy Boulevard to four lanes (across railroad tracks) north of Linne Road ($1.7 million)
Corral Hollow Road/Linne Road intersection improvements ($5.5 million)

Tracy Boulevard/Linne Road intersection improvements ($4.7 million)

Chrisman Road/Eleventh Street intersection improvements ($2.2 million)

Chrisman Road/Valpico Road intersection improvements ($1.6 million)
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City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master Plan ("TMP") (2022)

The City of Tracy TMP (2022) is a comprehensive document that describes existing and projected travel
conditions in the City of Tracy. Besides including a detailed description of the City of Tracy travel demand

model, it also describes specific planned roadway improvements, and other factors.
City of Tracy Truck Routes Map

The City of Tracy website includes a link (11x17 Portrait (cityoftracy.org) to its current truck route map (dated

October 2022). That map shows the following truck routes in the project vicinity:

e Chrisman Road is a STAA truck route from SR 132 to Eleventh Street

e Eleventh Street is a STAA truck route from Mac Arthur Drive to 1-205

e Through truck routes include Corral Hollow Road from Linne Road to 1-580, Linne Road easterly to
Tracy Boulevard, and Tracy Boulevard south of Linne Road

e Local truck routes include Tracy Boulevard from Linne Road to Valpico Road, Valpico Road from

Tracy Boulevard to MacArthur Drive, and MacArthur Drive to Eleventh Street

The map specifies that only California legal trucks (and not STAA trucks) are permitted on through truck

routes. Chapter 2 provides more information regarding truck routes in Tracy.
City of Tracy Bikeways Master Plan

The City of Tracy Bikeways Master Plan (2005) displays existing bikeways (as of 2005) and planned bikeway
facilities including proposed bike segments and a long range bikeways plan. Proposed bikeways address
bikeway system inconsistencies and gaps. The only planned bikeway in the project vicinity is the addition
of Class Il bike lanes on Linne Road from Corral Hollow Road to MacArthur Drive. The document also
includes a long range 'Orbital’ bikeway route that would run along the edge of the city for a 20-mile loop.
This would include Chrisman Road north of Linne Road and Linne Road between Chrisman Road and Corral
Hollow Road. The City is currently updating several of its infrastructure master plans. However, an updated

plan regarding bicycle facilities is not currently (as of December 2024) on the City's website.

Transportation-Related Comments on the NOP of the EIR

A number of agencies, organizations, and individuals provided written comments on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Pacific Gateway EIR. Those comments that are transportation-related and may

necessitate analysis under CEQA are summarized below:
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Regarding improvements within the right-of-way of the Delta Mendota Canal, where existing or
new proposed bridge crossings exceed 2 lanes of travel in either direction, additional requirements
may be necessary to provide safe crossings. The proposed crossing modifications shall be reviewed

and approved by Reclamation and SLDMWA.

Consider the information in the linked document when preparing the draft environmental impact

report (found at: https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/warehouse-best-practices.pdf.

Consider measures to reduce emissions associated with the project to help the State meet its air

quality goals.

Include trip distribiton in transportation analysis to determine impacts to neabry city and county

roads.

The traffic analysis for the project needs to identify its impacts and per the San Joaquin County
General plan, shall pay its fair share cost for the necessary improvements. Facilities of note include
State Route 132 (SR 132), Interstate 5 (I-5), and State Route 33 (SR 33) in Stanislaus County.

Project related impacts on air quality should be reduced to levels below the District’s significance
thresholds through incorporation of design elements such as the use of cleaner Heavy Heavy-Duty
(HHD) trucks and vehicles, measures that reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs), and measures that

increase energy efficiency.

Adequately characterize and justify an appropriate trip length distance for off-site Heavy Heavy-
Duty (HHD) truck travel to and from the Project site. Based on the following factors: 1) the Project
consists of a warehouse/distribution center that is expected to generate a high volume of HHD
truck trips, and 2) HHD trucks generally travel further distances for distribution. The District
recommends the environmental review include a discussion characterizing an appropriate trip
length distance for HHD truck travel, and reflect such appropriate distance supported by project-

specific factors.

Require HHD truck routing patterns that limit exposure of residential communities and sensitive

receptors to emissions.

Incorporate signage and “pavement markings” to clearly identify on-site circulation patterns to

minimize unnecessary on-site vehicle travel.
Require truck entries be located on streets of a higher commercial classification.
Incorporate bicycle racks and electric bike plug-ins.

Evaluate HHD truck routing patterns for the Project, with the aim of limiting exposure of residential
communities and sensitive receptors to emissions. evaluation would consider the current truck

routes, the quantity and type of each truck (e.g., Medium Heavy-Duty, HHD, etc.), the destination
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and origin of each trip, traffic volume correlation with the time of day or the day of the week, overall
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and associated exhaust emissions. The truck routing evaluation would

also identify alternative truck routes and their impacts on VMT and air quality

e Incorporate design elements (e.g., installing bikeways) within the Project that enhance walkability
and connectivity to result in an overall reduction of vehicles miles traveled (VMT) and improve air

quality within the area.

e The Project may be subject to District Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction) if the project

would result in employment of 100 or more “eligible” employees.
e Environmental review should include a discussion characterizing an appropriate trip length distance
for HHD truck travel, and reflect such appropriate distance supported by project-specific factors

The vast majority of the bulleted items listed above are addressed in this report.

Several comments pertained to trip length information for off-site heavy duty truck travel. This information
is included in the EIR based on resources described in this report. However, the heavy duty truck trip length
data itself is not included here, because as described later, heavy duty truck VMT is not analyzed under
CEQA.
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL (EXISTING) SETTING

This chapter describes the existing transportation system including the roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and

transit facilities in the project vicinity.

Roadway System

The roadway system in the project vicinity consists of a series of freeways, highways, and surface streets
(See Figure 3). Freeways in the project vicinity include Interstate 5 (I-5), Interstate 580 (I-580), and State
Route (SR) 132 between 1-580 and I-5. Highways in the project vicinity include SR 132 east of I-5, and SR
33. These facilities represent the "State Highway System” in the project vicinity and are owned / operated

by Caltrans.

Figure 4 displays the functional classification and number of lanes on roadways in the project vicinity. This
figure is derived from Figure TM-1 of the Public Facilities and Services Element of the San Joaquin County
General Plan (2016). Portions of Tracy Boulevard and MacArthur Drive are designated as principal arterials,
while Chrisman Road and portions of Linne Road and Corral Hollow Road are designated as minor arterials.
Durham Ferry Road, Bird Road, Ahern Road, and portions of Linne Road, Tracy Boulevard, MacArthur Drive,

and Corral Hollow Road are designated as major or minor collectors.

Most of the freeways in the project vicinity consist of two or three lanes in each direction. However, the
eastbound direction of SR 132 features an approximate 3,500-foot segment that is a single lane within the
two mile distance between the Chrisman Road and Bird Road interchanges. I-5 and [-580 in the study area
have posted speed limits of 70 miles per hour (mph), while SR 132 features a 55-mph speed limit. Speed
limits on surface street roadways in the project vicinity range from 35 to 55 mph with Chrisman Road

ranging from 45 to 55 mph.

Figure 5 displays the location of bridges on surface streets within the study area. These are primarily two-
lane crossings of either the California Aqueduct or Delta Mendota Canal. This figure also shows the location

of 11 at-grade railroad crossings on surface streets in the project vicinity.
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The current City of Tracy City limits map (per City of Tracy GIS viewer?) shows a one-half mile segment of
Chrisman Road north of Valpico Road and a 0.75-mile segment of Linne Road east of Tracy Boulevard being
within the City limits. Tracy's Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundary includes Chrisman Road northerly from
Valpico Drive to Eleventh Street. This information is insightful to understand when considering City of Tracy

fee programs and project fair share responsibilities.

Truck Routes

Figure 6 displays the location of existing truck routes in the project vicinity. As shown, Chrisman Road
between SR 132 and Eleventh Street is a Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) route. Eleventh Street
is also a STAA route. This figure also shows the various truck restrictions signs present in the project vicinity.
These signs are important because they determine where project heavy duty trucks can travel and where

they cannot.

There are also several local or through routes in the study area as shown in Figure 6. Through truck routes
are generally defined as primary routes for trucks traveling within and through a city. Local truck routes are

typically on major thoroughfares that provide direct access to local origins and destinations.

Existing Traffic Volumes

i W

Figure 7 displays the existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on roadways in the project vicinity based on traffic
counts performed at most locations in Fall 2024. In some cases, counts from 2022 were used in instances
where comparisons of 2022 to 2024 volumes at adjacent locations did not yield any traffic growth. Schools
were in session, the weather was clear, and no unusual traffic conditions were noted during the counts. The
roadway counts included both the volume of traffic and number of axles, collected during two mid-

weekdays.

3 Source: https://cityoftracy.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=4887f49856a846f4923ee99275b335bf
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The data on Figure 7 is not directly used for any type of operational analysis. Rather, it is intended for
informational purposes only and as inputs for other parts of the EIR. This figure indicates that Chrisman
Road carries approximately 3,900 ADT north of SR 132 with volumes gradually increasing to 13,200 ADT
south of Eleventh Street. Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road carries 1,500 ADT.

Trucks are defined (using the Highway Capacity Manual, TRB, 2022 definition) as vehicles consisting of three
or more axles as well as vehicles with two axles and dual tires on the rear axle. Figure 7 shows the percentage
of daily trips that are trucks on roadways in the project vicinity. As shown, truck volumes are a large
percentage of existing traffic on several roadways near the project site. Table 1 shows the number of daily
trucks on those roadways. As shown, truck traffic on Chrisman Road varies from about 1,030 to 1,100 trucks
per day depending on the segment. Truck traffic is also considerable on portions of other roadways
including Linne Road, MacArthur Drive (south of Linne Road) and Tracy Boulevard (south of Linne Road).

Approximately 85 trucks per day were observed on Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road.

Table 1:

Truck Traffic on Surface Streets — Existing Conditions

G Average Da.ily Traffic Percent Number of Trucks
(All vehicles) 1 Trucks 2 Per Day 2

Chrisman Road north of SR 132 3,902 26.5% 1,034
Chrisman Road between Eleventh Street and Schulte Road 13,188 8.3% 1,095
Tracy Boulevard south of Linne Road 2,644 55.3% 1,462
MacArthur Drive south of Linne Road 1,382 43.2% 597
Bird Road between Durham Ferry Road and Kenner Road 740 10.8% 80

Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road 1,470 5.8% 85

Linne Road west of Chrisman Road 7,124 14.7% 1,047

Notes:

1. Based on counts collected in 2022 or Fall 2024.

2. Trucks shown here are based on the HCM definition of trucks which is vehicles with three or more axles and vehicles with two
axles and dual tires on the rear axle.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Vehicle Queuing

Vehicle queuing is analyzed for freeway off-ramps and State Highway System surface street intersections
that could potentially be adversely affected by the project. Traffic volumes, lane configurations, vehicle fleet
mix, traffic controls, and many other inputs are entered into a Simtraffic microsimulation model, which then

reports the 95" percentile queues for critical movements. This queue, which is often used for design
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purposes (along with the need for deceleration) represents the length of queued traffic for which there is a
5% or less chance that the actual queue would be greater. Because trucks represent a considerable portion
of the vehicle fleet mix in the project vicinity, the proportion of trucks and their average lengths were
entered into the model. The methodology is consistent with procedures described in the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) (Transportation Research Board, 2022). Since the queuing results are reported on state
highway facilities, the precise (non-rounded) 95" percentile queue (in feet) is reported in accordance with

Caltrans District 10 guidance.

The SimTraffic models were validated to existing conditions using performance metrics such as volume
served and 95" percentile queue length (as measured during the traffic counts). Consistent with Caltrans

District 10 requirements, SimTraffic analysis results are the average of 12 SimTraffic runs.

The following State Highway System intersections were selected for vehicle queuing analysis (based on

expected usage by project trips):

e Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 SB Ramps/Lehman Road — I-5 SB off-ramp and SR 33 southbound left-turn
e Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 NB Ramps/Lehman Road — SR 33 southbound left-turn

e Chrisman Road/SR 132 WB Ramps — off-ramp

e Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB Ramps — off-ramp

e Chrisman Road/I-580 WB Ramps — off-ramp

e Bird Road/SR 132 EB Ramps — off-ramp

e Bird Road/SR 132 WB Ramps — off-ramp

The lane configurations and existing AM and PM peak hour volumes at each intersection listed above are
shown in Figure 16. Traffic volumes are modest at most locations and no vehicle queues exceeding the
existing storage currently occur. The existing 95t percentile queues are reported in Chapters 3 and 4 as part

of comparative queuing analyses with ‘plus project’ scenarios.

Bicycle and Pedestrian System

As the project site and adjacent areas are rural, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are generally not present.
The nearest pedestrian facilities are crosswalks at three of the four legs of the signalized Chrisman

Road/Linne Road intersection, which is adjacent to Jefferson School.

Below is an illustration of the four types of bicycle facilities that exist in many communities. Facilities in the
project vicinity include primarily Class Il bike lanes.
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Class | Bicycle Path Class Il Bicycle Route
Off-street pathway for pedestrians and bicyclists, no autos. Designated route for bicyclists that share travel
lanes with autos

Class Il Bicycle Lane Class IV Separated Bikeways
Dedicated on-street space for bicyclists, delineated by white strips Fully protected on-street space for bicylists. Protection provided by

and signage. .? planter boxes, parked cars, raised curbs, or flexible posts.

lllustration of Class | through IV bicycle facilities

Bicycle and pedestrian travel were recorded as part of the intersection counts. No bicyclists or pedestrians
were observed during the four-hour count period at the Chrisman Road/Durham Ferry Road intersection,
two pedestrians and no bicyclists were observed at the Chrisman Road/Linne Road intersection, and six
pedestrians and one bicyclist was observed at the MacArthur Drive/Linne Road intersection. Thus, travel by

walking and biking is infrequent in the project vicinity.

Transit System

No public transportation facilities or routes exist in the immediate vicinity of the project site. However,
transit services are provided in the study area by Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) train service, Tracy's

TRACER Bus Service, and buses operated by San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD).

The ACE train operates as a commuter rail service between Stockton and San Jose. A station is situated in
the northeast quadrant of the Tracy Boulevard/Linne Road intersection. On weekdays, four westbound trains
stop at this station in the morning (at 4:41 AM, 6:06 AM, 7:11 AM, and 8:03 AM) and four eastbound trains
stop at this station in the evening (at 5:11 PM, 6:11 PM, 7:11 PM, and 8:14 PM). It is a 30 to 35 minute ride
between the Tracy and Stockton stations, and a 12-minute ride between the Tracy and Lathrop/Manteca
stations. The daily round trip fare from Stockton to Tracy is $12.25 and daily round trip fare from
Lathrop/Manteca to Tracy is $11.75.

TRACER operates several bus routes within the City of Tracy. The majority of these routes operate north of
Linne Road with the exception of Route H, which services the neighborhood of Tracy Hills (along Corral
Hollow Road). Two different commuter routes and one local route within City of Tracy stop at the ACE
Station on Tracy Boulevard. San Joaquin RTD operates three routes that have stops in Tracy at its main

transit station located on Central Avenue south of Eleventh Street.
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It is noteworthy to mention that no bus services currently operate in the International Park of Commerce
(IPC) located several miles to the north of the project site along I1-580. RTD Routes 90 and 97 include three
stops in each direction of Grant Line Road between MacArthur Drive and Eleventh Street, adjacent to the

Northeast Industrial (NEI) warehousing area.

Nearby Schools

The following two schools are located in the project vicinity:

o Jefferson School - situated in the southeast quadrant of the Chrisman Road/Linne Road
intersection, about two miles north of the project’s northerly boundary. A middle school serving

grades 5 — 8, Jefferson School is part of the Jefferson School District (source: Jefferson School /

Overview (jeffersonschooldistrict.com).

e New Jerusalem Elementary School — situated in the northeast quadrant of the Durham Ferry
Road/Koster Road intersection, about four miles east of the project site. Serving grades K- 8, this

school is part of the New Jerusalem School District (source: https://www.njesd.net/en-US).

e Delta Charter Elementary School - situated along Koster Road north of New Jerusalem Elementary

School. Serving grades K — 8, this school is also part of the New Jerusalem School District.

Jefferson School

On regular school days, instructions begins at 8:15 AM and concludes at 3 PM. The school, which opened
in approximately 2016, features a ‘north’ parking lot along Linne Road and a ‘south’ parking lot along

Chrisman Road. Each parking lot is described below:

e North Parking Lot Along Linne Road — features 79 parking spaces. The westerly driveway (located
480 feet east of Chrisman Road) on Linne Road permits inbound movements only. The easterly
driveway permits both inbound and outbound movements. This parking lot is the primary location
for student pick-up and drop-off. To provide space for student drop-off and pick-up from private
vehicles, the westerly driveway widens to two inbound lanes for a distance of about 300 feet, with
the outside lane reserved for student pick-up and drop-off and the inside lane for through traffic.

The easterly driveway features stop-control approaching Linne Road.

e South Parking Lot Along Chrisman Road — features 58 parking spaces. Its more northerly driveway
(located 365 feet south of Linne Road) permits outbound movements only, while its more southerly
driveway permits both inbound and outbound movements. This parking lot is used for some

student pick-up and drop-off, bus loading, and staff parking. Similar to the north parking lot, this
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lot features a counterclockwise on-site drive aisle for student pick-up and drop-off. The northerly

driveway features stop-control approaching Chrisman Road.
Linne Road approaching and along the school frontage has the following characteristics:

e One lane in each direction separated by centerline double-yellow line striping (i.e., passing
prohibited). A dedicated left-turn lane on westbound Linne Road is not provided at either school

driveway.

e SCHOOL ZONE and SCHOOL SPEED LIMIT 25 WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT (with flashing light)
signs are posted on eastbound Linne Road west of Chrisman Road and westbound Linne Road east
of the school. A 330-foot right-turn lane is provided on eastbound Linne Road at the westerly
driveway. NO STOPPING ANY TIME signs are posted along this turn lane, to presumably discourage

parents/guardians from waiting in this lane to drop-off/pick-up their student.

Chrisman Road approaching and along the school frontage has the following characteristics:

e One lane in each direction separated by centerline double-yellow line striping (i.e., passing

prohibited). A dedicated left-turn lane is not provided at either school driveway.

e SCHOOL ZONE, SPEED LIMIT 45, and SCHOOL SPEED LIMIT 25 WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT
sign (with flashing light) signs are posted on northbound Chrisman Road approaching the school

and on southbound Chrisman Road north of Linne Road.

Pavement markings showing a 45 MPH speed limit are in place on portions of Chrisman Road south of the

school and Linne Road west of the school.

Field observations were performed at Jefferson School on a weekday in December 2023. The afternoon
peak hour condition was chosen for observation because it typically has more severe queuing (than the
morning) due to parents waiting in queue to pick-up students. Key observations at the north parking lot

were:

e Motorists began to queue at the westerly driveway on Linne Road at about 2:45 PM, 15 minutes
prior to the school instruction ending. The queue eventually spilled back into the eastbound right-
turn lane on Linne Road (see Image 1). During the observations, no vehicles were observed waiting
in the westbound through lane on Linne Road to turn into the westerly driveway (though such

occurrences likely happen on occasion).

e School staff were present in the north parking lot to urge motorists to pull forward to pick-up
students, thereby lessening the queue. At one point, school staff were positioned at the easterly
driveway to direct outbound traffic onto Linne Road. Traffic levels and queuing subsided about

3:15 PM, 15 minutes after students were released for the day.
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Key observations at the south parking lot were:

e The severity and duration of queuing was generally less than at the north parking lot. This driveway
was used by school buses (see Image 2). Although queues did not spill back onto Chrisman Road

during the observation day, it is conceivable such occurrences do occur.

Z4 -} : JI2IUPPING
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il e : 7 TIME

e o T - i e —am
Image 1: Vehicles queued in eastbound Linne Road right-turn lane at westerly Jefferson School driveway at 3
PM.

Image 2: School buses in south parking lot during student release at 3 PM.
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New Jerusalem and Delta Charter Elementary Schools

This subsection describes that intersection including its traffic controls, lane configurations, nearby school

facilities, relevant street signs, bicycle/pedestrian facilities, traffic volumes, and collision history.

Traffic Control: All Way Stop.

Lane Configuration: Single (shared left/through/right) lane on all four approaches.

Nearby School Facilities: the southeast and northwest quadrants of the intersection are used for

staff/parent parking and school bus staging. Multiple driveways are located along Durham Ferry
Road serving both of these unpaved lots.
Relevant Street Signs: SCHOOL ZONE signs are located in both directions of Durham Ferry Road

approaching Koster Road and on southbound Koster Road approaching the schools. SPEED LIMIT
25 MPH signs (when children are present) are located on all four approaches to the intersection.

Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities: No sidewalks or bicycle facilities exist in the intersection vicinity. High

visibility (striped yellow) crosswalks are located on the north and east legs of the intersection to
accommodate travel between the schools and parking lots in the northwest and southeast corners
of the intersection. The northeast corner crosswalk treatment is atypical given the proximity of a
northbound one-way only drive aisle that begins at Durham Ferry Road.

Traffic Volumes: In 2024 (while schools were in session), Durham Ferry Road west of Koster Road
was measured to carry (in both directions) 315 AM peak hour vehicles and 290 PM peak hour
vehicles.

Collision History: The Traffic Injury Management System (https://tims.berkeley.edu/) database

indicates that there were no reported injury collisions at the Durham Ferry Road/Koster Road

intersection between January 1, 2018 and December 31, 2022.
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3. PROJECT TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter presents the proposed project’s land uses and expected travel characteristics. This chapter also
analyzes how project trips (both the Initial Phase and Project Buildout) would affect queuing at off-ramps

and turn lanes on the State Highway System.

Project Description

Figure 2 shows the project land use map. There are five distinct development areas: Gateway West, Central
and East (consisting of general industrial uses), University Center (consisting of university plus mix of retail,
business park, and the VFW Building), and Gateway Center (featuring general industrial, electrified truck and
auto charging, retail, restaurants, and hospitality uses). Table 2 displays the land use type and assumed
quantity of development in each area. As shown, much of the site would be developed with general
industrial uses, which would total 24,674,000 million square feet. The industrial space is specifically being
contemplated to consist of warehouse/logistics buildings similar in nature and size to those existing

elsewhere in the area.

The initial phase would consist of construction of the VFW Building, development for the first University
Building (25,000 square feet) to support 400 students, and 3,962,000 square feet of industrial in Gateway
East (30% of its buildout).

Figure 8 shows the project’s internal roadway network under Project Buildout conditions. The following

existing roadways would be widened to accommodate project buildout:

e Chrisman Road would be widened to a four-lane arterial along the entirety of the project frontage,
which extends for 1.3 miles from SR 132 northerly to 1,200 feet north of the Delta Mendota Canal.
The traffic operations analysis (conducted as part of the LTA) found that widening of Chrisman

Road to six lanes would be necessary from SR 132 to B Street to meet County LOS requirements.

e MacArthur Drive would be widened to a two-lane industrial street from North Street to A Street,

and to a four-lane arterial from A Street to B Street.

Figure 9 shows the project’s spacing of five signalized intersections along Chrisman Road. The spacing is
the result of early planning efforts that focused on achieving at least 1,000 feet between signalized
intersections to facilitate traffic flow along the corridor. Corridor constraints included the California
Aqueduct, Delta Mendota Canal, a small drainage channel located directly north of the university property,
and differences in grade between Chrisman Road and adjacent properties that dictated where signalized

intersections could be located.
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Development
Area

Gateway West

Gateway
Central

Gateway East

University
Center

Gateway
Center

Notes:

Table 2:

Project Buildout Land Uses

Land Use Quantity Notes
Limited Industrial 6,169 ksf -
Limited Industrial 6.856 ksf -
Limited Industrial 11,124 ksf -

1,600 dorm beds and 1,379 ksf of
University 5,000 students buildings with expansion in place
(assumed in analysis)

Business Professional located along

Industrial Park (Business) 93 ksf Chrisman Road
Commercial/Retail (Service) 38.91 ksf Shopping Plaza Io;s;zd along Chrisman
VFW Tracy Post 11.5 ksf Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) Building
Limited Industrial 525 ksf -

8 auto / 8 truck fuel positions,

Vehicle Fueling & 8 ksf convenience store, 4 ksf ~ No long-term (overnight) truck parking

Restaurants (Lot 1) fast food restaurant with drive- provided. Thus, does not qualify as a
through lane, 8 ksf sit-down truck stop.
restaurant

4 ksf fast casual restaurant, 6
ksf sit-down restaurant, 5 ksf -
bank, and 5 ksf retail

Commercial/Retail/
Service/Hotel (Lot 2)

Fast-Food Restaurants with

Drive-Through (Lot 3) 9.6 ksf Two restaurants
Hotel (Lot 4) 60 ksf 120 room Business Hotel

Electrified Truck and Auto
Charging Lots

' Refer to Table 8 for details.

ksf = thousand square feet.

Source:  Pacific Gateway Revised Project Description (September 29, 2024) and information from project applicant regarding likely
specific uses in Gateway Center.
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Each signalized intersection is described below from south to north:

e Gateway Center Signalized Driveway — would be situated on Chrisman Road 1,000 feet north of the
SR 132 WB ramps. This would be a T-intersection.*

e B Street Signalized Intersection — would be spaced 1,230 feet north of the Gateway Center
Signalized Driveway and function as the primary access to the industrial areas from the south.

e Gateway East Industrial Signalized Driveway — would be spaced 1,110 feet north of the B Street
intersection. It would be a T-intersection, serving exclusively the East industrial area.

e A Street Signalized Intersection — would be spaced 1,130 feet north of the East Area Industrial
Signalized Driveway and function as the primary access to the industrial areas from the north.

e University Main Signalized Driveway — would be spaced 2,100 feet north of A Street. This would be

a T-intersection.

Unsignalized driveways (with total numbers proposed shown in parentheses) would also be provided along
Chrisman Road as follows: Gateway Center (1), Gateway East (5), Gateway Central (4), and University Center
(1). All unsignalized driveways would be restricted to right-turns only except for the unsignalized university

driveway that would also allow left-turn ingress.

The new Bird Road/C Street/Vernalis Drive intersection would be relocated 150 to 200 feet south of the
current Vernalis Drive intersection location. The new intersection would be designed either as a signalized
intersection or as a single-lane roundabout including appropriate geometrics to accommodate truck
turning radius requirements. According to the site civil engineer (Kier & Wright), the intersection’s spacing
along Bird Road would exceed the minimum 400-foot spacing distance (as described in the latest version

of Caltrans' Highway Design Manual) to the SR 132 WB ramps intersection.

The initial phase of development would consist of partial buildout of Gateway East, University Center, and

the VFW Building. The following accesses were assumed for each initial phase component:

e Gateway East — Construction of B Street and Private Driveway (north of B Street) east of Chrisman
Road. Both would be signalized and include dedicated northbound right-turn and southbound left-
turn lanes on Chrisman Road and westbound left- and right-turn lanes.

e University Center — Construction of Main University driveway as an unsignalized intersection. It
would include a dedicated northbound left-turn lane on Chrisman Road and a stop-controlled

eastbound left/right lane exiting the university.

4 For analysis purposes, it is assumed that movements to the Shell gas station on the west side of Chrisman Road
would be restricted to right-turns only. However, it would potentially be feasible for a new driveway connection to
be created opposite the Gateway Center signalized driveway to provide access to the gas station.
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e VFW Building — would have its own driveway access north of the university. Under initial phase
conditions, this driveway would permit all movements and Chrisman Road would remain as is (i.e.,

not be widened).
Under the initial phase of development, direct access (via C Street) to Bird Road would not be provided.

The Pacific Gateway Specific Plan (David Babcock & Associates, November 2024) provides typical cross-
sections for project streets. The following describes the typical cross-sections for the two main types of

streets to be constructed within the project site and along the project frontages:

e Four-Lane Major Arterial: two travel lanes (26 feet total) in each direction would be separated by a
14-foot raised median.

e Two-Lane Local Industrial Street: one travel lane in each direction would be separated by either a
two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) or raised median. Lane widths would vary from 15 to 16 feet and

median width would range from 13 to 14 feet.

Figure 10 shows the project’s planned bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as the location of ten on-
site parks. The vast majority of new on-site roadways would feature a 12-foot multi-use (two-way) path on
either the south or west side of street and a 5-foot wide sidewalk on the other side. Although not shown

on the figure, crosswalks would be provided at signalized intersections and some unsignalized intersections.
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Project Travel Characteristics

This section presents the project’s (both Initial Phase and Project Buildout) expected trip generation and

distribution/assignment characteristics.

The project’s trip generation was estimated using both published trip rates from the most recent version of
the Trip Generation Manual, 11" Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021) and locally collected
data for warehouse/logistics operations in San Joaquin County. Table 3 presents the unadjusted (i.e.,
without consideration for internal trips or pass-by trips to retail) vehicular trip generation rates for the retail,
restaurants, bank, hotel, gas station, community center, business park, and university land uses. Various

footnotes at the bottom of Table 8 describe in detail how specific land uses were treated.

San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Data Collection and Travel Behavior Study (Fehr & Peers, 2021)

This study, henceforth referenced as the “San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Travel Behavior Study” is
being introduced during the proposed project's trip generation discussion because this study was a
fundamental part of estimating the proposed project’s travel characteristics. This study is described in detail
below. Fehr & Peers undertook the San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Travel Behavior Study in 2021 to
better understand the travel behavior of existing warehousing buildings across San Joaquin County. It was
prepared in response to an initial review of local and regional planning efforts, which had revealed a lack of
data and understanding of the travel characteristics of these types of facilities. This data was used to

estimate the trips generated by the industrial component of the project.

Fehr & Peers collected 72 hours of driveway vehicle classification count data at 39 warehousing buildings

across San Joaquin County in June 2021.°

> Six of the 39 sites were also counted in June 2019 prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. All but one of these
locations was situated in IPC. Together, they total just over 5 million square feet of warehouse space. Comparison
of the June 2021 to June 2019 trip generation totals revealed that the June 2021 weighted average daily trip rate
was 16% greater than the June 2019 rate. This implies that the use of trip generation data collected during the
COVID-19 pandemic did not understate trips (and if anything, resulted in a more conservative trip generation total
due to increased ecommerce during the pandemic).
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Table 3:
Unadjusted Trip Generation Rates (Non-Industrial Uses) by Land Use Type

AM Peak Hour !

PM Peak Hour '

Land Use ITE Amount  Unit Type Daily T:'p
Code Rate Trip Rate %in/ %out Trip Rate %in/%out
University 550 5,000 students 1.56 0.15 78%/22% 0.15 32%/68%
Business Professional 710 93 ksf 11.71 1.69 88%/12% 1.68 17%/83%
Retail 822  58&389 ksf 54.45 236 60%/40% 6.58 50%/50%
gg:;)m“”'ty Center (VFW 195 115 ksf 28.82 191 66%/34% 2.50 47%/53%
convenience Store/Gas  ggs 8 /:,zts‘i)ti;i' 345.75 316 50%/50% 269  50%/50%
H 3
Truck Fuel Station - 8 T;g;';gt‘z' 90.13 13.25 53%/47% 2.0 50%/50%
Ei?\t:‘;ﬁfos;;twrsggv":'th 934 48096 kst 46748 4461 51%49% 3303 52%/48%
Sit-Down Restaurant 932 8&6 ksf 107.2 9.57 55%/45% 9.05 61%/39%
Fast Casual Restaurant 930 4 ksf 97.14 143 50%/50% 12.55 55%/45%
Sji?]';(‘;vv'vth Drive-Through g, 5 ksf 100.35 9.95 58%/42%  21.01 50%/50%
Business Hotel 312 120 Rooms 402 036 39%/61% 036 55%/45%
H _ 4
EV Charging Lot — Autos ) ) Al:)tcc))Si(tZik(;z:]rsge ) ) 50%/50% ) 50%/50%
H _ 5
EV Charging Lot - Trucks - 24 Trz‘;';(t:igigge 12 0.6 45%/55% 05 55%/45%

Note:

1. Rates derived from the Trip Generation Manual, 17th Edition unless otherwise specified. Weighted average rate applied in all
cases (due to lack of equation available, poor R? value) with exception of business professional, where equations were used.

2. Subcategory chosen was size of Convenience Market: 5.5 — 10 ksf.

3. AM and PM peak hour trip rates based on data collected on Tuesday, August 20, 2024 at truck fueling station at 490 Devlin
Road in Napa. Data showed substantially fewer trucks fill up in the afternoon than in the morning. This station is adjacent to SR
12 / SR 29, which carry a combined 3,000 trucks per day that could divert into fueling station. Daily trip rate based on applying
AM plus PM peak hour to daily rate ratio from ITE code 945 to AM and PM peak hour rates for this land use.

4. Trip generation estimates derived from StreetLight Data, Inc. from March - May 2023 at the Tesla Supercharger lot situated on
SR 41 just east of I-5 in Kings County showed an average of 25 inbound vehicles on mid-week days; peak hours were mid-day.
Trips generated appear not to depend on the amount of charging parking spaces, for which there are 53.

5. Though several electric truck charging stations have been recently constructed in Southern California, none are considered
viable count locations yet because usage is very limited (due to low volumes of EV trucks on roadways). Trip rates and in/out
percentages based on likely truck driver behavior (i.e., partial charges mid-day) and overnight longer charges.

ksf = thousand square feet.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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The data collection was performed by National Data & Surveying Services (NDS) using cameras to count
and classify vehicles entering and exiting the individual building driveways. The 39 warehousing buildings
totaled over 25.7 million square feet, representing roughly 28% of all warehousing building space in San
Joaquin County based on Colliers 21Q1 estimates. This data was used to develop weighted average trip
generation rates per thousand square feet (ksf) for warehousing uses in San Joaquin County including within
the cities of Tracy, Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and Lodi. The 39 warehousing buildings, including their

occupying tenant, type of warehouse, and square footage, are shown in Image 3 below.

City Customer Prologis # Driveways Type Square Feet

Lathrop California Logistics Yes 3 Warehouse 1,235,000
Lathrop Tesla, Inc. " Yes 1 Manufacturing 92,747
Manteca Ford Motor Company Yes 2 Warehouse 608,860
Stockton Innovel Solutions Inc Yes 2 Warehouse 780,393
Tracy UPE Supply Chain Yes 2 Warehouse 795,732
Stockton Pratt Corrugated Holdings Yes 2 Warehouse 350,892
Stockton Hl Heinz Yes 2 Warehouse 500,199
Stockton Prism Team Services, Inc. Yes 3 Warehouse 443,640
Tracy Leggett & Platt Yes 1 Warehouse 158,065
Tracy Orchard Supply Company Yes 2 Warehouse 346,524
Stockton Fox Head, Inc. Yes 2 Warehouse 588,000
Stockton General Mills Sales, Inc. Yes 2 Warehouse 735,980
Stockton Amazon.com Senvices, Inc. Yes 2 Warehouse 388,183
Stockton Pitney Bowes Yes 2 Warehouse 186,544
Stockton Miagara Bottling, LLC Yes 1 Warehouse 512,000
Stockton Homesite Services, Inc. Yes 1 Warehouse 59,200
Stockton Masonite Corporation Yes 2 Warehouse 180,000
Stockton Kraft Foods Group, Inc. Yes 1 Warehouse 351,788
Stockton Coastal Pacific Food Yes 1 Warehouse 500,004
Tracy Restoration Hardware Yes 4 Warehouse 283,712
Tracy IPC Best Buy Yes 5 Warehouse 541,364
Lathrop Wayfair No 2 Warehouse 1,167,000
Lathrop Home Depot No 1 Distribution Center 953,000
Lodi Pacific Coast Producers MNo 4 Warehouse 1,500,000
Lodi Dart Container MNo 2 Warehouse 340,000
Manteca Lowes No 3 Warehouse 570,000
Stockton Dollar Tree No 1 Warehouse 855,000
Manteca UPs No 2 Warehouse 560,000
Manteca Cargill Food MNo 2 Warehouse 550,000
Stockton KeHE Distributors MNo 2 Warehouse 770,000
Tracy International Paper No 1 Warehouse 375,000
Tracy IPC Zinus Yes 2 Warehouse 664,333
Tracy IPC Medline Yes 3 Warehouse 1,005,500
Tracy IPC Smuckers Yes 3 Warehouse 403,560
Tracy IPC Amazon Yes 4 Warehouse 1,001,449
Tracy PP Costco No 2 Warehouse 1,161,306
Tracy PP Safeway MNo 4 Warehouse 2,200,000
Tracy MEI Amazon Yes 3 Fulfillment 1,124,821
Tracy MEI Crate & Barrel Yes 5 Warehouse 1,225,680

Total 89 25,745,976

Image 3: Specific warehouses (including location, tenant and size) counted as part of San Joaquin Countywide
Warehousing Travel Behavior Study

Trip generation data collected at each warehouse was classified as generated either by autos (which include
light and medium duty trucks) and heavy-duty trucks. Table 4 shows the average trip generation rates that
were observed for daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions. These trip rates were used to estimate

the number of auto and truck trips generated by the project’s industrial uses.
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Table 4: Average Trip Generation Rates per KSF from San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Data

Collection and Travel Behavior Study

Daily Trip Rate per ksf AM Peak Hour Trip Rate per ksf PM Peak Hour Trip Rate per ksf
Source Heavy Dut All Heavy D
vy Duty eavy Duty All Heavy Duty All
Autos Trucks Vehicles Autos Trucks Vehicles Autos Trucks Vehicles
. 1.07 0.45 0.15 0.03 0.19 0.02
All 39 Buildings (70%) (30%) 1.52 (83%) (17%) 0.18 (91%) (9%) 0.21

Notes:
ksf = thousand square feet.
Source: Fehr & Peers, data collected in June 2021.

The trip rates in Table 4 were compared against potentially applicable warehousing categories contained in

the Trip Generation Manual. The following categories were examined:

e Industrial Park (ITE Code 130) — was not used due to the uncertainty of the types of uses contained

in the parks that were surveyed and the age of the ITE database (i.e., more than half of the data

points used to develop trip rates were collected in Year 2000 or prior).

e Warehousing (ITE Code 150) — displayed average trip rates per ksf of 1.71, 0.17, and 0.18 for daily,

AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions, respectively. This is in the same general range as the
values shown in Table 9. Additionally, this database has a large number of data points and data is
fairly recent (i.e., less than one-quarter were collected prior to 2000). It also includes trips made by

trucks, which are also similar to values shown in Table 4.

e High-Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse Non-Sort (ITE Code 155) — displayed average trip rates

per ksf of 1.81, 0.15, and 0.16 for daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions, respectively,

which is also within the same general range as the values shown in Table 4.

The primary drawback to using the trip rates from the ITE Warehousing land use category is that it is based
on case studies of much smaller sized projects (when compared to the project’s size) from across the US.
Whereas the project proposes over 24 million square feet of warehouse space, the average size of those

case studies is below 500,000 square feet.

The primary drawback to using the trip rates from the ITE High-Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse Non-
Sort land use category is that it may result in an underestimate of truck trips. Whereas Table 4 shows a truck
trip rate of 0.45 trucks per ksf, this category’s rate was 0.23 trucks per ksf, nearly half as much as observations

made at 39 different warehousing sites in San Joaquin County.

Table 4 indicates that, on a daily basis, trucks represented about 30% of all trips generated by the 39
warehouse buildings. However, during the AM and PM peak hours, trucks represented only 17% and 9% of

total trips generated, respectively. This occurs for two primary reasons. First, the AM and PM peak hours
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experience surges in employee arrivals/departures. Second, the temporal distribution of arriving/departing
truck trips across a typical weekday shows surges during the mid-morning and early afternoon periods (i.e.,
outside of the traditional AM and PM peak hours). Refer to Images 4 and 5 for hourly auto and truck
arrival/departure profiles from the San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Data Collection and Travel

Behavior Study. The project is expected to have similar temporal travel behavior characteristics.

Inbound vs. Outbound for Autos
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Image 4: Temporal Arrival and Departure Patterns of autos (source: San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing
Travel Behavior Study)
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Image 5: Arrival and Departure Patterns of Trucks (source: San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Travel
Behavior Study)
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Table 5 shows the Project Buildout estimated trip generation during weekday AM and PM peak hours,

and on a weekday daily basis for Gateway West, Central, and East industrial areas.

Table 6 shows the Project Buildout estimated trip generation during weekday AM and PM peak hours,
and on a weekday daily basis for the University Center area. Note that this table includes reductions in
trips due to internal trip-making between the university and adjacent on-site uses. These estimates
were developed using the Mixed-Use Trip Generation (MXD+) model.® Adjustments were also made

for pass-by trips to the shopping plaza.

Table 7 shows the Project Buildout estimated trip generation during weekday AM and PM peak hours,
and on a weekday daily basis for the Gateway Center area. This table also shows expected internal and
pass-by trips. Some of the pass-by trips are made by trucks that are en route to or from the adjacent
project industrial areas. Additionally, there are also some diverted-link trips from SR 132 and [-580 to

access the truck and auto EV charging lots.

Pass-by trips do not represent new vehicles added to Chrisman Road, whereas diverted-link trips are

considered new trips added to this segment.

Table 8 displays the number of new trips generated by the three industrial areas, University center,
and Gateway Center. As shown, project buildout would generate 52,900 new trips per day with about
21% (11,200) being trucks. Project buildout would generate 5,900 new AM peak hour trips and 6,600
new PM peak hour trips. The three industrial areas are responsible for 69% of all new daily trips
generated (including 97% of new truck trips). University Center generates 18% of all new daily trips

while Gateway Center generates 13%.

Table 9 displays the number of new trips generated by the initial phase of development. As shown,
project buildout would generate 7,000 new trips per day with about 26% (1,784) being trucks. The
initial phase would generate 800 AM peak hour trips and 920 PM peak hour trips.

Table 10 compares the new trips generated by the initial phase versus project buildout. This table
indicates that the initial phase’s trip generation represents about 13% of the total buildout trips

generated.

6 More information on MXD+ can be found at: mxd+ - Fehr & Peers
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Table 5: Proposed Project Buildout Trip Generation — Gateway West, Central, and East Industrial Areas

Area Land Use

Limited Industrial

Gateway West (6,169 ksf)

Limited Industrial

Gateway Central (6,856 ks)

Limited Industrial

Gateway East (11,124 ksf)
Total

Notes:
"Based on trip rates in Table 4.

In

3,300

3,668

5,951

12,919

Values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

ksf = thousand square feet.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Daily '
Autos Trucks
Out Tot In Out Tot In
3300 6,601 1,388 1,388 2,776 629
3668 7,336 1,543 1,543 3,085 699
5951 11,903 2,503 2,503 5,006 1,135
12,919 25,840 5,434 5434 10,867 2,463
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AM Peak Hour !

Autos Trucks
Out Tot In Out
296 925 93 93
329 1,028 103 103
534 1,669 167 167

1,159 3,622 363 363

Tot

185

206

334

725

PM Peak Hour !

Autos Trucks
In Out Tot In Out
457 715 1,172 62 62
508 795 1,303 69 69
824 1,289 2,114 111 111
1,789 2,799 4,589 242 242

Tot

123

137

222

482



Table 6: Proposed Project Buildout Trip Generation — University Center

Daily ' AM Peak Hour ' PM Peak Hour '
Land Use Autos Trucks Autos Trucks Autos Trucks

In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot

University 3890 3890 7,780 10 10 20 583 165 748 1 1 2 239 509 748 1 1 2
Business Professional 540 540 1,081 4 4 8 138 19 157 0 0 0 27 129 156 0 0 0
Shopping Plaza 1,049 1,049 2098 10 10 20 54 36 90 1 1 2 127 127 254 1 1 2
VFW Tracy Post 165 165 331 0 0 0 14 7 21 0 0 0 13 14 27 0 0 0
Gross Trips 5644 5644 11290 24 24 48 789 227 1016 2 2 4 406 779 1,185 2 2 4

Internal Trips (BP/Retail)2  -63 -63 -126 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10 0 0 0 -8 -8 -16 0 0 0
Internal Trips (Univ/Retail) 3 -508 -508 -1,016 0 0 0 -21 -21 -42 0 0 0 -62 -62  -124 0 0 0
External Trips University 3636 3636 7272 10 10 20 575 152 727 1 1 2 208 478 687 1 1 2
External Trips Business Prof 509 508 1,017 4 4 8 136 16 152 0 0 0 23 125 148 0 0 0
External Trips Shopping Plaza 763 764 1,526 10 10 20 38 26 64 1 1 2 92 92 185 1 1 2
External Trips VFW Tracy Post 165 165 331 0 0 0 14 7 21 0 0 0 13 14 27 0 0 0
Shopping Plaza Pass-by Trips® -305 -306 -610 0 0 0 -15  -10 -26 0 0 0 -37  -37 -74 0 0 0
Shopping Plaza New Trips 458 458 916 10 10 20 23 16 38 1 1 2 55 55 111 1 1 2
Total New Trips 4,768 4,767 9535 24 24 48 748 191 939 2 2 4 301 672 973 2 2 4

Notes:

"Based on trip rates in Table 5 (from Trip Generation Manual.).

2 Estimated internalization of (auto) trips between business professional and shopping plaza of 4% during each time period based on MXD+ model output.
3 Internalization of 25% of retail trips with university assumed given their proximity to one another and large student presence.

4 Pass-by percentages (40% for retail) are based on the Trip Generation Manual.

Values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Table 7: Proposed Project Buildout Trip Generation — Gateway Center

Daily ' AM Peak Hour ' PM Peak Hour '
Land Use Autos Trucks Autos Trucks Autos Trucks
In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In  Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot
Limited Industrial 281 281 562 118 118 236 54 25 79 8 8 16 39 61 100 5 5 11

Convenience Store/Gas Station 1,381 1,381 2,762 2 2 4 127 127 254 0 0 108 107 215 0 0 0

o

Truck Fuel Station 0 0 0 360 360 720 0 0 0 56 50 106 0 0 0 8 8 16

Fast-Food Restaurantwith Drive- 317/ 3474 6348 5 5 10 309 298 607 0 0 0 234 215 449 0 0 0

Through Window

Sit-Down Restaurant 428 428 856 1 1 2 42 35 77 0 0 0 44 28 72 0 0 0
Fast Casual Restaurant 194 194 389 1 1 2 3 3 6 0 0 0 27 23 50 0 0 0
Bank with Drive-Through Window 251 251 502 0 0 0 29 21 50 0 0 0 53 53 105 0 0 0
Business Hotel 240 240 480 1 1 2 17 26 43 0 0 0 20 17 37 0 0 0
EV Charging Lot — Autos 38 38 76 0 0 0 3 3 6 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 0
EV Charging Lot — Trucks 0 0 0 144 144 288 0 0 0 7 7 14 0 0 0 6 6 12

Vo)
—_
\e}
w
Vo)

Gross Trips 5987 5987 11975 632 632 1264 584 538 1,122 71 65 136 527 506 1,032 1

Internal Trips (bet retail, bank,

hotel, restaurants, gas station) 2 -170 -170 -340 0 0 0 -6 -16  -32 0 0 0 -4 -14 -28 0 0 0

Retail / Restaurant / Gas Pass-by  , o9 ,c99 5108 0o o 0 245 245 490 0 O 0 221 -221 -442 0 0 0O

Trips 3

Truck Fueling / EV (Truck &
Auto) Charging Pass-by Trips? 23 28 57 378 -378 -756 -2 2 4 45 45 90 -2 2 3 11 11 -2
fruck Fueling / BV (Truck & Auto) -\ . 55 156 126 252 -1 -1 =2 15 -15 30 -1 -1 -1 -3 -3 -6

Charging Diverted-Link Trips
New External Trips 3,180 3,180 6360 128 128 256 320 274 594 11 5 16 289 268 558 5 5 10
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Table 7: Proposed Project Buildout Trip Generation — Gateway Center

Daily ' AM Peak Hour '
Land Use Autos Trucks Autos Trucks

In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot

Notes:

"Based on trip rates in Table 5 (from Trip Generation Manual.) and other sources.

2 Estimated internal (auto) trips of 3% for all time periods based on MXD+ model output.

3 Pass-by percentages per the Trip Generation Manual.

Truck Fueling / EV (Truck & Auto) Charging trips are expected to be 75% pass-by and 25% diverted-link.
Values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Table 8: Proposed Project Buildout Trip Generation

In

PM Peak Hour !

Autos

Out Tot

In

Trucks

Out

Tot

New Daily Trips ' New AM Peak Hour Trips '
District
Autos Trucks Total Autos Trucks Total
Gateway West, Central, and East 25,840 10,867 36,707 3622 725 4,347
University Center 9536 48 9,584 938 4 942
Gateway Center 6,360 256 6,615 594 16 610
New Trips 41,736 11,171 52,906 5,154 745 5,899

Notes:
"Based on trip totals in previous tables.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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New PM Peak Hour Trips '

Autos

4,589
973
558

6,120

Trucks

482
4
10

496

Total

5,071
977
568

6,616



Table 9: Proposed Project Initial Phase Trip Generation

Daily ' AM Peak Hour ' PM Peak Hour '

. L &
District it L Autos Trucks Autos Trucks Autos Trucks

Amount
In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot In Out Tot

Gateway East 3,962 ksf Limited 2,120 2,120 4,240 891 891 1,782 404 190 594 60 60 120 294 459 753 40 40 80

Industrial
400 students 311 311 622 1 1 2 47 13 60 0 0 0 19 41 60 0 0 0
University
Center 11.5 ksf VEW 165 165 330 0 0 0 14 7 21 0 0 0 13 14 27 0 0 0
Tracy Post
Gross (New) Trips2 2,596 2,596 5192 892 892 1,784 465 210 675 60 60 120 326 514 840 40 40 80
Notes:

"Based on trip rates in Tables 4 and 5.

2 Due to non-complementary nature of uses, no internalization expected.
Values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

Ksf = thousand square feet.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Table 10: Proposed Project Buildout versus Initial Phase Trip Generation

Daily New Trips ' AM Peak Hour New Trips ' PM Peak Hour New Trips '
Scenario
Autos Trucks Total Autos Trucks Total Autos Trucks Total
Initial Phase 5192 1,784 6,976 675 120 795 840 80 920
Project Buildout 41,736 11,171 52,907 5,154 745 5,899 6,120 496 6,616
Ratio 12.4% 16.0% 13.2% 13.1% 16.1% 13.5% 13.7% 16.1% 13.9%

Notes:
"Based on trip rates in previous tables.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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The San Joaquin Countywide Warehousing Travel Behavior Study included the purchase of multiple Big

Data datasets from StreetLight Data, Inc. for the warehousing sites. These data sources are derived

from location-based services (LBS) data and complex machine learning algorithms to understand travel

behavior across the country.’

Mobile device data was obtained for warehouses located within and near the City of Tracy (i.e.

consisting of IPC, NEI, and Patterson Pass collectively referred to as the “Central Valley Gateway"). By

studying where mobile devices are located over the course of the day (i.e., during overnight vs. daytime

hours), it was possible to determine which devices were associated with employee trips versus visitor

trips. Global Positioning System (GPS)-based freight metrics for medium to heavy duty commercial

trucks were also obtained to understand the origin-destination and length of commercial vehicle trips.

Trip origins and destinations were then tracked at a Census Block Group level.

Figure 11 displays the expected residence location of employees
that would work at the proposed project’'s warehouses. These
percentages were derived from the closely located Central Valley
Gateway employee residence locations, but also took into
consideration the project's location. To accomplish this, a
statistical model was built to calibrate the relative proportion of
Central Valley Gateway employee residence locations for both

major and minor cities in the region against the StreetLight data.

The modeling relied on 2020 US Census statistics (related to
population, age, employed persons, and college educated) and

travel time/distance. Once the model was adequately calibrated

/ What is “Big Data"? \

“Big Data” is used in a variety of
disciplines such as retail/market
studies, transportation, and
economics. It uses anonymous
location records from smart
phones and in-vehicle
navigation devices to

understand travel behaviors,

Q\tterns, and user types. /

to match Central Valley Gateway employee residence locations, it was then applied to the proposed

project in consideration of its specific location. Appendix A of separately bound appendix contains

the model.

7 StreetlLight Data, Inc. processes approximately 40 billion anonymized location records per month from smart
phones and navigation devices in connected cars and trucks and uses machine learning to transform these
records into aggregated and normalized route-based travel patterns. Data is validated using permanent traffic
counters and embedded sensors, and normalized with multiple data sources, including parcel data, digital road

network data, and census information.
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Figure 11 indicates that the largest share of employees is expected to come from the City of Tracy
(26%), followed by Stockton (20%), Modesto (14%), and Manteca (13%). Among those passenger
vehicle trips that would utilize I-5 between SR 120 and the City of Tracy, they would have the choice
of several competing routes to access the project site. The Pacific Gateway LTA provided a detailed
analysis (based on travel time surveys) of which routes project trips would be likely to use. This route

assignment is factored into the VMT analyses presented in Chapter 6.

Figure 12 displays the expected distribution of trucks generated by the proposed project's
warehousing buildings. As shown, truck access is provided via Chrisman Road, which is an STAA route
between SR 132 and Eleventh Street. These percentages were derived from the San Joaquin Countywide
Warehousing Travel Behavior Study. As shown, 50% of truck trips are expected to be distributed to/from
the north on I-5 toward Stockton. Another 15% would be distributed to/from south on I-5 and 15%
would be distributed to/from the northwest on 1-580 (toward the Bay Area). Heavy duty truck trips are
expected to utilize designated truck routes, which are shown on Figure 6. They were not assumed to

use roads that have current weight restrictions.

Durham Ferry Road between Chrisman Road and SR 33 is a special circumstance (as it relates to trucks)
that warrants further discussion. It does not currently have any truck weight restrictions on it. And
trucks were observed using it (85 of the 1,500 daily trips are trucks). Based on input from San Joaquin
County Department of Public Works Department staff,® it is anticipated that should the project be
approved and constructed, signage would be placed on this segment of Durham Ferry Road
prohibiting through truck travel. However, it is possible that some truck drivers may not adhere to
these signs. Accordingly, the analysis that follows assumes a modest level of trucks would use this
segment of Durham Ferry Road despite the presence of these signs. The specific volumes and

directions of travel are presented later in this chapter.

The retail, business park, and university land uses were entered into the City of Tracy travel demand
model. The model was then applied to estimate their expected distribution of trips for each land use.
Nearly half of the retail and university trips are expected to be distributed to/from the north on

Chrisman Road toward the City of Tracy.

8 Personal communication with Jeffrey Levers, Senior Transportation Engineer, November 23, 2022.
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Project Buildout and Initial Phase trips were assigned to the surrounding roadway system based on each
scenario’s expected trip generation, distribution, and assignment procedures. Figures 13 and 14 show the
ADT on existing and new project study roadways under Existing Plus Project Buildout conditions. Figure 15

shows volumes on the existing street network for Existing Plus Initial Phase conditions.

The prior pages displayed numerous different components of the project’s trip distribution. To understand
the distribution of trips for all land uses combined, it is necessary to calculate the net increase in trips
between existing and existing plus project buildout conditions for each of the five gateway streets that
would be used to access the project site. This data is shown in Table 11. This table reveals the following

key conclusions:

e Auto trips are well-distributed across the various gateway streets. The majority (73%) of these trips
are expected to use Chrisman Road from the north or south to access the project site. The secondary
accesses of Tracy Boulevard, MacArthur Drive and C Street west of Bird Road would each serve

between 6% and 12% of project trips.

e Approximately two-thirds of truck trips are expected to enter/exit the project site via Chrisman
Road north of SR 132. These trips would pass through the SR 132/Chrisman Road interchange.

e Chrisman Road north of SR 132 would experience the largest increase in traffic of any roadway
segment. Project buildout would add 26,300 daily trips (28% trucks), which is about 50% of all

external project trips.

Table 11:

Distribution of Daily Project Buildout Trips - Existing Plus Project Conditions

Project Buildout Trips Only

Project Gateway Access Autos Trucks Total

# % # % # %

Tracy Boulevard south of Linne Road 2,550 6% 0 0% 2,550 5%

MacArthur Drive south of Linne Road 3,670 9% 0 0% 3,670 7%
Chrisman Road south of Durham Ferry Road 11,650 28% 1,640 15% 13,290 25%
C Street west of Bird Road 5,040 12% 2,160 19% 7,200 14%
Chrisman Road north of SR 132 18,880 45% 7,420 66% 26,300 50%
Total 41,790 100% 11,220 100% 53,010 100%

Notes:
Values are rounded to the nearest 10 vehicles.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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The project would add 2,800 vehicles to Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road, of which trucks would

constitute 220 of those trips. The initial phase would add 300 vehicles to this segment, with 25 being trucks.

Vehicular queuing is analyzed at the five intersections located on the State Highway System in the project
vicinity. The chosen locations represent intersections in which project trips could cause or exacerbate
queuing concerns. Figure 16 shows the AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes, lane configurations, and
traffic controls at these intersections under Existing, Existing Plus Initial Phase, and Existing Plus Project

Buildout Conditions.

95th Percentile Vehicle Queues - Existing Plus Initial Phase
Conditions

Table 12 shows Existing Plus Initial Phase AM and PM peak hour 95" percentile queue lengths at state
highway study locations. As shown, initial phase trips would not cause any vehicle queues to spill back onto
a freeway mainline at a study highway intersection. Refer to Appendix B of separately bound appendix

for technical calculations.

95th Percentile Vehicle Queues - Existing Plus Project
Buildout Conditions

Table 13 shows Existing Plus Project Buildout AM and PM peak hour 95" percentile queue lengths at state

highway study locations. Refer to Appendix B of separately bound appendix for technical calculations.
Key findings from this table are:

e Project buildout would cause 95 percentile queues to spill back onto the freeway mainline at both off-
ramps at the SR 132/Chrisman Road interchange. These queues would cause queuing on Chrisman

Road, which would cause the queue on the I-580 westbound off-ramp to also spill back to the mainline.
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Table 12:

95t Percentile Vehicle Queues - Existing Plus Project Initial Phase Conditions

Existing Conditions Existing Plus.lfutlal Phase
Conditions

. Available
Intersection Movement val c 95th Percentile Queue (ft.) 2
Storage
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

Hour Hour Hour Hour

WB Off-Ramp 1,250 ft.
10. Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 LT/TH/RT 114 ft. 158 ft. 90 ft. 118 ft.

SB Ramps/Lehman Road

SBLT 175 ft. 0 ft. 21 ft. 0 ft. 18 ft.
11. Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 SBLT 185 ft. 49 £t 30 f 36 ft. 29 ft
NB Ramps
WB Off-Ramp 80 ft. 74 ft. 25 ft. 835 ft. 91 ft.
14 Chrisman Road/SR 132 LT/TH
" WB Ramps .
WB Off-Ramp 80 ft. 114 ft. 75 ft. 13 ft. 102 ft.
RT
15. Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB Off-Ramp = 825 ft.
EB Ramps LT/TH/RT 59 ft. 89 ft. 90 ft. 153 ft.
WB Off-Ramp 1,160 ft. 0 ft. 0 ft. 6 ft. 3 ft.
Chrisman Road/I-580 LT/TH
16 WB Ramps 3
WB Off-Ramp 1,160 ft. 0 ft. 0 ft. 0 ft. 0 ft.
RT
Notes:

1. Defined as distance to the freeway off-ramp gore point.

2. 95th percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

3. Off-ramp consists of a stop-controlled left-turn lane and an uncontrolled right-turn lane that merges onto Chrisman Road. In
addition to this storage, an additional 950 feet of off-ramp queuing space is provided downstream of the gore point.

SR 132/Bird Road interchange off-ramps not shown because Initial Phase would not provide a connection to Bird Road.

Bolded values indicate that 95" percentile queue exceeds available storage.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Table 13:

95t Percentile Vehicle Queues - Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions

Existing Plus Project

Existing Conditions Buildout Conditions

Intersection Movement Avallablf 95th Percentile Queue (ft.) 2
Storage
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour
Ahern Road/SR 33/I- WfT(/)TfE;{:?p 1,250 ft. 114 158 161 239
10. 5 SB Ramps/Lehman
Rd SBLT 175 ft. 0 21 0 25
17, Ahern Road/SR 33/1- SBLT 185 ft. 49 32 65 69
5 NB Ramps
., Chrisman Road/SR w8 E)Tf;iamp 850 ft. 74 25 > 1,500 > 1,500
" 132 WB Ramps
WB Off-Ramp RT 850 ft. 114 75 > 1,500 > 1,500
Chrisman Road/SR EB Off-Ramp
15. 132 EB Ramps LT/TH/RT 825 ft. 59 89 925 914
WB Off-Ramp
16 Chrisman Road/I-580 LT/TH 1,760 ft. 0 0 224 1,231
" WB Ramps 3
WB Off-Ramp RT 1,160 ft. 0 0 49 192
1g B ROAd/SRI32EB o pamp LT 1,535t 16 73 19 111
Ramps
Bird Road/SR 132 WB WB Off—Ramp LT 1,485 ft. 17 27 409 430
“ Ramps WB Off-Ramp RT 260 ft. 158 19 245 19
Notes:

1. Defined as distance to the freeway off-ramp gore point.

2. 95 percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

3. Off-ramp consists of a stop-controlled left-turn lane and an uncontrolled right-turn lane that merges onto Chrisman Road. In
addition to this storage, an additional 950 feet of off-ramp queuing space is provided downstream of the gore point.

Bolded values represent a 95 percentile queue length that exceeds the available storage.

"> 1,500 " is shown to represent queuing that spills onto freeway mainline a considerable distance.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Image 6 is a screenshot from the Simtraffic microsimulation model that illustrates how traffic operations
would be impacted at the SR 132/Chrisman Road interchange under project buildout conditions if no
improvements were made. As shown, extensive queuing would occur on the eastbound off-ramp,

westbound off-ramp, and southbound approaches.
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4.  CUMULATIVE SETTING

This chapter describes the cumulative setting, which is a CEQA-required scenario that considers reasonably
foreseeable land developments and transportation improvements. As is discussed in more detail below,
both the City of Tracy and SJCOG travel demand models are used in this study. The City of Tracy travel

demand model has a 2042 horizon year, while the SJCOG travel demand model has a 2046 horizon year.

Land Use Assumptions

The City of Tracy Refined travel demand model was used to develop estimates of cumulative background
traffic forecasts on roadways in the project vicinity. This model has more granularity than the more regional
SJCOG model and is therefore better capable of developing forecasts at a neighborhood/community level.
The City of Tracy Refined travel demand model projects the following increases in dwelling units and

employment in the project vicinity® between the base year (2019) and 2042 models:

e 7,262 single-family units

e 3,920 multi-family units

e 5,402 retail employees 1°
e 4,260 service employees

e 10,751 other employees

This growth represents a 33% increase in single-family and 51% increase in multi-family units. Non-
residential growth is even greater at a 201% increase for retail employees, 48% increase for service
employees, and 126% increase in other employees. The City of Tracy TMP specifies that retail, service, and
other employees have unit yields of 2 employees per ksf, 3 employees per ksf, and 1 employee per ksf,
respectively. Further, the City of Tracy TMP notes that service employees are generally professional office-
related while “other employees” work at industrial uses such as warehouses. Using those definitions, the

additional employment translates into the following non-residential growth within the study area:

e 2,700 ksf retail
e 1,420 ksf office
e 10,751 ksf industrial

9 For purposes of this comparison, a large geographic area bounded by SR 132 on the south, I-5 on the east, I-205 on the north, and
I-580 on the west was chosen.

10 These represent jobs situated within the City of Tracy, which may be filled either by Tracy residents or persons residing outside of
Tracy.
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Most land use growth is expected to occur in the north and west parts of the City of Tracy. Minimal growth
is forecast for the area east of Chrisman Road between SR 132 and Eleventh Street. The totals on the
previous page only represent the growth within the defined boundary. Additional development is also
expected elsewhere in the City of Tracy and within its SOI. The City's model extends westerly into Alameda
County and easterly covering the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca within San Joaquin County as

well as various cities in Stanislaus County such as Modesto.

Similar to the City of Tracy model, the SJCOG model covers the entirety of San Joaquin County as well as
adjacent counties. By being regional in nature, the model is able to capture the full length of vehicle trips

being made (as required under SB 743) versus only the portion of the trip within SJCOG boundaries.

Roadway Network Assumptions

Figure 17 displays the planned cumulative roadway network improvements within the project vicinity. This
figure shows several extended existing roadways, widened existing roadways, and new roadways that are
planned for construction by 2042. The list of cumulative roadway improvements was derived from Appendix
F (Project List) of the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) Adopted 2022 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.” Appendix F lists specific freeway, interchange, and surface street
improvements that are assumed to be funded as well as an “open to traffic date.” The City of Tracy TMP was
also consulted to identify specific roadways assumed to be in place within its jurisdiction by 2042. The
following cumulative roadway project list was reviewed and approved by San Joaquin County staff.’?> These
improvements were assumed in place under cumulative conditions.

e New [-205/Chrisman Road interchange

e Chrisman Road widening to four lanes between 1-205 and Linne Road (with exception of segment

between Eleventh Street and Grant Line Road, which would be six lanes)

e Grant Line Road widened to four lanes from Chrisman Road to Eleventh Street

e New |-580/Lammers Road interchange

e Extension of Lammers Road southerly as four-lane road from current terminus to new interchange

e Extension of Linne Road with four lanes from Corral Hollow Road to Lammers Road

e Widening of Linne Road to four lanes from Corral Hollow Road to Tracy Boulevard

e Upgrade of I-580/Corral Hollow Road interchange

e Widening of Corral Hollow Road to four lanes from [-580 to north of Linne Road

e |-205 Managed Lanes project (one freeway lane added in each direction)

n Source: Adopted 2022 RTP/SCS Plan | San Joaquin Council of Governments, CA (sjcog.orq)

12 Email from Jeffrey Levers, San Joaquin County Department of Public Works, March 3, 2023.
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Per San Joaquin County staff input, the model also includes the planned I-580/Iron Horse Parkway
interchange. This interchange, which would be situated between the existing Patterson Pass/International
Parkway interchange and the future Lammers Road interchange, was assumed because the model also
includes future land development whose ability to develop would depend on the new interchange’s

presence.

Traffic Forecasting Methodology

A set of Cumulative No Project traffic forecasts were developed using the City of Tracy Travel Demand
Model. These forecasts are provided for informational purposes and as inputs to other parts of analyses
contained in the EIR. The following forecasting adjustment procedure known as the “difference method”

was utilized to develop these forecasts:

Cumulative No Project Forecast = Existing Traffic Count +

(Cumulative Model Forecast — Base Year Model Forecast)

In instances where the roadway currently does not exist, the direct model forecast is used. This well-known
and frequently utilized approach accounts for any inaccuracies in forecasts in the base year model that

otherwise could translate to the cumulative year model.

Traffic Forecasts

Figure 18 shows the ADT on roadways near the project site under Cumulative No Project conditions. The
following describes expected traffic growth on study roadways between existing and cumulative conditions:
e The greatest increase occurs on Linne Road east of Tracy Boulevard, in which the volume increases
from 7,600 to 32,700 ADT. This is driven by land use growth in the area as well as the extension of

Linne Road to Lammers Road near its new interchange with [-580.

e The ADT increases from 13,200 to 23,900 on Chrisman Road between Eleventh Street and Schulte
Road.

e The ADT increases from 3,900 to 7,600 on Chrisman Road north of SR 132.

e The ADT increases from 1,500 to 2,500 on Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road.

In summary, considerable background traffic growth (total volume nearly doubles and over 10,000 ADT are
added) is expected on Chrisman Road between Eleventh Street and Linne Road. Traffic growth on Chrisman
Road from Linne Road to SR 132, while representing more than a doubling of traffic, is only a net increase

of 3,700 daily vehicles. Modest traffic growth occurs on Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road.
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95th Percentile Vehicle Queues — Cumulative No Project

Conditions

Table 14 shows the 95" percentile queues for key turning movements at state highway study intersections

under Cumulative No Project conditions. As shown, the 95" percentile queue in the I-5 southbound off-

ramp at SR 33 would spill back to the I-5 mainline. All other 95 percentile queues would remain within the

available storage.

Table 14:

95t Percentile Vehicle Queues - Cumulative No Project Conditions

Intersection Movement

WB Off-Ramp LT/TH/RT

10. Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 SB Ramps/Lehman Road
SBLT

11. Ahern Road/SR 33/1-5 NB Ramps SB LT

WB Off-Ramp LT/TH

14. Chrisman Road/SR 132 WB Ramps
WB Off-Ramp RT

15. Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB Ramps EB Off-Ramp LT/TH/RT

WB Off-Ramp LT/TH

16. Chrisman Road/I-580 WB Ramps 2
WB Off-Ramp RT

18. Bird Road/SR 132 EB Ramps EB Off-Ramp LT

WB Off-Ramp LT

19. Bird Road/SR 132 WB Ramps
WB Off-Ramp RT

Notes:
1. 95th percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

95th % Queue’

Available

Storage' AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour

1,250 ft. 153 ft. 1,602 ft.
175 ft. 8 ft. 43 ft.
185 ft. 93 ft. 25 ft.
850 ft. 96 ft. 40 ft.
850 ft. 116 ft. 77 ft.
825 ft. 66 ft. 132 ft.
1,160 ft. 13 ft. 13 ft.
1,160 ft. 13 ft. 10 ft.
1,535 ft. 16 ft. 73 ft.
1,485 ft. 17 ft. 27 ft.
260 ft. 158 ft. 19 ft.

2. Off-ramp consists of a stop-controlled left-turn lane and an uncontrolled right-turn lane that merges onto Chrisman Road. In
addition to this storage, an additional 950 feet of off-ramp queuing space is provided downstream of the gore point.

Bolded cells represent 95th percentile queues that exceed the available storage.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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5.

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

This chapter presents the estimated number of daily trips the surrounding roadways would carry under this
scenario. It also analyzes the project’s effects on vehicle queuing. Refer to Appendix C of separately bound
appendix for technical calculations. As there would not be an initial phase of development under cumulative

conditions, such a scenario is not presented in this chapter.

Project Travel Characteristics

The project’s travel characteristics under cumulative conditions are expected to be similar to the Existing
Plus Project scenario. Thus, the same trip generation, distribution, and traffic assignment procedures

described in Chapter 3 were utilized under cumulative conditions.

i W

Traffic Forecasts

Figure 19 shows the ADT on the existing study roadways under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. As the
volumes on project roadways are not expected to appreciably change between Existing Plus Project and

Cumulative Plus Project conditions, they are not shown here.
The following key findings are derived from these figures:

e Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, traffic volumes on Chrisman Road between SR 132 and
Eleventh Street would range from about 20,000 to 34,000 ADT with higher volumes near the two
end points, and lower volumes in the middle portion of the corridor.

e Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road would experience an increase in traffic from 2,500 (no
project) to 5,300 (plus project) vehicles per day. Approximately 305 trucks per day (85 existing plus
220 project buildout trucks) are expected to use this segment.

e Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, traffic volumes on Bird Road north of SR 132 would carry
8,000 ADT with 29% of those trips being trucks.

Figure 20 shows the AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes, lane configurations, and traffic controls at the
intersections on the State Highway System being analyzed for vehicular queuing under Cumulative No

Project and Cumulative Plus Project Buildout Conditions.
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95th Percentile Vehicle Queues — Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions

Table 15 shows the Cumulative Plus Project AM and PM peak hour 95" percentile queue lengths at state

highway study locations. As shown, the number of movements having 95" percentile queue lengths that

exceed their available storage would increase from one to five locations. Refer to Appendix C of separately

bound appendix for technical calculations.

Table 15:

95t Percentile Vehicle Queues - Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Conditions Conditions
. Available
Intersection Movement g 95t Percentile Queue (ft.) ’
Storage
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour
WB Off-Ramp
1,250 ft. 153 ft. 1,602 ft. 240 ft. 1,623 ft.
10. Ahern Road/SR 33/I-5 SB LT/TH/RT
Ramps/Lehman Road
SBLT 175 ft. 8 ft. 43 ft, 9 ft. 37 ft.
11. Ahern Road/SR 33/1-5 NB SBLT 185 ft. 93 ft. 25 ft. 102 ft. 79 ft.
Ramps
14.
Ramps WB Off-Ramp RT 850 ft. 116 ft. 77 ft. > 1,500 ft. > 1,500 ft.
Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB EB Off-Ramp
15. Ramps LT/TH/RT 825 ft. 66 ft. 132 ft. > 1,500 ft. > 1,500 ft.
. Chrisman Road/1-580 W WB Off-Ramp LT/TH 1,160 ft. 13 ft. 13 ft. 332 ft. 1,406 ft.
" Ramps * WB Off-Ramp RT 1,160 ft. 13 ft. 10 ft. 65 ft. 165 ft.
18. Bird Road/SR 132 EB Ramps EB Off-Ramp LT 1,535 ft. 16 ft. 73 ft. 19 ft. 111 ft.
Bird Road/SR 132 WB WB Off—Ramp LT 1,485 ft. 17 ft. 27 ft. 4009 ft. 430 ft.
19.
Ramps WB Off-Ramp RT 260 ft. 158 ft. 19 ft. 245 ft. 19 ft.
Notes:

1. 95th percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

2. Off-ramp consists of a stop-controlled left-turn lane and an uncontrolled right-turn lane that merges onto Chrisman Road. In
addition to this storage, an additional 950 feet of off-ramp queuing space is provided downstream of the gore point.

"> 1,500 " is shown to represent queuing that spills onto freeway mainline a considerable distance. Specific values shown for
intersection 10 due to subsequent significance determination.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Page 91



6. VMT ANALYSIS

This chapter first describes the various methods used to calculate the proposed project's VMT under baseline

and cumulative conditions. It then presents VMT results for each of the project’s land use components.

VMT Defined

VMT is defined as one mile of travel driven by a motorist in a vehicle regardless of the number of occupants or
type of engine (e.g., internal combustion engine versus electric). Per the Technical Advisory, VMT is expressed
on a daily (weekday) basis. VMT totals are not truncated at agency boundaries; rather, they represent the entire
distance of the trip. Although this simple definition of VMT may be helpful, methodologies recommended by
the two documents described in the following section require a more nuanced approach to calculating and

analyzing VMT, which is described in this chapter.

VMT, in and of itself, is not a measure of traffic congestion, though it is used to compare the relative efficiency

of multiple land use-transportation planning scenarios.

VMT Analysis Methodologies

The following two documents are the most influential in how the VMT analysis is performed in this study:
e Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR, 2018)
e San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study (GHD, 2020)

The Technical Advisory was discussed at length in Chapter 1. This section summarizes the content of the San

Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study and describes how it is being applied in this study.

As noted previously, the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study adopts many of the recommended technical
approaches and guidance contained in the Technical Advisory. Table 16 describes the considerable extent to

which this analysis is being performed consistent with the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study.
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Table 16:

Usage of Methodologies and Guidance from San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study

Guidance from San Joaquin County Notes / Comments

General Topic VMT Thresholds Study

The 2016 base year and 2046 future year SICOG
Use SJCOG travel demand model models were used to conduct the VMT analysis of
employment uses.

Selection of Travel
Demand Model

This VMT metric was used. This metric is not all VMT
generated by an employment center divided by total
employees. It is the VMT specifically associated with
employees driving between home and work. Since
employees are not expected to be driving heavy duty
trucks to/from work and home, the VMT is associated
with autos only.

Employment Land Use Home-based-work (HBW) Auto VMT per
VMT Measurement employee

San Joaquin County staff sent an email on November
7, 2023 showing an updated average VMT per
employee of 38.1 for unincorporated San Joaquin
County. As is described later, the 2016 base year

Specific Employment ~ 15% below the unincorporated SJCOG model applied by Fehr & Peers yields an

VMT Threshold countywide average average VMT per employee within unincorporated
San Joaquin County that is within 1.3% of this
statistic, meaning a consistent approach is attained by
using this model. This study also utilizes the 15%
below unincorporated countywide average threshold.

Endorses the Technical Advisory guidance
Treatment of Retail that local-serving retail (i.e., 50,000 square
Projects feet or less) is presumed to cause a less
than significant VMT impact.

This study utilizes this guidance.

“The County may elect to include an
assessment of truck VMT if it is reasonable
to assume that the project would result in
a significant change in the pattern,
frequency, or length of truck trips. Truck
VMT would be assessed in terms of net
change in total truck VMT.”

This study presents VMT for automobiles. VMT
associated with heavy duty trucks has also been
calculated for analysis of greenhouse gas emissions
and is included in other parts of the EIR.

Treatment of Truck
VMT

“Transportation impacts of a
transportation project should be
calculated based on the net change in

Treatment of total VMT. If a project would likely lead to

Transportation Projects a substantial or measurable increase in
vehicle travel, the County should conduct
an analysis to assess the amount of
induced travel.”

This report includes analysis of VMT impacts
associated with any proposed project roadway
widenings.

Note: See following pages for additional VMT-related analysis methodologies and discussions.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Use of Various Travel Demand Models

As noted in Table 16, VMT associated with the employment uses is being estimated using the SJCOG travel
demand model consistent with the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study. However, this model is regional
in nature and may not be best suited to calculate the VMT for some of the project's smaller land use
components. Accordingly, the City of Tracy Refined travel demand model was used to calculate the VMT of the
university, VFW, and retail uses. It is noteworthy that those land uses do not require a comparison against a

countywide VMT per employee threshold.

VMT Analysis under Baseline and Cumulative Conditions

The tables that follow report both baseline and cumulative VMT for each project land use component. The
baseline VMT is derived from the 2016 SJCOG model or the 2019 City of Tracy Model. The cumulative VMT is
derived from the 2046 SJCOG model or the 2042 City of Tracy Model. Different VMT values occur under each
horizon year because the existing and planned land uses and roadway networks are different between the two

horizons.

VMT Calculated Separately for Various Project Land Use Components

VMT is calculated separately for the warehouse, office, university, and VFW Tracy Post. This is necessary to
determine the significance of project impacts for each of these land use types, and also needed as inputs into
other technical areas of the DEIR. VMT for the retail and other ancillary support uses was combined into a single

table for documentation purposes.

VMT Analysis for Initial Phase and Project Buildout

Because the environmental effects of Initial Phase are being analyzed separately, separate VMT estimates are

developed under baseline with Initial Phase conditions.

Qualitative Evaluation of Significance of VMT Impacts Associated with University

Neither the Technical Advisory nor the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study provide guidance on how to
analyze VMT associated with a new university. In light of this and with the overall intent of SB 743 in mind, the
significance of VMT generated by the university is examined relative to the expected VMT characteristics of
other universities in San Joaquin County and in consideration of the proposed university's land uses and

location.
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Project-Generated Versus Project Effect on VMT

All VMT calculations reported in this study are “project-generated VMT", not “project effect on VMT". Project-
generated VMT refers to the amount of travel its users would generate. In contrast, project effect on VMT refers
to how the VMT of an entire area would change if a project was approved and constructed. Project effect on
VMT is mentioned prominently in the Technical Advisory, but only raised in the San Joaquin County VMT
Thresholds Study in the context of studying the effects of adding new retail uses. Project effect on VMT is not
calculated in this study because no such analysis is necessary to achieve consistency with the San Joaquin County
VMT Thresholds Study.

VMT Generated by Project Land Use Type

Table 17 displays the home-based work (HBW) auto VMT per employee for the warehouse uses under baseline
conditions (Initial Phase and Project Buildout) and cumulative (Project Buildout). Also shown is the number of
warehouse employees including those in Gateway West, Central, and East, and Gateway Center. The far right

column shows the total HBW auto VMT generated by all warehouse employees.

Table 17:

Warehouse Auto VMT Generated

Scenario HBW Auto VMT per » HBW Auto VMT Generated
a Number of Employees .
Employee by Employees
Baseline Plus Initial Phase 59.1 2,401 141,899
Baseline Project Buildout 46.5 14,953 695,315
Cumulative Project Buildout 433 14,953 647,465

1 Calculated using the 2016 and 2046 SJCOG travel demand model. VMT shown is only associated with employee travel
between the project and residence.

2 Number of employees based on assumption of 1,650 sq. ft. per employee. Buildout total includes 24,149,000 sq. ft. in
Gateway West, Central, and East, and 525,000 sq. ft. in Gateway Center. Initial Phase consists of 3,962,000 sg. ft. in
Gateway East.

3 Calculated by multiplying average VMT per employee by number of employees. VMT shown is only associated with
employee travel between the project and home.

HBW = Home-based work (i.e., travel from home to work).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

As shown, under Baseline Project Buildout conditions, approximately 46.5 VMT per employee is generated. Since
most employees do not leave the worksite during their shift, this amounts to a pair of 23-mile one-way
commutes between the job site and residence. The reasonableness of this value was checked by calculating the
average commute distance for warehouse employees based on the employee residence data in Figure 11. That

calculation yielded a one-way commute distance of 20 miles. It is unrealistic to expect a regional travel demand
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model to precisely estimate warehouse employee trip lengths. But the model does provide a reasonable
estimate given the average calculated from Figure 11. The VMT per employee decreases by 7% under cumulative
conditions likely due to the introduction of additional residential in Tracy, which results in shorter overall

commute distances to the project site.

Table 18 displays the HBW auto VMT per employee for the office component within the University Center under
baseline and cumulative conditions. The SCJOG model has a different employment input for office versus
industrial employees. The result of this different classification is greater VMT per office employee versus
warehouse employee. This outcome is aligned with academic research showing that all else being equal, trip
lengths tend to increase as employee salary increases (i.e., greater willingness to drive further if higher salary
offered).

Table 18:

Office Auto VMT Generated

c HBW Auto VMT per » HBW Auto VMT Generated
Scenario c Number of Employees 3
Employee by Employees
Baseline Project Buildout 66.8 372 24,850
Cumulative Project Buildout 62.1 372 23,101

1 Calculated using the 2016 and 2046 SJCOG travel demand model. VMT shown is only associated with employee travel
between the project and residence.

2 Number of employees based on assumption of 250 sq. ft. per employee (93,000 sq. ft. / 250 sq. ft/emp = 372 employees).

3 Calculated by multiplying average VMT per employee by number of employees. VMT shown is only associated with
employee travel between the project and home.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Tables 19 and 20 display the total auto VMT generated by the university campus and its adjacent shopping

plaza.

Table 21 compiles the total auto VMT generated by the commercial uses in Gateway center including
convenience store/gas station, fast-food, sit-down, and fast casual restaurants, bank, business hotel and EV

charging lot.

Table 22 displays the total auto VMT generated by the VFW Tracy Post building.
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Table 19:
University Campus Auto VMT Generated

. External Daily . 7 Total Auto VMT
Scenario Measure Auto Trips ’ Average Trip Length Generated
Baseline Plus Initial Phase 622 15.7 9,765
Baseline Project Buildout ¥ cenerated 7,272 157 114,170
by Autos
Cumulative Project Buildout 7272 15.9 115,625

1 Calculated based on university (non-internalized) auto trip generation estimates.

2 Average trip length calculated from the base year and future year City of Tracy travel demand model.
3 VMT generated is the product of the non-internalized university auto trips and the average trip length.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Table 20:

University Center Shopping Plaza Auto VMT Generated

. External Daily . a Total Auto VMT
Scenario Measure Auto Trips 1 Average Trip Length Generated 3
Baseline Project Buildout VMT Generated 916 11.2 10,259
Cumulative Project Buildout by Autos 916 12.6 11,542

1 Calculated based on non-internalized, non-pass-by trips.

2 Average trip length calculated from the base year and future year City of Tracy travel demand model.

3 VMT generated is the product of the non-internalized, non-pass-by retail auto trips and the average trip length.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Table 21:
Gateway Center Commercial Uses Auto VMT Generated

External Daily New Trips - Diverted-Link

Scenario Measure Auto Trips ' sz:g:hzrlp Auto VMT  Trips - Auto VMT
9 Generated 3 Generated *
Baseline Project Buildout VMT Generated 5,798 11.2 64,938 10
by Autos 5,798 12.6 73,055 10

Cumulative Project Buildout

1 Includes new auto trips generated by convenience store/gas station, fast-food, sit-down, and fast casual restaurants,
bank, business hotel and EV charging lot. Auto trips associated with industrial are excluded here and instead shown in
Table 19.

2 Average trip length calculated from the base year and future year City of Tracy travel demand model.

3 VMT generated is the product of the non-internalized, non-pass-by retail auto trips and the average trip length.

4 20 diverted-link auto trips that would come from SR 132. These trips would be about 0.5 mile in length, resulting in 10
added VMT.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Table 22:

VFW Building Auto VMT Generated

. External Daily . 9 Total Auto VMT
Scenario Measure Auto Trips ’ Average Trip Length Generated
Baseline Plus VFW Post * VMT Generated 330 11.2 3,696
by Autos 330 1256 4,158

Cumulative Project Buildout

1 Calculated based on trip generation estimates.

2 Since model does not have a ‘community center/VFW Building’ land use category, average trip length assumed to be the
same as for retail, which is a similar type of trip attractor.

3 VMT generated is the product of the non-internalized auto trips and the average trip length.

4 VMT result is the same for VFW Post whether part of Initial Phase only or buildout of full Specific Plan.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Project Roadway Widening Effect on VMT

The proposed project would construct new roadways and widen existing roadways. These capacity expansions
could induce more VMT due to changes in background travel demand, route choice, and other factors. The

following describes several analyses performed for this topic.

City of Tracy Travel Demand Model Estimates of Induced Near-Term VMT Caused by Project Roadways

The new roadways constructed by the project would accommodate primarily project trips only. The project
would widen a portion of MacArthur Drive within the project site to four lanes, which would accommodate
primarily project trips only. The project would widen 1.3 miles of Chrisman Road from SR 132 to the north
project limits from two to four lanes. These two roadway widenings were added first to the base year City of
Tracy travel demand model and then also added to the cumulative year version of the model. The models were
then run and the total VMT within the model area was compared without and with the improvements. The base
year model has network-wide (i.e., all travel on all streets/highways/freeways in the model extents on a daily
basis) approximately 79 million VMT, while the cumulative year model has network-wide approximately 128
million VMT. The model was not sensitive to the change in capacity along these roadways (i.e., VMT didn't

change at all under the base year model and decreased by 5 VMT under the cumulative model).

Long-Term Induced VMT due to Roadway Capacity Increase

The National Center for Sustainable Transportation at UC Davis developed an induced VMT calculator to
estimate how adding lane-miles to a roadway network would increase VMT in the 5 to 10 year range. The

calculator (found at California Induced Travel Calculator (ucdavis.edu)) applies only to Principal Arterials and

higher (i.e., freeway/highway) classifications. Chrisman Road is classified as a Minor Arterial (per California Road

System - Functional Classification (arcgis.com)). Thus, this tool is not appropriate to estimate any induced VMT

that could be caused by the widening of this roadway.
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7. ROADWAY SAFETY ASSESSMENT

1

This chapter begins by providing an overview of Caltrans’ “Four Pillars of Traffic Safety”, which will help
guide the department toward the ultimate goal of zero deaths or severe injuries on California roads by
2050. It then presents the collision history for state highways in the project vicinity. Finally, it includes a
detailed analysis of expected changes in travel and potential needed infrastructure upgrades on SR 132

adjacent to the project site.

Four Pillars of Traffic Safety
Caltrans' 2020-2024 Strategic Plan™ lists “Safety First” as its top goal through 2024. The 2020 Caltrans

Annual Accomplishments Report describes the Four Pillars of Traffic Safety, which are:

Double Down on What Works
Accelerate Advanced Technology

Lead Safety Culture Change

AN W DN =

Integrate Equity

Each of these pillars, including their applicability to the proposed project, are described below.

1. Double Down on What Works

This pillar focuses on implementing applicable countermeasures from FHWA’s Proven Safety

Countermeasures program (https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/). This program contains

20 types of countermeasures including several crosscutting strategies that address multiple safety focus

areas.

Caltrans and San Joaquin County design standards include many of these treatments including: roadway
design improvements at horizontal curves, reduced left-turn conflicts at intersections, median barriers,
traffic signals with retroreflective backplates, corridor access management, dedicated left/right turn lanes
at intersections, roundabouts, medians/pedestrian crossing islands, road diets, and walkways. Other
treatments from the FHWA program that could be considered for the proposed project include systemic
application of low-cost countermeasures at stop-controlled intersections (e.g., advanced warning signs),
leading pedestrian intervals (i.e., pedestrians receive WALK indication before motorists to enhance visibility),
USLIMITS2 (a free, web-based tool designed to help practitioners assess and establish safe, reasonable, and
consistent speed limits for specific segments of roadway), horizontal curve enhanced delineation and

pavement friction, and pedestrian hybrid beacons.

3 Caltrans 2020-2024 Strategic Plan

Page 100


https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/risk-strategic-management/documents/sp-2020-16p-web-a11y.pdf

2. Accelerate Advanced Technology

This pillar refers to increased and proactive usage of advanced technologies known to improve safety.
Examples at traffic signals include vehicle queue spillback detection, coupled with a fixed Changeable
Message Sign (CMS) sign upstream to alert drivers of either slowed or stopped traffic ahead. Other examples
include extinguishable / blankout signs placed on traffic signal poles to advise travelers of regulatory or
advisory conditions (e.g., no right-turn on red, look left for vehicles, etc.). Additionally, adaptive traffic signal
systems are now being implemented in a number of corridors in urban areas. These systems can update
their traffic signal timings in real-time, in response to changes in traffic flows, to better serve travelers

(source: Adaptive Traffic Management: SCOOT | Traffic Management | Siemens Mobility USA).

3. Lead Safety Culture Change

The Safe System approach represents a paradigm shift in roadway safety philosophy. Whereas previously
the focus of roadway safety was on preventing collisions, now it is on preventing fatal and severe collisions.
Before, the emphasis was on improving human behavior to reduce collision frequency, but now it is
recognized that humans make mistakes and are vulnerable, and that roadway design must consider these
factors. The Safe System approach refocuses transportation system design and operation on anticipating
human mistakes and lessening impact forces to reduce crash severity and save lives. In the Safe System

approach, the principles related to prevention of collision-related deaths and serious injuries are:

e Reduce System Kinetic Energy/Control Speeding
e Coordinate and Share Responsibility

e Proactively Address Risks

Some of these Safe System principles (e.g., reduce system kinetic energy) can be employed as part of the
project design. Others are more regional and programmatic in nature, requiring leadership and
commitment by regional and state agencies and other stakeholders. Through preparation of a Local
Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP), San Joaquin County has proactively addressed risks through a systemic

approach to safety (versus simply reacting to high collision locations).
4. Integrate Equity

The 2020-2024 Strategic Highway Safety Plan lists "Integrate Equity” as one of its four guiding principles
and a way to address institutional and systemic biases. This principle supports a better understanding of
the effects of socioeconomic and demographic influences on fatal and serious injury crashes. Understanding
these effects includes use of data related to race, income, population density, and other demographic,
socioeconomic, and location-based information. Equity in safety may also relate to disparate treatment of

different modes of travel.
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The proposed project has been designed to accommodate all modes of travel by adding a robust network
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities along its boundary and within its site. Accommodation of public
transportation is also provided. Along the majority of project roadways, facilities supporting these modes
of travel are physically separated from the roadway system to provide greater levels of protection to these
vulnerable users. However, active transportation modes do not extend to adjacent communities from which
some project employees may reside. This condition is specifically addressed in Chapter 8 (Impacts and

Mitigation Measures).

Collision History on State Highway System in Study Area

The collision history of the three freeways that would be used by project traffic was analyzed using the
Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) database. This is a free and publicly available dataset of
reported injury collisions on local and state roadways. TIMS data was obtained for a 6.5-year period from
January 1, 2018 through June 30, 2024. The dataset consists of numerous variables associated with each
collision including time of day, day of week, date, primary collision factor, collision type, number of involved
parties, collision severity, weather conditions, lighting, pavement conditions, involvement of bicyclist,
pedestrian, or motorcycle, driver impaired, driver age and gender. The TIMS database classifies collisions as

either fatal, severe, or injury-only. The results are shown in Table 23. Key findings from this table are:

o [-580 experienced far more injury collisions than either I-5 or SR 132. This is primarily attributable
to much greater traffic levels on this freeway than the other facilities. Similarly, 1-580 had more
fatal and severe injury collisions than the two other two freeways combined. The most common
type of collision on |-580 was a rear-end type and the most common primary collision factor was
unsafe speed.

e In terms of number of injury collisions involving trucks, 22 of 35 such collisions occurred on [-580.
Only two collisions within the study portion of SR 132 (between the [-580/Chrisman Road
interchange and I-5 interchange) involved trucks. Given that Caltrans’ online traffic count data
suggests this segment of SR 132 carries about 3,000 trucks per day, this represents a relatively low

crash rate.

e Regarding vulnerable road users (i.e., bicyclists and pedestrians), a total of three such injury

collisions were reported.

Page 102

i W



Table 23: Roadway Safety Injury Collision Statistics on State Highway System in Project Vicinity

Number of Collisions '

4 Most Most
. Common Common
i . Resulting A
Segment Dist. e Resulting o Collision PI"II‘\.‘IE:II"y
inla s Type Collision
Fatality evere Factor
Injury
SR 132 from Chrisman 2'9.7 27 2 3 Rear End  Unsafe Speed
Road to I-5 mi
I-5 from 1-205 to |- 12.70 . . Improper
580 mi 52 2 7 Sideswipe Turning
1-580 from Corral 8.80
Hollow Road to I-5 mi 136 5 13 Rear End  Unsafe Speed

Notes:

1 Data only shows reported collisions that involved an injury.
DUI: Driving Under the Influence (of alcohol or drugs).
Source: TIMS data from January 1, 2018 through June 30, 2024.
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8. IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This chapter begins by presenting the thresholds of significance to be used to identify significant adverse
transportation impacts. It then identifies project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project based
on those thresholds. Impact statements are provided for the topics of VMT and roadway safety/hazards, which
are the criteria used to evaluate roadway system impacts. Impact statements are also provided for the bicycle,

pedestrian, and transit systems, and emergency access.

Mitigation measures are recommended to lessen the significance of identified impacts. This chapter does not
draw conclusions as to whether the mitigation measure would mitigate the impact to a less than significant
level or whether the impact would remain significant after mitigation. Such conclusions are presented in the EIR

based on the data provided here.

Thresholds of Significance

The following thresholds of significance are used to determine whether implementing the proposed project
would result in a significant environmental impact. The thresholds are based on guidance from Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, and policies of San Joaquin County and other responsible agencies listed previously. The

proposed project would cause a significant impact if it would:

1. For project land use components whose VMT impacts are otherwise not presumed to be less-than-
significant based on San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Study thresholds, exceed the applicable VMT

threshold as follows:

o Warehouse and University Center Office: Average VMT per employee exceeds 85% of the

unincorporated countywide average.

o University Campus: VMT generation rate is not considered ‘efficient’ based on its placement
and on-site amenities (note that San Joaquin County does not have quantitative thresholds

for universities; hence, the approach taken here was necessary).

o University Center Retail, VFW Building, and Gateway Center Retail/Restaurants/Service: a
determination is made as to whether these uses would qualify as local-serving retail based
on the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds Studly.
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2. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding bicycle or pedestrian facilities.

3. Disrupt existing or planned transit facilities or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

regarding transit facilities or service.

4. Create a demand for transit that is currently unmet.

5. Cause the 95™ percentile queue length at a freeway off-ramp to extend beyond the gore point onto
the mainline (or exacerbate a current or future deficient condition by increasing the 95 percentile

queue by two or more vehicles).

6. Cause the 95" percentile queue length in the left-turn lane at an at-grade intersection on the State
Highway System to exceed the available storage (or exacerbate a current or future deficient condition

by increasing the 95™ percentile queue by two or more vehicles).

7. Substantially increase hazards due to geometric design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses.

8. Adversely affect emergency vehicle response times.

Note that the thresholds pertaining to vehicle queue lengths exceeding freeway off-ramp or left-turn lane
storage on state highways is based on guidance from the Local Development Review (LDR) Safety Review

Practitioners Guidance (Caltrans, 2024).

Unless otherwise noted, all identified mitigation measures should be applied to all phases of the project.
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

With regard to the significance criterion related to VMT per employee, it is noted that the methodology treats
all employees the same. But in reality, different outcomes should be expected when considering VMT per office
versus warehouse employee. Placing office space near residential or other sensitive receptors (e.g., schools,
parks, etc) does not cause the same type of nuisance or potential environmental harm as placing
warehouse/industrial uses in that same location. To avoid those adverse effects, responsible planning dictates
that the warehouse space be situated a sufficient distance away from those uses to avoid or minimize these
effects. The SJIVAPCD comment letter on the NOP reiterates this. However, this has the effect of increasing the
distance between the warehouse location and most employee residences. Unless a robust multi-modal
transportation system is available to provide alternatives to driving, average VMT per warehouse employee will

normally be greater than average VMT per office employee.

The above concept is described in Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with
the California Environmental Quality Act Report (CA Department of Justice, 2022), albeit in a slightly different
form by stating, “Proactive planning can take many forms. Land use designation and zoning decisions should
channel development into appropriate areas. For example, establishing industrial districts near major highway
and rail corridors but away from sensitive receptors can help attract investment while avoiding conflicts between

warehouse facilities and residential communities.”

Roadway Network VMT

Impact TR-1: Significant Adverse VMT Impacts Caused by Warehouse and Office Land Use Components

Table 24 shows that the unincorporated countywide average VMT per employee is 38.6 under baseline
conditions. The significance threshold is 85% of that value or 32.8 VMT per employee. The last two rows show

the warehouse and office VMT per employee under baseline conditions with Initial Phase and Project Buildout.

Initial Phase

Table 24 indicates Initial Phase of the warehouse uses would have a VMT per employee rate that is 80% above

the significance threshold. Accordingly, this impact is significant.

Project Buildout

Table 24 indicates that both the warehouse and office uses would have VMT per employee averages that are

42% and 104%, respectively, above the significance threshold. Accordingly, this impact is significant.
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Table 24:

Comparison of Warehouse and Office Baseline Auto VMT per Employee against Significance Threshold

HBW Auto VMT per Employee '

Scenario Measure
Warehouse Uses Office Uses
Unincorporated Countywide Average — Baseline 38.6
85% of Unincorporated Countywide Average - Baseline MT 32.8
Generated by
Project Initial Phase Autos 59.1 N/A
Project Buildout 46.5 66.8

1 Calculated using the 2016 SJCOG travel demand model. VMT shown is only associated with employee travel between the
project and residence.

N / A = Not Applicable (as Initial Phase does not include office space).

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Mitigation TR-1a (Initial Phase and Project Buildout): The project applicant shall comply with SIVAPCD Rule 9410

(Employer Based Trip Reduction).

SJVAPCD Rule 9410 (found at: https://ww?2.valleyair.org/media/tlbogtid/rule-9410.pdf) was adopted by the

District Governing Board in 2009 and requires major employers in the region to implement an Employer Trip
Reduction Implementation Plan (ETRIP). Two types of worksites are identified: Tier 1 worksites consist of 100 to
249 eligible employees, while Tier 2 worksites have at least 250 eligible employees (who worked at least 16
consecutive weeks during the previous fiscal year). Eligible employees are any employees excluding the
following: emergency health and safety employees, employment agency personnel, farm workers; field
personnel, field construction workers, home garage employees, on-call employees, part-time employees,
seasonal employees, volunteers, and employees who do not report to work during the peak period, which is
defined as 6 AM to 10 AM. The number of eligible employees that work for a major employer would determine

whether that employer falls into a Tier 1 or 2 worksite.

Table 1 of Rule 9410 indicates that Tier 1 and 2 worksites shall implement an ETRIP that achieves at least 44 and
66 points, respectively, based on selecting various TDM strategies, which fall into the following four groups:
Marketing Strategies, Program Support Strategies, Service and Facilities Strategies, and Transportation,
Alternative Schedule, and Incentives Strategies. Table 2 of Rule 9410 contains 59 different strategies that could

be considered to reduce vehicle trips. Strategies are applicable only to eligible employees.

It is not known how many of the individual warehouse tenants will qualify as a Tier 1 or 2 worksite because of
uncertainties around start time, shift hours and amount of square feet per employee. And it is not possible to

identify which specific strategies that tenants of individual buildings would select since they have not been

Page 107


https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/tlbogtid/rule-9410.pdf

i W

identified, signed leases, etc. Accordingly, it is not possible to quantify the VMT savings achieved by the

strategies that would be selected.

Mitigation TR-1b (Initial Phase and Project Buildout): The project applicant shall implement the following

transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, some of which may overlap with strategies selected under

Rule 9410, that have been determined to be feasible and will have a material effect on reducing VMT.

1. Implement a Voluntary Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program. Required elements of the program

include:

o

Commute Trip Reduction Marketing - implements a marketing strategy to promote the project site
employer’s CTR program (which includes a guaranteed ride home program).

Ridesharing Program - implements a ridesharing program and establishes a permanent transportation
management association with funding requirements for employers.

Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program - provides subsidized or discounted, or free transit passes
for employees.

End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities - installs and maintains end-of-trip facilities (including bike parking, bike
lockers, showers, and personal lockers) for employee use.

Employer-Sponsored Vanpool - implements an employer-sponsored vanpool service for employee

groups of 5 to 15 people.

2. Implement Employee Parking Cash-Out program — requires project employers to offer employees the

choice of foregoing their current subsidized/free parking for a cash payment (in exchange for not driving).

3. Expand Bikeway Network — construct a Class | off-street multi-use path or Class Il on-street bike lane in

each direction of MacArthur Drive for the two-mile distance from the north edge of the project site to

Linne Road.

4.  Extend Public Transit Service to Project Site — expand San Joaquin RTD fixed-route bus service to the

project site.

5. Operate a private employee shuttle system during peak periods that circulates within the site and off-site

to the ACE Station located on Tracy Boulevard at Linne Road.

Most of the above strategies are ongoing measures that would begin in Initial Phase and continue through

Project Buildout. The exception is Strategy #2 (Expand Bikeway Network), which would be a one-time physical

improvement. As is discussed in more detail in Impact TR-5 (Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities), this measure would

be triggered with subsequent development phases beyond the initial phase.
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Most of the above TDM strategies are included in the Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity (California Air Pollution Control
Officer Association (CAPCOA), 2021). In late 2021, the CAPCOA Board of Directors adopted this report
(henceforth known as the "CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook”). In addition to listing a variety of TDM
strategies, the CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook presents the maximum effectiveness that a given strategy or
set of strategies can have. However, that effectiveness can vary considerably depending on geographic context
(urban, suburban, versus rural), tenant type, and availability of non-auto modes). The following pages investigate

in more detail each of the five recommended TDM strategies above.

Voluntary Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Program

The CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook suggests that the voluntary CTR program could achieve up to a 4%
reduction in employee generated VMT. However, given the project’s location and type of employment uses,
less than a 4% reduction is to be expected. For analysis purposes, a 2% reduction is assumed based primarily

on the program achieving an increase in carpooling and usage of the vanpool program.

Employee Parking Cash-Out Program

The CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook suggests that this program could achieve up to a 12% reduction in VMT
(based on 6 case studies in California in 1992). This program will only be effective if combined with the other
strategies that improve project access via biking and transit. Further, there is clear overlap when considering
how this program will overlap with transit. For analysis purposes, a 3% reduction is assumed based on the

premise that other modes of travel are also upgraded to become viable.

Expand Bikeway Network

The CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook suggests that expanding the bike network could achieve up to a modest
0.5% reduction in VMT. This generic value does not consider any of the project-specific conditions, such as a
large workforce a relatively short distance from the project and typical warehouse worker wages, which may

encourage greater usage of active transportation modes.

Figure 12 indicates that 26% of warehouse employees are estimated to reside in the City of Tracy. According to
the 2022 ACS™, about 2.5% of Tracy residents (who do not work at home) commute to work by walking or
bicycle. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that 2% of City of Tracy residents who work at the project site
commute to the project site by bicycling as a result of this dedicated bicycle facility. Each one-way bicycle

commute is assumed to be five miles in length for analysis purposes. Mathematically, assuming each bicycle

14 S0801: Commuting Characteristics ... - Census Bureau Table
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commute trip averages five miles, the VMT reduction is 125 for Initial Phase and 778 for Project Buildout.™
When reported as an overall decrease in VMT per employee, these VMT reduction totals represent
approximately a 0.01% decrease. This very small decrease is due to the measure not applying to three-quarters

of employees and only saving 10 VMT for a small subset of employees that it would apply to.

Extend Public Transit Service to Project Site

The CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook suggests that providing transit service to the project site could achieve
up to a 4.6% reduction in VMT. However, it is unknown what routes would be operated, service duration,
headways, etc. To be conservative, a 2% bus public mode split is assumed based on at least 30-minute headways

during peak commute periods.

Private Employee Shuttle System

This scenario, if operated in combination with discounted transit passes to financially incentivize its use, offers
considerable VMT savings opportunities. According to Figure 12, 38% of project employees would reside in
Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca. However, given ACE train schedules, only a small subset of employees residing
in these three cities that work at the project site would be able to take advantage of the subsidized ACE train
ride and private shuttle service package. Based on automobile-only (i.e., employee travel) traffic data collected
at various warehouses, 15% of all auto trips entered the selected warehouse driveways during a time period
where a substitute westbound ACE train ride (followed by a short shuttle ride to the warehouse) would allow
for on-time arrival for their shift'®. Further, not all employees whose shift times align with these train schedules
will choose to take advantage of the service. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that one in five (20%) of
employees eligible to use this service will choose to use it. This translates into a VMT reduction of 972 for the

Initial Phase and 6,056 for Project Buildout.” Although the program appears to be an effective means to

15 Calculated as follows:

Initial Phase: 2,401 employees * 26% live in Tracy * 2% bike * 5 mile trip * 2 trips per day = 125 VMT savings
Project Buildout: 14,953 emps * 26% live in Tracy * 2% bike * 5 mile trip * 2 trips per day = 778 VMT savings
The morning arrival window was determined to be more restrictive than the afternoon return window in which

19% of all auto trips exiting the selected warehouse driveways did so during a time period where a short
shuttle ride from the warehouse to the ACE train would enable the employee to catch an eastbound ACE train
heading toward Lathrop/Manteca or Stockton.

7 Calculated as follows:

Initial Phase: 2,401 employees * 18% live in Lathrop/Manteca * 15% of employees with schedules that enable
program use * 20% that choose to use program * 25 mile round trip + 2,401 employees * 20% live in
Stockton * 15% of employees with schedules that enable program use * 20% that choose to use program *
45 mile round trip = 972 VMT savings

Project Buildout: 14,953 employees * 18% live in Lathrop/Manteca * 15% of employees with schedules that
enable program use * 20% that choose to use program * 25 mile round trip + 14,953 employees * 20% live

in Stockton * 15% of employees with schedules that enable program use * 20% that choose to use program
* 45 mile round trip = 6,056 VMT savings
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transport employees to/from work without relying on auto VMT for the majority of the trip, it would only apply
to an estimated 6% of all employees (given residence location and work start/end scheduling). Assuming 20%
of the eligible employees choose to use it, that translates into about 179 of the 14,953 warehouse employees
using the program. When reported as an overall decrease in VMT per employee, this program achieves a 0.7%

reduction for Initial Phase and a 0.9% reduction for Project Buildout.

Table 25 displays the expected effectiveness of the mitigation measures included in Mitigation TR-1b at
reducing the VMT per employee of warehouse employees. While the net effect of these measures was an 8%
reduction in VMT, the resulting VMT per employee estimates would remain well above the significance threshold
for determination of a VMT impact. While the Mitigations from TR-1a (Rule 9410) would also provide some
VMT savings, it is not known how much savings would be achieved given the uncertainty of what strategies

would be selected and to how many employers that program would apply.

Table 25:
Mitigation Measure Effectiveness at Reducing Warehouse Auto VMT Generated for Baseline
Conditions
Mitigation Measures (TDM Strategies) ' Percent Auto VMT Reduced per Employee '
Initial Phase 2 Project Buildout
Voluntary Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Program 2% 2%
Employee Parking Cash-Out Program 3% 3%
Expand Bikeway Network - 0.01%
Extend Public Transit Service to Project Site 2% 2%
Private Employee Shuttle System 0.7% 0.9%
Total 7.7% 7.9%
Mitigation Measures (TDM Strategies) Overall LMt Lol MEREREnRIovES
Effectiveness Initial Phase Project Buildout
Without Mitigation Measures 59.1 46.5
With Mitigation Measures 545 42.8
Significance Threshold 32.8 32.8
VMT Reduced to Below Threshold? No No

1 See discussion and calculations of TDM strategy effectiveness on previous pages.

2 Initial Phase would have identical TDM strategies as Project Buildout with the exception of excluding the expanded
bike network.

HBW = Home-based work (i.e., travel from home to work).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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A similar table could not be prepared for the office employees because details of their likely residence locations,
work shifts, etc. are not known. However, the same general conclusion is drawn for office employee VMT as
warehouse employee VMT, which is that the identified mitigation measures would not reduce VMT to below
the identified threshold.

The CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook offers cautions on the effects of combining different TDM Strategies,
stating the following: “The combining of some measures is not always beneficial, linear, complementary, or
accurate...There may be diminishing returns when certain measures are implemented together.... There may be
competition between measures.” The VMT reduction totals in Table 25 were calculated by summing each
individual strategy’s own expected effectiveness. If they had alternatively been calculated using “multiplicative
dampening”, the overall result would have been a 7.7% reduction for Project Buildout. This illustrates that the
cautionary language contained in the CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook is more applicable when there are a

number of TDM strategies that would have a moderate to substantial effect on VMT when applied.

With the exception of the bikeway network described previously, programs that would be expected to generate
less than a 0.5% VMT reduction were excluded because they were deemed ineffective at reducing employee
VMT. These include implementing carshare, bikeshare, or scootershare programs, and implementing transit-
supportive roadway treatments. Providing bus rapid transit (BRT) is effective at reducing VMT but requires an
existing bus route to be present that becomes converted to BRT. Since no such route exists, this strategy would

not apply under baseline conditions.

Pricing workplace parking may be considered a viable TDM strategy under certain circumstances and
geographic contexts. However, none of the other warehouse project owner/operators in the Central Valley
Gateway area require their employees to pay for parking. Implementing such a requirement would put the
proposed project at an economic disadvantage versus the other projects, both in terms of competing for tenants
and employees. Pricing employee parking is typically only considered in urban contexts where there are many
forms of alternative non-auto transport available. For these reasons, pricing workplace parking is considered an
infeasible mitigation measure. A mandatory CTR program, which includes penalties for non-compliance, regular
monitoring and reporting is also considered infeasible for the same reason. In lieu of a mandatory program, a

voluntary program is recommended as a mitigation.
Monitoring

With regard to Mitigation Measure TR-1a (Comply with SJIVAPD Rule 9410), employers must complete and
submit an Employer Registration form to the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) of the SIVAPCD within 180
days of becoming subject to the trip reduction requirements of Rule 9410. According to Rule 9410, ETRIP

strategies are phased in over a period of three years. An employer may submit a single ETRIP that covers multiple
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worksites when those worksites are using the same ETRIP measures. If worksites are using differing ETRIP

measures, then each worksite should have its own ETRIP.

Rule 9410 also requires employers to collect information on the modes of transportation used for each
employee’s commute each day of the Commute Verification Period, which is a period of at least one week
(selected by the employer) that is representative of typical work week conditions. The employer is required to
submit its sampling methodology to the District 120 days prior to the start of the calendar year in which the
employer intends to use the method. The APCO shall notify employers of its approval or disapproval of this

method within 60 days of receipt.

No later than March 315t of each year, the employer shall submit a report to the APCO containing the results of
the Commute Verification for the previous calendar year (including number of forms distributed, the number
completed and returned, total number of trips to and from work, and the total number of each commute mode

for the employees during the Commute Verification period).

Although truck generated VMT is not being evaluated for potentially significant VMT impacts, it is worth noting
that the project site is considered to be in an efficient location as it relates to truck VMT. First, it is situated along
a STAA route. Second, it is adjacent to SR 132, which provides direct connectivity to [-580 (for travel to/from the
west toward the Bay Area) and I-5, which is the main north-south goods movement corridor in California. Third,
by being situated within this area of the Central Valley, truck travel is convenient to a number of large cities
including Stockton, Modesto, Manteca, and several Bay Area cities. It would almost certainly be less efficient if

the project were instead situated many miles to the south on I-5 or along the State Route 99 corridor.
Impact TR-2 Significant Adverse VMT Impacts Caused by University Project Land Use Component

A table similar to Table 24 cannot be prepared for the university uses because a quantitative VMT threshold for

universities has not been established by San Joaquin County.

Although the university would include some student housing, the considerable travel distance between the
university and likely off-site student and staff residence locations suggests that the university would not be
considered a "VMT efficient” land use. San Joaquin County has only one other private, four-year university
(University of Pacific). That university is located in the central part of the City of Stockton, has student
dormitories, and is well-served by transit. Part of the intent of SB 743 relates to the placement of land uses in
VMT-efficient areas. This is accomplished by comparing proposed projects against similar land uses to
determine whether they would be located in more or less VMT-efficient locations. The proposed university
would be much less transportation efficient than the other four-year private university in San Joaquin County

for reasons cited above.
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Initial Phase and University Buildout

Initial Phase and buildout of the university are each considered non-VMT efficient for reasons cited above.

Accordingly, this impact is significant.

Mitigation TR-2a (University Initial Phase and University Buildout): The project applicant shall comply with
SIVAPCD Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction). See Mitigation Measure TR-1a for details including

monitoring requirements.

Mitigation TR-2b (University Initial Phase and Buildout): Implement TDM Strategies 1, 4, and 5 from Mitigation
Measure TR-1b (TDM Strategies).

Mitigation TR-2c (University Initial Phase and Buildout): Either implement TDM Strategy 2 from Mitigation
Measure TR-1b (TDM Strategies) or charge staff and students a fee to park.

TDM Strategies 1, 4, and 5 consist of a voluntary CTR program, extending public transit service to the project,
and providing a private employee shuttle system. These strategies are also applicable to university students and
staff. Consistent with guidance from the CAPCOA GHG Reduction Handbook, Mitigation Measure TR-2b has a
choice of two options (i.e, employee parking cash-out or paid parking). Both should not be pursued

simultaneously as it would represent application of the same concept twice.

It would be speculative to estimate the VMT savings associated with the above measures as it is not known
precisely where university students and staff would live and it is not known how they would react to parking
pricing. Additionally, the proportion of the university’'s VMT that is attributable to students versus staff is not

known making such calculations difficult.

Impact TR-3 Less Than Significant VMT Impacts Caused by Retail, Restaurant, Gas Station, Hotel, VFW Tracy Post
Project, and Electrified Truck and Auto Charging Lots Land Use Components

The following land use components are considered local-serving for reasons that follow:

e University Center (39,000 square foot shopping plaza and 11,500 VFW Building) — The shopping plaza

is considered local-serving given its small size and immediate proximity to the university. The VFW Tracy

Post is considered a local-serving use since it is to be a resource to the surrounding community.

e Gateway Center (20,000 square feet of convenience store and restaurants associated with vehicle

fueling, 20,000 square feet of restaurant, bank, and retail service, 10,000 square feet of fast-food

restaurants, 60,000 square foot hotel, and Electrified Truck and Auto Charging Lots) — These uses would

be situated immediately adjacent to or along the main commute route to the project’s job center (i.e.,

Gateway West, Central, and East). In total, the project would have 14,953 warehouse employees, 372
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office employees, and 5,000 university students (plus staff). These ancillary uses are intended to support
the project’s job and student population. They will help reduce VMT by shortening trips for essential
goods and services. The gas station and electrified truck and auto charging lots will serve a similar
purpose given the amount of auto and truck traffic expected on the adjacent segment of Chrisman
Road at project buildout. Additionally, these uses are situated in close proximity to SR 132 and 1-580,
thereby allowing short detours off each freeway for refueling/recharging. In this sense, they are ‘local-

serving’ to these freeways.

Page 41 of the County of San Joaquin VMT Thresholds Study (GHD, 2020) recommends the following with respect
to retail uses: “Retail projects less than 50,000 square feet shall be presumed to have less than significant VMT
effects if they are deemed locally serving. If the County determines the market geography of a retail project is

in question an analysis should be conducted to verify the project does not generate regional trips.”

In summary, the project’s potential retail, restaurant, gas station, hotel, VFW Tracy post uses, and electrified
truck and auto charging lots are considered local-serving for reasons stated above. No further VMT analysis of

these uses is conducted as their VMT impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Impact TR-4: Less Than Significant VMT Impacts Associated with Widening Chrisman Road Along Project Frontage

and MacArthur Drive within the project site

The section of Chapter 6 entitled “Project Roadway Widening Effect on VMT" concluded that under near-term
conditions, the widening of Chrisman Road along the project frontage and widening of MacArthur Drive within
the project site would not cause a net increase in travel and VMT. This conclusion was reached by adding both
roadway improvements to the City of Tracy travel demand model and calculating the total VMT generated
within the model boundary without and with the widenings in place. Accordingly, this impact is less than

significant, and no mitigation is required.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Impact TR-5: Conflicts with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities

The project would not eliminate or adversely affect an existing bikeway or pedestrian facility in a way that would
discourage its use. It would also not interfere with the implementation of any of the proposed or planned
bikeways in the project vicinity (see Page 30 for list). However, it would cause an inconsistency with several San
Joaquin County General Plan policies (1.3, 1.6, 1.10, 2.5, and 2.7) pertaining to providing multimodal

transportation options, reducing auto dependency, and eliminating gaps in the bikeway system.
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Initial Phase

The initial phase would construct frontage improvements along Chrisman Road in Gateway East and University
Center to facilitate development in those areas. There would continue to not be any dedicated bicycle facilities
north of the project that would connect it to the existing residential land uses (north of Linne Road) that could
serve as potential residences for some Initial Phase employees, students, and staff. The initial phase’s industrial
land uses are in Gateway East (east of Chrisman Road) and further from these residential areas than anywhere
else in the Specific Plan. An employee residing in South Tracy would be required to ride at least four miles one-
way on Linne Road and Chrisman Road to reach the Initial Phase land uses. That considerable biking distance,
along with the fact that the initial phase is about 14% of the project’s total industrial employment and number
of university students (i.e., would generate few riders), suggests that Initial Phase impacts are less than

significant, and no mitigation is required.
Project Buildout

At Project Buildout, approximately 1.33 miles of bicycle and pedestrian improvements would be constructed
along one or both sides of the project frontage along Chrisman Road. However, there would continue to be no
dedicated bicycle facilities between the project site and residential areas to the north (i.e., north of Linne Road).
Given the project's number of employees and students and the lack of any planned bicycle facilities to connect

the project site with residential areas to the north, this impact is significant.
It is unlikely that project employees would choose to walk from the nearest residential areas in South Tracy.

Thus, the need for connecting pedestrian facilities is much less than the need for bicycle facility connectivity.

Mitigation TR-5 (Triggered by Subsequent Phases of Development Beyond Initial Phase): Implement TDM
Strategy 3 from Mitigation Measure TR-1b (TDM Strategies).

This measure requires the project applicant to construct a Class | off-street multi-use path or Class Il on-street
bike lane in each direction of MacArthur Drive for the two-mile distance between the north edge of the project
and Linne Road. This would provide much improved bicycle connectivity between the project site and existing
uses to the north. It would also provide alternatives to driving for Tracy residents who work at the site, consistent
with General Plan Policies TM-1.3 and 1.6. This would be required for subsequent phases of project development
beyond Initial Phase. It is not required for Initial Phase because it is located east of Chrisman Road, far from
where this connection would be. According to San Joaquin County Assessor Maps, this segment of MacArthur
Drive has a minimum right-of-way (ROW) of 40 feet. This is sufficient to provide a 12-foot travel lane and 6-foot
bike lane in each direction, or to provide two 12-foot travel lanes and a 12-foot multi-use Class | path. Widening

could either occur on both sides of the street, or on one side only depending on available ROW.

Figure 22 illustrates the location of the above bicycle lane improvement project, as well as various other

recommended project-specific physical off-site mitigation measures identified for significant impacts.
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Transit Services and Facilities

Impact TR-6: Inadequate Transit Service to Meet Demand

The project would not eliminate or adversely affect existing transit access as no service is currently provided in
the immediate project vicinity. The lack of any existing or planned fixed-route bus service to the area would
lead to an unmet demand for transit service. According to earlier calculations in this chapter, approximately 170
industrial employees are estimated to use the ACE train to travel between the site, and Lathrop/Manteca, and
Stockton. Usage of the RTD fixed-route bus is unknown as it depends on routing, frequency, etc. This impact is

significant.

Mitigation TR-6 (Initial Phase and Project Buildout): Implement TDM Strategies 4 and 5 from Mitigation Measure
TR-1b (TDM Strategies)

These strategies would extend San Joaquin RTD fixed-route bus service to the project site and operate a private
shuttle that circulates within the site and off-site to the ACE Station in Tracy. Although implementing these
measures would provide transit service to the project site, there is no guarantee that RTD would approve the

service change.

Roadway Safety / Design Standards:

Impact TR-7: Freeway Off-Ramp and State Highway Intersection Queues Exceed Available Storage

Initial Phase

Table 12 displays the AM and PM peak hour 95" percentile queues at queuing study locations (located on the
State Highway System) under Existing Plus Initial Phase conditions. As shown, none of these locations would
experience new adverse queuing conditions or worsening of an already deficient condition under Existing Plus

Initial Phase conditions. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Project Buildout

Table 13 shows the AM and PM peak hour 95™ percentile queues at queuing study locations (located on the
State Highway System) under Existing Plus Project Buildout conditions. As shown, four of the seven locations
shown in this table would experience queuing that exceeds the available storage. This impact would be

significant.

Mitigation TR-7 (Triggered by Subsequent Phases of Development Beyond Initial Phase): The project applicant

shall prepare transportation phasing analyses, to the satisfaction of the San Joaquin County Public Works
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Department, that determines when subsequent phases of project development (beyond Initial Phase) trigger

construction of the geometric improvements described in Table 26 and shown on Figure 21 (or an equivalent or

more effective set of alternate improvements).

Table 26:

Recommended Improvements to Address Queuing Deficiencies — Existing Plus Project Buildout
Conditions

# Facility Lead Agency

SR 132/Chrisman Road Caltrans

interchange

Chrisman Road/SR 132

14 WB Ramps Caltrans
15 Chrisman Road/SR 132 Caltrans
EB Ramps
Chrisman Road/I-580 WB
16 Off-Ramp Caltrans
17 Chrisman Road/I-580 EB Caltrans
On-Ramp
Notes:

Description of Improvement(s)

Interchange Improvements

Reconstruct with wider (6-lane) overcrossing, ramp widening, and signals at both ramp
intersections. Secondary improvements will likely include a deceleration lane on
westbound SR 132 at the interchange, on-ramp ramp metering, and widening of the
adjacent Chrisman Road overcrossing at |-580 (for lane alignment purposes).

Intersection Improvements

Signalize with lanes shown on Figure 21, operate with protected left-turn phasing, and
provide a deceleration lane and a two-lane off-ramp approaching the interchange on
westbound SR 132.

Signalize with lanes shown in Figure 21, widen eastbound SR 132 on-ramp to
accommodate two receiving lanes, and operate with protected left-turn phasing.

Widening of existing overcrossing or construction of second parallel overcrossing likely
needed for lane alignment with widened SR 132/Chrisman Road interchange.

Additional improvements may be required on County-maintained roadways to maintain consistency with General Plan LOS policy goals. This

includes a traffic signal at SR 132 WB Ramps/Bird Road interchange due to operational problems that would otherwise occur if it remained

side-street stop.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

The effectiveness of the improvements shown in Table 26 were analyzed under Existing Plus Project Buildout

conditions using the SimTraffic microsimulation model. The results are shown in Table 27 and indicate that the

proposed improvements would reduce the extent of queuing such that all 95t percentile queues would be less

than the available storage. Refer to Appendix D of separately bound appendix for technical calculations.

Therefore, no excess queuing would occur.
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Table 27:

95th Percentile Vehicle Queues - Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions with Improvements

95th Percentile Queue (ft.) 2

Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions

Existing
iti Without .
Conditions With Improvements 3
. Available Improvements
Intersection Movement St c
orage 95th
AM PM AM PM AM PM Percentile
Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Queue
Hour  Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour  Requirement
Met?
WBOffRamp  gonpa 74 25 >1,500 >1500 30 36 Yes
14, Chrisman Road/SR 132 LT/TH
" WB Ramps -
we O:TRamp 850 ft.4 114 75  >1,500 >1,500 360 230 Yes
Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB Off-Ramp
15. EB Ramps LT/TH/RT 825 ft. 59 89 925 914 518 334 Yes
Chrisman Road/I-580 WB Off-Ramp
16. WB Off-Ramp LT/TH 1,160 ft. 0 0 224 1,231 52 24 Yes
Notes:

1. Defined distance to the freeway off-ramp gore point. Represented on a per lane basis.

2. 95th percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

3. Refer to Table 26 for description of improvements.

4. Amount of storage to be provided is unknown. For analysis purposes, it is assumed to be identical to existing conditions.
Bolded values represent a 95th percentile queue length that exceeds the available storage.

"> 1,500 " is shown to represent queuing that spills onto freeway mainline a considerable distance.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Once development continues beyond the initial phase, an interim set of improvements at the SR 132/Chrisman
Road interchange (i.e., less than what is described in Table 26, likely maintaining overcrossing structures and
signalizing both ramp intersections) would be needed. That interim improvement would eventually be replaced

with the ultimate improvements.

The improvements described above are on the State Highway System, which is owned and operated by Caltrans.

There is no guarantee they will support the identified improvements.
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Impact TR-8: Increased Hazards due to Geometric Design Features

Initial Phase and Project Buildout

The project would generate a substantial amount of new truck trips, which have greater turning radius
requirements, pavement deterioration effects, and vehicle storage requirements than passenger vehicles. This

impact is significant.

Mitigation TR-8 (Initial Phase and Project Buildout): The project applicant shall construct physical improvements

at project access intersections along Chrisman Road (and within the various industrial areas) in accordance with
San Joaquin County design standards. Additional considerations should be made for the need to accommodate

STAA trucks, enhanced pavement structural sections, and increased truck turn lane storage.

It would be premature at this juncture to identify every specific design detail required at each project access
and on-site intersection. Instead, to ensure that the project roadway designs provide the necessary
infrastructure improvements to accommodate the special travel needs of trucks, the following performance

standards are established for this mitigation measure:

e All street sections that would be constructed, replaced, or widened by the project are designed with
the appropriate Traffic Index (Tl) to ensure that the structural section can accommodate the added

weight of trucks for that street section.

e All left and right turn lanes constructed at intersections along Chrisman Road and within the various
project industrial areas provide adequate vehicle storage to accommodate the 95t percentile vehicle

queues (considering cumulative travel demands and the effects of trucks on storage requirements).

e Intersection designs consider curb return radii requirements, width of receiving travel lanes, placement
of traffic control equipment, and other design parameters to ensure that trucks can perform left and
right-turns without encroaching onto oncoming travel lanes, running over curbs, or colliding with

signal equipment or signs.

The roadway design review process (overseen by the San Joaquin County Public Works Department) will ensure

that these performance standards are met.
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Impact TR-9: Increased Hazards due to Incompatible Land Uses on Durham Ferry Road

Initial Phase and Project Buildout

Durham Ferry Road features a number of rural residential dwellings east of Chrisman Road. There are currently
no truck weight restriction signs posted on Durham Ferry Road. As shown on Figure 6, “Commercial Vehicles
Over 7 Tons Prohibited” signs are posted in each direction of Bird Road between Durham Ferry Road and
Lehman Road. Thus, trucks of any weight traveling to/from the project site and I-5 to the north could use the I-
5/SR 33 interchange via Durham Ferry Road. Trucks weighing less than seven tons could use Lehman Road to
Bird Road.

Assuming no truck movement restrictions remain, the initial phase of the project would add an estimated 25
trucks per day to this segment, while full Project Buildout would add 220 trucks per day. These would represent
30% and 260% increases, respectively, over the current level of truck traffic (85 trucks per day). The increase in
project truck trips to Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road would create an incompatibility with the

adjacent rural residences. This impact is significant.

Mitigation TR-9 (Initial Phase and Project Buildout): The project applicant shall coordinate with San Joaquin

County to post a combination of either “No Trucks Allowed” or “Local Trucks only” signs on Durham Ferry Road

between Chrisman Road and SR 33.

The addition of these signs would discourage trucks from using this segment of Durham Ferry Road east of
Chrisman Road. Depending on the degree that truck drivers comply with them, supplemental enforcement
activities could also be necessary. Truck travel characteristics from concrete plants situated south of the SR
132/Bird Road interchange and helpful in understanding compliance in this geographic area. During AM peak
hour, 306 trucks use Bird Road south of the SR 132 interchange. Only 6 trucks were observed traveling to/from
the north of the interchange beyond Kenner Road where trucks over 7 tons are prohibited (via posted signs).

This indicates very strong compliance, though this is not the case everywhere in Joaquin County.
Impact TR-10 Increased Hazards due to Incompatible Land Uses near Chrisman Road/Linne Road Intersection

Jefferson School is located in the southeast quadrant of the Chrisman Road/Linne Road intersection. It features
vehicular accesses from both streets and experiences surges in traffic during morning student drop-off and
afternoon student pick-up. Excluding minimum days, school starts at 8:15 AM and ends at 3 PM. Chrisman Road
north of Linne Road carries a bi-directional volume of 569 vehicles from 8-9 AM, 609 vehicles from 3-4 PM, and
428 vehicles from 4-5 PM. Similarly, Linne Road west of Chrisman Road carries a bi-directional volume of 564
vehicles from 8-9 AM, 686 vehicles from 3-4 PM, and 520 vehicles from 4-5 PM. It is apparent from these counts
(i.e., more traffic from 3-4 PM than 4-5 PM) and field observations that trips associated with Jefferson School

influence traffic levels on these roadways.
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Initial Phase

During the AM peak hour, Initial Phase would add approximately 180 vehicles to Chrisman Road south of Linne
Road. Initial Phase would add almost no traffic to Linne Road east of Chrisman Road. Additionally, the total trips
generated under the Initial Phase is modest compared to Project Buildout, and diversion of trips away from
Chrisman Road south of Eleventh Street is not expected. This impact is considered less than significant and no

mitigation is required.

Project Buildout

During the AM peak hour, Project Buildout would increase the volume of traffic on Chrisman Road south of
Linne Road from 580 to 1,330 vehicles (both directions combined). During this same hour, Project Buildout
would increase the volume of traffic on Linne Road east of Chrisman Road from 750 to 1,030 vehicles. The
considerable increases that would occur along Linne Road east of Chrisman Road are a result of project trips
(both autos and trucks) diverting from Chrisman Road to Bird Road (to access Eleventh Street) which carries far
less traffic. These increases are considerable and are likely to cause conflicts with motorists entering/exiting

Jefferson School from both public streets to drop-off or pick-up students.

In addition, the widening of Chrisman Road south of Linne Road from two to four lanes would eventually be
necessary to meet San Joaquin County LOS policy standards. Some of the widening would require roadway
encroachment into the school property, resulting in the roadway travel lanes being closer to school buildings

than today. This impact is considered significant.

Mitigation TR-10 (Triggered by Subsequent Phases of Development Beyond Initial Phase): The project applicant

shall coordinate with the San Joaquin County Public Works Department and administrators at Jefferson School
and Jefferson School District to identify and construct a set of improvements that minimize conflicts between
project trips and motorists entering/exiting Jefferson School. Potential improvements to be considered include (but

are not limited to):
e Installation of traffic signal at Linne Road/Jefferson School Easterly Driveway
e Construction of westbound left-turn lanes on Linne Road at both Jefferson School Driveways

e Construction of southbound left-turn lane on Chrisman Road at Jefferson School Southerly Driveway

(including a guard rail or cable barrier system along the Chrisman Road school frontage)

e Speed feedback signs in each direction of Linne Road approaching Jefferson School and on northbound

Chrisman Road approaching Jefferson School

The new signal on Linne Road would be 750 feet from the Chrisman Road/Linne Road signalized intersection,
which is considered adequate signal spacing. If a traffic signal were to be installed on Chrisman Road to serve

the south parking lot, the northerly driveway would be the logical choice (as it is the primary exit). However, it
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is situated only 410 feet south of the Chrisman Road/Linne Road signalized intersection, which is considered

too close to install a new traffic signal (based on standard engineering practices for suburban signal spacing).

Bullet 3 above includes installation of a standard guard rail (such as found on highway/roadway curves) or a
cable barrier system (which are now commonly being installed in highway medians to prevent run-off-road
collisions involving the opposite direction of travel). This recommendation is intended to address potential

concerns over the widening of Chrisman Road adjacent to Jefferson School.

The above improvements are considered physically feasible as right-of-way is available for their construction.
However, coordination with the Jefferson School District would be required to construct some of these
improvements, as they would involve minor modifications (i.e., addition of signal equipment, such as vehicle
loop detection) within the school district property. As noted in the final bullet above, the project applicant would
be responsible for adding turn lanes, modifying signal phasing, and adding upgraded pedestrian facilities at the
Chrisman Road/Linne Road intersection. Those improvements would improve the pedestrian environment at

that intersection.

The following performance standards have been established for this mitigation measure (presuming the above

or other equally effective physical improvements are chosen for construction):

e School-related trips do not queue beyond the storage provided in the left-turn lanes on westbound

Linne Road constructed as part of this mitigation measure.

e School-related trips do not queue beyond the storage provided in the southbound left-turn lane at

the Jefferson School southerly driveway constructed as part of this mitigation measure.

e The traffic signal at the Jefferson School Easterly Driveway/Linne Road does not cause undue delays
(i.e., as measured by more lengthy queues forming at the north parking lot entrance) to school-related

trips exiting this driveway during peak school hours.

e The northbound Chrisman Road approach to Linne Road is redesigned (as part of separate applicant-
required widening to meet San Joaquin County General Plan LOS policies) to accommodate u-turn

movements made by buses.
Impact TR-11: Increased Hazards due to Additional Vehicle/Train Conflicts

The project would add passenger vehicle and truck trips to various at-grade railroad crossings situated
throughout the study area. Table 28 shows the seven crossings that would experience the largest increases.
The table describes the crossing location, number of trains, collision history, crossing equipment present, and

roadway traffic volumes.
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Table 28:
Project-Added Traffic to At-Grade Railroad Crossings

Equipment Present 2 Average Daily Traffic (HV%)
Existing
Trains # of Warning Plus Existing Plus
Crossing Per Collisions Gate Lights & Advanced Initial Project
# Location ! Day? (Year)?2 Arms Bells Warning  Existing  Phase Buildout
1 | Chrisman Road Yes (mclud!ng Warning Signs, 13,200 13,700
north of Schulte 4 0 Yes Overhead Light | Pavement (8%) (10%) 18,300 (14%)
Road Assembly) Markings ? ?
2 | Chrisman Road Warning Signs,
north of Linne Road 12 3 (1980, Yes Yes Pavement >400 6,100 (18%) | 11,700 (19%)
1985, 1987) . (15%)
Markings
Warning Signs,
3 | Lehman Road west 4 0 Yes Yes Pavement 400 (7%) 500 (6%) 1,800 (2%)
of SR 33 .
Markings 3
Warning Signs,
4 Durham Ferry Road 4 0 Yes Yes Pavement 1400 600 (9%) | 2,600 (13%)
west of SR 33 . 3 (8%)
Markings
4 (1978, Warning Signs,
5 Corral Hollow Road 12| 1986,2008,  Yes Yes Pavement N/A N/A N/A
north of Linne Road .
2015) Markings
Warning Signs,
g 11acy Boulevard 12 1Q011) | Yes Yes Pavement N/ A N/A N/A
north of Linne Road A
Markings

. Warning Signs,
7  MacArthur Drive 12 1(1977) Yes Yes Pavement N/A N/A N/A
north of Linne Road .
Markings *

Notes:
" Crossings shown here would experience the largest increase in traffic as a result of the project (@among 11 crossings shown on Figure 5).

2 Source: Federal Railroad Administration Railroad Crossing inventory found at: Crossing Inventory Lookup | FRA (dot.gov)

3 Crossings are situated less than 75 feet west of the edge of the SR 33 intersection. Warning signs and pavement markings clearly visible on
eastbound approach to crossings. Warning signs (for westbound traffic) are present immediately east of each crossing, but not readily visible
to northbound left-turn and southbound right-turning traffic.

4 Crossings are situated 50 feet north of Linne Road intersection. Warning signs and pavement markings clearly visible on southbound
approach to crossings. Warning signs (for northbound traffic) are present immediately east of each crossing, but not readily visible to
eastbound left-turn and westbound right-turning traffic.

HV% = Percent of Average Daily Traffic consisting Heavy Duty trucks
N / A = No traffic volume information is available.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Initial Phase

As shown in Table 28, Initial Phase would add 700 vehicles per day or less to the four crossings for which traffic
forecasts were developed. Although forecasts were not developed for the other three locations, they would
generally be used to a lesser degree by project trips. Because the level of traffic added by Initial Phase trips
would be modest (relative to the existing volume) or would not cause the crossing to carry substantial levels of
traffic overall, increased hazards at these railroad crossings are deemed less than significant and no mitigation

is required.

Project Buildout

As indicated in Table 28, Project Buildout would add between 4,000 and 5,000 trips per day to the two at-grade
crossings on Chrisman Road between Linne Road and Eleventh Street. Project-added traffic would be modest
at the other crossings. Because the project would add considerable levels of traffic to the two Chrisman Road
at-grade railroad crossings, there is a potential for increased conflicts between vehicles and trains, which is

considered a significant impact.

The City of Tracy Draft Infrastructure Master Plan Impact Fee Nexus Study identifies the widening of Chrisman
Road to four lanes (across railroad tracks) at Schulte Road. However, the widening of Chrisman Road north of

Linne Road is not included.

Mitigation TR-11a (Triggered by Subsequent Phases of Development Beyond Initial Phase): The project applicant

shall make a fair share contribution to the City of Tracy to cover its proportionate cost to upgrade the Chrisman

Road at Schulte Road at-grade railroad crossing.

Mitigation TR-11b (Triggered by Subsequent Phases of Development Beyond Initial Phase): The project applicant

shall work with Union Pacific Railroad and CPUC to determine the need for appropriate upgrades to the Chrisman
Road at-grade crossing north of Linne Road and to implement those improvements during subsequent phases

beyond initial phase.

Improvements are not warranted at the at-grade crossing on Durham Ferry Road west of SR 33 or Lehman Road
west of SR 33 because there have not been any reported collisions involving trains at it and project-added traffic
would be modest. Improvements are not warranted at the at-grade crossing on MacArthur Drive north of Linne

Road as there has been just one reported collision in the past 48 years.

The types of improvements will vary by location. It may also be appropriate to install pedestrian/bicycle facilities
and gates approaching/departing the crossing. Some locations may be candidates for constructing a narrow
raised median approaching the at-grade crossing to physically prohibit motorists from being able drive around

gate arms that are down. Where crossings are adjacent to an intersection and that intersection is planned to be
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signalized, coordinated traffic signal timing plans with the railroad crossing pre-emption would likely be
necessary. The improvements described above would require approvals from multiple agencies and public

utilities. There is no guarantee they will support the identified improvements.
Impact TR-12: Increased Hazards Associated with Emergency Vehicle Response Times

The project includes an on-site fire station within Initial Phase (east of Chrisman Road) and robust on-site fire
water distribution system and design elements intended to prevent fires. The project would also be situated
within the Tracy Rural Fire District's and the San Joaquin County Sheriff's District. Station 93 is situated on
Durham Ferry Road four miles to the east of the project site. Sutter Tracy Community Hospital is located in
downtown Tracy, seven miles away. The Pacific Gateway LTA documents how improvements are available to
maintain acceptable levels of service (per the San Joaquin County General Plan) at roadways and intersections
throughout the study area under Existing Plus Project Buildout conditions. Thus, emergency vehicles are not
expected to experience undue delays due to increased traffic in the area. This is a less than significant impact

and no mitigation is required.
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Cumulative Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section presents the cumulatively considerable significant project impacts. Impacts are identified only for

Project Buildout (and not for Initial Phase) given the cumulative nature of the analysis.

Roadway Network VMT

Impact TR-13: Cumulatively Significant Adverse VMT Impacts Caused by Warehouse and Office Land Use

Components

Table 29 shows that the unincorporated countywide average VMT per employee is 29.5 under cumulative
conditions. The significance threshold is 85% of that value or 25.1 VMT per employee. The last row shows the
warehouse and office VMT per employee under cumulative conditions. This table indicates that both the
warehouse and office uses would have VMT per employee averages that exceed the cumulative unincorporated

Countywide average. Accordingly, this impact is considered cumulatively significant.

Table 29

Comparison of Warehouse and Business Park Cumulative Auto VMT per Employee against Significance
Threshold

HBW Auto VMT per Employee '

Scenario Measure
Warehouse Uses Office Uses
Unincorporated Countywide Average — Cumulative 29.5 VMT per employee
VMT
o . . B .
85% of Unincorporated Countywide Average — Cumulative Generated by 25.1 VMT per employee
Autos 43.3 VMT per 62.1 VMT per

Cumulative Project Buildout
employee employee
1 Calculated using the 2046 SJCOG travel demand model. VMT shown is only associated with employee travel between the
project and home.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

Mitigation TR-13 (Project Buildout): Implement Mitigation Measures TR-1a (Rule 9410) and TR-1b (TDM
Strategies).

The effectiveness of these measures would be similar under both baseline and cumulative conditions. The main
difference is that there is likely to be more robust transit service in the region under cumulative conditions. This

would enable the private shuttle to become more effective.
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Impact TR-14 Cumulatively Significant Adverse VMT Impacts Caused by University Project Land Use Component

The university's location a considerable distance from any existing or planned off-site student housing or staff
residence locations suggests that the university would not be considered a "VMT efficient” land use. The
proposed university would be much less transportation efficient than the other four-year private university
(University of Pacific) in Central Stockton. Buildout of the university is considered non-VMT efficient for reasons

cited above. Accordingly, this impact is considered cumulatively significant.

Mitigation TR-14 (University Buildout): Implement Mitigation Measure TR-1a (Rule 9410) and TDM Strategies 1,
2,4, and 5 from Mitigation Measure TR-1b (TDM Strategies).

Impact TR-15 Cumulatively Less Than Significant VMT Impacts Caused by Retail, Restaurant, Gas Station, Hotel,
VFW Tracy Post Project, and Electrified Truck and Auto Charging Lots Land Use Components

Similar to the finding under Existing Plus Project Buildout conditions, the project’s retail, restaurant, gas station,
hotel, VFW Tracy post project, and electrified truck and auto charging lots are considered local-serving uses
given that they will support the project’'s combined 14,953 warehouse employees, 372 office employees, and
5,000 university students (plus staff). Additionally, these uses are situated in close proximity to SR 132 and I-
580, thereby allowing short detours off each freeway for refueling/recharging. In this sense, they are ‘local-
serving' to these freeways. No further VMT analysis of these uses is conducted as their VMT impacts are less

than significant and no mitigation is required

Impact TR-16: Cumulatively Less Than Significant VMT Impacts Associated with Widening Chrisman Road Along

Project Frontage and MacArthur Drive within the project site

The section of Chapter 6 entitled “Project Roadway Widening Effect on VMT" concluded that under cumulative
conditions, the widening of Chrisman Road along the project frontage and the widening of MacArthur Drive
within the project site would not cause a net increase in travel and VMT. This conclusion was reached by adding
both roadway improvements to the City of Tracy cumulative travel demand model and calculating the total VMT
generated within the model boundary without and with the widenings in place. That same analysis also included
a discussion of the project’s potential to generate long-term induced VMT due to these roadway widenings. No
applicable evaluations were available to perform such analyses. Accordingly, this impact is cumulatively less

than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Impact TR-17: Conflicts with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities under

Cumulative Conditions

The project would not eliminate or adversely affect a planned bikeway or pedestrian facility in a way that would
preclude its construction. However, it would cause an inconsistency with several San Joaquin County General
Plan policies (1.3, 1.6, 1.10, 2.5, and 2.7) pertaining to providing multimodal transportation options, reducing
auto dependency, and eliminating gaps in the bikeway system. Under cumulative conditions, there would
continue to be no dedicated bicycle facilities between the project site and residential areas to the north (i.e,,
north of Linne Road). However, additional development is expected to occur, which will further increase the
need for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Given the project’s large number of employees and students and the
lack of any planned bicycle facilities to connect the project site with residential areas to the north, this impact is

considered cumulatively significant.

It is unlikely that project employees would choose to walk from the nearest residential areas in South Tracy.

Thus, the need for connecting pedestrian facilities is much less than the need for bicycle facility connectivity.

Mitigation TR-17 (Project Buildout): Implement TDM Strategy 3 from Mitigation Measure TR-1b (TDM Strategies).

Transit Services and Facilities

Impact TR-18: Cumulatively Inadequate Transit Service to Meet Demand

The project would not eliminate or adversely affect planned transit access as no service is currently provided or
planned in the immediate project vicinity. Background development in the region will increase the demand for
fixed-route bus service, and the project would further contribute to that increased demand. The lack of any
existing or planned fixed-route bus service to the area would lead to an unmet demand for transit service. This

impact is considered cumulatively significant.

Mitigation TR-18 (Project Buildout): Implement TDM Strategies 4 and 5 from Mitigation Measure TR-1b (TDM

Strategies)

Roadway Safety / Design Standards

Impact TR-19: Freeway Off-Ramp and State Highway Intersection Queues Exceed Available Storage Under

Cumulative Conditions
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Table 15 shows the AM and PM peak hour 95™ percentile queues at queuing study locations (located on the

State Highway System) under Cumulative Plus Project Buildout conditions. As shown, four of the seven locations

shown in this table would experience queuing that exceeds the available storage. This impact would be

significant.

Mitigation TR-19 (Project Buildout): The project applicant shall construct the geometric improvements described

in Table 30 (or an equivalent or more effective set of alternate improvements) and shown on Figure 23.

Table 30:

Recommended Improvements to Address Queuing Deficiencies — Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Facility

SR 132/Chrisman Road
interchange

14

15

16

17

Ahern Road/SR 33/1-5 SB
Ramps/Lehman Road

Chrisman Road/SR 132
WB Ramps

Chrisman Road/SR 132
EB Ramps

Chrisman Road/I-580 WB
Off-Ramp

Chrisman Road/I-580 EB
On-Ramp

Bird Road/SR 132 WB
Ramps

Notes:

Lead Agency

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Description of Improvement(s)

Interchange Improvements
Same as existing plus project improvement.

Intersection Improvements

Install traffic signal and widen westbound and eastbound approaches to consist of a left-
turn lane and a shared through/right lane. !

Same as existing plus project improvement.

Same as existing plus project improvement.

Widening of existing overcrossing or construction of second parallel overcrossing likely
needed for lane alignment with widened SR 132/Chrisman Road interchange.

Signalize intersection with lane configurations present.

" May require widening of at-grade railroad crossing situated on Lehman Road just west of SR 33.

Additional improvements may be required on County- or City-maintained roadways to maintain consistency with applicable LOS policy goals.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.

The effectiveness of these improvements was analyzed under Cumulative Plus Project Buildout conditions using

the SimTraffic microsimulation model. The results are shown in Table 31 and indicate that the proposed

improvements would reduce the extent of queuing such that all 95" percentile queues would be less than the

available storage. Refer to Appendix D of separately bound appendix for technical calculations.

Page 132




N Grant Line Rd \y 4

|
HTT_ X | _/—J | = V( §
|
7 | Eleventh St . /

] =
iRs==ccally @ \

o
g
el
i

g

'Sas 1

1)1

Schulte Rd

B
Banta Rd
S Bird Rd

—._J]llll
/_I

I Valpifi@

1\

I
| C

Logistics_Hub\Graphics\AINCEQA Report December 2024

~|Construct Class | or Il - Linne fd \ /
bike facility along V4
N MacArthur Drive . Vs
= Tracy Construct improvements = %% /
: Municipal along Jefferson School 5 || Construct V4
\E Himort Frontage = || Traffic Signal /

Coordinate with San Joaquin County| -

- 5
2 E = to post either “No Trucks Allowed” | g
S = £ 5 or "Local Trucks Only” signson |
= z g . = Durham Ferry Road
) = S JE—
e £ & 3
2 Construct physical improvements 4Aumam Ferry Rd
3 along the project frontage and 7 \
g within the project to accommodate
o STAA trucks A
5 )
; oo
I 44/"/1/0
o 0}.
2 o,
8 %
0—? W Kenner Rd
i Reconstruct Construct
g interchange 1 Traffic Signal
o W Vernalis Rd
& 1
s I
3 Widen Y )
2 . N
3 overcrossing \
5 i A
- Project Site City Boundary
Note:
Further discussions with various agencies are required to determine
the precise type of improvements, timing, and financial F]gure 23

responsibility.

The Pacific Gateway Local Transportation Analysis identifies various Recommended PhySICal Mltlgatlon
other intersection and roadway improvements that are required to Measures for Slgnlflcant |mpaCtS under

maintain the County's General Plan LOS policy. Those will be

o es, DLt gt consdered mitgations or - Cymulative Plus Project Buildout Conditions




Table 31:

95t Percentile Vehicle Queues — Cumulative Plus Project Conditions with Improvements

95th Percentile Queue (ft.) 2

Cumulative Plus Project Buildout

Cumulative No Conditions
. Available Project i i
Intersection Movement o\ @ ge’ Conditions Without With

Improvements Improvements?

AM PM AM PM AM PM

Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak

Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
10. Ahern Road/SR 33/1-5 SB WLBT/OTf:"/F;"f‘er 1250ft  153ft. 1,602ft. 240f. 1,623ft. 147ft  281ft

Ramps/Lehman Road

SBLT 175 ft. 8 ft. 43 ft. 9 ft. 37 ft. 20 ft. 32 ft.

WBOff-Ramp  geng o gen.  a0f, > 000 >1.500 Lo 40 ft.
4, Chrisman Road/sR 132 WB LT/TH ft. ft.
" Ramps _
WBOff-Ramp  genp s qief. 776 > 000 >15000 oan o
RT ft. ft.
15, Chrisman Road/SR 132 EB  EB Off-Ramp LT 805 ft 4 66 ft. 132 ft. > 1,500 > 1,500 608 ft. 511 ft.
Ramps ft. ft.
WB Off-Ramp 46 ¢ 13ft. 13ft. 332ft. 1,406 ft. 116 ft. 7 ft.
16, Chrisman Road/I-580 WB LT/TH
" Ramps 3
we o:TRamp 1,160 ft. - ; 65ft.  165f.  79ft 7 ft.
1g, Bird Road/SR 132 WB WBOffRamp | yoce g qgq  >1500 >1500 o
Ramps LT ft. ft.
Notes:

1. Defined as distance to the freeway off-ramp gore point.

2. 95th percentile queue based on output from SimTraffic model.

3. Refer to Table 30 for description of geometric modifications.

4. Amount of storage to be provided is unknown. For analysis purposes, it is assumed to be identical to existing conditions.
Bolded values represent a 95th percentile queue length that exceeds the available storage.

"> 1,500 " is shown to represent queuing that spills onto freeway mainline a considerable distance.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024.
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Impact TR-20: Increased Hazards due to Geometric Design Features under Cumulative Conditions

Additional development is expected to occur in the project vicinity under cumulative conditions. That
development, some of which is industrial-related, will increase traffic levels on roadways in the project vicinity.
Development of the project would generate a substantial amount of new truck trips, which have greater turning
radius requirements, pavement deterioration effects, and vehicle storage requirements than passenger vehicles.
The project’s contribution toward cumulative traffic growth and its proportion of trucks added is considered

cumulatively considerable. Therefore, this impact is considered cumulatively significant.

Mitigation TR-20 (Project Buildout): Implement Mitigation TR-7 (Construct Physical Improvements to San Joaquin

County Design Standards).

Impact TR-21: Increased Hazards due to Incompatible Land Uses on Durham Ferry Road under Cumulative

Conditions

Additional development is expected to occur in the project vicinity under cumulative conditions. That
development is expected to add approximately 100 trucks per day to Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman
Road. Project buildout (assuming no restrictions in truck travel are posted and enforced) would add an
additional 220 trucks per day. There are no truck weight restriction signs posted on Durham Ferry Road. As
shown on Figure 6, “Commercial Vehicles Over 7 Tons Prohibited” signs are posted in each direction of Bird
Road between Durham Ferry Road and Lehman Road. Thus, trucks of any weight traveling to/from the project
site and -5 to the north could use the I-5/SR 33 interchange via Durham Ferry Road. Trucks weighing less than
seven tons could use Lehman Road to Bird Road. Given that the project contributes about 69% of the growth
in truck traffic under cumulative conditions to Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman Road, its contribution is
considered cumulatively considerable. The increase in project truck trips to Durham Ferry Road east of Chrisman
Road would create an incompatibility with the adjacent rural residences. This impact is considered cumulatively

significant.

Mitigation TR-21 (Project Buildout): Implement Mitigation TR-9 (Post a combination of either “No Trucks Allowed”

or “Local Trucks only” signs on Durham Ferry Road between Chrisman Road and SR 33).

The addition of these signs would discourage trucks from using this segment of Durham Ferry Road east of

Chrisman Road. Depending on compliance with them, enforcement activities could also be necessary.
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Impact TR-22 Increased Hazards due to Incompatible Land Uses near Chrisman Road/Linne Road Intersection

under Cumulative Conditions

Project increases in traffic along the frontages of Jefferson School are considerable when compared to overall
traffic growth on this segment. Project trips are likely to cause conflicts with motorists entering/exiting Jefferson

School to drop-off or pick-up students. This impact is considered cumulatively significant.

Mitigation TR-22 (Project Buildout): Implement Mitigation TR-10 (Construct improvements along Jefferson School

frontages).
Impact TR-23: Increased Hazards due to Additional Vehicle/Train Conflicts under Cumulative Conditions

Additional development is expected to occur in the project vicinity under cumulative conditions. That
development is expected to add vehicle trips to the various at-grade railroad crossings in the project vicinity.
However, the project's contribution of passenger vehicle and truck trips to those at-grade railroad crossings
would be considerable based on the overall level of expected background growth and amount of project traffic.
Because the project would add cumulatively considerable levels of traffic to the two Chrisman Road crossings
shown in Table 28, the potential for increased conflicts between vehicles and trains at these two crossings is

considered a cumulatively significant impact.

Mitigation TR-24 (Project Buildout): Implement Mitigation Measures TR-11a and 11b (Fair Share Contributions

and At-grade Crossing Upgrades).
Impact TR-25: Increased Hazards Associated with Emergency Vehicle Response Times

The project includes an on-site fire station and robust on-site fire water distribution system and design elements
intended to prevent fires. The project would also be situated within the Tracy Rural Fire District and the San
Joaquin County Sheriff's District. Station 93 is situated on Durham Ferry Road four miles to the east of the
project site. Sutter Tracy Community Hospital is located in downtown Tracy, seven miles away. The Pacific
Gateway LTA documents how improvements are available to maintain acceptable levels of service (per the San
Joaquin County General Plan) at roadways and intersections throughout the study area under Cumulative Plus
Project Buildout conditions. That scenario contemplates traffic from additional development expected to occur
in the project vicinity under cumulative conditions. Emergency vehicles are not expected to experience undue
delays due to increased traffic in the area under cumulative conditions. This is a cumulatively less than

significant impact and no mitigation is required.
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Construction Impacts Discussion

Project development would entail extensive construction to install backbone site roadway infrastructure, erect
industrial and other buildings, and implement other project features. Improvements would be required to
Chrisman Road along the project frontage, Bird Road, MacArthur Drive, and Tracy Boulevard. Off-site
improvements are required at several different intersections and roadways as discussed previously. Among the

required improvements are replacement bridges across the California Aqueduct and Delta Mendota Canal.

The initial phase of project development (i.e., partial buildout of Gateway East and University Center) would only
require improvements at the six access points (two signalized accesses and four unsignalized accesses) along
Chrisman Road serving these uses. Image 7 shows Kier + Wright improvement drawings along Chrisman Road
at Gateway East. As shown, left- and right-turns lanes would be added to Chrisman Road at the B Street and
Private Industrial Driveway signalized intersections, requiring widening of Chrisman Road. However, that
widening would not require any modifications to the California Aqueduct bridge located just south of B Street.
Additionally, construction of these access points would not likely require any sustained closures of Chrisman

Road. Temporary lane shifts, and manual traffic control during workdays may be be required.

PHASE 1 CONDITION

H PRIVATE DRIVE
=z

(‘AUFORMA .
T Quy
B STREET

Image 7: Kier + Wright Improvement Drawings for Initial Phase Access from Chrisman Road (north is
facing to the right)

As the project develops beyond the initial phase, additional on-site and off-site construction will be necessary.
Due to the uncertainty of exact location and timing of subsequent phases, it is not possible to conclusively
describe and evaluate what types of construction effects could occur. Supplemental studies, development of

traffic control plans, etc. would be needed at that time.
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It is recommended that the project be conditioned to develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan. An
important part of that plan will relate to construction staging of bridge replacements of the California Aqueduct
and Delta Mendota Canal, and the need for some travel lanes to remain open. That plan should include
performance standards that should be met throughout project construction. Specific performance standards

that could be considered include:

e Construction-related trucks operate only on designated truck routes (i.e., not on Durham Ferry Road)

and do not idle or stage on any public streets.
e Construction-related employees do not park along public streets.
e Public streets are regularly maintained to be free of rocks and dirt.
e Construction hours and days of the week adhere to applicable policies.

The Construction Traffic Management Plan and any detour or construction traffic handling plans would be

subject to review and approval by the San Joaquin County Department of Public Works.
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Appendix A: Trip Distribution Model



Model Calibration for Central Valley Gateway (June 2021 Conditions)

Effect of variables

Purpose: This model uses a variety of demographic data to develop Travel Distance Effectiveness Variable (short) 1.3 Shorter commute distances have an added attraction for jobs paying $50,000/yr or less.
an independent estimate of expected commute shares to CVG for Discount for Well Above Average Education 0.4 Stiff penalty due to much lower likelihood that employed persons from that city will work at site.
each of the 15 cities shown. This is then compared to Streetlight Credit for for Well Below Average Education 1.1 Slight credit given for larger percentage of population without college decrease.
Data for calibration purposes. 1
Travel
% of Households  Percent of Percent of Census Mean Employed Persons Travel Distas CVG
Employed Making $50,000 per Population Population with Travel Time to Age 20-40 YO and Distance % of Factored Estimated StreetLight Data Inc.

Area Name Persons year or less Age 20-40 Bachelors or Higher  Work (min) without Bachelors (mi) Avg. Population Share Predicted Share
Lathrop city 9,800 24% 30% 19% 44.50 2,381 1496 57% 4,776 3.06% 5%
Lodi city 29,500 48% 27% 21% 26.30 6,292 39.00 149% 4,231 2.71% 2%
Manteca city 38,300 36% 27% 17% 39.80 8,583 16.80 64% 15,327 9.82% 12%
Ripon city 7,700 29% 23% 22% 27.40 1,381 2280 87% 1,652 1.06% 2%
Stockton city 125,600 36% 29% 19% 31.90 29,503 23.80 91% 37,190 23.83% 23%
Tracy city 44,700 20% 27% 22% 44.50 9,414 490 19% 52,397 33.57% 31%
Ceres city 20,200 45% 30% 11% 32.70 5,393 3460 132% 4,497 2.88% 3%
Modesto city 91,200 33% 28% 19% 28.70 20,684 30.60 117% 19,499 12.49% 11%
Oakdale city 10,100 46% 24% 20% 37.70 1,939 39.60 151% 1,284 0.82% 0%
Patterson city 9,900 35% 28% 14% 45.60 2,384 29.00 111% 2,371 1.52% 3%
Riverbank city 10,400 35% 32% 14% 29.60 2,862 4460 170% 1,851 1.19% 0%
Turlock city 32,400 34% 29% 25% 26.00 7,047 4460 170% 4,144 2.65% 2%
Pleasanton city 38,500 14% 21% 66% 35.60 2,749 26.20 100% 1,431 0.92%
Livermore city 47,300 18% 25% 45% 32.40 6,504 18.20 69% 3,898 2.50% 6%
Dublin city 33,000 13% 30% 68% 41.00 3,168 2820 108% 1,532 0.98%

548,600 151607 110,286 2892172 156,080 100% 100%

Weighted Avg. 28% Weighted Avg. 26.2

Source of Employment Levels: CA Employment Development Department (September 2022)
p://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.c

Source of Household Income (2018-2021 Inflation Adjusted Annual Average Household Income) F EHR 6’ P EER S

https://data.census.gov/cedsci

Source of Education and TT to work:
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table 10/27/22



http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/
https://data.census.gov/cedsci
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/

Central Valley Gateway Employee Residence Locations - Comparison of Calibrated Predictive Model to StreetLight Data

40.0%

35.0%  336%

31%
30.0%
25.0% 23.8%
23%
20.0%
15.0%
12% 12.5%
11%
9.8%
10.0%
6%
5%
5.0% 4.4%
3.1% 2.9% 3% 3%
0.0% -

Tracy city Stockton city Manteca city Modesto city Tri-Valley (East Lathrop city Ceres city Patterson city
Bay)

Percentage of Total Employees

M Calibrated Model ~ m StreetLight Data

Explanation of outliers:
1. City of Tracy share overestimated likely due to excess influence (within the model framework) of very short commute distance.

Conclusion:
This chart indicates that this model closely matches the data collected through StreetLight Data, Inc for employees at CVG.
Accordingly, the model is suitable to be applied to an alternate warehouse/logistics location within the same geographic proximity.

2.7% .79
° 2% 2% 27% g
in =m &
H =B ]
Lodi city Ripon city Turlock city
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Correlation of Househoold Income and Education

y % 0:1 | Percfe"t Relationship between Annual Household Income ($50k or less) and Education
ouseho o
ds Populatio 100%
Making n with
$50,000 Bachelor 90%
per year s or 20%
ormore Higher
Dublin city 87% 68% 0%
Pleasanton city 86% 66%
Livermore city 82% 45% 60%
Turlock city 66% 25%
Ripon city 71% 22% 50%
Tracy city 80% 22%
Lodi city 52% 21% 40%
Oakdale city 54% 20% .
Lathrop city 76% 19% 0%
Stockton city 64% 19% 20%
Modesto city 67% 19%
Manteca city 64% 17% 10%
Patterson city 65% 14% I
Riverbank city 65% 14% 0%
Ceres city 55% 11% & & Q Q Q QA & QA & < < Q Q QA )
Correlation Coeff = 0.763341 5 §° ?}(\@Q ) &o@ é\o& <&;\Qo“ /\@0* & \@?}e @o"? Cg\o“ b@‘}o (,\@,(”b Q}:,o‘\ (o"’& o &
L ms s g 3 g- Q\z'b"’ \~>AQ’ R ® N B Q° Y Q’z"é Q§®
3 nf 3
E. @ & Bethany Road E % E ........... i ;
g & AmaudolB g = = P B % of Households Making $50,000 per year or more m Percent of Population with Bachelors or Higher
4 8, c | S VWSt Sugar Rd
Q?,ﬁ) L !'8 B~
R = i i Brbor Avenue
Mascat Bl 5 { .

Correlation Coefficient 0.763341 F E H R & P E E R S

Grant Line Road 9/29/2022

I“ A correlation coefficient close to 1 indicates a strong correlation between the two datasets.

Conversely, a large negative correlation coefficient represents an opposing correlation, while a
correlation near zero represents no relationship between the datasets.

This outcome explains why only education level (and not household income) was used in the model calibration.
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40% of square footage in NEI. 60% in IPC and PP.



Model Application for Proposed Project

Travel Distance Effectiveness Variable (short)
Discount for Well Above Average Education
Credit for for Well Below Average Education

Travel
Percent of Percent of Employed Persons Distance % of Avg.
Employed Population Age Population with Age 20-40 O and Interim to PP Travel Factored

Area Name Persons 20-40 Bachelors or Higher  without Bachelors Share (mi) Dist Population
Lathrop city 9,800 30% 19% 2,381 2% 16.00 63% 4,316
Lodi city 29,500 27% 21% 6,292 6% 40.00 158% 3,987
Manteca city 38,300 27% 17% 8,583 8% 18.00 71% 13,826
Ripon city 7,700 23% 22% 1,381 1% 18.00 71% 2,023
Stockton city 125,600 29% 19% 29,503 27% 25.00 99% 26,322
Tracy city 44,700 27% 22% 9,414 9% 7.00 28% 35,449
Ceres city 20,200 30% 11% 5,393 5% 29.00 114% 5,185
Modesto city 91,200 28% 19% 20,684 19% 24.00 95% 19,222
Oakdale city 10,100 24% 20% 1,939 2% 39.00 154% 1,260
Patterson city 9,900 28% 14% 2,384 2% 22.00 87% 2,417
Riverbank city 10,400 32% 14% 2,862 3% 34.00 134% 2,134
Turlock city 32,400 29% 25% 7,047 6% 38.00 150% 4,700
Pleasanton city 38,500 21% 66% 2,749 2% 34.00 134% 1,066
Livermore city 47,300 25% 45% 6,504 6% 26.00 103% 3,297
Dublin city 33,000 30% 68% 3,168 3% 36.00 142% 1,160

548,600 151607 110,286  100% 2795247 126,363

WEIGHTED AVG 28% WEIGHTED AVG WEIGHTE 253 Note 1

Conclusions:

1. The proposed project location results in a slight decrease in average commute distance versus CVG (25.3 vs. 26.2 miles), which is a 3.4% decrease.
2. relative to CVG, proposed project location results in the followng shifts in employee residence locations:

- Tracy share decreases from 31% to 26% due to increased commute distance (and intervening opportunities)

- Modesto share increases from 11% to 14% due to decreased commute distance.

Effect of variables
1.3 Shorter commute distances have an added attraction for jobs paying
0.4 Stiff penalty due to much lower likelihood that employed persons fron
1.1 Slight credit given for larger (above-average) percentage of populatic

Model Predicted Distance-Adjusted

Proposed Calibrated Difference in Share StreetLight Inc. StreetLight
Project Model Share  due to new project Estimated Share for Estimate for
Share for CVG location CVG Proposed Project

3.42% 3.06% 0.36% 5% 5.4%
3.16% 2.71% 0.44% 2% 2.4%
10.94% 9.82% 1.12% 12% 13.1%
1.60% 1.06% 0.54% 2% 2.5%
20.83% 23.83% -3.00% 23% 20.0%
28.05% 33.57% -5.52% 31% 25.5%
4.10% 2.88% 1.22% 3% 4.2%
15.21% 12.49% 2.72% 11% 13.7%
1.00% 0.82% 0.17% 0% 0.2%
1.91% 1.52% 0.39% 3% 3.4%
1.69% 1.19% 0.50% 0% 0.5%
3.72% 2.65% 1.06% 2% 3.1%
0.84% 0.92% -0.07%
2.61% 2.50% 0.11% 6.0% 6.0%
0.92% 0.98% -0.06%
100% 100% 0% 100% 100%
Note 2 Note 3

Note 1: Applies the variables above (on a city-specific level) to the employed persons age 20-40 with
Note 2: Changes above or below 0.5% are highlighted in orange or green
Note 3: These totals were extrapolated from the StreetLight Data sum of 98% to 100%.
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Appendix B: Existing and Existing Plus Project Vehicle Queuing Calculations



SimTraffic Existing Conditions
GoldenSta AM Peak Hour

1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St Performance by movement

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.4 0 0 0 0.5
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0.1 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 1.4 1.4 34 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.4 2.4 0.1 0 3.7 3.8 0 1.6 0.4 1.2 0.1 0.1 0 14.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 42.7 42.2 19 5.2 44.6 49.2 15.2 2.6 38.2 42.6 9 29.2 28.6 2.2 20.3
Stop Delay (hr) 0.1 0.4 1.7 0.1 0 3.2 2 0 1.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0 9.6
Stop Del/Veh (s) 40.6 38.7 13.3 4.2 39.6 42.1 8 1.3 29.8 311 2.4 26.7 24.1 0.6 13.8
Total Stops 7 31 241 44 4 258 346 12 127 27 69 14 13 1 1194
Stop/Veh 0.88 0.89 0.54 0.57 1 0.95 0.39 0.35 0.83 0.84 0.14 0.78 0.72 0.05 0.48
Travel Dist (mi) 1 4.5 57.8 9.8 0.6 41.9 140.1 5.4 38.9 8 118.7 4.4 4.5 5 440.6
Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0.5 3.6 0.4 0.1 4.9 6.3 0.2 2.7 0.6 4.6 0.3 0.3 0.2 24.8
Avg Speed (mph) 8 8 16 23 9 9 22 31 15 14 28 16 17 31 18
Fuel Used (gal) 0 0.2 1.5 0.2 0 1.5 3.1 0.1 1.1 0.2 2.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 11.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 26.4 27.5 38 47.1 29.6 27.1 45.1 57.5 35.4 34.1 44.6 31.4 31.5 39.5 39.7
HC Emissions (g) 0 3 49 18 2 30 92 4 56 8 61 7 4 9 343
CO Emissions (g) 7 63 983 324 27 705 2178 100 1064 173 1837 128 88 159 7837
NOx Emissions (g) 0 6 129 44 3 63 250 10 134 20 178 18 11 24 892
Vehicles Entered 8 34 446 76 4 266 890 34 151 31 477 18 18 21 2474
Vehicles Exited 8 34 447 76 4 267 892 34 152 32 477 18 18 21 2480
Hourly Exit Rate 8 34 447 76 4 267 892 34 152 32 477 18 18 21 2480
Input Volume 7 37 456 74 4 272 891 34 150 30 482 20 19 19 2495
% of Volume 110 91 98 103 100 98 100 99 102 107 99 91 96 112 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Density (ft/veh) 413
Occupancy (veh) 0 1 4 0 0 5 6 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 24

10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement EBL EBR WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR SBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 4.1 0.2 0.3 2.4 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.4
Total Delay (hr) 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 5.8 3.2 7 6.8 5.6 0.8 1.1 14 0.7 0.9 2.9
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2
Stop Del/Veh (s) 3.9 3.1 4.5 3.8 4.4 0 0.1 0 0 0 14
Total Stops 3 13 88 8 29 0 0 0 0 0 141
Stop/Veh 1 1 0.99 1 1.12 0 0 0 0 0 0.33
Travel Dist (mi) 0.5 2.2 21.3 1.8 6.3 0.2 14 36.2 1.6 20.5 92
Travel Time (hr) 0 0.1 1 0.1 0.3 0 0 0.7 0 0.4 2.8
Avg Speed (mph) 22 23 21 21 21 40 40 50 41 53 34
Fuel Used (gal) 0 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2 0 0 1.1 0 0.6 2.7
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 42.6 39.4 37.9 36.4 32.6 33.8 41.5 32.8 44.6 33.5 34.5
HC Emissions (g) 0 3 22 2 28 0 0 34 4 49 144
CO Emissions (g) 6 41 377 38 423 4 22 1126 82 1129 3248
NOx Emissions (g) 1 7 57 6 68 0 2 115 10 135 400
Vehicles Entered 3 13 88 8 26 1 7 175 8 93 422
Vehicles Exited 3 13 88 8 26 1 7 175 8 93 422
Hourly Exit Rate 3 13 88 8 26 1 7 175 8 93 422
Input Volume 4 12 91 8 24 1 7 176 8 93 424
% of Volume 75 106 97 97 109 100 100 100 97 100 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh) 3209
Occupancy (veh) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement WBL WBT WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0 0.2 0.2 0 0 0.1

Total Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.2

Total Del/Veh (s) 5 2.8 1.7 0.5 2.2 1.2 1.3

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 4 2.8 0 0 1.2 0.3 0.2

Total Stops 1 0 8 0 0 5 0 14

Stop/Veh 1 1 0 0 0.28 0 0.03

Travel Dist (mi) 0.3 0 1.5 46.7 25.1 3.6 36.8 114

Travel Time (hr) 0 0 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.9 2.6

Avg Speed (mph) 27 27 23 51 47 36 40 45

Fuel Used (gal) 0 0 0.1 1.3 0.6 0.1 1.7 3.8

Fuel Eff. (mpg) 25 12.1 19.3 35.1 42.7 33.6 215 29.8

HC Emissions (g) 0 0 10 28 39 17 82 176

CO Emissions (g) 13 3 198 1143 969 338 2544 5209

NOx Emissions (g) 1 0 27 103 106 42 237 515



Vehicles Entered 1
Vehicles Exited 1
Hourly Exit Rate 1
Input Volume 2
% of Volume 50
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0

13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd Performance by movement

Movement EBL
Denied Delay (hr) 0
Denied Del/Veh (s)

Total Delay (hr) 0
Total Del/Veh (s)

Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s)

Total Stops 0
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi) 0.1
Travel Time (hr) 0
Avg Speed (mph) 24
Fuel Used (gal) 0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 30.1
HC Emissions (g) 1
CO Emissions (g) 14
NOx Emissions (g) 2
Vehicles Entered 0
Vehicles Exited 0
Hourly Exit Rate 0
Input Volume 1
% of Volume 0
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0

14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp Performance by movement

Movement WBL
Denied Delay (hr) 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.4
Total Delay (hr) 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 4.7
Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 2.8
Total Stops 7
Stop/Veh 1
Travel Dist (mi) 1.1
Travel Time (hr) 0
Avg Speed (mph) 28
Fuel Used (gal) 0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 43
HC Emissions (g) 1
CO Emissions (g) 23
NOx Emissions (g) 2
Vehicles Entered 7
Vehicles Exited 7
Hourly Exit Rate 7
Input Volume 7
% of Volume 97
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0

15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement EBL

Denied Delay (hr) 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1
Total Delay (hr) 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 5.3
Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 4.3
Total Stops 14
Stop/Veh 1

Travel Dist (mi) 2.3

O O OO0 o0 o o
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Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0 0.6 0 0.2 0.1 1
Avg Speed (mph) 27 31 23 20 20 31 24
Fuel Used (gal) 0.1 0 0.8 0 0.1 0.1 1.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 41.2 46.4 17.2 28.8 55.8 22.3 22.4
HC Emissions (g) 7 0 40 0 17 15 80
CO Emissions (g) 127 6 1172 14 278 354 1950
NOx Emissions (g) 18 1 113 1 39 38 209
Vehicles Entered 14 5 150 8 63 38 278
Vehicles Exited 14 5 149 8 63 38 277
Hourly Exit Rate 14 5 149 8 63 38 277
Input Volume 15 4 154 8 65 35 281
% of Volume 93 118 97 103 97 108 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh) 1742
Occupancy (veh) 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

16: S Chrisman Road & 1-580 WB Off Ramp Performance by movement

Movement WBR NBT SBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0.1 0 0 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 3.9 0 0 2.4
Total Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.4 0.6 1.2 1.2
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0 0 0
Total Stops 0 0 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 21.2 3.3 3.6 28.1
Travel Time (hr) 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.9
Avg Speed (mph) 35 51 41 37
Fuel Used (gal) 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.7
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 47.9 41.6 21.8 40.9
HC Emissions (g) 37 1 21 59
CO Emissions (g) 751 38 513 1301
NOx Emissions (g) 98 4 54 156
Vehicles Entered 115 33 41 189
Vehicles Exited 114 33 41 188
Hourly Exit Rate 114 33 41 188
Input Volume 118 34 39 191
% of Volume 97 96 106 98
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh) 3985
Occupancy (veh) 1 0 0 1

17: S Chrisman Road & [-580 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement NBT NBR SBL SBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1 0 0 0.1
Total Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.3 1.8 0.7 0.7 0.6
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0 0.1 0 0
Total Stops 0 0 1 0 1
Stop/Veh 0 0 0.05 0 0.01
Travel Dist (mi) 6.7 0.6 1.9 2 11.2
Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.2
Avg Speed (mph) 55 38 31 50 47
Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0 0 0.1 0.3
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 37.1 78.9 54.1 29.3 38.5
HC Emissions (g) 1 0 5 6 13
CO Emissions (g) 91 2 103 144 341
NOx Emissions (g) 10 0 14 15 39
Vehicles Entered 33 3 20 21 77
Vehicles Exited 33 3 20 21 77
Hourly Exit Rate 33 3 20 21 77
Input Volume 34 3 20 20 77
% of Volume 96 92 99 108 100
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0 0 0 0

18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement EBL EBR NBT NBR SBL SBT All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0 0.4 3.9 0.1 0 0.7



Total Delay (hr) 0

Total Del/Veh (s) 4.9
Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 2.9
Total Stops 2
Stop/Veh 1
Travel Dist (mi) 0.2
Travel Time (hr) 0
Avg Speed (mph) 20
Fuel Used (gal) 0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 50.5
HC Emissions (g) 0
CO Emissions (g) 0
NOx Emissions (g) 0
Vehicles Entered 2
Vehicles Exited 2
Hourly Exit Rate 2
Input Volume 3
% of Volume 67
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0

19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps Performance by movement

Movement EBL EBR
Denied Delay (hr) 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0
Total Delay (hr) 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 5.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 3.7
Total Stops 3
Stop/Veh 1
Travel Dist (mi) 0.2
Travel Time (hr)

Avg Speed (mph) 15
Fuel Used (gal) 0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 43.7
HC Emissions (g) 0
CO Emissions (g) 0
NOx Emissions (g) 0
Vehicles Entered 3
Vehicles Exited 3
Hourly Exit Rate 3
Input Volume 3
% of Volume 100
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0

22: External Performance by approach

Approach SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0
Total Delay (hr) 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.5
Stop Delay (hr) 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0

0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0
Travel Dist (mi) 41
Travel Time (hr) 0.1
Avg Speed (mph) 54
Fuel Used (gal) 0.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 35.4
HC Emissions (g) 7
CO Emissions (g) 182
NOx Emissions (g) 20
Vehicles Entered 19
Vebhicles Exited 19
Hourly Exit Rate 19
Input Volume 18
% of Volume 104
Denied Entry Before 0
Denied Entry After 0

Density (ft/veh)

0.1
4.6
0.1
3.7

50

4.7
0.3
18
0.1
46.4
26
367

0

0
0.1
4.3
0.1
3.2
93
1
5.6
0.4
15
0.1
49.7
31
429
59
93
93
93
91
102

35.4

182
20
19
19
19
18

104

o oo bho

16.7
0.4
44
0.7
24.6
226
4027
599
106
106
106
110
9%

0

0

0
1.8
0
0.3
6
0.07
11.6
0.4
31
0.3
36.9
91
1534
237
84
84
84
89
95

42.3
75
1304
187
53
52
52
52
100

0.1
24.3
38
681
100
24
24
24
24
98

29.3

v~ bbb w
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34.7
25
453
64
26
26
26
26
99

0.1
1.9

1.4

15.9
0.7
22
11
13.9
267
4458
721
116
116
116
112
103

0
0.1

0.1

0.1
1.6
0.1
11
52
0.16
46.3

0

0.2
2.5
0.1
1.4
102
0.43
24.6
0.9
26
0.7
36.6
185
3106
461
238
238
238
242
98

2811



Occupancy (veh)

24: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

0 0

0 0
0.4 0.4
1.2 1.2
0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0
179.3 179.3
6.2 6.2
29 29
4.6 4.6
38.7 38.7
144 144
2634 2634
388 388
1050 1050
1054 1054
1054 1054
1059 1059
100 100
0 0

0 0

6 6

25: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

0 0

0 0
0.2 0.2
0.7 0.7
0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0
120 120
2.4 2.4
50 50
4 4
29.8 29.8
215 215
6166 6166
620 620
941 941
942 942
942 942
941 941
100 100
0 0

0 0

2 2

26: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered

All

0 0

0 0

0 0
0.8 0.8
0 0
0.1 0.1
0 0

0 0
4.3 4.3
0.1 0.1
31 31
0.2 0.2
17.2 17.2
25 25
530 530
68 68
23 23



Vehicles Exited 23 23

Hourly Exit Rate 23 23

Input Volume 24 24

% of Volume 98 98

Denied Entry Before 0 0

Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

27: External Performance by approach

Approach NB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0

Total Delay (hr) 0 0

Total Del/Veh (s) 1.7 1.7

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.4 0.4

Total Stops 0 0

Stop/Veh 0 0

Travel Dist (mi) 26.5 26.5

Travel Time (hr) 0.9 0.9

Avg Speed (mph) 31 31

Fuel Used (gal) 1 1

Fuel Eff. (mpg) 27.2 27.2

HC Emissions (g) 32 32

CO Emissions (g) 881 881

NOx Emissions (g) 97 97

Vehicles Entered 102 102

Vehicles Exited 102 102

Hourly Exit Rate 102 102

Input Volume 102 102

% of Volume 100 100

Denied Entry Before 0 0

Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

28: External Performance by approach

Approach SB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0

Total Delay (hr) 0.3 0.3

Total Del/Veh (s) 3.1 3.1

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2

Total Stops 0 0

Stop/Veh 0 0

Travel Dist (mi) 95.2 95.2

Travel Time (hr) 2.9 2.9

Avg Speed (mph) 33 33

Fuel Used (gal) 4.3 4.3

Fuel Eff. (mpg) 22.4 22.4

HC Emissions (g) 220 220

CO Emissions (g) 5700 5700

NOx Emissions (g) 653 653

Vehicles Entered 357 357

Vehicles Exited 354 354

Hourly Exit Rate 354 354

Input Volume 364 364

% of Volume 97 97

Denied Entry Before 0 0

Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 3 3

29: 11th St Performance by movement

Movement EBT WBT All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 1.3 1.4
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.5 4.3 3
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0.1 0.1
Total Stops 0 1 1
Stop/Veh 0 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 88.5 147.1 235.6
Travel Time (hr) 2 4.7 6.8



Avg Speed (mph) 44 31
Fuel Used (gal) 2.2 5.5
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 39.4 26.5
HC Emissions (g) 101 201
CO Emissions (g) 2373 6073
NOx Emissions (g) 315 606
Vehicles Entered 543 1069
Vehicles Exited 543 1070
Hourly Exit Rate 543 1070
Input Volume 553 1062
% of Volume 98 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 2 5

30: 11th St Performance by movement

Movement WBT
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0.3
Total Delay (hr) 1.2 0.4
Total Del/Veh (s) 4.8 1.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0
Total Stops 8 0
Stop/Veh 0.01 0
Travel Dist (mi) 147.7 141.9
Travel Time (hr) 4.6 3
Avg Speed (mph) 32 49
Fuel Used (gal) 8.8 4.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 16.7 33.6
HC Emissions (g) 303 183
CO Emissions (g) 12184 5879
NOx Emissions (g) 897 522
Vehicles Entered 933 1187
Vehicles Exited 931 1187
Hourly Exit Rate 931 1187
Input Volume 949 1193
% of Volume 98 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 5 3
69: External Performance by approach
Approach

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.3 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 41 4.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0.2 0.2
Stop Del/Veh (s) 2.9 2.9
Total Stops 51 51
Stop/Veh 0.22 0.22
Travel Dist (mi) 20.5 20.5
Travel Time (hr) 0.8 0.8
Avg Speed (mph) 25 25
Fuel Used (gal) 1.3 1.3
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 16 16
HC Emissions (g) 109 109
CO Emissions (g) 2492 2492
NOx Emissions (g) 293 293
Vehicles Entered 226 226
Vehicles Exited 226 226
Hourly Exit Rate 226 226
Input Volume 231 231
% of Volume 98 98
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1
72: External Performance by approach
Approach NB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0

Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1

35
7.8
30.3
303
8445
920
1612
1613
1613
1616
100
0

0
585

0.1
0.2
1.6
2.7

0.1

289.6
7.6
39
13.1
22.2
486
18063
1419
2120
2118
2118
2142
99

515



Total Del/Veh (s) 1.2 1.2

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 46.5 46.5
Travel Time (hr) 1 1
Avg Speed (mph) 47 47
Fuel Used (gal) 1.6 1.6
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 29.6 29.6
HC Emissions (g) 103 103
CO Emissions (g) 2417 2417
NOx Emissions (g) 303 303
Vehicles Entered 201 201
Vebhicles Exited 201 201
Hourly Exit Rate 201 201
Input Volume 200 200
% of Volume 100 100
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

73: External Performance by approach

Approach SE All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.6
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
0 0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 48.3 48.3
Travel Time (hr) 0.9 0.9
Avg Speed (mph) 53 53
Fuel Used (gal) 1.3 1.3
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 38.3 38.3
HC Emissions (g) 95 95
CO Emissions (g) 2177 2177
NOx Emissions (g) 269 269
Vehicles Entered 177 177
Vehicles Exited 177 177
Hourly Exit Rate 177 177
Input Volume 176 176
% of Volume 101 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

75: External Performance by approach

Approach SW All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.5 1.5
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.3 0.3
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 2.6 2.6
Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0.1
Avg Speed (mph) 27 27
Fuel Used (gal) 0.1 0.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 25.8 25.8
HC Emissions (g) 4 4
CO Emissions (g) 94 94
NOx Emissions (g) 12 12
Vehicles Entered 14 14
Vehicles Exited 14 14
Hourly Exit Rate 14 14
Input Volume 15 15
% of Volume 92 92
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0



76: External Performance by approach

Approach NB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
0 0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 1.9 1.9
Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0.1
Avg Speed (mph) 24 24
Fuel Used (gal) 0.1 0.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 30.7 30.7
HC Emissions (g) 6 6
CO Emissions (g) 96 96
NOx Emissions (g) 15 15
Vehicles Entered 8 8
Vehicles Exited 8 8
Hourly Exit Rate 8 8
Input Volume 8 8
% of Volume 97 97
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

78: NB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement EBL EBT
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.4 0.4
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 23 0.2
Travel Time (hr) 0.8 0
Avg Speed (mph) 30 25
Fuel Used (gal) 0.9 0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 24.8 14.8
HC Emissions (g) 55 3
CO Emissions (g) 1509 52
NOx Emissions (g) 152 8
Vehicles Entered 113 1
Vehicles Exited 113 2
Hourly Exit Rate 113 2
Input Volume 120 1
% of Volume 94 267
Denied Entry Before 0

Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 0

79: External Performance by approach

Approach WB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
0 0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 9.7 9.7
Travel Time (hr) 0.3 0.3
Avg Speed (mph) 30 30
Fuel Used (gal) 0.6 0.6
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 15.7 15.7
HC Emissions (g) 25 25
CO Emissions (g) 892 892
NOx Emissions (g) 73 73
Vehicles Entered 74 74

Vehicles Exited 74 74

SBR

38.1

111
19

o O

97

All

25.6
0.9
29

25.5
65
1671
179
123
124
124
130
96

3149



Hourly Exit Rate 74 74

Input Volume 76 76
% of Volume 97 97
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

80: External Performance by approach

Approach SB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.5 0.5
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 314 31.4
Travel Time (hr) 0.9 0.9
Avg Speed (mph) 37 37
Fuel Used (gal) 1.4 1.4
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 22.8 22.8
HC Emissions (g) 94 94
CO Emissions (g) 2403 2403
NOx Emissions (g) 266 266
Vehicles Entered 113 113
Vehicles Exited 113 113
Hourly Exit Rate 113 113
Input Volume 120 120
% of Volume 94 94
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

81: External Performance by approach

Approach WB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 2.8 2.8
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.7
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 11.7 11.7
Travel Time (hr) 0.4 0.4
Avg Speed (mph) 32 32
Fuel Used (gal) 0.6 0.6
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 18.3 18.3
HC Emissions (g) 31 31
CO Emissions (g) 912 912
NOx Emissions (g) 90 90
Vehicles Entered 61 61
Vebhicles Exited 60 60
Hourly Exit Rate 60 60
Input Volume 60 60
% of Volume 100 100
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

82: External Performance by approach

Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.4 1.4
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.5 0.5
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 28.4 28.4
Travel Time (hr) 1.3 1.3

Avg Speed (mph) 23 23



Fuel Used (gal) 1 1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 28.7 28.7
HC Emissions (g) 15 15
CO Emissions (g) 468 468
NOx Emissions (g) 50 50
Vehicles Entered 166 166
Vehicles Exited 166 166
Hourly Exit Rate 166 166
Input Volume 160 160
% of Volume 104 104
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1
84: External Performance by approach
Approach

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.4 0.4
Total Del/Veh (s) 5.2 5.2
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.6
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 51.4 51.4
Travel Time (hr) 1.6 1.6
Avg Speed (mph) 32 32
Fuel Used (gal) 33 3.3
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 15.5 15.5
HC Emissions (g) 107 107
CO Emissions (g) 4566 4566
NOx Emissions (g) 317 317
Vehicles Entered 271 271
Vehicles Exited 272 272
Hourly Exit Rate 272 272
Input Volume 268 268
% of Volume 101 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 2 2
85: External Performance by approach
Approach

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.2 0.2
Total Del/Veh (s) 8.1 8.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.7
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 16.5 16.5
Travel Time (hr) 0.5 0.5
Avg Speed (mph) 35 35
Fuel Used (gal) 1 1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 16.6 16.6
HC Emissions (g) 78 78
CO Emissions (g) 1977 1977
NOx Emissions (g) 217 217
Vehicles Entered 71 71
Vehicles Exited 71 71
Hourly Exit Rate 71 71
Input Volume 72 72
% of Volume 98 98
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0
103: External Performance by approach
Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0

Total Del/Veh (s) 1.7 1.7



Stop Delay (hr) 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.5 0.5
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 14.1 14.1
Travel Time (hr) 0.5 0.5
Avg Speed (mph) 29 29
Fuel Used (gal) 0.9 0.9
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 14.8 14.8
HC Emissions (g) 162 162
CO Emissions (g) 2949 2949
NOx Emissions (g) 441 441
Vehicles Entered 71 71
Vehicles Exited 71 71
Hourly Exit Rate 71 71
Input Volume 73 73
% of Volume 97 97
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

111: External Performance by approach

Approach NB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
0 0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 3.5 3.5
Travel Time (hr) 0.1 0.1
Avg Speed (mph) 43 43
Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 23.2 23.2
HC Emissions (g) 36 36
CO Emissions (g) 667 667
NOx Emissions (g) 97 97
Vehicles Entered 27 27
Vehicles Exited 27 27
Hourly Exit Rate 27 27
Input Volume 27 27
% of Volume 99 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

112: External Performance by approach

Approach SB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.4 1.4
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.6
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 27.4 27.4
Travel Time (hr) 0.9 0.9
Avg Speed (mph) 31 31
Fuel Used (gal) 1.5 1.5
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 18 18
HC Emissions (g) 450 450
CO Emissions (g) 7863 7863
NOx Emissions (g) 1195 1195
Vehicles Entered 166 166
Vehicles Exited 166 166
Hourly Exit Rate 166 166
Input Volume 161 161
% of Volume 103 103
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1



115: External Performance by approach

Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 9 9
Travel Time (hr) 0.4 0.4
Avg Speed (mph) 23 23
Fuel Used (gal) 0.6 0.6
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 15.6 15.6
HC Emissions (g) 134 134
CO Emissions (g) 2169 2169
NOx Emissions (g) 366 366
Vehicles Entered 56 56
Vehicles Exited 56 56
Hourly Exit Rate 56 56
Input Volume 57 57
% of Volume 98 98
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

116: External Performance by approach

Approach WB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
0 0

Total Stops

Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 4.6 4.6
Travel Time (hr) 0.2 0.2
Avg Speed (mph) 25 25
Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 24.4 24.4
HC Emissions (g) 42 42
CO Emissions (g) 636 636
NOx Emissions (g) 105 105
Vehicles Entered 93 93
Vehicles Exited 93 93
Hourly Exit Rate 93 93
Input Volume 98 98
% of Volume 95 95
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

118: Bend Performance by approach

Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 6 6
Travel Time (hr) 0.2 0.2
Avg Speed (mph) 30 30
Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 26.9 26.9
HC Emissions (g) 50 50
CO Emissions (g) 761 761
NOx Emissions (g) 137 137
Vehicles Entered 52 52
Vehicles Exited 52 52

Hourly Exit Rate 52 52



Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

120: Bend Performance by approach

Approach EB
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

52
100

0
0.2
0

25
0.1
25.2
35
537

95
95
95
94
101

Total Network Performance

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Pee 10/29/2024

1.6
1.3
42.7
34.7
27.6
22.5
3094
0.7
2245.5
99.8
23
84.2
26.7
5070
120010
13908
4354
4353
4353
13937
31

0

0

601
98

Queuing al Existing Conditions

GoldenSta AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served UL
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)

132
42
97

52
100

0.4
15
101
1627
276
93
93
93
98
95

EB

258
130
219
670

0.1

0.3

0.1

9.9
0.5
21
0.6
17.6
136
2163
363
188
188
188
192

243
105
204
670

137
44
106

394
205
351

307
149
263
792

297
133
245
792

NB
LT
59 525
10 178
39 422
1345

NB

SB
LTR
170 120
61 27
195 79

1299



Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 170 320 640 260
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 3 0 39
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0 190

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB EB WB WB NB
Directions Served LT R LT R UL
Maximum Queue (ft) 53 77 136 86 8
Average Queue (ft) 4 14 56 36 0
95th Queue (ft) 27 52 114 96 4
Link Distance (ft) 896 1280

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25 25 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 10 3

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 2 3

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R TR L
Maximum Queue (ft) 17 85 10 85
Average Queue (ft) 1 11 1 9
95th Queue (ft) 9 52 9 49
Link Distance (ft) 1028 1368

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25 180
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 78 117 131 126
Average Queue (ft) 15 33 57 57
95th Queue (ft) 49 80 111 107
Link Distance (ft) 919 783 1068 860

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT R LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 116 89 28 6
Average Queue (ft) 13 48 2 0
95th Queue (ft) 74 114 15 7
Link Distance (ft) 868 310 431

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 84 10 156
Average Queue (ft) 17 1 35
95th Queue (ft) 59 6 114
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & |-580 WB Off Ramp
Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)



Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & 1-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 31
Average Queue (ft) 2
95th Queue (ft) 18
Link Distance (ft) 466

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB NB SB
Directions Served LT R R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 27 168 3 7
Average Queue (ft) 2 72 0 0
95th Queue (ft) 16 143 4 5
Link Distance (ft) 444 444

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 600 215
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB NB SB
Directions Served L R L TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 31 173 116 6
Average Queue (ft) 3 98 15 0
95th Queue (ft) 17 158 72 7
Link Distance (ft) 265 265 606

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 295
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: 11th St

Movement EB EB
Directions Served T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 117
Average Queue (ft) 1 5
95th Queue (ft) 24 80
Link Distance (ft) 792 792

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & Logistics Center Driveway



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road & University Driveway

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 12

Fehr & Pee 10/29/2024



SimTraffic | Existing Conditions

Golden Sta PM Peak Hour

1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St Performance by movement

Movement EBU
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

EBL
0
0.1
0.3
45.9
0.3
41.2
20
0.91
2.9
0.4

0.1
25.3

2
22
22
22
24
93

0
0.1
0.6

47.8
0.5
42.7
39
0.93
5.5
0.7

8
0.2

24.5

0

21.8
33
14.5
453
0.54
109.7
7.5
15
2.9
37.8
59
1236
157
828
825
825
822
100
0

0

EBR

0
0.1
03
6.9
0.2

68
0.5
18.1
0.9
21
0.4
47.6
15
353
37
136
135
135
132
102
0

0

10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement EBL
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

EBR
0

N o
N O R

N
o

OO0OO0ORrRrRrOOOOOO Lo

0
4.2

5.2

5.1
18

2.9
0.2
21
0.1
41.3

17
18
18
18
100

0
0.2
0.4

10.7
0.3
8.4

132

0.99

31.8
1.7

19
0.9
351
52
827
128
131
131
131
135

11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate

WBL

WBT

¢ » u
cbruumoiNOOO

o

ONOOOOROOO

WBT

NBT

OO, U1 ON O

O
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104
103
103

WBU

WBR

NBR

WBL

0

0

0.1
124.9
0.1
113

15

0.4

0.1

16.6

22

W NDNDNDN

67

NBL

2.4

6.2

5.1
12

2.8
0.1
20
0.1
31
15
223

SBU

41.2
50
1078
131
80
80
80

WBT

0.2
2.3
9.3
104.7
8.4
94.5
412
1.28
49.3
10.9

3.1
15.9
24
665
52
316
311
311
315

NBT

=
m L oo oo

o
w
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0.6

w
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100

SBL

I © ©
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w
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0.2
0.9
2.8
16.4
1.7
10
258
0.43
94
4.6
21
2.5
37
98
2429
264
604
601
601
589
102
0

1

316
21
747
69
111
111
111
112
99

oo R oo o

0.15
5.6
0.2

37
0.1
38.8
11
242
28
27
27
27

WBR

SBT

o wnnooo

15
10
0.38
4.1
0.1
32
0.1
52.4

63

26
26
26
25
105
0

0

0.2
1.7

0.3
0

93.8
2.2
42
3.8
24.9
168
4915
511
454
455
455

NBL

All

0
13
15

43.3
1.2
36.1
103
0.85
30.7
23
14
0.9
335
50
922
119
120
119
119
123
97

0
3.5

1.2

0.4

0.12
3.4
0.1

40
0.1
38.4
18
350
43
16
16
16
17
94

0.1
0.3
15
0.1
0.3
18
0.03
150
35
43
5.3
28.3
247
6929
742
682
682
682

0
13
0.3

45
0.2
34.6
20
0.8
6.2
0.5
14
0.2
331

111
13
24
25
25
25

101

0
0

34.9
82
2315
255
327
327
327
323
101
0

0

0.5
3.3
11
7.6
0.3
1.9
52
0.1
122.7
4.7
29
2.7
45.7
54
1680
165
493
493
493
489
101
0

0

0.1
0.5
0.6
3.7
0.4
2.1
171
0.27
138.2
4.2
34

34.6
191
4542
540
627
628
628
630
100
0

0
2128

SBT
0
0.2
0.4
34.5
0.4
31.6
36
0.8
11
0.8
14
0.4
29.3
12
242
32
44
44
a4
43
102
0
0

0
0.2
0.2

35.2
0.2
30.7
15
0.79
4.6
0.3
14
0.2
30.6

39

19
19
19
18
107
0

0

All

0.2
0.1
6.1

0.14
8.3
0.3

27
0.2
39.8

68

35
35
35
34
103

0.9
1.2
21.8
28.80
16.8
22.1
1494
0.55
467.6
341
14
13.9
33.7
325
7898
860
2710
2698
2698
2681
101

302
33



Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd Performance by movement

Movement EBL
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp Performance by movement

Movement

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

WBL

EBT

WBT

(Yol ) I o) I o) I \S]

65

o

EBR
0
0.2
0.4
13.7
0.2
6.7
99
0.99
17.7
0.8
23
0.5
36.5

361
24
99

100

100

101
99

WBR

N NNNORPRORNO

100

WBL

0
0.2
0.1
6.2
0.1
5.4

52
0.98
9.3
0.4
25
0.3
35.3

172

52
52
52
49
106

NBL
0
4.2
0
0.8
0
0.3
8
0.3
4.5
0.2
31
0.1
50.2
10
173
25
27
27
27
27

0
0.2
0.1
9.3

7.8
22

33
0.2
17
0.1
34.8

47

22
22
22
24
92

¢ =
Mo NMoOoOO

0.12
0.5

. N
0 00 00, O ONOWUm

N
o O 0 O

0
0.2
0.1

6.4
27

4.1
0.2
18
0.1
36.8

49

27
27
27
26
103

oOwomrooo

11.6
0.4
29
0.8
13.9
33
1218
93
170
170
170
167
102

0
0.2
0.1

0.1
4.4
60

9.1
0.5
19
0.2
38.6

35

60
60
60
62
97

0
0.2
0.1
1.4

1441
118
178
178
178
180

99

15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement EBL
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)

EBT

0
0.2
0.2
5.9
0.1
3.6
103

16.9
0.7
26
0.4
391
13
394

EBR
0
0.1
0
10.8

4.4

0.8

24

39.2

39

NBT

37.7

99

0.02
7.2
03

24
0.4
18
34
764

33.7

29

= o
oNOoOoooooio

w
onN

41.3

0.2
0.3
12.6
0.1
4.4
99
0.99
20.2
0.7
28
0.5
40.9
30
745
77
99
99
99
102

0.4
0.1
1.2

0.2
17
0.04
33.8

34
1.6
21
90
2886
240
405
405
405
408
99

2544

0.1
0.4
3.1
0.1
1.2
140
0.34
42
1.6
27
13
315
82
2073

NBR

676
101

1610

SBL

0.5
0.5
215
0.3
15.4
76

12.5
0.8
16
0.4
33.7

246
14
76
76
76
78
98

SBT

0.1
0.5

27.7
1.8
16
389
0.99
64.1
4.3
15
1.9
33.8
50
1555
120
390
390
390
384
101

SBR

All

0.5

24.7

20.4

1.2

0.1

14

30.7

60

U N N NN

133

o o

0.1
0.4
4.6
19.3
2.7
11.4
847
0.99
144.4
8.1
18
4.1
355
108
3380
279
848
848
848
843
101

454



NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

37
102
103
103
102
101

0
0

S 00 n

125

0

11
20
20
20
19
107
0

0

93
85
84
84
82
102
0

0

16: S Chrisman Road & 1-580 WB Off Ramp Performance by movement

Movement

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

WBL WBR
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100

NBT

0.1
4.1

0
1.1
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11.7
0.3
40
0.5
231
41
1084
108
131
131
131
128
102

17:S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp Performance by movement

Movement
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)

NBT NBR
0
0.1
0

34.8
12
273
36
30
30
30
31
96

EBL EBT
0
0
0.1
6
0
2.7
40
1
3.8
0.2
19
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9.4
0.3

30
0.2
57.5
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25
96
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100

NBT
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2.6
18

1.7
0.1
20

234
25
38
38
38
36

107

NBR

0
0.2
0.1
6.4

0
2.8

35

1
5.5
0.3

22

12
12
12
13
94

0.1
11
0.1
0.9

0.1

0.01
25.8
0.7
39
0.8
313
79
1798
210
223
223
223
216
103

4524

o
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0.01
19.3
0.5
38
0.5
41.5
31
719
85
165
165
165
164
101

3091

0
4.1
0

6

0
2.6
29
1
4.5
0.2
22

76
76
76
81
94

0.3

7.6

2.9

1.1

0.1
20

65
113
112
112
111
101

0
0

ohooo

2.8
10

1.3
0.1
20

222
413
412
412
413
100
0

0
1146

0.9
0.3
6.2
0.1
2.7
148

18.7
0.9
21



Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

0.1
50.9

40
40
40
41
97

49.2

26

N 00 00 00 b

110

o

52.6

81
13
18
18
18
17
106

0.1
38.6
20
301
51
35
35
35
35
100

19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps Performance by movement

Movement

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)
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EBR
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22: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

SB

All

33.2
15
361
42
34
34
34
33
102

24: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops

WB

All

oo
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133

o

33.2
15
361
42
34
34
34
33
102

o o
Ooownkoo

NBT
0
0.2
0.1
10.3

3.5
24
0.96
33
0.2
18
0.2
20.8
24
413
65
24
25
25
24
103

0.1
8.3

2.8
51
0.96
7.1
0.4
20
0.3
25
14
314
41
52
52
52
53
99

0.1
371
17
251
41
28
29
29
25
115

28.1

20

00 00 00 00 -

W NNMNDNOPFL O

0
28.7

24

10
10
10

108

0.1
0.2
8.4
0.1

96
0.98
12.6

0.7
19
0.5
25.8
39
734
106

97

98

98

101

97

4079

0.5
39.6
45
712
113
147
148
148
143
103

4579



Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

127.6
4.4
29
3.1
40.7
92
1526
251
749
748
748
758
99

25: External Performance by approach

Approach EB
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All
0
0
0.3
0.9

28.8
311
8986
899
1332
1331
1331
1343
99

26: External Performance by approach

Approach EB
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

o
O oo wooo

17.9
0.5
33
0.9
19.2
47
1374
137
98
98
98
97
101

27: External Performance by approach

Approach NB
Denied Delay (hr)

Denied Del/Veh (s)

Total Delay (hr)

All
0
0
0

127.6
4.4
29
3.1
40.7
92
1526
251
749
748
748
758
99

28.8
311
8986
899
1332
1331
1331
1343
99

o
O o0owooo

17.9
0.5
33
0.9
19.2
47
1374
137
98
98
98
97
101

o



Total Del/Veh (s) 1.4 1.4

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.3 0.3
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 22.6 22.6
Travel Time (hr) 0.7 0.7
Avg Speed (mph) 30 30
Fuel Used (gal) 0.8 0.8
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 28.1 28.1
HC Emissions (g) 22 22
CO Emissions (g) 629 629
NOx Emissions (g) 68 68
Vehicles Entered 86 86
Vehicles Exited 88 88
Hourly Exit Rate 88 88
Input Volume 89 89
% of Volume 99 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

28: External Performance by approach

Approach SB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.3 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 2.5 2.5
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 120.2 120.2
Travel Time (hr) 3.6 3.6
Avg Speed (mph) 33 33
Fuel Used (gal) 5.2 5.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 23 23
HC Emissions (g) 169 169
CO Emissions (g) 5419 5419
NOx Emissions (g) 543 543
Vehicles Entered 448 448
Vehicles Exited 450 450
Hourly Exit Rate 450 450
Input Volume 465 465
% of Volume 97 97
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 4 4

29: 11th St Performance by movement

Movement EBT WBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0.1 0 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0 0.1
Total Delay (hr) 0.2 0.7 0.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.6 3.3 1.7
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0.1 0.1
Total Stops 0 1 1
Stop/Veh 0 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 164.6 105.5 270.2
Travel Time (hr) 3.9 3.3 7.2
Avg Speed (mph) 43 32 38
Fuel Used (gal) 3.8 4 7.8
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 43.1 26.5 34.6
HC Emissions (g) 172 157 329
CO Emissions (g) 3750 4797 8548
NOx Emissions (g) 536 461 996
Vehicles Entered 1011 771 1782
Vehicles Exited 1012 770 1782
Hourly Exit Rate 1012 770 1782
Input Volume 1003 764 1767
% of Volume 101 101 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh) 551
Occupancy (veh) 4 3 7

30: 11th St Performance by movement



Movement EBT WBT All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0.1 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0.3 0.1
Total Delay (hr) 2.6 0.6 3.2
Total Del/Veh (s) 6.8 2.4 5
Stop Delay (hr) 0.1 0.2 0.3
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.9 0.5
Total Stops 49 24 73
Stop/Veh 0.04 0.03 0.03
Travel Dist (mi) 216.4 112 328.4
Travel Time (hr) 7.4 2.8 10.1
Avg Speed (mph) 29 42 33
Fuel Used (gal) 12.6 3.5 16.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 17.1 32 20.4
HC Emissions (g) 365 152 517
CO Emissions (g) 15173 4858 20031
NOx Emissions (g) 1131 432 1563
Vehicles Entered 1384 936 2320
Vehicles Exited 1386 937 2323
Hourly Exit Rate 1386 937 2323
Input Volume 1378 920 2298
% of Volume 101 102 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh) 384
Occupancy (veh) 7 3 10

69: External Performance by approach

Approach NB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.7 1.7
Stop Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Stop Del/Veh (s) 1 1
Total Stops 20 20
Stop/Veh 0.1 0.1
Travel Dist (mi) 17.6 17.6
Travel Time (hr) 0.5 0.5
Avg Speed (mph) 36 36
Fuel Used (gal) 0.9 0.9
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 18.5 18.5
HC Emissions (g) 57 57
CO Emissions (g) 1656 1656
NOx Emissions (g) 158 158
Vehicles Entered 193 193
Vehicles Exited 193 193
Hourly Exit Rate 193 193
Input Volume 191 191
% of Volume 101 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

72: External Performance by approach

Approach NB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.7
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 27.1 27.1
Travel Time (hr) 0.6 0.6
Avg Speed (mph) 48 48
Fuel Used (gal) 0.8 0.8
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 31.9 31.9
HC Emissions (g) 60 60
CO Emissions (g) 1311 1311
NOx Emissions (g) 177 177
Vehicles Entered 117 117
Vehicles Exited 117 117
Hourly Exit Rate 117 117
Input Volume 118 118
% of Volume 99 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)



Occupancy (veh)

73: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All
0
0

37.5
197
4542
588
453
454
454
452
100

75: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

o =
o wowooo

0.1
27
0.1
29.9

24

O 00 00 00 N

86

o

76: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

All

o o
ok o Wwooo

0.2
23
0.2
27.4
24
377
62
20
20
20
21

37.5
197
4542
588
453
454
454
452
100

o =
O wowooo

0.1
27
0.1
29.9

24

O 00 00 00 N

86

o

o o
Ok oOWwooo

0.2
23
0.2
27.4
24
377
62
20
20
20
21



% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

78: NB I-5 Ramps Performance by movement

Movement
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

EBT

=
OoohNOOoOo

21.4
0.7
30
0.8
25.6
45
1301
126
108
108
108
103
105

79: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before

Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

o o
okRr ohrooo

0.1
31
0.2
16.3

212
11
24
24
24
25
96

80: External Performance by approach

Approach

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)

All

)
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24.4
75
1951
217
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13.9
11
184

o o
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0.1
31
0.2
16.3

212
11
24
24
24
25
96

o
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= ow 9w
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24.4
75
1951
217

All

39.2

93
15
14
14
14
14
102

=
©Oo0oor OOOo

25.7
0.9
29

26.5
62
1578
170
127
127
127
122
104

3035



Vehicles Entered 108 108

Vehicles Exited 108 108
Hourly Exit Rate 108 108
Input Volume 103 103
% of Volume 105 105
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1

81: External Performance by approach

Approach WB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.9 1.9
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.7 0.7
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 7.7 7.7
Travel Time (hr) 0.2 0.2
Avg Speed (mph) 32 32
Fuel Used (gal) 0.4 0.4
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 19.2 19.2
HC Emissions (g) 16 16
CO Emissions (g) 525 525
NOx Emissions (g) 48 48
Vehicles Entered 40 40
Vehicles Exited 40 40
Hourly Exit Rate 40 40
Input Volume 37 37
% of Volume 109 109
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0
82: External Performance by approach
Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.5 1.5
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.6
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 30.3 30.3
Travel Time (hr) 14 1.4
Avg Speed (mph) 22 22
Fuel Used (gal) 1 1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 28.9 28.9
HC Emissions (g) 17 17
CO Emissions (g) 461 461
NOx Emissions (g) 55 55
Vehicles Entered 179 179
Vehicles Exited 178 178
Hourly Exit Rate 178 178
Input Volume 180 180
% of Volume 99 99
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 1 1
84: External Performance by approach
Approach NW All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.2 0.2
Total Del/Veh (s) 4.8 4.8
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.6 0.6
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 31 31
Travel Time (hr) 1 1
Avg Speed (mph) 32 32

Fuel Used (gal) 2 2



Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After

Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

15.6 15.6
73 73
2855 2855
213 213
164 164
164 164
164 164
169 169
97 97
0 0

0 0

1 1

85: External Performance by approach

Approach
Denied Delay (hr)

Denied Del/Veh (s)

Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After

Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

All

0 0

0 0
0.8 0.8
6.4 6.4
0.1 0.1
0.6 0.6
0 0

0 0
106.7 106.7
3 3
36 36
6.2 6.2
17.2 17.2
193 193
8149 8149
584 584
464 464
464 464
464 464
458 458
101 101
0 0

0 0

3 3

103: External Performance by approach

Approach
Denied Delay (hr)

Denied Del/Veh (s)

Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vebhicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After

Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

111: External Performance by approach

Approach
Denied Delay (hr)

Denied Del/Veh (s)

Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

All
0 0
0 0
0 0
0.8 0.8
0 0
0.1 0.1
0 0
0 0
18.4 18.4
0.5 0.5
34 34
0.9 0.9
19.5 19.5
50 50
1395 1395
145 145
93 93
93 93
93 93
98 98
95 95
0 0
0 0
1 1
All
0 0
0 0
0 0
2.8 2.8
0 0
0.4 0.4
0 0
0 0



Travel Dist (mi) 7.1 7.1
Travel Time (hr) 0.3 0.3
Avg Speed (mph) 25 25
Fuel Used (gal) 0.3 0.3
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 22 22
HC Emissions (g) 19 19
CO Emissions (g) 395 395
NOx Emissions (g) 55 55
Vehicles Entered 54 54
Vehicles Exited 54 54
Hourly Exit Rate 54 54
Input Volume 56 56
% of Volume 96 96
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0
112: External Performance by approach
Approach SB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 4.7 4.7
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.9 0.9
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 4.5 4.5
Travel Time (hr) 0.2 0.2
Avg Speed (mph) 24 24
Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0.2
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 19.9 19.9
HC Emissions (g) 32 32
CO Emissions (g) 549 549
NOx Emissions (g) 89 89
Vehicles Entered 28 28
Vehicles Exited 27 27
Hourly Exit Rate 27 27
Input Volume 26 26
% of Volume 103 103
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0
115: External Performance by approach
Approach All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0.1 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 4.4 4.4
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0.9 0.9
Total Stops 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 7.3 7.3
Travel Time (hr) 0.3 0.3
Avg Speed (mph) 24 24
Fuel Used (gal) 0.4 0.4
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 19.8 19.8
HC Emissions (g) 49 49
CO Emissions (g) 830 830
NOx Emissions (g) 134 134
Vehicles Entered 44 44
Vehicles Exited 45 45
Hourly Exit Rate 45 45
Input Volume 41 41
% of Volume 110 110
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0
116: External Performance by approach
Approach WB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2



Stop Delay (hr) 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0

Total Stops 0 0

Stop/Veh 0 0

Travel Dist (mi) 1.3 1.3

Travel Time (hr) 0 0

Avg Speed (mph) 28 28

Fuel Used (gal) 0.1 0.1

Fuel Eff. (mpg) 24.4 24.4

HC Emissions (g) 8 8

CO Emissions (g) 131 131

NOx Emissions (g) 22 22

Vehicles Entered 27 27

Vehicles Exited 27 27

Hourly Exit Rate 27 27

Input Volume 27 27

% of Volume 99 99

Denied Entry Before 0 0

Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

118: Bend Performance by approach

Approach EB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0

Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.2 0.2

Total Delay (hr) 0 0

Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1

Stop Delay (hr) 0 0

Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0

Total Stops 0 0

Stop/Veh 0 0

Travel Dist (mi) 7.6 7.6

Travel Time (hr) 0.3 0.3

Avg Speed (mph) 30 30

Fuel Used (gal) 0.2 0.2

Fuel Eff. (mpg) 37.6 37.6

HC Emissions (g) 16 16

CO Emissions (g) 251 251

NOx Emissions (g) 45 45

Vehicles Entered 67 67

Vehicles Exited 66 66

Hourly Exit Rate 66 66

Input Volume 66 66

% of Volume 101 101

Denied Entry Before 0 0

Denied Entry After 0 0

Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0

120: Bend Performance by approach

Approach EB WB All

Denied Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0 0
Total Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 4.4 3.4
Stop Delay (hr) 0 0 0
Stop Del/Veh (s) 0 0.9 0.7
Total Stops 0 0 0
Stop/Veh 0 0 0
Travel Dist (mi) 0.3 1.8 2.1
Travel Time (hr) 0 0.1 0.1
Avg Speed (mph) 29 19 20
Fuel Used (gal) 0 0.1 0.1
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 26.2 13.8 14.8
HC Emissions (g) 0 20 20
CO Emissions (g) 12 348 360
NOx Emissions (g) 1 55 56
Vehicles Entered 8 27 35
Vehicles Exited 8 27 35
Hourly Exit Rate 8 27 35
Input Volume 7 27 34
% of Volume 110 99 101
Denied Entry Before 0 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 0 0 0

Total Network Performance



Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Pee 10/29/2024

6.5
4.7
66.8
48
48.6
34.9
3970
0.79
2557.1
135
20
101.2
253
3800
107757
10816
4911
4885
4885
15360
32

0

11
459
129

Queuing ar Existing Conditions
Golden Sta PM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement
Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB EB
UL T

193
58
138

170

EB

374
197
311
670

11

344
172
284
670

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement
Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement
Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB EB
LT R
18
1

896

WB WB

L R
24
3
17
1028

WB

LT
38
14
40

25

NB

TR
49
8
33

25

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement
Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft)

Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

EB WB
LTR LTR
78
28
65
919

NB

LTR

98
26
66
783

206
80
158
1280

22

0

1368

124
48
102
1068

166
52
120

320

86
20
75

25

61

32

180

401
151
340
860

WB
549

343
630

640

17

SB

14

200

WB
467
189
520
792

10

49

21

230

404
154
441
792

53

32

260

NB
LT

512
148
366
1345

38
184

NB

SB
LTR
170 154
44 48
166 118
1299
50



Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB

LT
40
6
25
868

EB
LTR
109
44
89
865

WB NB
R LT
85 21
19 1
75 12
310
45
0
0

NB SB
TR LT
2 83
0 10
2 44
426 310

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & |-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB
L
15
1
9
1007

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & |-580 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
LT
48
2
20
466

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
LT

87

33

73

444

EB NB NB
R T R
96 90
31 40
94 97
444 820

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

EB
L
53
4
27
265

EB NB NB
R L T
31 89
4 35
19 97
265

80
34
89

600

93
37
83
681

SB

SB
TR

33
7
29

215

35
13
39
606

33
9
32
681



Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: 11th St

Movement EB EB wB
Directions Served T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 513 521
Average Queue (ft) 23 29
95th Queue (ft) 224 245
Link Distance (ft) 792 792
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

295

WB

90
16
149
628

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & Logistics Center Driveway

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road & University Driveway

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 179

Fehr & Pee 10/29/2024

43
10
104
628



HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

GoldenState International Logistics Center
Fehr & Peers Page ©

A

Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing+Phasel Conditions 11/27/2024

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement
WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served
T T R LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft)
413 383 53 375 190 110
Average Queue (ft)
169 151 12 137 41 28
95th Queue (ft)
369 315 39 286 169 76
Link Distance (ft)
792 792 1345 1299
Upstream Blk Time (%)
%] (%]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%] (%]
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
260 70
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%] 1 31
Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%] (%] 153

7227
166747
19250
6425
6428
6428
18536
35

0

1

640
120

SimTraffic Report

EB EB EB EB
L T T R
118 209 190 111
43 122 98 37
94 190 174 81
670 670
170 320
2
1

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement
NB
Directions Served

EB EB WB WB

LT R LT R

WB

502

257

489

640

NB

UL



TR

Maximum Queue (ft)

1

Average Queue (ft)

9]

95th Queue (ft)

2

Link Distance (ft)
1034

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

44

23

896

WB

19

10
1028

0
0

WB
LR
70
34
59
1990

65 112 74

19 49 30

54 90 79
1280

25 25

2 12 2

0 3 2

WB NB SB

R TR L

61 2 62

9 0 7

41 2 36
1368

25 180

1

0

SB

LT

32

3

17

926

200



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
LTR
52
12
35
919

WB
LT
782
415
966
868
15
0

1
3

EB
LTR
117
45
90
865

SB
LT
9

0

6
426

WB
LTR
90
33
67
783

WB
R
95
89
115

45
65
5

NB
TR
11
%)

6
426

NB
LTR
106
48
87
1068

Off Ramp

NB
LT
35
4
21
310

SB
LT
171
54
123
310

SB
LTR
110
46

860



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
LT
26
1
12
457

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement
Directions Served

EB
LT
26
3
17
444

EB
L
31
2
14
265

EB
R
128
52
110
444

EB

126
69

108
265

SB
L
23
1
10

215

NB

89

49

295



Maximum Queue (ft) 52

Average Queue (ft) 2
95th Queue (ft) 57
Link Distance (ft) 670

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement EB NB
Directions Served LR L

Maximum Queue (ft) 26 35
Average Queue (ft) 10 4

95th Queue (ft) 28 23
Link Distance (ft) 400

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

Movement WB WB NB NB
SB

Directions Served L R T R

-

Maximum Queue (ft) 221 109 40 126
86

Average Queue (ft) 99 28 9 59
28

95th Queue (ft) 180 74 34 104
69

Link Distance (ft) 562 898

3192

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 250
Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Intersection: 38: 11th St

SB

92

21

74

150



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 176

GoldenState International Logistics Center
Fehr & Peers Page ©

EB

170

112
792

EB

200
12

162
792

EB

66

74
792

SimTraffic Report

WB

18

17
628



% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Total Network Performance

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Golden State International Logistics Center
Fehr & Peers Page ©

A

Queuing and Blocking Report
Existing+Phasel Conditions 11/27/2024

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement

WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served

T T R LT R LTR

Maximum Queue (ft)
461 400 42 396 190 139

97 106 104
%) 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0

142781
14270
7179
7187
7187
20633
35

0

1

592
129

SimTraffic Report

EB EB EB EB
UL T T R
214 312 294 135

WB

561



Average Queue (ft) 53 186 164 48 349

186 155 6 127 36 45

95th Queue (ft) 125 280 267 99 619

515 447 27 288 157 109

Link Distance (ft) 670 670

792 792 1345 1299

Upstream Blk Time (%)

2 %]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

10 (%]

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 170 320 640
260 70

Storage Blk Time (%) 10 0 6

(%] (%] 28 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 0 17

1 (%] 145 (%]

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB EB WB WB NB
SB

Directions Served LT R LT R UL
L

Maximum Queue (ft) 25 44 148 75 14
41

Average Queue (ft) 1 19 64 21 1
2

95th Queue (ft) 11 46 118 69 7
18

Link Distance (ft) 896 1280

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25 25 200
230

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 3 22 1

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 2 2

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R TR UL
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 38 10 57
Average Queue (ft) 4 6 0 6
95th Queue (ft) 17 26 7 29

Link Distance (ft) 1028 1368



Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

1
0

WB
LR
67
30
53
1990

EB
LTR
76
27
59
919

WB
LT
149
20
91
868

(W]

NB
TR

638

WB
LTR
75
26
57
783

WB
R
94
47
102

45
10
1

180
SB
LT
85
16
49
926
NB SB
LTR LTR
96 325
40 118
77 251
1068 860
Off Ramp
NB SB
LT TR
52 2
5 0
30 2
310 431

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp



Movement EB NB SB

Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 210 4 141
Average Queue (ft) 76 0 44
95th Queue (ft) 153 3 100
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB SB
Directions Served L LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 6 29
Average Queue (ft) 0 1

95th Queue (ft) 3 14
Link Distance (ft) 1015 426

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 31
Average Queue (ft) 2

95th Queue (ft) 16
Link Distance (ft) 457

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB SB
Directions Served LT R L

Maximum Queue (ft) 73 74 16
Average Queue (ft) 30 24 0

95th Queue (ft) 61 72 7

Link Distance (ft) 444 444

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

Movement
SB

EB
L
47
3
23
265

EB
LR
34
20
36
400

WB

215
EB NB
R L
31 18
4 1
20 11
265

295
NB
L
26
2
14
150
WB NB NB

SB



Directions Served
-

Maximum Queue (ft)
77

Average Queue (ft)
27

95th Queue (ft)

65

Link Distance (ft)
3192

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 38: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary

243

128

212

562

EB

134

114
792

138

34

85

150

EB

482
33

262
792

39

26

898

EB

66

74
792

110

48

89

250

WB

74
14
117
628

78

17

63

150

WB

59

86
628



Network wide Queuing Penalty: 190

Golden State International Logistics Center SimTraffic Report
Fehr & Peers Page ©



Occupancy (veh) 297

Fehr & Peers 11/13/2024

A
Queuing and Blocking Report Existing Plus Project
GoldenState International Logistics Center AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB EB EB EB WB

WB WB WB NB NB SB

Directions Served L T T R L

T T R LT R LTR

Maximum Queue (ft) 146 256 222 198 700

876 441 71 1084 170 145

Average Queue (ft) 46 143 110 77 699

812 176 12 408 104 33

95th Queue (ft) 106 231 197 155 701

850 378 48 911 239 97

Link Distance (ft) 670 670

792 792 1345 1299

Upstream Blk Time (%)

65 (%] (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

474 (%] (%]

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 170 320 640
260 50

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 4 88

(%] 1 49

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2 390

2 (%] 305

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB EB WB WB NB
SB

Directions Served LT R LT R UL
TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 65 83 235 86 19
1

Average Queue (ft) 6 33 94 57 1
(%]

95th Queue (ft) 34 64 179 101 9
1

Link Distance (ft) 896 1280

1154

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB

28

15
1028

%)
0

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB
LR
411
220
397
1984

EB
LTR
107
27
72
919

25

WB

86
14
59

=

NB
TR
560
208
407
2606

WB
LTR
184
67
143
783

27

25

NB
TR
12

1368

SB

164
22
85

150

NB
LTR
144
60
117
1068

25

20

SB

96
22
66

180

SB
LTR
149
62
122
860

200



Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT R LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 939 95 292 502
Average Queue (ft) 924 95 43 441
95th Queue (ft) 961 96 192 687
Link Distance (ft) 868 310 431
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 4 34
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 38 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45

Storage Blk Time (%) 5 66

Queuing Penalty (veh) 81 5

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 932 262 345
Average Queue (ft) 883 38 297
95th Queue (ft) 918 209 400
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 3 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 10 100

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R T LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 156 73 18 76
Average Queue (ft) 30 8 2 7
95th Queue (ft) 302 64 19 44
Link Distance (ft) 1015 457 426
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70

Storage Blk Time (%) 1

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement NB SB
Directions Served TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 2 62
Average Queue (ft) 0 5

95th Queue (ft) 2 35

Link Distance (ft) 1051 457



Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
1136

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

EB
LT
36
3
18
444

EB
L
390
371
411
266

94
0

EB
R
166
74
142
444

EB

312
114
245
266

=

NB
.
23
1
14
820

B120

271
266
289
200

NB

47

24

600

NB

258
98
195

295

SB
214

76
166

215

SB
TR
71

38



Movement EB

Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 62
Average Queue (ft) 2
95th Queue (ft) 59
Link Distance (ft) 792

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1455

Fehr & Peers 11/13/2024

EB

224
10

122
792

EB

66

74
792

0

WB

699
677
752
628
92
0

WB

645
480
833
628
0
0



NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Total Network Performance

Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Peers 11/22/2024

A

Queuing and Blocking Report
GoldenState International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Road

Movement
Directions Served

44 44
165 165
165 165
165 165
170 170
97 97
0 0
0 %)

33.9
15.7
185.2
81.5
95.5
42.0
13856
1.69
11534.7
523.7
24
401.0
28.8
24988
497410
68956
7725
7693
7693
51526
15

6

53
387
490

Existing Plus Project

AM Peak Hour



Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
1044

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road/Chrisman Road

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

47 210 182

Average Queue (ft)

15 97 76

95th Queue (ft)

42 177 152

Link Distance (ft)
914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

150

Storage Blk Time (%)
1

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(9]

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
320 326 670
Average Queue (ft)
158 182 321
95th Queue (ft)

300 327 620

Link Distance (ft)
293 293 808

645

299

590

808

SB

574

142

383

808

SB

443

128

302

51

25
287

33
287

30

25
287

& Durham Ferry Road

WB

203

100

172

250

WB

LT

50

6

30

WB

69

17

46

1960

WB

357

239

338

9685

NB

T

173

60

134

2578

Off Ramp

WB

387

262

360

NB

185

76

148

2578

WB

322

189

293

NB

92

31

72

250

NB

56

35



Upstream Blk Time (%)

1 1 %] 1 1

Queuing Penalty (veh)

4 7 1 2 2

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 1000 1000
400

Storage Blk Time (%) 0

16 2 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

2 8 (%]

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB EB NB
SB SB

Directions Served L L TR TR
L T

Maximum Queue (ft) 508 548 90 529
340 307

Average Queue (ft) 276 316 8 251
276 152

95th Queue (ft) 471 518 126 449
362 317

Link Distance (ft) 1615 402
293 293

Upstream Blk Time (%) 3
23 4

Queuing Penalty (veh) 9
59 11

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 1000 1000

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R T LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 15 98 12 106
Average Queue (ft) 1 6 0 8

95th Queue (ft) 16 52 6 59
Link Distance (ft) 1014 457 402

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

(W]

100

SB

324

278

363

293

23

61



Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 127
Average Queue (ft) 8

95th Queue (ft) 56
Link Distance (ft) 457

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB NB NB SB

SB

Directions Served LT R T R L

-

Maximum Queue (ft) 29 165 42 34 250
117

Average Queue (ft) 2 73 2 2 102
4

95th Queue (ft) 15 142 19 20 217
67

Link Distance (ft) 444 444 820

681

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 600 215
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB B120 NB NB
SB

Directions Served L R T L T
TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 391 298 537 358 366
558

Average Queue (ft) 266 115 85 194 39
306

95th Queue (ft) 411 241 346 347 230



520

Link Distance (ft) 2709 2709 2302
620

Upstream Blk Time (%) 15 0

%]

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

%]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 22: S Bird Rd & C St/W Vernalis Rd

Movement EB NB
Directions Served LTR L
Maximum Queue (ft) 174 125
Average Queue (ft) 91 22
95th Queue (ft) 148 80
Link Distance (ft) 410

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement EB NB NB
Directions Served R L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 56 113 10
Average Queue (ft) 19 48 0
95th Queue (ft) 44 90 9
Link Distance (ft) 2336 499

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 31: Chrisman Road & University Main Driveway

Movement EB EB NB
SB SB SB

Directions Served L R L

T T R

Maximum Queue (ft) 91 92 263

314 332 174

NB

137

681

SB

24

14

250

NB

165



Average Queue (ft) 37 34
154 165 37

95th Queue (ft) 72 71
268 283 107

Link Distance (ft) 2231
499 499

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
1
Queuing Penalty (veh)
2

Intersection: 32: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy

Movement EB WB
Directions Served R R
Maximum Queue (ft) 148 25
Average Queue (ft) 45 5
95th Queue (ft) 112 19
Link Distance (ft) 1980 1878

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & A St

Movement EB EB
WB WB NB NB NB NB NB SB
SB

Directions Served L L

T R L L T T R L

R

Maximum Queue (ft) 109 158
63 125 258 305 362 352 233 107
223

Average Queue (ft) 30 56

9 34 121 145 143 147 34 40
54

95th Queue (ft) 80 125
43 88 223 249 282 288 111 87

132

Link Distance (ft)
1928 359 359

134

223

400

EB
SB

73
167

40
131

2010

24

94

883

EB
SB

=

248
299

92
148

192
266

1077

39

113

883

WB
SB

—

210
319

73
159

176
276



1077
Upstream Blk Time (%)

9] 9] %] 9]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%] 1 1 (%]
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250 250
250 250 250 250 250 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%] 1 1 1
9]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
1 4 4 1
(%]

Intersection: 34: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy 2

Movement EB WB NB
SB

Directions Served R R T
TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 38 45 11
8

Average Queue (ft) 12 12 0
(%]

95th Queue (ft) 37 34 8
8

Link Distance (ft) 2126 1836 633
359

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 35: Chrisman Road & East Area Industrial Dwy

Movement WB WB NB
SB SB SB

Directions Served L R T

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft) 195 106 425

161 205 236

250

NB

633

NB

417

250

(W]

SB

23

19

359

NB

228



Average Queue (ft)

67 52 79

95th Queue (ft)

127 149 191

Link Distance (ft)
633 633

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

250

Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
%]

Intersection: 36: Chrisman Road & PG East Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

Movement

WB NB NB
Directions Served

R L L
Maximum Queue (ft)
121 400 440
Average Queue (ft)
29 208 201
95th Queue (ft)

80 348 340

Link Distance (ft)
1906

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

NB

555

216

430

NB

566

221

442

1044

NB

474

88

284

1044

63

150

1690

WB

71
13
43
1729

EB
SB

218
99
84
31
179
74

1044

30

79

1690

NB

31

18
458

EB
SB

94
202
14
55
60
137
2238

181

360

534

NB

40

24
458

(O]

EB
SB

461
429
196
218
375
372
2238

149

321

534

SB

11

11
534

WB
SB

249
468
100
241
207
399

458

44

143

150

SB

20

11
534

WB
SB

223
293
19
57
115
179

458



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 750 750
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

300
250

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road & Gateway Center Dwy

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T R L
Maximum Queue (ft)
338 243 211
Average Queue (ft)
228 107 113
95th Queue (ft)

329 243 196

Link Distance (ft)

243

Upstream Blk Time (%)

4 9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

28 9]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 300

Storage Blk Time (%)

12 1

Queuing Penalty (veh)

26 4

Intersection: 39: Gateway Center Dwy 2 & Chrisman Road

Movement

SB SB SB
Directions Served

T T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
6 18 41
Average Queue (ft)
(%] 1 1
95th Queue (ft)

4 15 33
Link Distance (ft)
243 243 243
Upstream Blk Time (%)

(%]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
1

SB

212

110

184

300

SB

240

87

204

287

0

0

SB

246

75

187

287

WB
SB
L

T
364
294
130
119
289
251

287

WB

177

53

134

1764

426

210

359

1730

NB

330

117

271

808

WB

380

157

298

1730

NB

338

77

212

808

150

A W 00 0

NB

340

277

329

243

16

116

NB

272

41

162

808

250

NB

342

266

342

243

11

80

NB

22

25



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 471

Fehr & Peers 11/22/2024

150



Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Peers
L)

11/13/2024

Queuing and Blocking Report
Golden State International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement

WB WB WB
Directions Served
T T R
Maximum Queue (ft)
852 713 67
Average Queue (ft)
800 168 8
95th Queue (ft)
889 473 39
Link Distance (ft)
792 792

Upstream Blk Time (%)

65 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

344 9]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
260

Storage Blk Time (%)

NB

LT

1282

885

1756

1345

20

100.0
213.4
75.4
7748
0.76
5186.2
1620.9
12
508.8
10.2
12619
268954
23891
9828
9757
9757
33206
29

194
2253
149
417

Existing Plus Project

NB

170

133

247

50

SB

LTR

153

42

106

1299

PM Peak Hour

EB EB EB EB
UL T T R
251 417 386 307
67 226 200 78
164 348 318 180
670 670
170 320
0 16 1 0

WB

700

698

725

640

91



(9] 9] 57 9]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
1 9] 438 1

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement

SB

Directions Served
L

Maximum Queue (ft)
50

Average Queue (ft)
4

95th Queue (ft)

27

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
230
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB

LT

96

9

54

896

WB

24

18
1028

1
%]

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

WB
LR
488
302
544

10

EB

72

45

71

25

26

WB

52

33

NB
TR
2677
2314
3240

WB

LT

309

118

233

1280

42

26

NB
TR
14

12
1368

SB

224
101
187

WB

86

46

95

25

10

SB
UL
90
30
68

180

SB

366
129
289

262

NB

UL

22

200



Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

1984

EB
LTR
193
64
149
919

WB
LT
939
920
967
868
100
0

27
251

Ramp/SR

EB
LTR
932
883
922
865
100
0

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

2606
32

WB
LTR
134
50
104
783

WB
R
95
78
137

45
48

132

NB
TR
497
182
560
426
30
58

150

40

NB
LTR
148
59
119
1068

NB
LT
318
152
395
310
36
222

EB On Ramp

SB
LT
318
164
362
310
5
54

926

SB

LTR
758
378
815
860

SB
TR
475
176
542
431
10



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB

681
247
927
1015
17

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

NB
TR
17

2

20
1051

EB
LT
137
50
114
444

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

SB

Directions Served
TR

Maximum Queue (ft)
108

Average Queue (ft)

EB

390

363

WB NB
R T
137 214
46 52
168 243
457
3
1
70
5
0
SB
LT
70
5
33
457
EB On Ramp
EB NB
R T
93 10
35 0
100 8
444 820
EB B120
R T
32 271
3 228

SB

LT

50

3

26

426

SB SB

L T

215 27

62 0

150 0
681

215

0

%)

NB NB

L T

107 5

28 0



28

95th Queue (ft) 466
79

Link Distance (ft) 266
1136

Upstream Blk Time (%) 89
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 767
Average Queue (ft) 97
95th Queue (ft) 494
Link Distance (ft) 792
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

19

266

EB

785
155
625
792
0
1

367

200

80

EB

546
27
265
792
0

1

89

295

WB

699
630
845
628
83
%)

681

WB

634
388
818
628
0
%)



95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing
Storage
Storage
Queuing

Network
Network

Penalty (veh)
Bay Dist (ft)
Blk Time (%)

Penalty (veh)

Summary
wide Queuing Penalty: 1729

Fehr & Peers 11/13/2024



Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume

Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Peers
L)

Queuing and Blocking Report
Golden State International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Road

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road/Chrisman Road

Movement

SB SB SB
Directions Served

L T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
188 203 135
Average Queue (ft)
73 59 34

95th Queue (ft)

11/22/2024

1.74
10209.2
442.7
24
348.4
29.3
14577
337893
42136
6972
6975
6975
49748
14

0

13

442
428

Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

NB
T
20
1
18
287

NB
T

9

0
11
287

SB

T

3

0

3
1044

& Durham Ferry Road

WB

207

103

180

WB

104

16

60

NB

T

266

99

204

SB

26

15

1044

NB

248

107

200

NB

123

44

91



142 149 98

Link Distance (ft) 1960 2578 2578
914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250

150

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
2 1

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
5 9]

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB WB WB

NB NB SB SB SB SB

Directions Served LT R R R

T T T T T R

Maximum Queue (ft) 54 259 273 193

318 336 420 413 308 224

Average Queue (ft) 10 122 140 86

165 183 199 208 93 85

95th Queue (ft) 36 207 230 160

327 334 365 371 218 175

Link Distance (ft) 9685

293 293 808 808 808

Upstream Blk Time (%)

3 2

Queuing Penalty (veh)

8 7

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 1000 1000
400

Storage Blk Time (%)

27 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

3 %]

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB EB NB
SB SB

Directions Served L L TR TR
L T

Maximum Queue (ft) 373 389 67 384
318 204

Average Queue (ft) 172 206 9 163
156 50

95th Queue (ft) 312 334 35 311

250

NB

125

10

62

100

SB

312

150

291



289 145

Link Distance (ft) 1615 402 293
293 293

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 1

1 (9]

Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 4

5 (9]

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 1000 1000

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB NB SB
Directions Served L T LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 9 2 128
Average Queue (ft) 1 0 9

95th Queue (ft) 4 3 59
Link Distance (ft) 1014 457 402

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 67
Average Queue (ft) 5

95th Queue (ft) 32
Link Distance (ft) 457

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB NB NB SB
SB

Directions Served LT R T R L

-

Maximum Queue (ft) 118 96 6 24 274

125



Average Queue (ft) 44 33 0 1
6

95th Queue (ft) 95 97 6 12
84

Link Distance (ft) 444 444 820

681

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 600
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB B120 NB
SB

Directions Served L R T L
TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 377 31 140 158
411

Average Queue (ft) 214 3 18 49
247

95th Queue (ft) 369 18 117 130
383

Link Distance (ft) 2709 270 2302

620

Upstream Blk Time (%) 9

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 295

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 22: S Bird Rd & C St/W Vernalis Rd

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR L LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 481 92 3
Average Queue (ft) 385 9 0
95th Queue (ft) 602 47 3

Link Distance (ft) 410 362

107

245

215

NB

74

10

44

681



Upstream Blk Time (%) 58
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 78
Average Queue (ft) 36
95th Queue (ft) 64
Link Distance (ft) 2336

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

150

NB
55

19
47

250

Intersection: 31: Chrisman Road & University Main Driveway

Movement EB
SB SB SB

Directions Served L

T T R

Maximum Queue (ft) 169
243 266 52

Average Queue (ft) 83

113 122 21

95th Queue (ft) 139
194 216 49

Link Distance (ft)

499 499

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 32: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy
Movement EB

Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 27

EB

166

77

137

2231

WB

28

SB

R

4

(%}

3

250

NB NB

L T

137 213

61 79

108 164
883

400

NB

213

97

180

883



Average Queue (ft) 7
95th Queue (ft) 25

Link Distance (ft) 1980

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & A St

Movement EB
WB WB NB NB NB NB NB
SB

Directions Served L

T R L L T T R

R

Maximum Queue (ft) 151
81 118 247 269 251 244 114
168

Average Queue (ft) 60
8 45 106 132 109 111 30
38

95th Queue (ft) 118
42 91 211 226 208 207 81
107

Link Distance (ft)

1928 359 359

1077

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
250 250 250 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%] 1 (%] (%]
(9]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
1 3 1 9]
(%]

Intersection: 34: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy 2

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 76

7
25

1878

EB
SB

173
95

77
22

136
64

250
250

WB

49

EB
SB

102
124

56
98

2010

250

-

EB
SB

274
310

120
137

228
240

1077

250

WB
SB

163
318

61
148

130
253

250



Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

33
62
2126

19
40
1836

Intersection: 35: Chrisman Road & East Area Industrial Dwy

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

106 181 220

Average Queue (ft)

45 47 82

95th Queue (ft)

86 125 178

Link Distance (ft)
633 633

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

250

Storage Blk Time (%)
9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
9]

Intersection: 36: Chrisman Road & PG East Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

WB

144

52

118

1690

WB

55
22
45
1729

WB

90

28

70

1690

0
2
359

NB

305

110

230

534

SB

16

11
534

NB

296

94

201

534

SB

52

534

NB

127

23

77

150



Movement

WB NB NB
Directions Served

R L L
Maximum Queue (ft)
97 285 252
Average Queue (ft)
37 138 137
95th Queue (ft)

82 241 220

Link Distance (ft)
1906

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 750 750
Storage Blk Time (%)
(9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
9]

NB

280

132

247

NB

286

133

244

1044

NB

143

46

106

1044

EB
SB

337
75
112
17
254
53

1044

300
250

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road & Gateway Center Dwy

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T R L
Maximum Queue (ft)
247 164 133
Average Queue (ft)
127 50 59
95th Queue (ft)

229 116 113

Link Distance (ft)

243

Upstream Blk Time (%)

(%] (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

1 (%]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 300

Storage Blk Time (%)

2 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

3 %]

Intersection: 39: Gateway Center Dwy 2 & Chrisman Road

SB

148

77

126

300

SB

208

79

164

287

0

0

SB

213

90

175

287

WB
SB
L

-
148
251
34
123
94
223

287

350

EB
SB

652
211
113
48
605
131
2238

250

WB

205

94

164

1730

EB
SB

957
439
519
219
965
383
2238

WB

145

52

111

1730

WB
SB

222
490
98

256
188
420

458

150

uih O BN

NB

312

192

300

243

14

WB
SB

140
290
17
40
76
156

458

250

NB

290

164

265

243



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 87

Fehr & Peers 11/22/2024

WB

88
33
73
1764

NB

100
10
55
808

NB
T
50

29
808

NB

18

11
808



Appendix C: Cumulative Vehicle Queuing Calculations



Fehr & Pee  4/18/2023
Queuing al Cumulative No Project
Pacific Gat AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft) 97
Average Queue (ft) 30
95th Queue (ft) 75

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream BIk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

198
62
132

200

326
170
276
632

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 87
Average Queue (ft) 14
95th Queue (ft) 53
Link Distance (ft) 896

Upstream BIk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%) 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & SB I-5 Ramps

Movement w8
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft) 24
Average Queue (ft) 4
95th Queue (ft) 18
Link Distance (ft) 1028

Upstream BIk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

86
20
63

25

85
14
60

25

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
LTR
92
28
75
919

w8
LT
176
21
96
868

EB
LTR
86
22
66
865

153

48
107
783

92
50
116

40

426

205
73
153
1280

18

42

22
1368

989
472
999
1068

39

22
310

181

43
127
310

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

w8
L
20

13
1007

329
181
291
632

86
40
102

25

124
28
93

180

171

75
141
860

327
194
295
5224

354
195
300
5224

11

266
92
196
5207

333
100
216
5207

340
253
370

250
10
28

731
327
623
3793

18
49

165
71
135
3793

176
68
142
3793



Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 77
Average Queue (ft) 6
95th Queue (ft) 40
Link Distance (ft) 466

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: SB I-5 Ramps & NB |-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 129

Fehr & Pee  4/18/2023



Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)

€O Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vebhicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

29: 11th St Performance by movement

Movement
Denied Delay (hr)
Denied Del/Veh (s)
Total Delay (hr)
Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)

HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Total Network Performance

Denied Delay (hr) 66.6
Denied Del/Veh (s) 311
Total Delay (hr) 393.7
Total Del/Veh (s) 180.7
Stop Delay (hr) 3439
Stop Del/Veh (s) 157.8
Total Stops 9604
Stop/Veh 1.22
Travel Dist (mi) 5720.6
Travel Time (hr) 611.8
Avg Speed (mph) 10
Fuel Used (gal) 2713
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 21.1
HC Emissions (g) 7735
CO Emissions (g) 182555
NOx Emissions (g) 20112
Vehicles Entered 7535
Vebhicles Exited 7141
Hourly Exit Rate 7141
Input Volume 18680
% of Volume 38
Denied Entry Before 1
Denied Entry After 159
Density (ft/veh) 135
Occupancy (veh) 545

Fehr & Pee 4/19/2023

Queuing ar Cumulative No Project

Pacific Gati PM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

200
2
8

11

200
7
30

03
55.3

353

41
168
169
169
165
102

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & SB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB

52
11
40

896

EB
R

WB

58
23
52

25
10

WB
LT

SB

W8

1258

1602
1280

0.1
30.5

216
23
40
40
40
43
9

743

822
632
16

P
33

86
24
84

25

NB

uL

1833

200

244
53
231
3192

73

43

230

3192

640
5
6

535

523
5224

596
169
437
5224

260

13

340
185
384

250

1346

1454
5207

48

262

250
30
109

250

109

1264

1343
3793

60
171

3793

386

323
3793

108
40
87

250



Directions Served L R L

Maximum Queue (ft) 19 51 47

Average Queue (ft) 2 4 4

95th Queue (ft) 12 26 25

Link Distance (ft) 1028

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25 180

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 108 112 153 931
Average Queue (ft) 34 34 65 876
95th Queue (ft) 77 81 122 1078
Link Distance (ft) 919 783 1068 860
Upstream Blk Time (%) 85
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement w8 ws NB
Directions Served LT R LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 72 86 64
Average Queue (ft) 11 20 5
95th Queue (ft) 40 77 32
Link Distance (ft) 868 310
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 169 10 110
Average Queue (ft) 67 0 21
95th Queue (ft) 132 8 69
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement w8
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft) 20
Average Queue (ft) 3
95th Queue (ft) 13
Link Distance (ft) 1007

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 75
Average Queue (ft) 8
95th Queue (ft) 2
Link Distance (ft) 466

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 29: 11th St

Movement EB EB
Directions Served T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 1162 1160
Average Queue (ft) 560 524
95th Queue (ft) 1349 1293
Link Distance (ft) 1494 1494
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: SB I-5 Ramps & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary



Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1666

Fehr & Pee  4/19/2023



Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Peers
L)

12/11/2024

Queuing and Blocking Report
GoldenState International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement

EB WB WB
SB SB SB
Directions Served

R L L

L L T
Maximum Queue (ft)
166 665 701
368 408 158
Average Queue (ft)
64 445 478
208 245 71
95th Queue (ft)

131 805 842
356 390 121

Link Distance (ft)

1329 1295
Upstream Blk Time (%)

WB
SB

700
113

327
32

879
77

1266
1295

Cumulative Plus

WB
SB

—

642
36

258

707

1266
1295

WB
SB

282
95

98
41

206
77

1295

52.9
130.1
39.8
7800
0.66
6505.9
1684.5
19
557.5
11.7
18842
386564
37941
11456
11453
11453
36774
31

276
2389
279
342

Project
AM Peak Hour

EB EB EB EB
NB NB NB NB
L L T T
L L T T
106 149 318 284
225 268 144 107
23 62 172 148
74 125 68 38
73 114 265 239
185 222 119 79
622 622
1329 1329

EB
NB

—

199
34

74

165

20

622



Queuing Penalty (veh)

15 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
320 800 800 260
450 250
Storage Blk Time (%)

2 8 (%] 3 (%]
(9] 1
Queuing Penalty (veh)

6 25 1 16 (%]
(%] 3

300
250

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement

NB NB SB SB
Directions Served

UL TR L TR
Maximum Queue (ft)

37 171 30 120
Average Queue (ft)

7 75 4 36
95th Queue (ft)

27 137 19 92
Link Distance (ft)

1279 1037 1159

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

200 230

Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
%]

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
1037

Upstream Blk Time (%)

EB

54

28

300

WB

26

16
1028

300
250

EB

32

20

895

WB

77
12
52

EB

36

20

300

NB
TR
53

27
1368

WB

178

62

131

300

SB

125
38
90

WB

TR

185

72

140

PO, 40



Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

1
%]

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

68 210 190

Average Queue (ft)

27 104 74

95th Queue (ft)

60 173 146

Link Distance (ft)
914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

250

Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement

NB SB SB
Directions Served
TR L TR
Maximum Queue (ft)
276 120 91
Average Queue (ft)
120 43 18
95th Queue (ft)
218 98 60

Link Distance (ft)
1058 1058 850
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

850

WB

246

109

191

250

EB

13

906

WB

77

16

49

1960

EB

TR

113

23

73

906

NB

160

73

142

2606

WB

24

15

772

180

NB

167

56

127

2606

WB

TR

241

83

178

772

NB

82

25

62

250

NB

17

10



Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT R LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 939 95 296 502
Average Queue (ft) 924 95 57 446
95th Queue (ft) 961 97 224 678
Link Distance (ft) 868 310 431
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 5 39
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 50 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45

Storage Blk Time (%) 5 64

Queuing Penalty (veh) 79 7

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 930 331 354
Average Queue (ft) 878 52 300
95th Queue (ft) 912 257 402
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 4 19
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 16 132

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R T LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 276 121 53 88
Average Queue (ft) 34 12 5 6
95th Queue (ft) 295 80 56 40
Link Distance (ft) 1015 457 426
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70

Storage Blk Time (%) 3

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB



Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

LT
105
12
63
457

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

SB

Directions Served
T

Maximum Queue (ft)
34

Average Queue (ft)
1

95th Queue (ft)

38

Link Distance (ft)
681

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

SB

Directions Served
TR

Maximum Queue (ft)
700

Average Queue (ft)
326

95th Queue (ft)
648

Link Distance (ft)
2026

EB

LT

27

2

16

444

EB

388

248

397

266

EB

164

73

138

444

EB

318

113

241

266

NB

T

41

28

820

B120

249

50

198

200

NB

62

26

600

NB

359

189

347

SB

240

96

198

215

NB

370

50

275

681



Upstream Blk Time (%) 12
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB
WB

Directions Served T

T

Maximum Queue (ft) 173
297

Average Queue (ft) 8
41

95th Queue (ft) 122
288

Link Distance (ft) 1266
628

Upstream Blk Time (%)

1

Queuing Penalty (veh)

(9]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB

310

27

187

1266

EB

127

15

70

1266

EB

1266

WB

204

41

294

628



Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement WB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 66
Average Queue (ft) 2
95th Queue (ft) 59
Link Distance (ft) 622
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 353

Fehr & Peers 12/11/2024



Input Volume 170 170

% of Volume 94 94
Denied Entry Before 0 0
Denied Entry After 0 0
Density (ft/veh)

Occupancy (veh) 2 2

Total Network Performance

Denied Delay (hr) 28.3
Denied Del/Veh (s) 12.9
Total Delay (hr) 189.0
Total Del/Veh (s) 81.9
Stop Delay (hr) 96.9
Stop Del/Veh (s) 42.0
Total Stops 14064
Stop/Veh 1.69
Travel Dist (mi) 11731.6
Travel Time (hr) 526.3
Avg Speed (mph) 24
Fuel Used (gal) 406.0
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 28.9
HC Emissions (g) 25004
CO Emissions (g) 500235
NOx Emissions (g) 69194
Vehicles Entered 7826
Vehicles Exited 7817
Hourly Exit Rate 7817
Input Volume 52821
% of Volume 15
Denied Entry Before 5
Denied Entry After 44
Density (ft/veh) 380
Occupancy (veh) 498

Fehr & Peers 12/11/2024

A
Queuing and Blocking Report Existing Plus Project
GoldenState International Logistics Center AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Road

Movement NB NB NB
Directions Served T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 55 99 44
Average Queue (ft) 2 6 2
95th Queue (ft) 29 47 28

Link Distance (ft) 287 287 287



Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road/Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

52 244 215

Average Queue (ft)

14 102 85

95th Queue (ft)

41 190 171

Link Distance (ft)
914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

150

Storage Blk Time (%)
1

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
310 319 634
Average Queue (ft)
143 165 307
95th Queue (ft)

285 305 611
Link Distance (ft)
293 293 808
Upstream Blk Time (%)
1 1 (%]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
4 5 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

SB

619

289

592

808

SB

556

155

408

808

SB

423

138

319

WB

205

103

173

250

WB

LT

58

9

38

400

WB

76

15

44

1960

WB

377

238

339

9685

NB

T

164

61

133

2578

Off Ramp

WB

391

262

362

1000

NB

189

76

145

2578

WB

317

192

295

1000

NB

101

32

75

250

NB

40

27

100



400

Storage Blk Time (%) 0
17 2 (%]
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1
2 10 1

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB EB NB
SB SB

Directions Served L L TR TR
L T

Maximum Queue (ft) 578 634 136 541
339 310

Average Queue (ft) 320 366 7 272
254 121

95th Queue (ft) 557 608 101 486
371 279

Link Distance (ft) 1615 402
293 293

Upstream Blk Time (%) 4
14 2

Queuing Penalty (veh) 14
38 6

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 1000 1000

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB
Directions Served L R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 65 122 10
Average Queue (ft) 9 13 1
95th Queue (ft) 116 79 7
Link Distance (ft) 1007 466

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 194

SB

332

256

370

293

15

42



Average Queue (ft) 23
95th Queue (ft) 108
Link Distance (ft) 466
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB
SB

Directions Served LT
T

Maximum Queue (ft) 27
68

Average Queue (ft) 2
2

95th Queue (ft) 15
54

Link Distance (ft) 444
681

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB
SB

Directions Served L
TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 395
531

Average Queue (ft) 266
284

95th Queue (ft) 416
494

Link Distance (ft) 270
620

Upstream Blk Time (%) 15

0

EB

144

71

136

444

EB

316

117

251

270

NB

T

26

14

820

B120

576

84

370

2302

NB

56

24

600

NB

357

179

330

SB

260

100

208

215

NB

272

34

180

681



Queuing Penalty (veh)
%]
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 22: S Bird Rd & C St/W Vernalis Rd

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
LTR
190
92
153
410

EB

52
20
45
2336

NB
140

26
93

150

NB

120
51
100

250

Intersection: 31: Chrisman Road & University Main Driveway

Movement

SB SB SB
Directions Served

T T R
Maximum Queue (ft)
341 359 181
Average Queue (ft)
167 180 41
95th Queue (ft)

280 308 109

Link Distance (ft)

EB

95

37

75

EB

92

36

73

2231

SB
LTR

362

o N

499

NB

283

144

239

295

NB

128

23

81

883

SB

26

15

250

NB

139

37

103

883



499 499
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
2
Queuing Penalty (veh)
3

Intersection: 32: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & A St

Movement

WB WB NB
SB

Directions Served

T R L

R

Maximum Queue (ft)
82 115 246
190

Average Queue (ft)
10 32 114
57

95th Queue (ft)

47 84 207
131

Link Distance (ft)
1928

1077

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

NB

295

139

237

NB

330

134

260

359

NB

318

134

269

359

250

EB

120
36
99
1980

EB
NB

144
110

36
33

96
85

WB

22

16
1878

EB
SB

169
104

59
38

131
84

400

EB
SB

80
174

10
67

48
121

2010

EB
SB

=

268
327

96
166

203
289

1077

WB
SB

-

171
334

59
172

136
301



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
250 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

250
250

Intersection: 34: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy 2

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB

R

44
12
38
2126

250
250

WB

41
12
33
1836

Intersection: 35: Chrisman Road & East Area Industrial Dwy

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

177 228 235

Average Queue (ft)

75 58 80

95th Queue (ft)

149 165 183

Link Distance (ft)
633 633

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
250

Storage Blk Time (%)
(%] (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
1 (%]

WB

215

68

160

1690

WB

96

29

75

1690

250

NB

31

19
633

NB

454

184

374

534

250

=

NB

402

149

313

534

250

NB

227

41

141

150



Intersection: 36: Chrisman Road & PG East Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB

66
13
41
1729

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

Movement

WB NB NB
Directions Served

R L L
Maximum Queue (ft)
99 400 437
Average Queue (ft)
27 205 200
95th Queue (ft)

73 350 344

Link Distance (ft)
1906

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 750 750
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T R L
Maximum Queue (ft)
318 243 211

Average Queue (ft)

NB

526

219

419

228

EB
NB NB SB

224
542 442 106

85
215 83 33

180
420 254 78

1044 1044 1044

300
250

& Gateway Center Dwy

WB
SB SB SB
L
T T T
351
258 251 274
119

NB

28

19
458

EB
SB

120
258
15
60
71
163
2238

250

WB

390

194

NB

68

38
458

(O]

EB
SB

459
473
188
238
361
410
2238

WB

369

153

SB

28

17
534

WB
SB

237
492
95

261
202
426

458

NB

337

276

SB

20

11
534

WB
SB

167
326
17
64
90
214

458

250

NB

332

262



220 107 109

95th Queue (ft)

321 238 195

Link Distance (ft)

243

Upstream Blk Time (%)

3 9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

24 %]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 300

Storage Blk Time (%)

11 1

Queuing Penalty (veh)

25 4

Intersection: 39: Gateway Center Dwy 2 & Chrisman Road

Movement

SB SB
Directions Served
T T

Maximum Queue (ft)
4 23
Average Queue (ft)
(%] 1

95th Queue (ft)

5 24

Link Distance (ft)

243 243

Upstream Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary

114

189

0

94

216

287

0

0

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 421

Fehr & Peers

12/11/2024

85

202

287

125
267
256

287

WB

130

43

117

1764

330

1730

NB

341

106

263

808

288

1730

NB

320

68

207

808

331

243

16

113

NB

221

30

127

808

346

243

10

74

SB

10

243



Total Del/Veh (s)
Stop Delay (hr)
Stop Del/Veh (s)
Total Stops
Stop/Veh

Travel Dist (mi)
Travel Time (hr)
Avg Speed (mph)
Fuel Used (gal)
Fuel Eff. (mpg)
HC Emissions (g)
CO Emissions (g)
NOx Emissions (g)
Vehicles Entered
Vehicles Exited
Hourly Exit Rate
Input Volume

% of Volume
Denied Entry Before
Denied Entry After
Density (ft/veh)
Occupancy (veh)

Fehr & Peers
A
Queuing and Blocking Report

12/11/2024

Cumulative Plus

Golden State International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement
EB WB WB WB
SB SB SB SB
Directions Served
R L L T
L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
355 400 430 283
514 710 394 325
Average Queue (ft)
172 239 276 130
340 413 143 101
95th Queue (ft)
446 360 392 230
532 783 466 407
Link Distance (ft)

1266
1329 1295 1295

Upstream Blk Time (%)

WB
SB

—_

267
67

113

217

36

1266
1295

WB
SB

318
57

144
28

261
52

1295

64.4
183.6
48.2
9898
0.72
7610.2
1547.1
17
553.0
13.8
13377
320050
28823
13335
13287
13287
41190
32

208
2006
218
438

Project
PM Peak Hour

EB EB EB EB
NB NB NB NB
L L T T
L L T T
247 400 643 650
241 294 324 273
118 298 508 479
61 120 216 190
200 505 738 719
175 228 286 258
622 622
1329 1329
14 9

EB
NB

—

586
231

423
128

679
221

622



1 1 (%]
Queuing Penalty (veh)

9] 9] 9]
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
320 800 800 260
450 250
Storage Blk Time (%)
(%] (%] 1
6 12
Queuing Penalty (veh)
%] 1 1
17 34

300
250

(O]

(W]

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement

NB NB SB SB
Directions Served

UL TR L TR
Maximum Queue (ft)

33 154 107 327
Average Queue (ft)

5 50 24 143
95th Queue (ft)

21 112 74 261
Link Distance (ft)

1279 1037 1159

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

200 230
Storage Blk Time (%)

9] 2
Queuing Penalty (veh)

9] (9]

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB

33

24

300

WB

30

20
1028

300
250

(W]

EB

34

25

895

WB

52

34

61 39 24
51 32
3 0
143 45
2 0
EB WB WB
R L TR
120 296 171
44 147 50
96 258 120
300 300

1

1
NB SB
TR L
44 127
3 44
22 94
1368



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement WB
SB SB SB
Directions Served L
L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 162
127 158 111
Average Queue (ft) 70
56 59 30
95th Queue (ft) 129
102 120 77
Link Distance (ft)

914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
250

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB
NB SB SB

Directions Served L
TR L TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 17
153 94 351

Average Queue (ft) 1
55 26 141

95th Queue (ft) 9
122 68 277

Link Distance (ft) 906
1058 1058 850 850

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

=

WB

50

10

31

1960

EB

TR

186

64

141

906

NB

237

102

187

2606

WB

88

15

52

772

180

NB

224

93

181

2606

WB

TR

143

42

104

772

NB

108

48

87

250

NB

11



Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB
LT
939
917
967
868
100
%)

36
342

Ramp/SR

EB
LTR
918
881
921
865
100
%)

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB

L
1034
369
1120
1015
20

%)

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement
Directions Served

NB
TR

WB
R
95
71
139

45

132

NB
TR
568
261
683
426
40
100

WB

179
56
177

SB
LT

NB
LT
320
194
424
310
40
274

EB On Ramp

SB
LT
325
170
381
310
8
106

NB

292
80

302
457

SB
TR
502
184
559
431
16

SB
LT
49

23
426



Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

48
12
119
1051

EB
LT
111
41
85
444

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement

SB

Directions Served
TR

Maximum Queue (ft)
592

Average Queue (ft)
232

95th Queue (ft)
461

Link Distance (ft)
2026

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

EB

375

215

367

266

56
5
26
457
EB On Ramp
EB NB
R T
100 2
33 0
98 2
444 820
EB B120
R T
28 152
2 13
15 85
266 200
0
0

SB

247
73
183

215

NB

165

46

128

295

SB

30

33
681

NB

78

10

49

681



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 461
Average Queue (ft) 126
95th Queue (ft) 331
Link Distance (ft) 1266
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 384
Average Queue (ft) 105
95th Queue (ft) 364
Link Distance (ft) 857

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1203

Fehr & Peers 12/11/2024

EB

T
857
212
511
1266
0

0

EB

326
75

300
857

EB

893
214
512
1266

EB

178
32

162
857

EB

38

21
1266

WB

10

622



A
Queuing and Blocking Report
Golden State International Logistics Center

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Road

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (Ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 12: S Chrisman Road/Chrisman Road

Movement

SB SB SB

Directions Served

L T T

Maximum Queue (ft)

161 184 141

Average Queue (ft)

71 62 35

95th Queue (ft)

135 145 99

Link Distance (ft)
914 914

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150

Storage Blk Time (%)
1 (%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
5 (%]

Intersection: 14: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB

Movement

NB NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served

T T T T T R

Maximum Queue (ft)

Existing Plus Project

PM Peak Hour

NB NB
T T
7 9
0 0
6 8
287 287

SB

17

13
1044

& Durham Ferry Road

WB WB
L R
216 86
103 16
180 51
1960

250

%] %]
(%] %]

WB WB
LT R
68 244

NB NB
T T
272 263
111 117
220 215
2578 2578
0
1
Off Ramp
WB WB
R R
274 238

NB

120

45

92

250

NB

112



328 334 508 514 329 260

Average Queue (ft) 10 130 150 93

164 185 238 250 110 94

95th Queue (ft) 40 208 242 180

321 336 438 449 248 192

Link Distance (ft) 9685

293 293 808 808 808

Upstream Blk Time (%)

3 2

Queuing Penalty (veh)

9 7

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 1000 1000
400

Storage Blk Time (%)

24 9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

2 1

Intersection: 15: S Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB EB NB
SB SB

Directions Served L L TR TR
L T

Maximum Queue (ft) 503 548 166 371
324 263

Average Queue (ft) 230 266 18 164
169 55

95th Queue (ft) 470 511 154 294
309 169

Link Distance (ft) 1615 402
293 293

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

2 %]

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

9 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 1000 1000

Storage Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 16: S Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB
Directions Served L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 18 9
Average Queue (ft) 1 0
95th Queue (ft) 7 7

11

59

100

SB

312

159

295

293



Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: S Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

1007

(O]

Ramp

SB
LT
120
14
67
466

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

SB

Directions Served
T

Maximum Queue (ft)
208

Average Queue (ft)
9

95th Queue (ft)
102

Link Distance (ft)
681

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB EB NB NB
LT R T R
123 93 17 16
40 33 1 1
92 97 11 11
444 444 820

600

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement
SB

EB EB B120 NB

SB

280

107

251

215

NB



Directions Served
TR

Maximum Queue (ft)
387

Average Queue (ft)
243

95th Queue (ft)
358

Link Distance (ft)
620

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 22: S Bird Rd & C St/W Vernalis Rd

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 30: Chrisman Road & University Dwy

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

378

222

373

270

EB

LTR
481
374
591
410
49

EB

84
38
70
2336

28

13

270

NB

92

45

150

NB

63
22
53

250

Intersection: 31: Chrisman Road & University Main Driveway

T L
169 157
17 48
101 129
2302

295
SB
LTR
3
0
3
362
SB SB
T R
2 8
0 0
2 5
2578

250

71

44

681



Movement EB
SB SB SB
Directions Served L
T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 160
288 302 56
Average Queue (ft) 82
129 139 21
95th Queue (ft) 136
225 242 50
Link Distance (ft)
499 499
Upstream Blk Time (%)
9]
Queuing Penalty (veh)
%]
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
1
Queuing Penalty (veh)
1

Intersection: 32: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 29
Average Queue (ft) 6
95th Queue (ft) 23
Link Distance (ft) 1980

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 33: Chrisman Road & A St

Movement EB
WB WB NB NB NB NB NB
SB

Directions Served L

T R L L T T R

R

Maximum Queue (ft) 148
70 118 236 259 278 280 122
134

Average Queue (ft) 62

EB

173

82

145

2231

WB

30

25
1878

EB
SB

175
101

76

NB NB
L T
115 219
59 85
105 175
883
400
EB EB
SB SB
T R
L T
264 301
152 312
19 131

NB

249

109

199

883

WB
SB

-

171
332

65



9 47 102
39

95th Queue (ft)
44 95 199
108

Link Distance (ft)
1928

1077

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
250 250
250
Storage Blk Time (%)
(9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

130

225

250

127

241

359

129

236

359

29 25 58
121 136 145
88 69 117
2010
0
0
250 250
250 250 250
%)
0

Intersection: 34: Chrisman Road & PG Central Dwy 2

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB WB SB
R R T
73 67 19
34 22 1
62 49 21

2126 1836 359

Intersection: 35: Chrisman Road & East Area Industrial Dwy

Movement

SB SB SB
Directions Served

L T T
Maximum Queue (ft)
113 212 232
Average Queue (ft)
46 63 91

95th Queue (ft)
89 154 186

WB WB NB
L R T
162 108 299
55 28 124
125 76 254

164
257
275

1077

250

SB
TR
10

359

NB

287

111

225

181

137
293

250

NB

172

25

94



Link Distance (ft) 1690
633 633
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

250

Storage Blk Time (%)
(%]

Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 36: Chrisman Road & PG East Dwy

Movement WB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 61
Average Queue (ft) 24
95th Queue (ft) 50
Link Distance (ft) 1729

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 37: Chrisman Road & B St

Movement EB
WB NB NB NB NB NB SB
Directions Served L

R L L T T R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 369
102 301 276 353 305 148 91
Average Queue (ft) 125
35 154 151 140 141 51 21
95th Queue (ft) 288
77 262 244 275 264 115 65
Link Distance (ft)

1906 1044 1044 1044

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
150 750 750 250
Storage Blk Time (%) 1

0

1690

SB

40

27
534

EB
SB

959
266
211
57
905
163
2238

250
0

534

SB

100

50
534

EB
SB

1273
488
735
257
1331
421
2238

534

WB
SB

244
516
109
302
207
480

458

10
150

WB
SB

210
346
25
52
150
210

458

250



Queuing Penalty (veh)
(%]

Intersection: 38: Chrisman Road & Gateway Center Dwy

Movement

NB NB SB
Directions Served

T R L
Maximum Queue (ft)
261 172 140
Average Queue (ft)
136 52 59
95th Queue (ft)

242 119 115

Link Distance (ft)

243

Upstream Blk Time (%)

(%] %]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

1 (9]

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
150 300

Storage Blk Time (%)

3 (9]

Queuing Penalty (veh)

4 9]

Intersection: 39: Gateway Center Dwy 2 & Chrisman Road

Movement

SB

Directions Served
-

Maximum Queue (ft)
4

Average Queue (ft)
(%]

95th Queue (ft)

5

Link Distance (ft)
243

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

SB SB
L T
149 217
77 84
124 173

287
300

SB

242

97

192

287

WB
SB
L

T
133
281
33
142
87
254

287

350

WB

110

35

78

1764

188

91

152

1730

NB

109

13

63

808

WB

138

56

109

1730

NB

71

34

808

N

NB

319

202

312

243

20

NB

26

16

808

NB

296

176

271

243

SB

243



Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 126

Fehr & Peers 12/03/2024



Appendix D: “With Improvements” Vehicle Queueing Calculations



Fehr & Pee 11/11/2024
Queuing ai Existing Plus Project
GoldenSta- AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB EB
Directions Served L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 145 288
Average Queue (ft) 43 145
95th Queue (ft) 102 240
Link Distance (ft) 670

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 170
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2

EB

255
113
207
670

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB EB
Directions Served LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 67 86
Average Queue (ft) 5 34
95th Queue (ft) 31 66
Link Distance (ft) 896

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps
Movement WB WB
Directions Served L R
Maximum Queue (ft) 14 85
Average Queue (ft) 1 12
95th Queue (ft) 7 54
Link Distance (ft) 1028

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh)

o

WB
LT

NB
TR

194
88
161
1280

26
25

14

1368

EB

WB

SB

WB

193
76
152

320

NB

UL
86
57
101

25

20

101
21
65

180

700
699
699

640
88
388

14

200

855
809
837
792

64
467

445
176
356
792

103
12
59

260



Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement WB NB SB
Directions Served LR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 2052 6 198
Average Queue (ft) 1915 0 22
95th Queue (ft) 2334 8 101
Link Distance (ft) 1990 2607 926
Upstream Blk Time (%) 82

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 101 177 145 166
Average Queue (ft) 27 64 62 60
95th Queue (ft) 73 134 122 123
Link Distance (ft) 919 783 1068 860

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT R LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 939 95 302 502
Average Queue (ft) 929 95 41 453
95th Queue (ft) 962 99 177 669
Link Distance (ft) 868 310 431
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 1 34
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 8 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45

Storage Blk Time (%) 7 63

Queuing Penalty (veh) 116 4

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 936 176 335



Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

886
925
865
100

28
156
426

301
377
310
15
98

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

176
16
224

1015

1

51
2
28

457

32
3
19

444

WB

R

EB
R

NB

T
69

5
49

70

NB
T
151
70
135
444

26
2
34
457

21

12
820

94
6
44
426

48
3
27

SB
T
229 62
78 2
171 50

681



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB B120 NB
Directions Served L R T L
Maximum Queue (ft) 390 313 271
Average Queue (ft) 372 112 267
95th Queue (ft) 409 245 286
Link Distance (ft) 266 266 200
Upstream Blk Time (%) 93 1 88
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB EB EB WB
Directions Served T T R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 148 367 66
Average Queue (ft) 5 20 2
95th Queue (ft) 104 200 74
Link Distance (ft) 792 792 792
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

600

NB

308
100
218

295

WB

699
675
763
628

91

SB

TR
81 73
3 8
64 40
681 1136

639
476
827
628



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1448

Fehr & Pee 11/11/2024



Fehr & Pee 11/11/2024

Queuing ai Existing Plus Project

Golden Sta PM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB
Directions Served UL
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
T
233 372
63 221
148 331
670
170
0 16
0 10

EB

325
193
296
670

Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
R
74 71
6 45
38 69
896

25
0 26
0 0

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB
R
24 47
3 6
15 29
1028

25
1 0
0 0

WB
LT

NB
TR

310
120
239
1280

42
26

12
0

1368

EB

WB

SB
UL

190
75
148

320

86
49
97

25

10

99
29
69

180

WB

NB
UL

WB
700

697
729

640
91
261

SB

15

200

WB

845
794
915
792

65
346

60

25

230

691
150
420
792

42

29

260



Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement WB NB SB

Directions Served LR TR LT

Maximum Queue (ft) 2000 56 997
Average Queue (ft) 1846 8 942
95th Queue (ft) 2354 32 1122
Link Distance (ft) 1990 2607 926
Upstream Blk Time (%) 70 78
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 179 136 130 751
Average Queue (ft) 68 54 53 392
95th Queue (ft) 146 112 106 865
Link Distance (ft) 919 783 1068 860
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served LT R LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 934 87 320 414
Average Queue (ft) 910 60 196 136
95th Queue (ft) 960 135 432 478
Link Distance (ft) 868 310 431
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 51 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 315 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 45

Storage Blk Time (%) 43 36

Queuing Penalty (veh) 405 4

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 923 497 292



Average Queue (ft) 881 282 132

95th Queue (ft) 914 688 333
Link Distance (ft) 865 426 310
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 50 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 96 48

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L R T LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 905 148 288 27
Average Queue (ft) 441 71 126 2
95th Queue (ft) 1231 192 405 18
Link Distance (ft) 1015 457 426
Upstream Blk Time (%) 33 11

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 3

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70

Storage Blk Time (%) 12

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement NB SB
Directions Served TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 82 74
Average Queue (ft) 27 6
95th Queue (ft) 191 39
Link Distance (ft) 1051 457

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB NB NB SB SB
Directions Served LT R T R L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 142 91 21 6 231 132
Average Queue (ft) 47 30 1 0 64 7
95th Queue (ft) 111 93 12 6 160 89
Link Distance (ft) 444 444 820 681

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB B120 NB
Directions Served L R T L
Maximum Queue (ft) 390 30 271
Average Queue (ft) 375 3 244
95th Queue (ft) 430 19 344
Link Distance (ft) 266 266 200
Upstream Blk Time (%) 96 87
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB EB EB WB
Directions Served T T R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 795 818 615
Average Queue (ft) 96 160 25
95th Queue (ft) 499 642 253
Link Distance (ft) 792 792 792
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

600

SB

TR
127
34
103

295

WB

699
629
851
628

85

215

106
30
82

1136

636
373
809
628



Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1978

Fehr & Pee 11/11/2024



Denied Delay (hr) 1343

Denied Del/Veh (s) 349.2
Total Delay (hr) 172.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 52.9
Stop Delay (hr) 130.1
Stop Del/Veh (s) 39.8
Total Stops 7800
Stop/Veh 0.66
Travel Dist (mi) 6505.9
Travel Time (hr) 1684.5
Avg Speed (mph) 19
Fuel Used (gal) 557.5
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 11.7
HC Emissions (g) 18842
CO Emissions (g) 386564
NOx Emissions (g) 37941
Vehicles Entered 11456
Vehicles Exited 11453
Hourly Exit Rate 11453
Input Volume 36774
% of Volume 31
Denied Entry Before 276
Denied Entry After 2389
Density (ft/veh) 279
Occupancy (veh) 342

Fehr & Pee 12/11/2024
Queuing ai Cumulative Plus Project
GoldenSta- AM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB EB
Directions Served L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 116
Average Queue (ft) 25
95th Queue (ft) 78

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
148

65
119

300

323
194
290
616

294
170
265
616

217

93
195
616

EB

WB
202

71
147

320

392
211
343

800

439
251
385

800



Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

70
11
44
896

EB

84
36
64

300

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

26
4
17

1028

WB

R

86
13
53

25

WB
L

NB
TR

WB
TR
142
52
111

300

SB

39

19
1368

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB
Directions Served L

246
109
191

250
0

WB

R

EB

TR

77
16
49
1960

NB
T

WB
L

NB

160
73
142
2606

WB
TR

196
79
147
1279

130
41
95

180

167
56
127
2606

NB
TR
37 209
7 81
27 154
1028
200
0
0
SB
L
82 68
25 27
62 60
250 250
NB
TR

34

20

230

210
104
173
914

126
43
99

1159

190

74
146
914



Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

34

20

156

41
110
907

59

33

100

287
117
232
772

14

62

37

50

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB WB
LT R
939
924
961
868
100

5
79

EB NB

LTR TR
930
878
912
865
100

NB

LT
95
95
97

45
64

SB

LT
331
52
257
426

16

SB

TR
296
57
224
310

50

354
300
402
310

19
132

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & |-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)

WB WB
L R
276
34
295
1015
1

NB

T

121
12
80

SB
LT
53

56
457

502
446
678
431

39

88

40
426

430
188
364
1058

42

154
63
129

150

154

35
108
850



Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement SB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

105
12
63

457

27

16
444

EB

70

NB
T
164
73
138
444

41

28
820

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

388
248
397
266

12

EB
R

B120

T
318
113
241
266

249

50
198
200

62

26

600

359
189
347

295

SB

L

NB

240
96
198

215

370

50
275
681

34

38
681

700
326
648
2026



Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB EB EB EB
Directions Served T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 173 310 127
Average Queue (ft) 8 27 15
95th Queue (ft) 122 187 70
Link Distance (ft) 1266 1266 1266

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement WB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (ft) 66
Average Queue (ft) 2
95th Queue (ft) 59
Link Distance (ft) 622
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 353

Fehr & Pee 12/11/2024

WB

204

41
294
628

297

41
288
628



Denied Delay (hr) 1109

Denied Del/Veh (s) 260.2
Total Delay (hr) 245.4
Total Del/Veh (s) 64.4
Stop Delay (hr) 183.6
Stop Del/Veh (s) 48.2
Total Stops 9898
Stop/Veh 0.72
Travel Dist (mi) 7610.2
Travel Time (hr) 1547.1
Avg Speed (mph) 17
Fuel Used (gal) 553
Fuel Eff. (mpg) 13.8
HC Emissions (g) 13377
CO Emissions (g) 320050
NOx Emissions (g) 28823
Vehicles Entered 13335
Vehicles Exited 13287
Hourly Exit Rate 13287
Input Volume 41190
% of Volume 32
Denied Entry Before 208
Denied Entry After 2006
Density (ft/veh) 218
Occupancy (veh) 438

Fehr & Pee 12/11/2024
Queuing ai Cumulative Plus Project
Golden Stz PM Peak Hour

Intersection: 1: Chrisman Rd & 11th St

Movement EB EB
Directions Served L L
Maximum Queue (ft) 221
Average Queue (ft) 105
95th Queue (ft) 183

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 300
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

400
215
423

300

602
389
615
616

18

28
79

574
360
581
616
3
12

479
289
507
616

13

13

WB
289

89
273

320

357
217
322

800

390
251
360

800



Intersection: 10: Ahern Rd & Lehman Rd/SB I-5 Ramps

Movement EB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
R
47

33
896

141
65
116

300

Intersection: 11: Ahern Rd & NB I-5 Ramps

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

WB
R
25
4
17

1028

49
9
36

25

WB
L

NB
TR

Intersection: 12: Chrisman Road & Durham Ferry Road

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 13: Ahern Rd & Durham Ferry Rd

Movement EB
Directions Served L

WB
R
162
70
129

250

EB
TR

50
10
31

1960

NB
T

WB
L

WB
TR
311 372
166 74
281 220
1279
300
2 0
2 0
SB
L
39 137
4 47
23 100
1368
180
0
0
NB
T
237 224
102 93
187 181
2606 2606
0
0
WB
TR

NB
UL

NB

NB

NB
TR
32

19

200

SB
108

48
87

250

NB
TR

SB
140
53

110
1028

SB

127
56
102

250

SB

SB

TR
175
32
112

230

SB

158

59
120
914

SB
TR

406
186
341
1159

111
30
77

914



Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

25

16

245

96
191
907

24

78
12
43

100

180

69
143
772

35

21

50

Intersection: 14: Chrisman Road & SR 132 WB On Ramp/SR 132 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB
Directions Served LT
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 15: Chrisman Road & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB
Directions Served LTR
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

939
917
967
868
100

36
342

918
881
921
865
100

WB

R

NB
TR

95
71
139

45
41

568
261
683
426

40
100

NB
LT

SB
LT

320
194
424
310

40
274

325
170
381
310

106

Intersection: 16: Chrisman Road & I-580 WB Off Ramp

Movement WB
Directions Served L
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)

95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

1034
369
1120
1015
20

WB

R

179
56
177

NB

T

292

80
302
457

SB
TR

SB

LT

502
184
559
431

16

49

23
426

168
64
136
1058

14

240
77
215

150

846
342
727
850

28
23



Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 70
Storage Blk Time (%) 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 17: Chrisman Road & I-580 EB On Ramp

Movement NB SB
Directions Served TR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 48 56
Average Queue (ft) 12 5
95th Queue (ft) 119 26
Link Distance (ft) 1051 457

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 18: S Bird Rd & SR 132 EB Off Ramp/SR 132 EB On Ramp

Movement EB EB NB SB SB
Directions Served LT R T L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 111 100 2 247
Average Queue (ft) 41 33 0 73
95th Queue (ft) 85 98 2 183
Link Distance (ft) 444 444 820

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 215
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 19: S Bird Rd & SR 132 WB Off On Ramps

Movement EB EB B120 NB NB
Directions Served L R T L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 375 28 152 165
Average Queue (ft) 215 2 13 46
95th Queue (ft) 367 15 85 128
Link Distance (ft) 266 266 200

Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 295

Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

30
1
33
681
SB
TR
78 592
10 232
49 461
681 2026



Intersection: 78: NB I-5 Ramps

Movement

Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 97: 11th St

Movement EB EB EB
Directions Served T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 461 857
Average Queue (ft) 126 212
95th Queue (ft) 331 511
Link Distance (ft) 1266 1266
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 122: 11th St

Movement EB EB EB
Directions Served T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 384 326
Average Queue (ft) 105 75
95th Queue (ft) 364 300
Link Distance (ft) 857 857

Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1203

Fehr & Pee 12/11/2024

893
214
512
1266

178

32
162
857

EB

WB

38

21
1266

10

622
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