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Chapter 1 
Introduction to Initial Study 

 

Project Brief 
 
The proposed project involves the adoption and implementation of the proposed Lathrop Gateway 
Business Park Specific Plan (GBPSP).  The specific plan site is located in San Joaquin County, within 
the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence.  The project site encompasses approximately 384 acres 
bordered by Vierra Court and West Yosemite Avenue to the north, SR 120 to the south, and the 
Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the east and to the west.  The proposed project envisions 
development of a combination of new commercial office, limited industrial and service commercial 
uses. 
 
The specific plan area consists predominantly of agricultural lands and related residential uses.  
Surrounding areas to the west and north have been developed with industrial type uses in the City of 
Lathrop.  The specific plan is located within the City’s existing Sphere of Influence and Urban 
Services boundaries and is designated for urban industrial development by the adopted Lathrop 
General Plan.  
 

Purpose of Initial Study 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that public agencies document and 
consider the potential environmental effects of any agency actions that meet CEQA’s definition of a 
“project;” briefly summarized, a “project” is an action that has the potential to result in direct or 
indirect physical changes in the environment.  A project includes the agency’s direct activities as 
well as activities that involve public agency approvals or funding.  Guidelines for an agency’s 
implementation of CEQA are found in the “CEQA Guidelines” (Title 14, Chapter 3 of the California 
Code of Regulations). 
 
Provided that a project is not found to be exempt from CEQA, the first step in the agency’s 
evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the project is the preparation of an Initial Study.  
The purpose of an Initial Study is to determine whether the project would involve “significant” 
environmental effects as defined by CEQA and to describe feasible mitigation measures that would 
be necessary avoid the significant effects or reduce them to a less than significant level.  In the event 
that the Initial Study does not identify significant effects, or identifies mitigation measures that would 
reduce all of the significant effects of the project to a less than significant level, the agency may 
prepare a Negative Declaration.  If this is not the case, the agency must prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR); the agency may also decide to proceed directly with the preparation of an EIR 
without preparation of an Initial Study.   
 
The adoption of the specific plan, the approval of other required entitlements and the subsequent 
development of the study area in accordance with the specific plan is a “project” as defined by 
CEQA.  The City of Lathrop has determined that the project involves the potential for significant 
environmental effects and that an EIR will be prepared for the project.  The City of Lathrop has also 
elected to prepare this Initial Study of the project in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation that 
is required when the City prepares an EIR.   
 
This Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Lathrop pursuant to its decision to prepare an EIR.  
The purpose of this Initial Study is to describe the proposed project, briefly describe the 
environmental setting of the project, discuss the potential environmental effects of the project, and 
describe the proposed scope of the EIR.  The Initial Study is intended to be attached to the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the City’s EIR; the NOP will be circulated to agencies with potential permit or 
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approval responsibility for the project (responsible agencies) as well as agencies that are responsible 
for the management of public trust resources (trustee agencies).   
 

Scope of Initial Study 
 
This Initial Study evaluates the project’s potential to result in “significant” environmental effects, as 
defined by CEQA, in the following issue areas.  
 

Aesthetics 

Agricultural Resources 

Air Quality 

Biological Resources  

Cultural Resources 

Geology and Soils 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Land Use and Planning 

Mineral Resources 

Noise 

Population and Housing 

Public Services 

Recreation 

Transportation/Traffic 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Global Climate Change 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
Where the City can identify feasible mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the potential 
significant effects of the project, they are identified, at least briefly in this Initial Study.  The 
proposed scope of the EIR, i.e. the issues that the City will address in the EIR, is identified in each of 
the above-listed environmental issue areas.  The subsequent preparation of the EIR will involve 
detailed analysis of each of the environmental issues identified and detailed consideration of any 
mitigation measures that may be needed to address those issues.  The EIR will also address 
alternatives, cumulative impacts and a range of other topics required by CEQA.   

 
Environmental Evaluation Checklist Terminology 
 
The potential environmental effects of the proposed project are evaluated in Chapter 3 of this 
document, which is the Environmental Evaluation Checklist.  The checklist includes a list of 
environmental considerations against which the project is evaluated.  For each question, the agency 
determines whether the project would involve: 1) No Impact, 2) a Less Than Significant Impact, 3) a 
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated, or 4) a Potentially Significant Impact.  
 
A Potentially Significant Impact occurs when there is substantial evidence that the project would 
involve a substantial adverse change to the physical environment, i.e. that the environmental effect 
may be significant, and mitigation measures have not been defined that would reduce the impact to 
a less than significant level. If there are one or more Potentially Significant Impact entries in the 
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Initial Study, an EIR is required.  The Potentially Significant issues will be addressed in detail in the 
EIR.   
 
A Less Than Significant Impact occurs when the project would involve effects on a particular 
resource, but the project would not involve a substantial adverse change to the physical 
environment, and no mitigation measures are required.  These issues will be addressed in the EIR 
but would not be treated to the same extent as Potentially Significant Impacts.   
 
An environmental effect that is Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated is a Potentially 
Significant Impact that can be avoided or reduced to a less than significant level with the 
application of mitigation measures.  These issues as well as the mitigation measures needed to 
address them will receive detailed consideration in the EIR.    
 
A determination of No Impact is self-explanatory.   
 

Initial Study Organization 
 
Chapter 1, Introduction, briefly summarizes the project, the purposes of the Initial Study, the 
terminology used in the Initial Study, and the organization of the document.   
 
Chapter 2, Project Description, describes the proposed development project, its location, planned 
land uses and the road and utility improvements required to serve planned development as well as 
required permits and approvals.   
 
Chapter 3, the Environmental Checklist, contains additional information describing the project, the 
environmental evaluation of the project in the environmental issue areas described above, 
documentation of the resources used to prepare the Initial Study, and the lead agency’s formal 
determination that an EIR is required.  The proposed scope of the EIR evaluation is also described 
within each of the issue areas.   
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Chapter 2 
Project Description 

 
This chapter of the Initial Study provides a brief summary description of the project followed by 
project setting and background information and detailed descriptions of the location and physical 
elements of the project.   
 
The proposed project involves the adoption and implementation of the proposed Lathrop Gateway 
Business Park Specific Plan (GBPSP).  The GBPSP provides for the planned urban industrial and 
commercial development of approximately 384 gross acres to create a comprehensively planned 
development that provides an appropriate balance of land uses and systematically constructed 
infrastructure and services to adequately and responsibly support the development.  The specific 
plan process provides a planning mechanism by which all of the issues are explored and policies 
and standards can be created to guide the build-out of the Plan Area. 
 

Project Location 
 
The Gateway Business Park Specific Plan encompasses approximately 384± gross acres located in 
an unincorporated area of San Joaquin County, adjacent to the City of Lathrop.  The east and west 
boundaries of the Plan Area are defined by two tracks of the Union Pacific Railroad; the southern 
boundary is State Highway Route (SR) 120 and northern boundary is defined by Vierra Road and 
Yosemite Avenue.  Although the Gateway Business Park Specific Plan currently falls under the 
jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, it is within the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence and is 
included in the 2008 revised General Plan Map.  See Figures 2-1 through 2-6. 
 

Project Setting and Background 
 
The GBPSP area includes a variety of existing land uses: agricultural interspersed with rural 
residential, service, office, church and industrial uses.  Agricultural uses are located in the southern 
and central plan area.  Rural homes sites are distributed along McKinley Avenue in the plan area. 
Other residential and mixed light industrial uses are located on the northern site boundary along 
Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue.  The industrial uses are located in the western boundary of the 
plan area, both north and south of Guthmiller and Yosemite Avenue. No parcels within the plan 
area are under Williamson Act contract.  
 
The GBPSP area is surrounded by a variety of existing land uses.  To the north, within the City of 
Lathrop, are industrial uses, the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant, a PG&E electrical substation, 
agricultural and vacant land, and the existing Lathrop-Manteca Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) 
train station.  Directly south of the Plan Area, across SR 120, is vacant, farmed land within the City 
of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence. Farther south and southeast, within San Joaquin County and the 
City of Manteca, are developing lands: residential, commercial, business, and public uses. Proposed 
and approved projects for the area include Southwest Manteca Employment Center, an area of 
approximately 1,408 acres, a high-tech business industrial park, and the Oakwood Lakes 
Subdivision. To the east, in Manteca, new commercial development is approved for Manteca Big 
League Dreams Sports Park, a 30-acre City-owned recreational sports complex, with an adjacent 
regional commercial center; various phases are currently built or under construction. The City of 
Manteca Wastewater Treatment Plant is also east of the GBPSP. To the west are other industrial uses 
and Interstate 5. 
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Project Details 
 
The proposed project consists of a request for City approval of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park 
Specific Plan (GBPSP) and annexation of the 384-acre specific plan area (SPA) into the City of 
Lathrop.  Adoption of the proposed specific plan will also involve a series of related actions, 
including approval of a general plan amendment, pre-zoning, annexation and a Development 
Agreement.  The various required approvals would be needed in order to maintain required 
consistency within and between the City of Lathrop’s land use and infrastructure planning 
documents and implementing ordinances as well as with state regulations governing annexation.  
These actions are described in more detail below.   
 
The proposed specific plan provides both a planning framework for and regulatory tool governing 
the future development of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park area.  The various land use 
designations, improvement plans, guidelines and standards and other provisions of the plan will 
form the primary basis for future City evaluation of development proposals within the SPA, 
including any tentative maps or other entitlements considered in conjunction with the specific plan.  
It is anticipated that the specific plan will be adopted by City ordinance.  The specific plan will be 
subject to CEQA review in an Environmental Impact Report; pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15182, future projects that are consistent with the specific plan may be exempt from further CEQA 
review.   
 
The Land Use Plan proposes 67.6 acres of new commercial office, 190.2 acres of limited industrial 
uses, and 48.7 acres of service commercial uses.  The Plan also includes 11.2 acres of open space, 
and 2.8 acres divided between three well sites.  The number of acres may vary slightly depending 
on more accurate survey information and the final alignment of roadways.  The following table 
provides a summary of the Land Uses including a proposed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Average that was 
used to generate a maximum square footage of buildable area and potential employees generated in 
the Plan Area: 
 
 
 

TABLE 2-1 

LAND USE SUMMARY 

Land Use 

 

Acreage 
[Net] 

Total Sq. Ft. Per 
Land Use FAR Range FAR Average Max. Sq. Ft. 

Office/Commercial OC 67.6 2,945,527 .20 to .60 0.30 883,658 

Limited Industrial LI 190.2 8,285,983 .15 to .65 0.43 3,562,973 

Service Commercial SC 48.7 2,121,808 .15 to .66 0.43 912,377 

Well Site W 2.8     

Detention D 3.9     

Open Space OS 11.2     

Subtotal  324.4     

Major & Existing Roads 59.4     

TOTAL  383.9    5,359,008 

 
 
 

Office and Commercial uses (OC) have been directed toward the State Route 120 corridor to 
capitalize on the vehicular access, visibility, and the logical “capture” market for these uses along 
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the corridor.  Office and Commercial uses provide regional as well as local serving 
business/professional workspace.  Specific users for this district might characteristically include a 
full range of large or small commercial operations, professional and administrative support services, 
administrative offices, financial institutions, recreational facilities, eating establishments, 
hotels/motels, incubator/research and development space, and the like. 
 
Located in the central portion of the Plan Area with immediate access from both Yosemite and 
McKinley Avenues, the central area is comprised of Limited Industrial uses (LI), both north and south 
of Yosemite Avenue, stretching northward to Vierra Street and southward to the Union Pacific 
Railroad line at the Plan Area boundary.  Envisioned as an important employment-generating land 
use, this LI district would provide for a broad range of use types including industrial, manufacturing, 
warehousing/distribution, office, retail sales, retail services, trailer and recreational vehicle sales, 
research and development, equipment and machinery repair, sales, rental, and other such uses and 
services necessary to support them.  
 
The Service Commercial (SC) District is envisioned for uses not as vitally dependent on highway 
visibility as Office Commercial but nevertheless is afforded immediate arterial road access to and 
from McKinley and Yosemite Avenues in the eastern sector of the Plan Area.  This land use is 
envisioned to be characterized by such specific users such as professional and administrative 
support services, automotive, boat, and other vehicle sales and services, rentals, eating 
establishments, wineries and wine cellars, other retail sales and services, equipment and machinery 
repair, research and development/laboratory services, general, light, and high-tech industrial users, 
warehousing and distribution, and the like. 
 
The Land Use Plan depicts three public or quasi-public facilities, consisting primarily of the 
pedestrian/biking greenway system along Yosemite Avenue, detention and retention basins, and 
public easements on the site.  
 
Pedestrian/Biking Greenway:  Within the Plan Area, and in accordance with the Citywide Lathrop 
Bicycle Transportation Plan, a combination Class I (10-ft. bikeway separated from roadway) is 
planned to traverse the project site from the southwest corner along the south side of the existing 
UPRR alignment and along Yosemite Avenue to the site’s eastern boundary and beyond.  This 
bikeway system will provide access to all main roads on the site, as well as to the Lathrop-Manteca 
ACE Transit station to the northeast of the Plan Area.  
 
Detention/Retention Facilities:  Land is allotted within the Plan Area for detention and/or retention 
facilities for the purpose of managing stormwater runoff and preventing flooding within the site and 
surrounding communities.  Two primary areas have been designated for these facilities: 1) located 
within the central area (LI Land Use) to take site stormwater east and south of Yosemite 
Avenue/Guthmiller Road and 2) located within the western area (OC Land Use) to take stormwater 
west and north of Yosemite/Guthmiller.  The Land Use Plan has allotted 3.9 acres for 
detention/retention uses; however, more precise calculations will be necessary as specific site plans 
are designed and reviewed in future stages of specific project development approvals.   
 
Open Space:  Within the Plan Area, open space is designated as landscape buffer and sloping banks 
between on-site land uses and major roadways, including SR 120.  Other easements and greenways 
are also considered part of the opens space designation. 
 
Circulation System 
 
The GBPSP proposes a network of streets and pathways to serve the Plan Area.  The GBPSP specifies 
a hierarchy of roadways that allows for the efficient flow of vehicular traffic, and also encourages 
walking, biking and public transit alternatives to single occupancy vehicles. 
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Arterial streets (which includes six-lane and four-lane roads) serve to convey significant “cross-
town” traffic.  These streets will provide for efficient access through the City of Lathrop, and 
connections to major commercial uses, employment centers, and amenities.  Four arterial streets 
exist in the Plan Area: Yosemite Avenue, Guthmiller Road, and McKinley Avenue.  These arterials 
may need improvements or upgrades due to the Specific Plan effort. These streets have been 
excluded from the calculations of developable acres in the Land Use Plan. 
 
Collector streets provide connections into the development, linking to office, commercial and 
industrial uses.  These streets have also been excluded from the calculations of developable acres in 
the Land Use Plan. 

Sewer 

The proposed Plan Area will be served by the City of Lathrop. At project build-out, the entire Plan 
Area will be served by a combination gravity sewer system, sewage lift stations and force mains that 
will be utilized to direct flows to a treatment facility. There are two treatment facility options: 1) the 
City of Lathrop’s Water Recycling Plan (WRP) #1 and/or #2, or 2) the City of Manteca’s treatment 
plant to the east under agreement between the two cities. 
 
If the treatment occurs at WRP #1 or #2 the treated recycled water will be required to be disposed 
of through land application.  Parcels within the northwest part of Lathrop have been identified for 
disposal purposes.  The parcels were previously identified in the City's Report of Waste Discharge 
(RWD) and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB).  Land application will consist of lined storage basins to hold recycled water during 
non-irrigation periods and agricultural fields to dispose of the water during irrigation periods.  Flood 
irrigation and perimeter berms around the fields will be utilized avoid any offsite runoff.  A purple 
pipeline system will be required to deliver the water from the treatment plant to the storage basins. 
of which a portion of the pipeline has already been constructed.  An annual water balance design 
will need to be completed during the design phase of the project to verify that sufficient storage and 
application area are available. 

Water 

The City of Lathrop will be responsible for providing water service to the Plan Area. The sources of 
water shall be groundwater from existing wells and/or an expansion of the City’s well field with the 
possible development of surface water sources from Phase 1/Phase 2 expansion of the South County 
Surface Water Supply Program (SCSWSP) by the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID). 
Surface water will be treated off-site at a central facility outside of the City of Lathrop. Groundwater 
may be treated at the existing Well #21 site within the project area or possibly at the new well 
heads.  It is also possible that arsenic treatment of groundwater could occur at an offsite central 
facility. 
 
The Plan Area has included the use of reclaimed water to irrigate public open space areas and 
landscape corridors. Ultimately a separate distribution system is proposed to allow the use of this 
non-potable water as a measure to conserve potable water supplies. 

Storm Drainage 

The Plan Area is essentially flat, with surface flows moving roughly in a westerly direction. Site 
development will necessitate the need for the Plan Area to construct detention basins, pump 
stations, force mains and an outfall structure into the San Joaquin River. An offsite pipeline will need 
to be constructed between the project site and the San Joaquin Rover. 
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Approvals 
 
In addition to approval of the specific plan and annexation of the Plan Area into the City of Lathrop, 
the project will require other discretionary approvals.  These would include amendment of the 
Lathrop General Plan, pre-zoning of the plan area in accordance with approved specific plan 
designations and approval of a development agreement.  
 
Other than the City of Lathrop and LAFCO actions described above, permits and approvals that may 
be required in conjunction with the development of the GBPSP area would include the following:   
 
 
 

TABLE 2-2 
PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

Agency Permit/Approval 

San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District 

Indirect Source Rule Permit, Authority to Construct, 
Permit to Operate for stationary sources of air 
pollution (auxiliary power, storm drainage pump 
station) 

California State Reclamation Board Encroachment permit for work on or adjacent to 
levees, including storm drainage outfalls 

California Department of Fish and 
Game 

Stream alteration permit for storm drainage outfalls 

California Water Resources Control 
Board 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification, in 
conjunction with US Army Corps of Engineers Section 
404 Permit 

US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits for discharge of fill to Waters of 
the U.S. and wetlands, including development of any 
jurisdictional irrigation canals and construction of 
storm drainage outfalls.  This permit will involve 
consultations with federal fish and wildlife protection 
agencies. 
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Chapter 3.0 
Environmental Significance Checklist 

 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
1. Project Title: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan 

2. Project Entitlements:  General Plan Amendment, Pre-Zoning, Annexation, CEQA 
Certification, Specific Plan Approval 

3. Lead Agency Name and 
Address: 

City of Lathrop 
390 Towne Center Drive 
Lathrop, CA 95330 
 

4. Contact Person and Phone 
Number:  

Charlie Mullen, Assistant Community Development Director, 
209-941-7298 

5. Project Location: The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan encompasses 
approximately 384± acres located in an unincorporated area of 
San Joaquin County, adjacent to the City of Lathrop, California.  
The east and west boundaries of the Plan Area are defined by 
two Union Pacific Railroad tracks; the southern boundary is 
defined by State Highway Route 120 and the northern 
boundary is defined by Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue. 

6. Project Sponsor's Name 
and Address: 

South Lathrop, LLC 
Attention: David Lazares 
634 North Santa Cruz Ave. 
Los Gatos, Ca.95030 
Phone: 408 399-4393 Fax: 408 399-4397 
Email:  dlazares@lazarescompanies.com 
 

7. General Plan Designation 
and Zoning: 

Existing General Plan: Service Commercial (SC); Freeway 
Commercial (FC); and General Industrial (GI) 
Proposed General Plan: Office Commercial (OC); Limited 
Industrial (LI); and Service Commercial (SC) 
 
Existing Zoning (Under San Joaquin County): I-W (Warehouse 
Industrial) and AU-20 (Agriculture Urban Reserve) 

8.  Description of Project: A detailed description of the project is included in Chapter 2.0 
of this Initial Study. 
 

9. Surrounding Land Uses 
and Setting: 

The project area is bounded by agricultural uses to the north 
and east; industrial uses to the northeast and northwest; 
transportation uses (railroad tracks to the west and east, as well 
as State Highway 120 right-of-way to the south); and rural 
residential units to the south. 
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10. Other public agencies 
whose approval is 
required: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (404 Permit for Storm 
Discharge); State Regional Water Quality Control Board (401 
Water Certification): California Department of Fish and Game 
(1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement): California Department 
of Transportation District 10 (SR 120 ROW Encroachment, if 
necessary); California State Reclamation Board (Encroachment 
Work on Levee); San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (Indirect Source Rule Permit); San Joaquin 
Local Agency Formation Commission; California Department 
of Health Services (Land Application of Recycled Water); 
California Public Utilities Commission (ROW Encroachment); 
and Reclamation District 17 (San Joaquin River and Associated 
Levee Issues). 

 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTOR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology /Soils 
 Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population / Housing 
 Public Services  Recreation   Transportation/Traffic 
 Utilities/Service Systems  Global Climate Change  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance                
 

C. LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION 

 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) 
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 
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D. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
The foregoing environmental determination is based on the evaluation of the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed project, as documented in the following checklist and 
supporting documentation.  The checklist has been prepared in accordance with the following 
requirements:   
 
1)  A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project 
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based 
on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose 
sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2)  All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

3)  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, Iess than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate 
if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more 
"Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4)  "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of 
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than 
Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain 
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

5)  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a)  Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where the analysis(es) are available for review. 

b)  Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within 
the scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated", describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project. 

6)  Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously 
prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or 
pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7)  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8)  This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats. 

9)  The explanation of each issue should identify:  

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 

 

E. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 

 
 

1. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area (“study area”) is located along the eastern 
boundary of urban development in the City of Lathrop.  The study area is predominantly in 
agricultural production and related use (i.e., storage of trailers for agricultural product transport), 
along with some rural residences.  McKinley Boulevard, Yosemite Avenue, and Guthmiller Road run 
through the study area.   
 
Railroad tracks run the length of the eastern and western borders of the study area (See Figure 2-2 
Vicinity Map).  Vierra Court and Yosemite Avenue border the study area to the north.  Beyond these 
roads are a variety of visual landscapes from row crops to large warehouse type buildings.  A Pacific 
Gas and Electric substation is also located north of the study area.  In addition, the Lathrop Industrial 
Park (LIP) and ACE Station are located near the northeast corner of the study area and reflects a built 
our portion of the surrounding environment.  

 
Visibility from and within the study area is relatively limited; nut and fruit orchards obscure views 
into and from the study area.  Views of the study area from all but the immediately surrounding 
lands north and east of the area are further obscured by existing commercial and transportation 
development.  Views of and over the study area are available from the San Joaquin River levee and 
the SR 120 frontage roads overpass. 
 
The proposed project would over time involve substantial changes in the appearance of the study 
area.  Early in the development process, existing agricultural open space will be replaced by new 
urban development.  This would involve removal of agricultural land from active production.  
Planned development would result in the extension of new streets and parkways into the 
undeveloped portions of the study area.  New development would be subject to the design 
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requirements of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan as well as the more general design 
requirements of the City of Lathrop.   
 
The EIR will need to characterize existing landscapes in the Project vicinity, including industrial, 
residential, transportation, and agricultural development in an aesthetic context, identifying any 
elements of variety and interest including crops, existing storm basin, and other features.  Primary 
viewer corridors and locations, and the sensitivity of viewers potentially affected by changes on the 
site will need to be identified.  The EIR will identify existing night lighting features and their 
prominence in local viewsheds.   

 
Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:    
 
• Nature and degree of potential landscape change associated with proposed industrial uses of 

the site.  The analysis will be based on the specific plan as well as representative land use 
plans, design standards or other information that would govern the appearance and design of 
proposed facilities.   

 
• Discussion of effects of planned development on existing viewsheds from existing and 

planned transportation corridors and representative locations in the Project vicinity, including 
SR 120, Guthmiller Road, Yosemite Avenue and McKinley Avenue.  The analysis will include 
consideration of relevant specific plan design and landscaping standards.   

 
• Potential effects of planned open study area corridors and perimeter treatments on the overall 

appearance of the Project.   
 
• Extent and location of potential and proposed night lighting, particularly in proposed 

industrial areas, effects on night viewsheds, potential light and glare effects. The analysis 
would include consideration of areas where high-intensity lighting may affect sensitive 
receptors as well as potential effects on night viewsheds. 

 
Interstate 580 is the only state designated scenic highway in San Joaquin County and is not visible 
to or from the study area.  Because no scenic highways would be impacted this issue will not be 
analyzed in the EIR. 
 
 

 
2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- In determining whether impacts 
to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use? 

    



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for EIR 3-7 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
Historically, the study area has been in agricultural use, predominantly orchards.  Walnut orchards 
in the study area range from young to very mature.  There are no Williamson Act contracts on lands 
within the study area.  The agricultural lands of the study area are zoned General Agriculture (AG-
40), Warehouse Industrial (I-W), and General Commercial (C-G) by San Joaquin County. 
 
The proposed project would result in conversion of most of the study area to industrial uses; this 
would include conversion of prime agricultural lands.  Development within the study area will be 
subject to the City’s agricultural land mitigation program.  Planned urban development may involve 
the potential for conflict with remaining agricultural uses within the study area during the buildout 
period; the project is not expected to result in conflicts with agricultural uses outside of the study 
area, as these lands are either in developed uses or substantially separated from the study area by 
existing freeways and railroad rights-of-way.  The project would not involve conflicts with 
Williamson Act contracts.   
 
The EIR will specifically identify, describe, and map existing agricultural uses within and near the 
study area, identify soil characteristics and suitability for agriculture, and quantify the site’s general 
agricultural productivity.  Existing irrigation supply and distribution systems will be identified. The 
City’s existing program for the mitigation of agricultural land conversion impacts will be described 
and applied to the project’s impacts. 
 
Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:   
 
• Conversion of agricultural land to urban uses, in terms of loss of existing and future 

productivity, reversible and irreversible consequences.  Availability and applicability of 
agricultural land conversion mitigation programs to the project. 
 

• Potential conflicts, if any, between proposed urban uses and nearby agricultural land uses. 
Potential influence of agricultural land conversion and urban use on the future agricultural 
use of other nearby lands. 

 
• Potential effects of planned development on-and off-site irrigation water supply and 

distribution systems. 
 
 

 
3. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable Air 
Quality Attainment Plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
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e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The State of California and the federal government have established ambient air quality standards 
for several different pollutants.  San Joaquin County and the Lathrop area have been designated an 
attainment area for carbon monoxide under both state and federal standards, and particulate matter 
(PM-10) under federal standards.  San Joaquin County is considered a non-attainment area for ozone 
under federal standards, and particulate matter (PM-10) under state standards.  The San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has jurisdiction over most air quality matters in the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and has adopted the Guide to Assessing and Mitigating Air 
Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), which establishes a methodology and thresholds of significance for 
CEQA analysis. 
 
The proposed project will result in potentially significant construction emissions consisting of 
fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions.  Project operations will result in significant 
ozone precursor emissions from automobile and truck traffic as well as potentially significant 
concentrations of carbon monoxide at congested intersections. The project will not involve any 
known major odor sources or exposure of sensitive receptors to known existing odor sources.   
 
The EIR will need to document applicable regulations and standards, existing and projected future 
air quality for the Project area, regional and local meteorology and air quality, consistency with 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, and existing air quality management programs. 
 
The air resources analysis in the EIR will document the potential air pollutant emissions associated 
with the project in conformance with the guidance presented in the SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI.  The 
analysis will include modeling of both construction- and operations-related particulate matter and 
ozone precursor emissions as well as screening analysis of local carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.  
CALINE modeling of carbon monoxide concentrations would be conducted if indicated by 
screening analysis.  The EIR will include analysis of potential toxic air contaminant or odor impacts 
associated with the project.  The following air quality issues would be addressed:   
 
• Project compliance with all applicable state air quality legislation, including but not limited to 

AB 32, AB 170 and SB 375 (for additional discussion regarding Greenhouse Gases refer to 
Section 17, Global Climate Change, below). 

 
• Potential for stationary source emissions from proposed urban uses and associated permitting 

requirements (e.g. industrial uses).   
 

• Quantification of project construction and operations emissions using the most current 
URBEMIS model.  This analysis would include analysis of the effectiveness of any proposed 
air quality mitigation (e.g. pedestrian and bicycle ways, proximity to commercial services, 
etc.) that would be included in the project.   

 
• Identification of construction dust or other required construction control measures identified 

in GAMAQI or SJVAPCD regulations.  This would include analysis of potential regional 
emission reductions associated with project participation in the SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 
Indirect Source Rule.   
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• Using an approved screening model, assess potential for exceedence of CO standards at 

congested intersections under Existing Plus Approved Project Plus Project and Cumulative 
Plus Project conditions, and whether proposed traffic mitigation measures would reduce or 
eliminate these effects.  Perform CALINE modeling of potentially impacted intersections if 
warranted by the screening model.   

 
• Potential project exposure to odor or toxic air contaminant releases, as prescribed in 

GAMAQI.  This will include consideration of diesel particulate emissions associated with SR 
120 operations.   

 
 

 
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Adversely impact, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, any endangered, rare, or threatened species, as 
listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (sections 
670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations 
(sections 17.11 or 17.12)? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

d) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

e) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

f) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    

g) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

NARRATIVE EXPLANTION 
 
The proposed study area consists predominantly of agricultural uses that provide limited and 
relatively poor wildlife habitat.  Biological resources within or adjacent to the study area includes 
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some wetland areas, potential special-status species and the San Joaquin River (the area in which a 
storm water outfall structure would be located), and its associated habitat. 

The project will result in the removal of existing wildlife habitat values remaining in the agricultural 
portions of the study area.  It is anticipated that the project will participate in the SJMSCP, including 
the payment of fees and implementation of any required Incidental Take Mitigation Measures; 
SJMSCP fees will be used to acquire, protect or enhance other habitat lands.  
 
The project would involve the construction of a storm water outfall structure to the San Joaquin 
River.  Each of these project elements would involve potential for effects on the wetland and other 
aquatic resources of the waterway systems.  
 
The EIR will need to document the biological resources within the study area, including 
presence/absence of native vegetation communities, wetlands, oak trees, habitat for rare, 
threatened, endangered and other special-status plant and wildlife species, and any other important 
or unique biological resources.  This information will be obtained from biological field surveys, 
supplemented, as needed, with literature review, aerial photo interpretation, agency consultation 
and field surveys.   
 
Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:    
 
• Effects of proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park land uses on existing wildlife habitats 

within the study area and their utilization, including any potential effects on wildlife 
movement.   

 
• Analysis of potential effects of development affecting any jurisdictional waters of the U.S. or 

wetlands, including the storm drainage outfall structure located within the San Joaquin River 
system.   

 
• Project effects on any critical wildlife habitats (i.e. wetlands, nesting sites) which may be 

identified on or adjacent to the study area. 
 

• Relationship of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan to the San Joaquin County 
Multi-Species Open Study area and Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP), identification of 
required fees and probable Incidental Take Mitigation Measures, and the degree to which the 
potential biological impacts of specific plan implementation would be addressed by the 
provisions of the SJMSCP.   

 
 

 
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource (i.e., an artifact, object, or site 
about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high 
probability that it contains information needed to answer 
important scientific research questions, has a special and 
particular quality such as being the oldest or best available 
example of its type, or is directly associated with a scientifically 
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recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person)? 

 

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

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
A cultural resources inventory of the proposed study area will be prepared in conjunction with 
preparation of the EIR; this will include an archaeological survey of accessible properties as well as 
an evaluation of structures within the study area for their potential historical importance.  Structures 
of potential historical importance will be subject to an evaluation of their potentially eligibility for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Places. There are no known records of the occurrence of 
paleontological resources in the project vicinity.   
 
The proposed project would involve extensive grading and disturbance of lands within the study 
area.  Planned development would involve the potential for disturbance of any archaeological sites 
identified during the field survey and any as yet-undiscovered archaeological resources located 
below the surface; planned development would involve potential removal or damage to historic 
structures, if present.   

The EIR will need to document and describe known archaeological or historical sensitivities of the 
study area based on a search of database and other records.  The EIR will consider the results of an 
archaeological field survey of proposed development properties as well as the results the historic 
resource evaluation, if needed.   

Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 

• Potential for direct disturbance of surface and subsurface archaeological or historic resources, 
if any, as a result of proposed site development. 

 
• Potential effects of development on significant historic structures, if any.   

 
• Potential for indirect disturbance of cultural resources, if any, as a result of planned 

urbanization and future use of the study area.   
 

• Potential for avoidance, minimization, or mitigation of impacts through information recovery, 
site recordation, site protection, open study area dedication, or other measures as appropriate. 

 
 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    

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

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The site itself is located in the northern central portion of the Central Valley in an area characterized 
by alluvial fan deposits.  The study area is essentially flat and located at an elevation of 10-20 feet 
above mean sea level in east Lathrop. Geologic materials underlying the study area consist of a 
heterogeneous mix of poorly sorted clay, silt, sand, and gravel deposits.   
 
There are no known earthquake faults located on or in the vicinity of the study area.  There are no 
designated Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones in the study area.  The study area could be subject 
to seismic activity, but potential seismic shaking risks are accounted for in applicable building 
codes.  There are no known liquefaction or landslide hazards in the project vicinity. 
 
The EIR will describe regional and local geology, topography, faulting, and seismicity including any 
fault displacement, seismic shaking, liquefaction, or settlement hazards from existing literature.  The 
EIR will include a description of soil mapping units, soil productivity, soil characteristics (depth, 
texture, drainage, etc.), limitations (shrink/swell, saturation, etc.) and wind and water erosion 
potential.  Any applicable geotechnical information prepared for the applicant by qualified 
consultants would be incorporated into the document.   
 
Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 
 
• Exposure of planned new development to fault, seismic, liquefaction, settlement or other 

geologic hazards.   
 

• Exposure of proposed improvements to soil constraints and associated needs for soil 
engineering.   
 

• Potential effects on soil erosion, effectiveness of planned storm drainage systems and City 
storm-water pollution-prevention programs in minimizing erosion and sediment discharges to 
surface waters. 
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7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 

Portions of the study area are currently in agricultural production.  The remaining areas consist of 
residential units and a large area along Yosemite Avenue to store agricultural equipment.  Potential 
concerns would include pesticide residues associated with past agricultural use, structures that may 
contain asbestos or lead-based paint, and wells and septic systems that would need to be properly 
abandoned in conjunction with planned urban development.   
 
There are no airports or airstrips within two miles of the project site.  There are no wildlands in the 
vicinity of the project site, and the site is not subject to wildland fire risks.  The project would 
involve no substantial adverse change to existing transportation facilities or any known potential 
impact on emergency response or evacuation plans. 
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Development of proposed urban land uses could involve the potential for exposure of construction 
workers or future residents to existing hazardous materials contamination that may be present in the 
area.  In addition, and on a more limited basis, it is anticipated that project construction would 
involve use of hazardous materials, and project residents would be exposed to hazardous materials 
transportation risks associated with traffic along existing roads in the project vicinity. The project 
would involve an increase in population in the study area and would involve some new emergency 
response and evacuation needs.  The project would involve no new exposure to wild land fire risk.   
 
The EIR will describe any existing or past potential releases of hazardous materials and to identify 
any remaining storage, use or generation of hazardous materials and wastes in the study area or 
vicinity. Hazardous material transportation risks associated with highway use will be identified.  The 
EIR will document the presence or absence of schools and airports within applicable radii.  

Issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 

• Potential for exposure of construction personnel and existing residents and future 
employees/businesses to environmental risks associated with previous and existing industrial 
and commercial use of the study area and vicinity, based on Phase I and II reports as 
available from the applicants’ consultants.  Cleanup action or other mitigation measures 
needed to avoid significant health risks.   

 
• EMF hazards will be described and evaluated and impacts on future area employees and 

visitors. 
 
• Identification of potential for use of hazardous materials in conjunction with future 

commercial and industrial uses of the site, and controls on such use. 
 
• Identification and discussion of direct hazards and hazardous material transportation risks 

associated with roadway operations and electrical systems.   
 
• Relationship of the proposed project to existing emergency response and evacuation plans. 
 
• Documentation of the presence or absence of schools and airports within applicable risk 

radii. 

 
 

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be 
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems? 

    

f) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood hazard delineation map? 

    

g) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam?  

    

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The proposed project will involve new urban development which will involve substantial increases 
in the volume of storm water, which would represent potential increases in flow in the San Joaquin 
River; planned development of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan storm drainage 
system would include detention capacity as well as provide required storm water quality treatment 
while minimizing the project’s impacts on peak winter flows in the adjoining channels.  The 
hydrologic effects of these proposed systems would be evaluated in the EIR.   
 
The project will involve the generation of substantial new quantities of urban runoff and associated 
pollutant loading.  Storm runoff will be subject to treatment by routing through the proposed storm 
drainage and detention system; storm runoff will also be subject to any other applicable 
requirements of the City’s Storm Water Management Program and the Storm Water Quality Control 
Criteria Plan.  These requirements are expected to reduce potential water quality impacts to less 
than significant, but these potential impacts will need to be evaluated in the EIR.   
 
The project will require new domestic water service, which would be supplied by the City potable 
water system; net effects of the transition from existing supplies to the municipal system will need to 
be evaluated in the EIR.  The project applicant will need to prepare a Water Supply Assessment for 
the project pursuant to SB 610 that addresses whether the projected supply for the next 20 years - 
based on normal, single dry, and multiple dry years – will meet the demand projected for the 
project as well as existing and other planned future uses.   The Water Supply Assessment will be 
reviewed and approved by the City of Lathrop. 

The EIR will describe the existing surface water features in the vicinity of the study area, identify 
floodplain classifications from FEMA maps and detail planned improvements that would address 
existing flooding concerns.  Existing runoff patterns and approximate quantities will be identified, 
and the general nature, extent, and quality of groundwater resources in the study area will be 
described.  Any wetland issues will be addressed in the Biological Resources section.   
 
Hydrologic issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 
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• Potential for direct physical or flow impacts on the San Joaquin River and its levee system, 
specifically the current status of the existing levee system including the Provisionally 
Accredited Levee (PAL) designation status, and current efforts by the Reclamation District 
(RD) 17.  

• Changes in the existing drainage patterns and features of the site.  Potential for increased 
runoff as a result of impervious surface development, provision of storm drainage and 
detention systems, and potential contributions of runoff to peak flows in the nearby 
waterways.   

 
• Potential construction pollution contributions to waterways and effects on water quality.  

Required conformance with Lathrop Storm Water Management Plan and required preparation 
of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  

 
• Project contributions of urban runoff to the drainage system and the effectiveness of proposed 

detention or other treatment systems in conforming to the Lathrop Storm Water Management 
Plan and Storm Water Quality Control Criteria Plan.    
 

• Potential for floodplain exposure, based on FEMA 100-year protection, and proposed 
improvements needed to eliminate significant flooding exposure.   The EIR will also discuss 
how the Department of Water Resources (DWR) is required by SB 5 to develop criteria for 
200-year protection that are not presently provided by FEMA.  The impact these criteria have 
on the project will be discussed. 
 

• Project-related potential for direct impacts on groundwater quantity or quality, if any, 
including potential effects of new urban development water usage on groundwater. SB 610 
requirements are addressed in the Public Utilities and Services section.   
 

• Potential impacts of storm drainage or other improvements on San Joaquin River floodway 
capacity.   

 
 

 
9. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural communities conservation plan?  

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
Existing land use in the study area are agriculture and/or agriculture-related and associated 
residences. Surrounding land uses consists of agricultural, industrial, public facilities, and 
transportation related uses (i.e., railroad tracks, highway, and the existing Lathrop-Manteca 
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Train station).   
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The study area is designated for future urban development in the City’s General Plan, Freeway 
Commercial (FC), Service Commercial (SC) and General Industrial (GI).  The study area is located 
outside the existing Lathrop City limits and is zoned Industrial Warehouse (I-W) and Agricultural 
Urban, 20-acre minimum (AU-20) by the County of San Joaquin.  The study area is not currently 
zoned by the City of Lathrop.   
 
A specific plan for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park area is being processed by the City and is the 
subject of this Initial Study. Approval of the specific plan would result in substantial growth 
inducement within the study area, resulting in approximately 384 acres of new urban development 
of existing agricultural, vacant and residential type lands. The proposed conversion of the study area 
to planned industrial serving uses is intended to result in an integrated planned urban area. The land 
use effects of these changes are expected to be largely beneficial and consistent with the provisions 
of the City’s General Plan.  Consistency of the specific plan with the City’s General Plan, including 
the consistency of the Specific Plan with the designations and policies of the plan, will be 
considered in the EIR.  
 
Nonetheless, implementation of the Specific Plan may involve potential conflicts between the 
proposed uses and existing land uses within and adjacent to the study area, during the build out 
period.  Potential areas of conflict would be between proposed industrial uses and the existing 
agricultural and rural residential uses.  Approval of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan 
would require an amendment of the Lathrop General Plan and Land Use Map, and Zoning Map, by 
pre-zoning of the site, as proposed.  Potential conflicts between the Specific Plan and the City’s 
general plan designations and policies will be evaluated in the EIR.  
 
The study area is located within the coverage area for the San Joaquin County Multi-Species and 
Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP). Development of the area would be subject to SJMSCP fees for 
Open Space or Agricultural Lands.  Assuming project participation in the SJMSCP, the project would 
not involve a conflict with this plan.   
 
The EIR will identify, describe, and map existing and planned land use and circulation patterns in 
the study area and vicinity as well as proposals for development of other lands in the vicinity.  This 
would include land use designations and applicable provisions of the Lathrop General Plan as well 
as any other applicable designations and provisions of City, County,  regional or state land use 
planning documents with relevance to the specific plan.  
 
Land use issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 

 
• Consistency of the project with land use/circulation designations and applicable policy 

provisions of the Lathrop General Plan. Discuss the amendment to the City of Lathrop 
General Plan (including amendments to the four Utility Master Plans that are integral part of 
the General Plan and the Bicycle Transportation Master Plan).  Where appropriate, the 
discussion will refer to other chapters of the EIR for additional discussion. 

 
• Internal consistency of proposed land uses with each other and potential conflicts, if any, with 

adjoining and nearby land uses, including existing commercial and industrial uses.  
 
• Project growth-inducing influences will be addressed in a chapter devoted to that subject.   
 
• Project relationship to applicable Local Agency Formation Commission policies and 

standards. 
 
• Agricultural land conversion and conflict issues will be addressed in a chapter devoted to that 

subject. 
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• The relationship of the Specific Plan with applicable habitat conservation plans would be 

addressed in the Biological Resources section of the EIR. 
 
 

 
10. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
classified MRZ-2 by the State Geologist that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? 

    

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

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
According to the Sate Department of Conservation’s Mineral Land Classification Map for San 
Joaquin County, the entire project area is designated MRZ-1.  An MRZ-1 designation indicates an 
area where no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood 
exists for their presence.  In addition, the study area is located within an area designated for urban 
development by the Lathrop General Plan.  There are no known oil, gas or other energy resources in 
the study area or vicinity.   
 
 

 
11. NOISE – Would the project result in: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

    

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

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
Noise levels in the project vicinity are primarily the result of existing transportation facilities, 
including SR 120, Yosemite Avenue and the UPRR tracks.  The prevailing agricultural use of the 
area generates noise only intermittently during field preparation, planting and harvesting activities.  
Intermittent noise is generated by industrial operations and other activities on the adjoining 
developed industrial sites.   
 
Development of the study area will involve substantial areas and extended periods of grading and 
construction activity.  These activities will represent potentially significant but short-term sources of 
noise in any given area.  Construction noise can be expected to continue, however, throughout the 
buildout period.   
 
Specific plan buildout will involve generation of new traffic that will be distributed to existing and 
planned elements of the street system, increasing noise generated by these transportation sources.  
Future noise generated from these sources, and the project’s contribution to future noise generation, 
will be identified and discussed in the EIR together with any available feasible mitigation measures 
for significant effects.   
 
The EIR will include a detailed inventory and quantification of existing transportation and stationary 
noise sources affecting the study area as well as a detailed analysis of the potential noise generation 
and exposure of sensitive land uses to noise associated with specific plan buildout.  The noise 
section of the EIR will identify existing and potential future noise sources, noise standards applicable 
to the SPA, and the location of sensitive receptors in the study area and vicinity. This analysis will 
be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and will be based on commonly-used noise 
modeling tools.   
 
Noise issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 
 
• Construction noise associated with Specific Plan development and controls necessary to 

minimize construction noise for existing sensitive receptors on or in the vicinity of the site.  
 
• Exposure of proposed land uses to traffic noise generated by near-term and future traffic on 

Yosemite Avenue and SR 120.  
 
• Changes in off-site roadway noise levels resulting from traffic generated by the project. 
 
• Potential noise associated with operation of planned commercial uses (e.g. loading truck 

circulation, HVAC) and potential impacts on existing and future residential uses in the project 
vicinity. 

 
• Identification of near and long-term mitigation measures needed to maintain City noise 

standards within proposed uses, including identification of mitigation options (i.e. berms, 
walls or combinations) and specifications for barrier height or restrictions on the operating 
hours or location of noise-generating uses. 
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12. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The proposed project is located in an urbanizing area, and lands immediately adjacent to the 
project components are designated as industrial in the Lathrop General Plan.  The City of Lathrop 
had a 2009 population of 17,671; according to the California Department of Finance, the City 
contains approximately 4,917 residential units, the majority of which are detached single-family 
units. 
 
Long-term implementation of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan would involve the 
elimination of existing rural housing units in the study area as these lands are redeveloped for other 
non-residential uses.  These changes would occur over the long-term in the context of the 
construction of substantial numbers of new replacement housing units throughout the San Joaquin 
Valley and at the option of the residential owners within the study area to sell and relocate.  As a 
result, the project is not expected to result in a significant adverse effect on housing.   
 
The EIR will document existing and projected population growth, demographics and housing stock 
for the City of Lathrop and the potential effects of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park on population 
and housing due to the introduction of new employment. 
 
Population and housing issues to be addressed in the EIR would include: 
 
• Demolition and/or removal of existing housing within the study area.  Relationship of the 

project to applicable policies of the Housing Element of the General Plan.   
 
• Potential growth-inducing impacts will be addressed in a separate chapter devoted to that 

subject. 
 
 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Fire protection?     
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b) Police protection?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?     

e) Other public facilities?     

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The study area is located in an unincorporated area and is served with County law enforcement and 
general government services.  Police protection service is provided within the City of Lathrop by the 
San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department, under contract with the City.  The Sheriff’s Department 
maintains a 24-hour patrol in the city.  The Lathrop-Manteca Fire District provides fire protection 
services for the City of Lathrop, including the project area. 
 
The proposed project would generate substantial demands for each of the listed public services and 
will require the extension of existing police and fire protection services from the City; the EIR will 
need to consider the degree to which these services can be met with existing capital facilities.  
 
The EIR will briefly identify and describe existing service providers in the study area, noting which 
services might require detachment when the site is annexed.  Existing and planned City services will 
be defined including providers, planned new facilities, existing systems and facilities, response times 
and staffing and any relevant capacity or operational constraints.   

Public service issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:   

• Potential effects of planned industrial type uses on delivery of police and fire protection 
services, including impacts during construction.  

 
• Review effectiveness of proposed open spaces and corridors in meeting recreational and open 

space needs of the City of Lathrop.   
 
• Potential effects on other services affected by the Lathrop Gateway Business Park, if any. 

 
 
 

 
14. RECREATION Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
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NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The project would not involve any new demands for recreational sites or facilities or involve any 
adverse physical impact on an existing or planned recreational facility.  The project does not 
include recreational facilities, or require construction or expansion of recreational facilities.  The 
project’s industrial type uses would not result in any residential development, and would therefore 
have no impact on adjacent recreational and open space.  
 
 

 
15.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

g) Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan site is located in San Joaquin County, within the 
City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence.  The project site encompasses approximately 384 acres 
bordered by Vierra Court and West Yosemite Avenue to the north, SR 120 to the south, the Southern 
Pacific Railroad tracks to the west, and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the east.  The proposed 
project envisions development of a combination of new commercial office, limited industrial and 
service commercial uses. 
 
The EIR traffic study will identify daily and peak hour traffic volumes and levels of service on study 
area roadways and intersections to be defined in consultation with City staff.  Traffic conditions will 
be identified under existing, “existing plus approved projects” and cumulative scenarios for 
projected potential levels of development.  Planned roadway and intersection improvements in the 
specific plan vicinity, or the status of facilities planning, will be addressed.  Existing transit systems, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and potential impacts on these systems will be identified.  The EIR 
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will identify the location and function of airports and other relevant transportation facilities with 
respect to the study area.   
 
Transportation issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:   
 
• Traffic generated by the various land uses included in the proposed specific plan on a daily 

and peak hour basis, and the distribution and assignment of those trips.  
 
• Thirty-three (33) intersections and seven (7) roadway segments will be studied within the 

project vicinity. 
 
• Traffic impacts on levels of service for existing and proposed streets and intersections in the 

study area vicinity that would be potentially affected by the Specific Plan proposed land uses.  
The scope of this analysis will be identified in cooperation with the City of Lathrop.  Analysis 
will be provided under the following scenarios:   
 

Existing Conditions 
Short-Term Base Conditions (Existing plus Currently Approved or Pending Approval 
Projects) 
Short-Term Base Conditions Plus Specific Plan 
Cumulative Baseline Conditions Without Specific Plan 
Cumulative Baseline Conditions plus Specific Plan  

 
• Review of proposed on-site circulation plans, phasing scenario, access points and potential 

concerns with future industrial site development; consistency with City traffic engineering and 
design standards.   

 
• Consistency of the Specific Plan with adopted transportation plans.   
 
• Consideration of any relevant concerns regarding other transportation modes including 

pedestrian and transit services.   
 
• Relationship of proposed industrial uses to City parking requirements. 
 
 

 
16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

d) Are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
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entitlements needed? 

e) Has the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project determined that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

    

f) Is the project served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal 
needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state. and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?  

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The City of Lathrop currently operates water facilities.  Senate Bills 221 and 610 require 
consideration of water supply availability to meet projected demands over a 20-year period.  SB 221 
requires that adequacy be demonstrated in conjunction with tentative map approval, and SB 610 
requires that information on adequacy be included in CEQA documents.  The required water supply 
assessment has been prepared and will be included and discussed in the EIR.  
 
The proposed project will involve new demands for wastewater collection and treatment, domestic 
water service and storm drainage.  The project will involve extensions of existing water and 
wastewater collection line into planned development areas of the Specific Plan.  Plans for these line 
extensions are being developed in conjunction with the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific 
Plan document. 
 
Development of the specific plan will generate substantial new volumes of urban runoff.  These 
volumes will be managed in a new storm drainage system to be constructed in conjunction with 
planned urban development.  The system will include a storm water detention facility and an outfall 
to the San Joaquin River.  Detention capacity of the proposed detention facility will provide 
reductions in peak discharge as well as water quality treatment.   
 
The project will also involve substantial new demands for energy, communication and cable 
television services.  The utilities indicate that existing facilities are in place to provide services, 
although service extensions will need to be coordinated with planned development.   
 
Utility issues to be addressed in the EIR would include:   
 
• Quantify potential sewage disposal demands and adequacy of existing and planned sewage 

collection and treatment systems.   
 
• Quantify potential domestic water demands.  Identify City water utility capacity to supply 

domestic water needs generated by development of the specific plan from information to be 
obtained from the City and the project engineer.  Incorporate Water Supply Assessment and 
discuss project conformance with SB 610 and 221 requirements.   

 
• Identify potential runoff increases and discuss planned storm drainage system and potential 

impacts on terminal drainage facilities. Evaluate consistency of projected water quality 
components of storm drainage system with the City policies and standards. 
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• Identify solid waste demands generated by new development anticipated in the specific plan, 
potential effects on collection franchisee, if any, and disposal site capacity.  Discuss 
municipal recycling obligations and opportunities with respect to the specific plan.   

 
• Discuss new demands for gas, electricity, CATV and telephone services and the ability of the 

existing utilities to meet these demands.  
 
• Discuss energy issues associated with the project, including consideration of applicable areas 

of concern identified in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
 

 
17. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in a significant effect on, or a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to, global climate change? 

    

 

NARRATIVE DISCUSSION: 
 
Global climate change is a subject of increasing scientific and public concern as well as of 
government action.  Global climate change is understood to be the result of atmospheric 
concentrations of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere.  GHGs are 
naturally occurring and are emitted by human activity.  GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), the 
most abundant GHG, as well as methane, nitrous oxide and other gases.  Total worldwide emissions 
of GHGs in 2004 were estimated at 20,135 teragrams of CO2 equivalents (CO2e); U.S. emissions 
during the same year were estimated at 7,074 teragrams CO2e.   
 
GHG emissions are associated with the combustion of carbon-based fuels; major GHG sources in 
California include transportation (40.7%), electric power (20.5%), industrial (20.5%), agriculture 
and forestry (8.3%) and others (8.3%).  GHG emissions in California in 2004 were estimated at 484 
teragrams CO2e.   
 
The State of California is identifying strategies and implementing GHG emission reduction programs 
through AB 32 the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 32 identifies global climate change 
as a “serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources and the 
environment of California.”  The State adopted its Global Climate Change Scoping Plan in 
December 2008.  Primary strategies addressed in the Scoping Plan include new industrial and 
emission control technologies, alternative energy generation technologies, advanced energy 
conservation in lighting, heating, cooling and ventilation, reduced-carbon fuels, hybrid and electric 
vehicles, and other methods of improving vehicle mileage.   
 
The proposed project would involve GHG emissions from the short-term use of construction 
equipment and long-term operation of industrial type uses proposed within the study area.  Current 
state and federal policies and regulations will be identified in the EIR, including but not limited to 
AB 32, AB 170 and SB 375.  Potential impacts of and reductions in GHG emissions associated with 
the project will also be addressed in the EIR. 
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

NARRATIVE EXPLANATION 
 
The proposed project would involve the possibility of significant effects on biological and cultural 
resources.  These potential effects would be considered in detail in the EIR, based on field surveys of 
the project site. 
 
The project is relatively large and involves the potential for several potentially significant 
environmental effects.  The project would involve the potential for cumulatively considerable 
contributions to, and therefore potentially significant, cumulative impacts.  Potential cumulative 
effects will be addressed in a separate chapter of the EIR and will address potential cumulative 
effects in each environmental discipline.  In addition, the EIR will also include consideration of 
growth-inducing impacts, irreversible effects and other technical requirements of CEQA. 

Other than the potential environmental effects described in this document, the project would 
involve no other known impacts that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly.  Nonetheless, the EIR will consider the potential for occurrence of such 
impacts. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Project Background 
 
This report details the results of an archaeological inventory survey for the proposed 
Gateway Business Park Road Project involving approximately 384-acres and an off-site 
storm drain pipeline located immediately east of Interstate 5 and adjacent to both the north 
and south sides of State Route 120, within the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin County, 
California.  The Specific Plan would serve as a planning document that would facilitate 
future commercial development of the land area.  Specific development actions that could 
follow include wide-spread demolition of existing structures and features, construction of 
new commercial buildings and construction of new infrastructure features. 
 
Since the proposed project will ultimately involve physical disturbance to ground surface and 
sub-surface components, the potential exists to impact any cultural resources that may be 
located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  In this case, the APE would consist of the 
384-acre property and a c. 1.5-mile off-site storm drain pipeline.  Evaluation of the project’s 
potential effects to cultural resources must be undertaken in conformity with City of Lathrop 
and San Joaquin County rules and regulations, and in compliance with requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et 
seq. (CEQA), and The California CEQA Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, California 
Administrative Code, Section 15000 et seq. (Guidelines as amended). 
 
Scope of Work 
 
At the most general level, compliance with CEQA requires completion of projects in 
conformity with standards contained in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Based on 
this and other relevant Sections of the Guidelines, the following specific tasks were 
considered an adequate and appropriate Scope of Work for the present project: 
 
• Conduct a records search at the Central California Information Center of the California 

Historical Resources Information System at CSU-Stanislaus and consult with affected 
Native American representatives and the Native American Heritage Commission.  
Collectively, the goals of the records search and consultation are to determine (a) the 
extent and distribution of previous archaeological surveys, (b) the locations of known 
archaeological sites and any previously recorded archaeological districts, and (c) the 
relationships among known sites and environmental variables.  This step is also designed 
to ensure that during field survey work, all cultural resources considered significant or 
potentially significant per CEQA are discovered, correctly identified, and properly 
interpreted. 
 

• Conduct a pedestrian field survey of the project area.  Based on generally uniform terrain 
and archaeological sensitivity within the project area, complete-coverage, intensive-level 
coverage was considered appropriate.  The purpose of the pedestrian survey is to ensure 
that any previously recorded sites that may have been identified during the records search 
and consultation are re-located and significance evaluations updated on the basis of 
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existing field conditions vis-à-vis site integrity.  For any previously undocumented sites 
discovered that retain sufficient integrity to be considered significant historical or unique 
archaeological resources, the field survey would involve formally recording these on 
State DPR-523 forms.  For both previously identified and newly identified sites, the level 
of field work would be sufficient to recommend measures designed to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate potential adverse effects of the proposed undertaking to any sites determined 
significant or potentially significant. 

 
With respect to components of the built environment (structures and buildings), this task 
will be addressed in a separate document.  The present study addresses only prehistoric 
sites, and historic features and components other than structures and buildings. 
 

• Upon completion of the records search and pedestrian survey, prepare an Archaeological 
Survey Report that identifies project effects and recommends appropriate mitigation 
measures for sites found significant or potentially significant under CEQA and whose 
significant qualities would be affected by the project. 

 
The remainder of the present document constitutes the final report for this project, detailing 
the results of the records search, consultation and pedestrian survey and providing 
recommendations for treatment of significant or unique resources that could be affected.  All 
field survey procedures followed guidelines provided by the State Historic Preservation 
Office (Sacramento) and conform to accepted professional standards. 
 

Location and Cultural Context 
 
The Gateway Business Park Project involves approximately 384-acres and a c. 1.5-mile off-
site storm drain pipeline located immediately east of Interstate 5 and adjacent to both the 
north and south sides of State Route 120, within the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin County, 
California.  Lands affected are located within a portion of Township 1 South, Range 6 East 
(MDM), as shown on the USGS Lathrop, California, 7.5’ series quad (see attached Project 
Location Map). 
 
Much of this portion of the county has been subjected to historic ranching and farming, while 
the project area today consists of a variety of land uses, including:  agricultural, residential 
and industrial.  Natural surface water sources in the area include the San Joaquin River, 
located at the west end of the proposed 1.5-mile off-site storm drain pipeline, approximately 
0.5 miles west of the 384-acre land area subject to the present inventory. 
 
Overall, but notwithstanding the effects of prior impacts to the ground surface and subsurface 
components resulting from historic through contemporary agricultural/ranching, residential 
and commercial use, the project area appeared to be situated within lands of low to moderate 
archaeological sensitivity with respect to prehistoric and historic-period sites and features. 
 
Prehistory: The San Joaquin Valley area generally has a long and complex cultural history 
with distinct regional patterns that extends back more than 11,000 years.  The first generally 
agreed-upon evidence for the presence of prehistoric peoples in the area is represented by the 
distinctive fluted spear points (e.g. Heizer 1938), some resembling Clovis Points, found on 
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the margins of extinct lakes in the San Joaquin Valley.  The Clovis points are found on the 
same surface with the bones of extinct animals such as mammoths, sloths, and camels.  
Based on evidence from elsewhere, the ancient hunters who used these spear points existed 
during a narrow time range between about 10,900 BP and 11,200 BP (Moratto 1984/2004). 
  
The next cultural period represented, the Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition and thought by 
most to be subsequent to the Clovis period, is another widespread complex that is 
characterized by stemmed spear points.  This poorly defined early cultural tradition is 
regionally known from a small number of sites in the Central Coast Range, San Joaquin 
Valley lake margins, and Sierra Nevada foothills.  The cultural tradition is dated to between 
about 8,000 and 10,000 years ago and its practitioners may be the precursors to the 
subsequent cultural pattern (Wallace 1978c). 
 
About 8,000 years ago, many California cultures shifted the main focus of their subsistence 
strategies from hunting to seed gathering as evidenced by the increase in food-grinding 
implements found in archeological sites dating to this period.  This cultural pattern is best 
known for southern California, where it has been termed the Milling Stone Horizon 
(Wallace, 1954, 1978a).  However, subsequent research suggests that the horizon may be 
more widespread than originally described and likely extended throughout the Valley 
(Moratto 1984/2004); radiocarbon dates suggest a maximum age range between about 8,000 
and 2,000 BP, but with most clustering between about 6,000 to 4,000 BP. 
 
Cultural patterns as reflected in the archeological record, particularly specialized subsistence 
practices, became codified within the last 3,000 years.  The archeological record becomes 
more complex, as specialized adaptations to locally available resources were developed and 
populations expanded.  Many sites dated to this time period contain mortars and pestles 
and/or are associated with bedrock mortars implying the intense exploitation of the acorn.  
The range of subsistence resources utilized along with regional exchange systems expanded 
significantly.  Along the coast and in the Central Valley, archeological evidence of social 
stratification and craft specialization is indicated by well-made artifacts such as charmstones 
and beads, often found as mortuary items.  Ethnographic lifeways serve as good analogs for 
this period. 
 
Ethnography:  The project area is located within territory claimed by the Penutian-
speaking Northern Valley Yokuts (Wallace 1978b: Figure 1) at the time of initial European-
American entry into this region (circa. A.D. 1800).  The Yokuts occupied a fairly extensive 
area, extending from the crest of the Coast “Diablo” Range easterly into the foothills of the 
Sierra Nevada, north to the American River, and south to the upper San Joaquin River. 
 
The basic social unit for the Yokuts was the family, although the village may also be 
considered a social, a political and economic unit.  Villages were often located on elevated 
features (natural levees, knolls, ridges) adjoining streams, and were inhabited mainly in the 
winter as it was necessary to seasonally relocate, sometimes to hills and higher elevation 
zones, to establish temporary camps during food gathering seasons (i.e., spring, summer and 
fall).  Villages typically consisted of a scattering of small structures, numbering from four or 
five to several dozen in larger villages, each house containing a single family of from three to 
seven people.  Larger villages, with from twelve to fifteen or more houses, might also contain 
an earth lodge. 
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As with most California Indian groups, economic life for the Yokuts revolved around 
hunting, fishing and the collecting of plant foods, with deer, acorns, and aquatic resources 
representing primary staples.  The collection and processing of these various food resources 
was accomplished with the use of a wide variety of wooden, bone and stone artifacts.  The 
Yokuts were very sophisticated in terms of their knowledge of the uses of local animals and 
plants, and of the availability of raw material sources that could be used in manufacturing an 
immense array of primary and secondary tools and implements.  However, only fragmentary 
evidence of their material culture remains, due in part to perishability, and in part to the 
impacts to archaeological sites resulting from later (historic) land uses. 
 
Historic Context: Historically, the interior of California was initially visited by Anglo-
American fur trappers, Russian scientists, and Spanish-Mexican expeditions during the early 
part of the 19th Century.  These early explorations were followed by a rapid escalation of 
European-American activities, which culminated in the massive influx fostered by the 
discovery of gold at Coloma in 1848. 
 
Early Spanish expeditions arrived from Bay Area missions as early as 1804, penetrating the 
northwestern San Joaquin Valley (Cook, 1976).  By the mid-1820s, hundreds of fur trappers 
were annually traversing the Valley on behalf of the Hudson’s Bay Company (Maloney, 
1945).  By the late 1830s and early 1840s, several small permanent European-American 
settlements had emerged in the Central Valley and adjacent foothill lands, including Ranchos 
in the interior Coast Range, and of course the settlement at New Helvetia (Sutter’s Fort) at 
the confluence of the Sacramento and American Rivers (Sacramento). 
 
With the discovery of gold in the Sierra Nevada, large numbers of European-Americans, 
Hispanics, and Chinese arrived in and traveled through the Valley.  The Valley’s east-side 
mining communities’ demands for hard commodities led quickly to the expansion of 
ranching and agriculture throughout the Great Central Valley and the interior valleys of the 
Coast Range.  Stable, larger populations arose and permanent communities slowly emerged 
in the Central Valley, particularly along major transportation corridors.  Of particular 
importance in this regard was the transformation brought about by the railroad. 
 
The Southern Pacific and Central Pacific Railroads and a host of smaller interurban lines to 
the north and east around the cities of Sacramento, Stockton and Modesto began intensive 
projects in the late 1860s.  By the turn of the century, nearly 3,000 miles of lines connected 
the cities of Modesto and Stockton with points south and north.  Many of the valley’s cities, 
including many in San Joaquin and adjacent Counties, were laid out as isolated railroad 
towns in the 1870s and 1880s by the Southern and Central Pacific, which not only built and 
settled, but continued to nurture the infant cities until settlement could be independently 
sustained. 
 

RECORDS SEARCH 
 
Several sources of information were considered relevant to evaluating the types of 
archaeological and historical sites and site distribution that might be encountered within the 
project area.  The information evaluated prior to conducting pedestrian field survey includes 
data maintained by the Central California Information Center at CSU-Stanislaus, consultation 
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with Yokuts tribal representatives, the Native American Heritage Commission, and review of 
available published and unpublished documents relevant to regional prehistory, ethnography, 
and early historic developments (discussed above). 
 
Central California Information Center (CSU-Stanislaus) 
 
Prior to conducting the pedestrian field survey, the official San Joaquin County 
archaeological records maintained by the Central California Information Center were 
examined for any existing recorded prehistoric or historic sites (CCIC File # 7420 L, dated 
June 17, 2009 and CCIC File # 7614 L, dated February 24, 2010).  These records document 
the following existing conditions for the project area: 
 
• Due to minor mapping errors, the information center has identified a total of 

twenty-nine (29) archaeological studies which have been conducted within, 
adjacent, or within close proximity to the proposed APE.  The surveys include the 
following (“SJ” numbers in the list below reference Information Center report file 
numbers): 

 
729 Chavez (1981) 
786 Napton (1993) 
1900 Napton (1993) 
2175 Dondero (1993) 
2515 Caruso and Macdougall (1994) 
3611 William Self Associates (1999) 
4090 Peak & Associates (1999) 
4091 Peak & Associates (2000) 
4786 Windmiller and Napoli (2002) 
4807 Gross (2002) 
4901 Windmiller and Napoli (2003) 
5003 Gross (2003) 
5309 Baloian, Baloian, and Nettles (2004) 
5460 Jensen (2004) 
5540 Becker (2004) 
5622 Tanksley (2003) 
5623 Onken (2002) 
5624 Tanksley (2003) 
5625 Palmer and Lemon (2004) 
5626 Brady (2003) 
5803 Gross (2005) 
6447 URS Corp. (2007) 
6476 ECORP Consulting (2006) 
6506 ECORP Consulting (2006) 
6625 ASI (1998) 
6643 URS Corp. (2008) 
6723 URS Corp. (2008) 
6724 URS Corp. (2008) 
6756 ECORP Consulting (2006) 
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• A total of thirty-two (32) cultural resources have been identified within or 
immediately adjacent to the subject property.  One of these (P-39-4608) consists of 
an isolate, and therefore does not achieve the threshold for historical resource and 
consequently warrants no further consideration or treatment.  One multi-component 
site (P-39-141) consists of a prehistoric occupation local and burial mound as well 
as the site of the old Mossdale School.  However, this site is situated completely 
outside of the present project property and therefore warrants no further 
consideration or treatment.  Similarly, two of the sites (P-39-2 and P-39-98) 
represent segments of the Southern Pacific/Union Pacific and Western Pacific 
Railroads, respectively.  Both are located immediately adjacent, but outside of the 
present project property and thus warrant no further consideration or treatment. 

 
The remaining twenty-eight (28) sites represent historic-era built environment 
buildings, structures and features.  Of these 28 sites, two (P-39-4608 and P-39-
4610) are located outside of the subject property and therefore warrant no further 
consideration or treatment.  In summary, twenty-six (26) historic-era sites (with the 
P-39 sub-heading) are located within the subject property: 

 
4612 
4613 
4614 
4615 
4616 
4617 
4618 
4619 
4620 
4621 
4622 
4623 
4624 
4625 
4626 
4627 
4628 
4629 
4630 
4631 
4632 
4633 
4634 
4635 
4636 
4637 
4638 
 

As noted in the Scope of Work section (above) evaluation of components of the built 
environment (structures and buildings) will be addressed in a separate document. 
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In addition to documented resources within the subject property, the GLO Plat map for 
T2S/R6E (dated 1851-1869) was examined and found to reference two house within Section 
2, and possibly within the subject property.  The map references Visher’s House and 
Wilber’s House.  Finally, the USGS Lathrop 7.5’ map (dated 1915) depicts five structures 
(presumably houses) located within the project property. 
 
Other Sources   
 
In addition to examining the official records of San Joaquin County as maintained by the 
Central California Information Center, the following were also consulted: 
 
• The National Register of Historic Places (1986, Supplements to 8/08). 
• The California Register of Historical Resources. 
• The California Inventory of Historic Resources (State of California 1976). 
• The California Historical Landmarks (State of California 1996). 
• The California Points of Historical Interest (May 1992 and updates). 
• The Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File (OHP listing 2/9/2010) and 

the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility (OHP listing 2/8/2010). 
• The CALTRANS State and Local bridge Survey (1989 and updates). 
• The Survey of Surveys (1989). 
• GLO Plat Maps and other historic maps. 
• The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) re. Sacred Land Listings. 
• Northern Valley Yokuts Tribe, Linden, California. 
 

PEDESTRIAN FIELD SURVEY 
 
Survey Coverage: Considering that all of the APE has been subjected to previous survey, 
and due to numerous parcels (including private residences and security fenced lots), all of the 
readily accessible portions of the APE were subjected to intensive pedestrian survey.  This 
task was accomplished by walking systematic transects, spaced at 20 meter intervals 
throughout agricultural fields, roadways, along the margins of the railroads and in other open 
areas.  In searching for cultural resources, the surveyor took into account the results of 
background research and was alert for any unusual contours, soil changes, distinctive 
vegetation patterns, exotic materials, artifacts, feature or feature remnants and other possible 
markers of cultural sites. 
 
Field Work: Archaeological field survey was undertaken by Sean Michael Jensen on June 
28 & 29, 2009 and on March 2, 2010.  No special problems were encountered and all survey 
objectives were satisfactorily achieved. 
 

PROJECT FINDINGS 
 
As noted in previous discussion, disturbance to the ground surface and subsurface 
components has been substantial throughout the project area.  Approximately 40% of the 
land area is located within heavily disturbed areas, including:  roads, industrial yards, 
commercial facilities and residences.  Much of the remainder of the APE has been subjected 
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to moderate disturbance associated with continuous and ongoing agricultural activity 
(farming).  The proposed off-site storm drain pipeline parallels the north side of the 
Southern/Union Pacific Railroad, before terminating at the San Joaquin River levee at the 
project’s western terminus. 
 
Prehistoric Resources 
 
No evidence of prehistoric use or presence was observed during the pedestrian survey – no 
artifacts, flakes, and no elevated spots or other soil characteristics suggesting a possible 
village encampment were observed.  The degree of prior disturbance to which all of the 
project area has been subjected partially explains the absence of prehistoric cultural material 
along the study corridor. 
 
As part of the process of identifying prehistoric cultural resources and in conjunction with the 
Records Search and background data review, Native American consultation was undertaken 
for this project.  The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was requested to 
supply any information they had concerning Sacred Land listings for the project area.  The 
NAHC responded indicating no Sacred Land listings for the project area or adjacent lands.  
The contact list from the Native American Heritage Commission included the following 
group which was requested to supply any specific information they might have concerning 
prehistoric sites, traditional use areas or other concerns they might have for lands within or 
near the project area: 
 
• Northern Valley Yokuts Tribe, Linden, California. 
 
To date, no responses have been received. 
 
Historical Resources 
 
As noted in the Records Search section (above) twenty-six historic-period sites have been 
documented within the subject property.  Formal evaluation of components of the built 
environment (structures and buildings) was not undertaken during the present effort.  Formal 
evaluation of the existing historical resources is recommended as a mitigation measure that 
will be implemented prior to demolition of any of the structures. 
 
No additional historic-periods sites or features were observed during the present pedestrian 
survey. 
 

SUMMARY and RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The present report details the results of an archaeological inventory survey for the proposed 
Gateway Business Park Project involving approximately 384-acres and an off-site storm 
drain pipeline, located immediately east of Interstate 5 and adjacent to both the north and 
south sides of State Route 120, within the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin County, California. 
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Components of the present archaeological survey include a complete records search and 
examination of studies undertaken and sites recorded within the project area and vicinity, 
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Tribal 
representatives on the NAHC contact list, and a complete-coverage, intensive-level 
pedestrian survey of the APE. 
 
The records at the Central California Information Center at CSU-Stanislaus document that all 
of the APE had been previously surveyed for cultural resources, and that twenty-six historic-
era site have been formally recorded within the APE.  All of these sites represent buildings 
and/or structures which were not formally evaluated as part of the present inventory survey.  
Formal evaluation of the existing historical resources is recommended as a mitigation 
measure that will be implemented prior to demolition of any of the structures.  No new 
historical sites were identified during the present pedestrian survey. 
 
Consultation with the NAHC and Native American individuals and groups produced negative 
results with respect to specific information regarding the presence of prehistoric 
archaeological sites, traditional use areas or Sacred Land Listings for the project area or 
adjacent lands.  No prehistoric sites or features were observed during the present pedestrian 
survey. 
 
Based on absence of significant cultural resource or unique archaeological resources within 
the project area/APE, archaeological clearance is recommended for the proposed Gateway 
Business Park Project, although the following general provisions are recommended: 
 

1) Consultation in the event of inadvertent discovery of human remains:  
Evidence of human burial or scattered human remains related to prehistoric 
occupation of the area could be inadvertently encountered during future 
construction activity or other actions involving disturbance to the ground 
surface and subsurface components.  In the event of such an inadvertent 
discovery, the County Coroner would have to be informed and consulted, per 
State law.  
 

2) Consultation in the event of inadvertent discovery of cultural material:  The 
present evaluation and recommendations are based on the findings of an 
inventory-level surface survey only.  There is always the possibility that 
important unidentified cultural materials could be encountered on or below the 
surface during the course of future development or construction activities.  This 
possibility is particularly relevant considering the constraints generally to 
archaeological field survey, and particularly where past road construction has 
nearly completely obscured ground surface visibility and/or farming and 
ranching have impacted land surface and subsurface components, as in the 
present case.  In the event of an inadvertent discovery of previously unidentified 
cultural material, archaeological consultation should be sought immediately. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
Project Location and Description 
 
The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area is located at the intersection of State Route 
120 (SR 120) and Interstate 5 (I-5) just south of the City of Lathrop, California.  The project area is 
bordered to the east and west by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), to the north by Vierra Court 
Road and Yosemite Avenue, and to the south by State Route 120 (SR 120). 
 
The project proposes the development of approximately 384 acres to include mostly 
office/commercial, limited industrial, and service commercial uses. 
 
Please see the project land use plan presented as Appendix A. 
 
Acoustical Terminology 
 
Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air that 
human hearing can detect.  The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency 
of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second, or Hertz (Hz).  Human hearing is generally 
capable of detecting sound between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz. 
 
We are generally capable of processing air pressure variations (sound) over an extremely broad 
dynamic range.  Therefore, the measurement of sound directly in terms of pressure would require a 
very large and awkward range of numbers. The logarithmic treatment of these numbers – 
converting measured sound pressure (Pa) into sound pressure level (decibels, dB) – was 
developed primarily to limit the range of numbers.  The decibel scale allows for five orders of 
magnitude in sound pressure to be expressed within a range of 100 dB. 
 
The perceived loudness of sound is dependent on many factors, including sound pressure level and 
frequency content.  However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception of 
loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by the A-weighting network.  There is a 
strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way we perceive 
noise.  For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become a standard tool for environmental 
noise assessment.  All noise levels reported in the following are in terms of A-weighting. 
 
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the "ambient" noise level, which is defined as 
the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment. A common statistical 
tool used to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent sound level (Leq), which 
corresponds to a steady-state, A-weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time-
varying signal over a given time period (usually 1 hour). The Leq is the foundation for the day/night 
average level (Ldn). 
 
The Ldn is based on the average noise level over a continuous 24-hour period, with a +10 dB 
weighting (or penalty) applied to noise occurring during nighttime hours (10 p.m.-7 a.m.).  The 
nighttime penalty is based on the assumption that people generally react to nighttime noise 
exposures as if the noise were twice as loud as daytime exposures.  Because Ldn represents a 24-
hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment. 
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Table 1 provides definitions of acoustical terminology relevant to this study. 
 

Table 1 
 

Acoustical Terminology 
 
Acoustics The science (or physics) of sound. 
 
Ambient Noise The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given environment consisting of all noise 

sources audible at a given location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an 
existing or pre-project condition such as the setting in an environmental noise study. 

 
Attenuation The reduction of noise. 
 
A-Weighting A frequency-response filter that conditions a given sound signal to approximate human 

response. 
 
CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with noise 

occurring during evening hours (7 p.m.-10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and nighttime 
hours (10 p.m.-7 a.m.) weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging. 

 
Decibel or dB A Bel is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound pressure squared over the 

reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bel. 
 
Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per 

second or hertz (Hz). 
 
Ldn  Day/Night Average Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting.  The hours of 7 

a.m.-10 p.m. are considered daytime. 
 
Leq  Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 
 
Lmax  The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time. 
 
Ln  The measured sound pressure level exceeded (n) percent of the time. 
 
Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 
 
Noise  Unwanted sound. 
 
Threshold of Hearing  The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally 

considered to be 0 dB at 1,000 Hz for those with good hearing. 
 
SEL  A single-number rating indicating the total energy of a discrete noise event compressed into 

a 1-second time duration. 

 
Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity 
 
The project area is currently composed of agriculture, rural residential, commercial, and light 
industrial uses, and is bordered by like uses. 
 
Noise-sensitive land uses in the immediate project vicinity include existing rural residences to the 
south-southeast.  These uses may be affected by project-related increases in traffic noise on local 
area roadways and project construction.  The project proposes no residential land uses. 



 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR 
Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
2009-012 

3

Noise Level Measurement Equipment 
 
Larson-Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used to 
complete all noise level measurement surveys for this project.  The meters were calibrated before 
use with an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements.  
The measurement equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) for Type 1 (precision) sound level meters (ANSI S1.4). 
 
Existing Noise Environment 
 
Ambient Noise Level Measurements 
 
The existing ambient noise environment in the immediate project vicinity is defined primarily by 
traffic on SR 120, traffic on local surface roadways, and UPRR train operations.  Some noise from 
local and distant industrial sources is evident. 
 
To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, long-term (24-hour) 
ambient noise level measurement surveys were conducted at four locations in the project area on 
October 18-23, 2006.  The noise measurement locations are illustrated in Appendix B. 
 
Ambient noise level survey results are summarized in Table 2 and Appendix C.  The ambient noise 
level measurement surveys revealed that existing noise levels in the immediate project vicinity are 
appropriate for the proposed project uses (i.e., commercial and light industrial). 
 

Table 2 
 

Summary of Ambient Noise Level Measurements 
October 18-24, 2006 

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan B Lathrop, California 

Site Location 
Average Ldn, dB 

(Range) 
Average Daytime L50, dB 

(Range) Noise Sources 

1 1010 Madruga Road – North 67.4 (67-68) 57.2 (46-65) SR 120/I-5 Traffic, Trains 

2 1010 Madruga Road -- South 67.2 47.8 (40-59) Trains, Distant Traffic (SR 
120/I-5) 

3 2978 W. Yosemite Avenue 59.4 (57-61) 50.8 (45-57) Local Traffic, Natural Sounds 

4 Highway 120 Towing 
Yosemite Avenue 66.7 (66-68) 51.8 (46-62) Distant Traffic, Commercial, 

Trains 

Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 

 
Traffic Noise 
 
To predict existing noise levels due to traffic on roadways in the project area, the Federal Highway 
Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used.  The Model is 
based on the Calveno reference noise factors for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, 



 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR 
Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
2009-012 

4

with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, 
and the acoustical characteristics of the project site.  The FHWA Model was developed to predict 
hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions.  A day/night traffic distribution of 83%/17% was 
factored into the calculations to determine Ldn.  Additionally, a medium/heavy truck split of 7%/3% 
(% of the ADT) was assumed along with traffic speeds of 35-45 MPH for surface roadways.  A truck 
split of 3%/16% (Caltrans 2005 counts) and speed of 65 MPH were used to model SR 120.  The 
truck split information was provided by the project traffic consultant and Caltrans, while the traffic 
speed information was based on our observations during our visit of the project area. 
 
Traffic volumes for existing conditions were obtained from the project traffic impact study prepared 
by Wood Rodgers (August 2009).  Peak-hour intersection turning movement data for surface 
roadways was converted to ADT by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. based on the following 
equation.  Traffic volume data in terms of ADT was provided for SR 120. 
 

ADT = 5 * (AM Peak Hour + PM Peak Hour) 
 
Table 3 shows the calculated, existing traffic noise levels in terms of Ldn at a reference distance of 
100 feet from the centerlines of existing project-area roadways.  This is considered to be the 
Abaseline@ condition. The table also includes the distances to existing traffic noise contours.  
Existing traffic noise contours for the primary project-area roadways are presented in Appendix D. 
 

Table 3 
 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels and Contour Distances 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California 

   Distance to Noise Contour (feet) 

Roadway Segment Ldn (dB) @ 100 Feet 70 dB Ldn 65 dB Ldn 60 dB Ldn

Roth Road East of I-5 NB Ramps 61 24 52 113 
Lathrop Road Harlan Rd. to 5th St. 65 50 107 232 
 5th St. to McKinley Ave. 65 47 102 219 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 65 46 98 212 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 64 39 85 183 
 East of Union Rd. 65 46 99 214 
Louise Avenue Harlan Rd. to 5th St. 65 43 93 201 
 5th St. to McKinley Ave. 65 45 96 208 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 64 37 80 173 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 64 40 87 187 
 Union Rd. to Main St. 66 55 119 257 
 East of Main St. 65 50 107 230 
Yosemite Avenue West of McKinley Ave. 60 23 50 108 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 63 33 71 153 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 66 54 117 252 
 Union Rd. to Main St. 64 40 87 187 
 Main St. to SR 99 Ramps 67 67 144 311 
 East of SR 99 NB Ramps 68 69 149 321 
5th Street Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 57 14 30 64 
Howland Road South of Louise Ave. 51 6 12 26 



 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR 
Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
2009-012 

5

Table 3 
 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels and Contour Distances 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California 

   Distance to Noise Contour (feet) 

Roadway Segment Ldn (dB) @ 100 Feet 70 dB Ldn 65 dB Ldn 60 dB Ldn

McKinley Avenue Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 58 17 36 78 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 61 25 55 118 
 South of Yosemite Ave. 55 9 20 43 
Airport Way North of Lathrop Rd. 62 28 60 129 
 Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 63 34 74 160 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 65 43 93 200 
 Yosemite Ave. to Daniels St. 64 42 90 194 
Union Road North of Lathrop Rd. 61 27 58 124 
 Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 65 47 102 220 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 66 55 119 256 
 Yosemite Ave. to SR 120 WB 66 58 124 268 
Main Street North of Louise Ave. 67 60 129 277 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 67 60 130 281 
 Yosemite Ave. to SR 120 WB 66 57 122 263 
SR 120 Adjacent to Project Site 79 410 884 1,904 

Source:  FHWA-RD-77-108 with inputs from Wood Rodgers and Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 

 
Train Noise 
 
Noise measurement equipment at Sites 1 and 4, described above, were programmed to record 
noise events associated with train pass-bys along the south (east) and north (west) tracks of the 
UPRR, respectively.  Again, please see Appendix B for the noise measurement sites. 
 
A total of 11 assumed train events were recorded at Site 1 on October 19, 2006, with 5 of the 
events occurring during nighttime hours (10 p.m.-7 a.m.).  The calculated train-related noise 
exposure was approximately 68 dB Ldn (average SEL=100 dB) at a distance of approximately 75 
feet from the center of the tracks.  Maximum noise levels from assumed train pass-bys was 80-91 
dB Lmax.  Trains are a significant source of noise along the south project property line.  A total of 2 
assumed train events were recorded at Site 4 on October 19, 2006, with 1 of the events occurring 
during nighttime hours (10 p.m.-7 a.m.).  The calculated train-related noise exposure was 
approximately 62 dB Ldn (average SEL=101 dB) at a distance of approximately 80 feet from the 
tracks.  Maximum noise levels measured during assumed train pass-bys was 78-96 dB Lmax. 
 
Based on the measurement data summarized above, the location of existing train noise contours on 
the project site were determined.  Please see Appendix D for the locations of the assumed train 
noise contours.  Since there is no information regarding future operations on the rail lines, and there 
is no indication that operations will change in the future, these contours are used to assess future 
train noise exposure on the project site. 
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REGULATORY SETTING 
 
City of Lathrop 
 
In order to limit population exposure to physically and/or psychologically damaging noise levels, the 
State of California, various county governments, and most municipalities in the state have 
established standards to control noise. The City of Lathrop General Plan Noise Element and CEQA 
provide regulations regarding noise levels relevant to the proposed project.  The following provides 
a general overview of the existing regulations established by the City and CEQA. 
 
The City of Lathrop General Plan Noise Element establishes land use compatibility criteria for 
various community land uses.  For noise generated by transportation noise sources such as traffic 
and trains, the Noise Element specifies that residential land uses are compatible with exterior noise 
levels of up to 60 dB Ldn without the need for noise mitigation.  The 60 dB Ldn noise level is 
considered an acceptable noise environment for residential outdoor activities.  The City may allow 
an exterior transportation-related noise level of up to 65 dB Ldn provided that practical exterior noise 
mitigation measures are implemented and interior noise levels do not exceed the applicable limit. 
 
The City=s interior noise level criterion of 45 dB Ldn is specified in the Noise Element for all noise-
sensitive uses, including residential and commercial/office uses, exposed to transportation noise 
sources.  The intent of this interior noise level standard is to provide a suitable environment for 
indoor communication (and sleep within residential structures). 
 
The City of Lathrop Noise Element of the General Plan also establishes noise limits for non-
transportation noise sources with respect to their impact on noise-sensitive receivers.  These 
standards are summarized in Table 4, and would be applied at residential uses adjacent to the 
project. 
 

Table 4 
 

Noise Level Performance Standards – Non-Transportation Noise Sources 
City of Lathrop Noise Element of the General Plan 

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. – 7 a.m.) 

L50 55 45 

L25 60 50 

L8 65 55 

L2 70 60 

Lmax 75 65 

 
Significance Criteria 
 
The potential increase in traffic noise exposure due to the project is a factor in determining the 
significance of project-related traffic noise impacts.  Research into the human perception of 
changes in sound level indicate the following. 
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• A 3 dB change is barely perceptible, 
• A 5 dB change is clearly perceptible, and 
• A 10 dB change is perceived as being twice or half as loud. 

 
Table 5 is based on recommendations made in August 1992 by the Federal Interagency Committee 
on Noise (FICON) to provide guidance in the assessment of changes in ambient noise levels 
resulting from aircraft operations.  The recommendations are based on studies that relate aircraft 
noise levels to the percentage of persons highly annoyed by the noise.  Although the FICON 
recommendations were specifically developed to assess aircraft noise impacts, it has been 
asserted that they are applicable to all sources of noise described in terms of cumulative noise 
exposure metrics such as the Ldn.  Specifically, they provide good correlation to transportation-
related noise sources. 
 

Table 5 
 

Significance of Changes to Noise Environment 

Noise Level Without Project (Ldn) Increase Required for Significant Impact 

<60 dB +5.0 dB or more 

60-65 dB +3.0 dB or more 

>65 dB +1.5 dB or more 

Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON). 

 
An increase in the traffic noise levels becomes more significant as the ambient noise level 
increases.  For instance, a significant increase in traffic noise level is expected to be 1.5 dB when 
the no-project traffic noise level exceeds 65 dB Ldn.  However, a significant increase in traffic noise 
level is expected to be 5 dB when the no-project traffic noise level is less than 60 dB Ldn.  In other 
words, as ambient noise levels increase, a smaller increase in noise resulting from the project is 
sufficient to cause significant annoyance. 
 
Generally, a project may have a significant impact on the environment if it will substantially increase 
ambient noise levels at adjoining areas or expose people to severe noise levels.  In practice, more 
specific professional standards have been developed, as presented above.  These standards state 
that a noise impact may be considered significant if it would generate noise that would conflict with 
local planning criteria. 
 
NOISE IMPACT ANALYSES 

 
The identified, primary noise-producing elements associated with this project include traffic on the 
local roadway network, trains, and project construction.  These noise sources are studied in the 
following. 
 
Traffic 
 
To assess noise impacts due to traffic on the local roadway network, traffic noise levels were 
predicted at a representative distance (100 feet from roadway centerlines) for the Existing + Project, 
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Cumulative 2030 Base, and Cumulative 2030 Base + Project, Cumulative 2030 Base with SR 
120/McKinley Avenue Interchange, Cumulative 2030 Base + Project without SR 120/McKinley 
Avenue Interchange conditions.  The traffic noise levels were predicted using the same modeling 
methodology applied to the Existing scenario described in the Environmental Setting section above. 
Results of this analysis are summarized in Table 6. 
 
As shown by the highlighted elements of Table 6, significant traffic noise impacts may be expected 
on Yosemite Avenue west of Airport Way, and McKinley Avenue south of Louise Avenue.  Traffic 
noise exposure contours for SR 120 are presented in Appendix E. 
 

Table 6 
 

Predicted Traffic Noise Exposure at 100 Feet from Center of Roadways 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California 

 Ldn, dB (Δ re: No Project Condition ) 

Roadway Segment Existing + Project
Cumulative 2030 
Base + Project 

Cumulative 2030 Base 
+ Project (No I/C) 

Roth Road East of I-5 NB Ramps 61 (0) 67 (0) 67 (0) 
Lathrop Road Harlan Rd. to 5th St. 66 (+1) 71 (0) 71 (0) 
 5th St. to McKinley Ave. 65 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 65 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 64 (0) 69 (0) 69 (0) 
 East of Union Rd. 65 (0) 69 (0) 69 (0) 
Louise Avenue Harlan Rd. to 5th St. 65 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
 5th St. to McKinley Ave. 65 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 64 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 65(+1) 67 (+1) 67 (+1) 
 Union Rd. to Main St. 66 (0) 68 (0) 68 (0) 
 East of Main St. 66 (+1) 68 (+1) 68 (+1) 
Yosemite Avenue West of McKinley Ave. 66 (+6) 70 (+2) 71 (+3) 
 McKinley Ave. to Airport Wy. 67 (+4) 70 (+2) 71 (+3) 
 Airport Wy. to Union Rd. 68 (+2) 69 (+1) 69 (+1) 
 Union Rd. to Main St. 66 (+2) 68 (+1) 68 (+1) 
 Main St. to SR 99 Ramps 68 (+1) 70 (+1) 70 (+1) 
 East of SR 99 NB Ramps 68 (0) 69 (0) 69 (0) 
5th Street Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 57 (0) 62 (0) 62 (0) 
Howland Road South of Louise Ave. 51 (0) 57 (0) 57 (0) 
McKinley Avenue Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 61 (+3) 64 (+1) 64 (+1) 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 64 (+3) 66 (+2) 66 (+2) 
 South of Yosemite Ave. 65 (+10) 68 (+3) 68 (+3) 
Airport Way North of Lathrop Rd. 62 (0) 67 (0) 67 (0) 
 Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 64 (+1) 68 (+1) 68 (+1) 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 65 (0) 70 (+1) 70 (+1) 
 Yosemite Ave. to Daniels St. 65 (+1) 69 (0) 70 (+1) 
Union Road North of Lathrop Rd. 62 (+1) 65 (0) 65 (0) 
 Lathrop Rd. to Louise Ave. 65 (0) 68 (0) 68 (0) 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 67 (+1) 68 (0) 68 (0) 
 Yosemite Ave. to SR 120 WB 67 (+1) 69 (0) 69 (0) 
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Table 6 
 

Predicted Traffic Noise Exposure at 100 Feet from Center of Roadways 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California 

 Ldn, dB (Δ re: No Project Condition ) 

Roadway Segment Existing + Project
Cumulative 2030 
Base + Project 

Cumulative 2030 Base 
+ Project (No I/C) 

Main Street North of Louise Ave. 67 (0) 68 (0) 68 (0) 
 Louise Ave. to Yosemite Ave. 67 (0) 68 (0) 68 (0) 
 Yosemite Ave. to SR 120 WB 66 (0) 70 (0) 70 (0) 
SR 120 Adjacent to Project Site 80 (+1) 83 (0) 83 (0) 
Source:  FHWA-RD-77-108 with inputs from Wood Rodgers and Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
 
Note:  Highlighted levels represent potential noise impacts. 

 
Project Construction 
 
During the construction phases of the project, noise from building equipment would be expected to 
add to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity.  Activities associated with 
construction would likely generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 7, ranging from 77-
85 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  Construction activities would be temporary in nature and are 
anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours (7 a.m.-6 p.m.).  Still, existing residences 
located to the south-southeast of the project site may be affected by this noise. 
 
Noise would also be generated during the construction phases by increased truck traffic on local 
area roadways.  A significant project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated with 
the transport of heavy materials and equipment to and from the various project construction sites. 
 

Table 7 
 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels at 50 Feet 

Type of Equipment Lmax, dB Hourly Leq, dB/% Use 

Backhoe 78 74/40% 

Concrete Mixer Truck 79 75/40% 

Dump Truck 77 73/40% 

Front End Loader 79 75/40% 

Pneumatic Tools 85 82/50% 

Air Compressor 78 74/40% 

Source:  Roadway Construction Noise Model V 1.0, U.S. Department of Transportation 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
Impact 1:  Off-Site Traffic Noise Increases Due to the Project 
 
The project will generate increased traffic on local area roadways.  As shown in Table 6, project-
related traffic noise increases at existing residential uses in the project vicinity are expected to 
exceed the established significance criteria.  Specifically, residential uses on Yosemite Avenue 
west of Airport Way (between Swanson Road and Airport Way) and McKinley Avenue south of 
Louise Avenue (between the south border of the project and just south of Bronzan Road) would be 
impacted.  This impact is significant. 
 
Mitigation 1 
 
The following construction may be considered to mitigate project-related traffic noise exposure 
increases at existing noise-sensitive receiver locations in the project vicinity. The construction of 
property line noise barriers in this instance is not feasible since a majority of the impacted homes 
front the roadways and require driveway access. 
 
Evaluation of Rubberized Asphalt Mitigation Measure Effectiveness: 
 
One of the means of reducing overall noise levels along Yosemite Avenue and McKinley Avenue is 
to use a rubberized asphalt pavement or open gap pavement.  Studies conducted for the 
Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment and Transportation 
Department to determine the noise reduction provided by rubberized asphalt have been completed 
in recent years.  Those studies indicate that the use of rubberized asphalt on Sacramento County 
roadways appears to have resulted in an average traffic noise level reduction of approximately 4 dB 
over that provided by conventional asphalt.   

 
The European Commission Green Paper, published in the June 1997 edition of Noise/News 
International, cites the following on Page 87: 

 
ALow-noise porous road surfaces have been the subject of much research.  These porous road 
surfaces reduce both the generation and propagation of noise by several mechanisms - which can 
be related to the open structure of the surface layer.  Results have shown that the emission noise 
levels can be reduced from levels generated on equivalent non-porous road surfaces by between 3-
5 dB on average; by optimizing the surface design, larger noise reductions are feasible.  At present, 
the cost of porous asphalt surfacing is higher than conventional surfaces (for resurfacing, but for 
new roads, the cost is minimal), but may drop as contractors gain experience with porous surfaces.@ 
 
The use of noise-reducing paving materials in the impacted areas appears to be a feasible means 
of achieving a 3-5 dB decrease in traffic noise and reducing the potential for adverse public reaction 
to future traffic noise levels in these areas. 
 
Impact after Mitigation 1 
 
Project-related traffic noise exposure increases after mitigation along the impacted section of 
Yosemite Avenue would likely be 1 dB or less for the Existing + Project condition.  However, the 
impacted sections of McKinley Avenue would still experience an increase of approximately 5-7 dB.  
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 Given the significance threshold of +5 dB in this case, the resulting noise impact would be 
significant and unavoidable for the Existing + Project condition.  The impact would be less than 
significant for the Cumulative + Project conditions. 
 
 
Impact 2:  Transportation-Related Noise Exposure on the Project Site 
 
As shown in Appendix E, noise exposure from SR 120 traffic may exceed 70 dB Ldn along the 
southern portion of the project site.  Office uses, or other noise-sensitive commercial/industrial 
buildings, constructed within the 70 dB Ldn contour may experience interior traffic noise exposure in 
excess of the applicable 45 dB Ldn standard.  Therefore, this impact is considered significant. 
 
Mitigation 2 
 
Assuming standard commercial construction practices, it would be expected that noise-sensitive 
rooms/buildings within the 70 dB Ldn contour line may provide the needed interior noise mitigation 
with the addition of acoustically rated exterior doors and windows at facades with line-of-sight to the 
Highway.  These upgraded windows and doors should provide minimum STC performance of 35. 
 
Impact after Mitigation 2 
 
With the above-described mitigation efforts, future traffic noise exposure from SR 120 within 
impacted project buildings would be expected to satisfy the interior noise exposure criterion of 45 
dB Ldn, resulting in a less than significant impact. 
 
 
Impact 3:  Construction Noise 
 
Activities associated with the project construction will result in elevated noise levels, with maximum 
noise levels ranging from 77-85 dB (Lmax) at 50 feet as shown in Table 7.  Although this noise would 
likely be audible at the nearest existing residences, it would be temporary in nature and would likely 
occur during normal daytime working hours.  Nonetheless, because construction activities would 
result in periods of elevated noise levels, this impact is considered potentially significant. 
 
Mitigation 3 
 
Implementation of the following noise mitigation measures would reduce this noise impact to a less 
than significant level. 
 
All construction activities should adhere to the construction practices established by the City of 
Lathrop.  Construction activities should be limited to daytime hours (generally 7 a.m.-6 p.m.), and all 
internal combustion engines should be fitted with factory specified mufflers.  Construction staging 
areas and storage of heavy equipment should be well removed from residential receivers to the 
south-southeast. 
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Impact after Mitigation 3 

Assuming all recommended measures are provided, resulting construction noise exposure would 
not be expected to significantly exceed the existing ambient noise exposure at the closest 
residences to the south-southeast.  This impact would be less than significant. 

This concludes our Environmental Noise Assessment for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park 
Specific Plan EIR project.  Please contact me at (916) 663-0500 or jasonm@bacnoise.com if you 
have any questions or require additional information. 
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Appendix A-1
Project Site Plan – McKinley/SR 120 Interchange Alternative

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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Appendix A-2
Project Site Plan – w/out McKinley/SR 120 Interchange

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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Appendix B
Ambient Noise Measurement Locations

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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Appendix C-1
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #1

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
11:00 65 63 62 61 60 61
12:00 66 63 63 62 61 61 High Low Average High Low Average
13:00 65 63 62 61 60 60 Lmax (Maximum) 79.9 64.6 69.9 78.2 63.8 70.7
14:00 69 63 62 61 60 60 L2 70.5 56.9 63.7 70.4 60.9 65.5
15:00 65 63 62 61 60 60 L8 67.5 51.9 61.8 66.5 59.3 63.4
16:00 67 62 61 60 59 59 L25 66.3 50.0 60.3 65.5 57.6 61.7
17:00 67 60 60 59 58 58 L50    (Median) 65.1 48.5 58.8 64.6 56.0 60.1
18:00 74 61 60 59 58 58 Leq    (Average) 65.4 50.1 60.8 64.7 56.6 61.5
19:00 71 63 62 59 56 58
20:00 72 66 64 63 61 62 Computed Ldn, dB 67.8

October 18-19, 2006

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
Statistical Summary

p ,
21:00 79 71 64 62 61 63 % Daytime Energy 59%
22:00 68 65 64 63 61 62 % Nighttime Energy 41%
23:00 69 65 64 62 60 61
0:00 73 66 64 61 59 60
1:00 64 61 59 58 56 57
2:00 70 64 62 60 58 59
3:00 73 70 63 61 60 62
4:00 71 64 63 62 61 61
5:00 78 66 65 64 63 63
6:00 70 67 67 65 65 65
7:00 73 69 67 66 65 65
8:00 80 68 65 64 62 64
9:00 70 64 62 59 53 57
10:00 68 57 52 50 48 50



Appendix C-2
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #1

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
11:00 71 58 52 49 48 51
12:00 70 56 50 48 47 50 High Low Average High Low Average
13:00 63 52 50 48 46 47 Lmax (Maximum) 85.6 62.1 69.9 89.3 61.7 71.3
14:00 63 53 50 48 47 48 L2 69.8 52.1 61.7 70.8 59.7 64.4
15:00 66 60 57 53 49 52 L8 67.4 49.8 58.8 64.6 58.3 61.8
16:00 66 62 61 59 58 58 L25 66.0 47.8 56.8 63.0 56.2 60.3
17:00 62 60 59 58 57 57 L50    (Median) 64.9 46.2 55.3 61.7 54.4 58.8
18:00 71 65 60 58 57 58 Leq    (Average) 65.2 47.4 60.0 64.3 55.3 60.6
19:00 76 62 61 59 57 58
20:00 64 62 61 60 58 59 Computed Ldn, dB 67.0

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 19-20, 2006

p ,
21:00 82 69 65 63 62 63 % Daytime Energy 59%
22:00 82 70 64 63 61 63 % Nighttime Energy 41%
23:00 89 71 65 63 62 64
0:00 65 63 62 61 60 60
1:00 64 63 61 60 59 59
2:00 62 60 58 56 54 55
3:00 65 61 60 58 56 57
4:00 82 65 63 61 59 61
5:00 67 62 60 59 57 58
6:00 66 64 63 62 61 61
7:00 70 67 66 65 63 64
8:00 70 69 67 66 65 65
9:00 86 70 64 61 59 65
10:00 68 61 60 57 56 57



Appendix C-3
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #2

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
14:00 81 54 52 51 49 53
15:00 57 52 51 49 48 48 High Low Average High Low Average
16:00 67 53 50 49 48 49 Lmax (Maximum) 91.4 57.0 77.3 89.3 56.9 71.7
17:00 81 53 51 50 50 54 L2 76.0 51.4 57.6 79.5 55.6 62.1
18:00 85 64 53 52 51 59 L8 61.1 45.5 52.1 60.9 54.5 56.8
19:00 85 57 55 53 51 57 L25 59.9 41.6 49.9 59.8 52.8 55.2
20:00 91 58 55 54 52 65 L50    (Median) 58.6 40.2 48.2 58.6 51.1 53.7
21:00 88 76 55 54 53 67 Leq    (Average) 67.5 43.0 61.0 66.3 51.7 60.5
22:00 59 56 55 54 53 53
23:00 63 59 57 55 53 54 Computed Ldn, dB 67.0

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 18-19, 2006

p ,
0:00 85 73 56 54 52 63 % Daytime Energy 65%
1:00 57 56 55 53 51 52 % Nighttime Energy 35%
2:00 58 57 56 54 53 53
3:00 86 79 58 56 55 66
4:00 84 57 56 55 54 57
5:00 89 59 57 56 54 63
6:00 63 62 61 60 59 59
7:00 85 63 61 60 59 64
8:00 91 63 57 55 54 67
9:00 81 57 55 52 46 54
10:00 64 55 48 44 42 46
11:00 65 54 47 43 41 45
12:00 80 54 45 42 40 55
13:00 58 51 46 42 40 43



Appendix C-4
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #2

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
14:00 80 51 45 41 40 50
15:00 86 52 46 42 41 59 High Low Average High Low Average
16:00 59 52 48 45 43 45 Lmax (Maximum) 87.8 56.8 73.4 91.1 57.4 71.5
17:00 58 50 48 47 43 45 L2 76.0 49.8 56.5 75.9 54.5 59.1
18:00 86 76 52 50 48 64 L8 58.9 45.0 51.1 57.8 53.4 55.5
19:00 86 57 55 52 50 57 L25 57.8 41.3 49.0 56.2 51.6 54.0
20:00 61 55 53 51 49 50 L50    (Median) 57.1 40.0 47.4 55.2 50.0 52.7
21:00 88 76 56 55 53 65 Leq    (Average) 64.7 44.7 58.5 67.8 50.7 61.3
22:00 91 63 57 55 53 68
23:00 88 76 58 56 54 65 Computed Ldn, dB 67.4

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 19-20, 2006

p ,
0:00 60 56 55 54 52 53 % Daytime Energy 47%
1:00 57 54 53 52 51 52 % Nighttime Energy 53%
2:00 61 55 54 52 50 51
3:00 60 57 55 54 52 53
4:00 85 59 57 55 54 62
5:00 82 55 54 53 52 56
6:00 59 58 57 56 55 55
7:00 85 62 59 58 57 63
8:00 63 59 58 57 56 57
9:00 85 55 53 51 48 56
10:00 63 52 48 46 45 47
11:00 57 50 47 45 44 45
12:00 83 50 48 46 45 57
13:00 61 52 50 48 47 47



Appendix C-5
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #3

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 68 58 55 52 50 52
17:00 69 61 56 53 51 53 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 77 61 58 55 53 55 Lmax (Maximum) 84.7 68.3 73.6 79.3 64.1 71.8
19:00 71 64 59 55 52 56 L2 64.1 57.5 60.9 64.8 54.8 58.6
20:00 82 62 58 54 52 56 L8 58.9 54.1 56.6 56.8 51.8 54.3
21:00 78 62 58 55 53 56 L25 56.6 50.4 53.6 54.6 49.3 52.2
22:00 67 60 57 55 53 54 L50    (Median) 55.0 47.9 51.3 53.2 47.9 50.9
23:00 73 59 56 53 52 54 Leq    (Average) 57.8 51.6 54.8 56.3 49.0 53.5
0:00 78 58 55 53 52 54
1:00 70 55 53 51 49 51 Computed Ldn, dB 60.2

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 20-21, 2006

p ,
2:00 65 55 52 49 48 49 % Daytime Energy 69%
3:00 79 62 53 50 49 53 % Nighttime Energy 31%
4:00 76 58 53 52 51 55
5:00 75 65 56 53 52 56
6:00 64 58 55 53 52 53
7:00 69 61 59 57 55 56
8:00 70 63 58 56 55 56
9:00 73 59 55 54 52 54
10:00 70 58 55 53 51 52
11:00 69 59 54 50 48 52
12:00 69 62 54 51 49 52
13:00 85 62 57 55 51 58
14:00 72 61 57 53 50 54
15:00 81 62 55 51 48 55



Appendix C-6
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #3

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 74 62 56 51 48 53
17:00 76 63 57 53 50 55 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 76 63 58 55 52 56 Lmax (Maximum) 78.1 68.2 73.8 70.2 60.8 65.2
19:00 74 62 58 55 53 56 L2 63.4 57.7 60.6 59.2 54.1 56.2
20:00 78 62 58 55 53 56 L8 60.9 52.3 56.0 55.9 50.3 52.4
21:00 75 63 56 53 50 55 L25 58.8 48.1 52.4 52.6 47.4 49.6
22:00 70 59 56 53 50 53 L50    (Median) 56.3 45.3 49.7 50.3 45.5 47.9
23:00 64 57 54 52 50 51 Leq    (Average) 57.8 50.5 54.1 52.6 48.0 50.1
0:00 66 57 53 50 48 50
1:00 63 55 52 49 48 49 Computed Ldn, dB 57.3

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 21-22, 2006

p ,
2:00 70 57 50 47 45 49 % Daytime Energy 81%
3:00 61 54 50 48 47 48 % Nighttime Energy 19%
4:00 63 55 51 48 47 48
5:00 61 55 52 49 48 49
6:00 69 58 54 51 49 51
7:00 68 61 58 55 52 54
8:00 74 63 61 59 56 58
9:00 71 59 55 53 52 53
10:00 72 58 53 49 47 51
11:00 78 58 52 49 46 51
12:00 72 61 55 50 47 53
13:00 71 60 55 51 48 52
14:00 73 58 54 50 46 51
15:00 75 58 53 48 45 51



Appendix C-7
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #3

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 75 59 54 50 48 52
17:00 72 60 58 53 50 54 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 83 65 57 54 51 58 Lmax (Maximum) 86.9 62.9 71.4 80.9 59.3 70.7
19:00 70 59 55 52 49 52 L2 64.9 56.4 59.4 66.5 55.0 58.9
20:00 69 56 53 51 49 51 L8 60.5 53.2 55.9 59.9 50.9 55.0
21:00 87 59 55 52 49 60 L25 58.1 50.3 53.1 57.1 49.0 52.3
22:00 76 57 54 50 48 53 L50    (Median) 56.3 48.0 50.9 55.2 47.8 50.6
23:00 59 55 52 49 48 49 Leq    (Average) 59.5 50.4 55.0 58.6 49.2 54.2
0:00 69 55 51 49 48 49
1:00 67 56 53 51 50 51 Computed Ldn, dB 60.8

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 22-23, 2006

p ,
2:00 63 56 53 51 49 50 % Daytime Energy 67%
3:00 67 59 55 52 50 52 % Nighttime Energy 33%
4:00 81 63 59 55 53 57
5:00 77 63 59 56 54 57
6:00 76 67 60 57 55 59
7:00 79 64 60 58 56 59
8:00 69 62 59 57 56 57
9:00 68 60 58 57 56 56
10:00 69 59 56 55 54 54
11:00 63 59 56 53 50 52
12:00 64 57 54 51 49 50
13:00 68 58 54 51 48 51
14:00 68 58 54 52 49 51
15:00 65 58 55 52 49 51



Appendix C-8
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #3

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 68 59 56 52 50 52
17:00 80 61 57 53 51 55 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 70 64 59 55 53 56 Lmax (Maximum) 86.3 64.5 71.5 83.4 65.1 75.0
19:00 86 61 57 54 52 57 L2 63.5 55.5 59.2 63.3 55.0 60.3
20:00 68 58 56 53 50 52 L8 59.8 52.6 56.0 59.1 52.5 56.2
21:00 67 60 57 54 51 53 L25 58.5 50.1 53.3 56.7 50.3 53.0
22:00 73 58 55 52 51 52 L50    (Median) 57.4 47.8 51.0 54.9 48.5 51.2
23:00 72 59 54 50 49 51 Leq    (Average) 57.8 49.7 54.3 57.3 50.0 55.1
0:00 81 59 54 51 50 55
1:00 79 61 56 52 51 55 Computed Ldn, dB 61.4

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 23-24, 2006

p ,
2:00 65 55 52 51 49 50 % Daytime Energy 58%
3:00 83 63 58 52 50 57 % Nighttime Energy 42%
4:00 78 63 59 55 53 56
5:00 70 62 59 57 55 56
6:00 73 63 59 57 55 57
7:00 66 61 60 58 57 57
8:00 64 61 60 59 57 58
9:00 65 59 57 54 51 53
10:00 67 55 53 50 48 50
11:00 74 58 54 51 48 51
12:00 71 58 54 52 49 52
13:00 69 56 53 51 48 50
14:00 71 59 54 51 49 52
15:00 86 59 55 52 50 54



Appendix C-9
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #4

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 74 61 56 52 49 53
17:00 95 69 64 52 49 68 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 81 67 58 54 52 58 Lmax (Maximum) 94.6 61.3 71.1 85.6 61.0 70.2
19:00 65 59 57 55 53 54 L2 68.7 56.4 61.0 70.4 57.6 62.6
20:00 64 61 60 58 56 57 L8 65.5 53.4 57.6 64.3 55.6 60.2
21:00 67 60 59 57 56 57 L25 63.8 49.9 54.1 63.3 54.0 58.3
22:00 80 70 61 57 56 61 L50    (Median) 62.2 47.4 51.8 62.3 52.8 56.8
23:00 71 60 58 56 55 56 Leq    (Average) 67.5 49.9 58.9 62.6 53.3 59.1
0:00 64 58 57 55 54 54
1:00 61 58 56 54 53 53 Computed Ldn, dB 65.5

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 18-19, 2006

p ,
2:00 63 61 59 57 55 56 % Daytime Energy 61%
3:00 66 65 62 59 57 58 % Nighttime Energy 39%
4:00 67 64 63 61 60 60
5:00 72 65 64 63 62 63
6:00 86 63 62 61 60 61
7:00 76 68 65 64 62 63
8:00 73 65 64 61 59 60
9:00 69 59 56 54 50 53
10:00 61 57 54 50 48 50
11:00 65 58 55 51 49 51
12:00 75 58 54 50 47 52
13:00 74 60 55 51 48 53
14:00 66 57 54 52 50 51
15:00 62 56 53 51 48 50



Appendix C-10
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR – Lathrop, California
24-hour Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site #4

Hour Lmax L2 L8 L25 L50 Leq
16:00 67 56 53 50 47 49
17:00 78 73 65 51 48 62 High Low Average High Low Average
18:00 67 58 56 54 52 53 Lmax (Maximum) 77.8 58.9 67.2 95.9 62.8 69.8
19:00 62 59 58 56 54 55 L2 73.3 54.1 59.8 77.3 59.9 64.1
20:00 67 63 61 60 58 59 L8 65.3 51.4 57.0 64.6 58.8 61.0
21:00 66 65 63 62 60 61 L25 61.9 48.4 53.8 63.3 57.1 59.5
22:00 67 62 60 58 57 57 L50    (Median) 60.8 45.9 51.8 61.6 56.0 58.3
23:00 96 77 60 57 56 68 Leq    (Average) 61.6 47.9 56.8 68.2 56.9 61.8
0:00 68 61 60 59 57 58
1:00 63 60 59 58 57 57 Computed Ldn, dB 67.7

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

October 19-20, 2006

p ,
2:00 67 60 59 58 57 57 % Daytime Energy 34%
3:00 66 63 62 60 58 59 % Nighttime Energy 66%
4:00 71 66 65 63 62 62
5:00 66 65 63 62 61 61
6:00 65 63 62 61 60 60
7:00 74 64 63 62 61 61
8:00 65 63 62 60 59 59
9:00 68 58 56 55 53 53
10:00 64 57 54 51 49 51
11:00 74 59 54 50 47 54
12:00 61 55 52 49 46 48
13:00 59 54 51 48 46 48
14:00 75 58 53 50 47 52
15:00 62 56 53 51 48 50
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Appendix D
Existing Transportation Noise Contours

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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Appendix E-1
Cumulative Plus Project (McKinley/SR 120 Interchange Alternative) Transportation Noise Contours

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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Appendix E-2
Cumulative Plus Project (w/out McKinley/SR 120 Interchange) Transportation Noise Contours

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR
Lathrop, California
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I N T R O D U C T I O N  

This report has been prepared to present the results of a transportation impact analysis performed by 
Wood Rodgers, Inc. for the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan development 
project in/near the City of Lathrop in San Joaquin County. This Transportation Impact Study (TIS) 
report is prepared in support of the project’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) being prepared by 
Insite Environmental.  The proposed project is an approximately 384-acre industrial development 
located in the southeastern portion of the City of Lathrop.  The general location of the project area is 
to the south of the current incorporated limits of the City of Lathrop.  The project site is bounded by 
Yosemite Avenue to the north and west, SR 120 to the south, and Union Pacific Railroad to the east. 
Figure 1 illustrates the Project location and vicinity map.  
The term “project”, as used in this report, refers to the development of proposed Lathrop Gateway 
Business Park Specific Plan Land Use Plan (Wood Rodgers Planning, dated January 14, 2010) 
illustrated on Figure 2.  According to the proposed Specific Plan land plan, the full build out of the 
approximately 384-acre site would develop approximately 5,255,605 square-foot gross area of 
industrial park, office park and associated retail commercial land uses. 

The analyses contained in this report focus on traffic operating conditions at critical study 
intersections and roadway/freeway segments located within the vicinity of the proposed Specific Plan 
site. The analysis covers existing, short-term future and cumulative (long-term future) scenarios, and 
under conditions both with and without the development of the proposed Specific Plan project. 
Included in this TIS report are the following sections: 

• A description of the existing transportation/circulation setting. 

• Analysis of “Existing” traffic conditions. 

• Analysis of a near-term future condition that evaluates traffic operations with traffic generated by 
the first development phase of the proposed Specific Plan project superimposed on top of an 
existing/near-term traffic baseline. 

• Analysis of a “Cumulative Base” condition that considers a long-term development scenario 
throughout project vicinity consistent with City of Lathrop (and other adjacent agencies’) General 
Plan land use designations, and a “Cumulative Base plus Project” condition that evaluates 
operations with traffic generated by the full buildout of the proposed Specific Plan superimposed 
on top of the cumulative base. 

• Recommendations on short-term and long-term improvements and potential mitigation 
measures/strategies needed to alleviate unacceptable levels of traffic impacts at critical off-site 
intersections and roadway segments, under conditions both with and without the development of 
the proposed project and a discussion of the significance of project impacts.  
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E X I S T I N G  R O A D W A Y  S Y S T E M  
The City of Lathrop is located in San Joaquin County, within the Central Valley region of California. 
The City is located approximately 12 miles south of the City of Stockton, 12 miles northeast of City 
of Tracy, and approximately 2 miles west of the City of Manteca. The proposed Specific Plan project 
site is located in currently unincorporated San Joaquin County lands, but within the City of Lathrop’s 
planning sphere of influence. Roadways that currently provide primary circulation in the vicinity of 
the project site are described as follows: 
Interstate 5 (I-5) is a major inter-regional north-south freeway facility of statewide importance, that 
traverses along the entire length of the State of California. Within the regional vicinity of the proposed 
project, I-5 serves as a vital link connecting Sacramento/Stockton urban region to Tracy and other 
parts of the San Francisco Bay Area.  I-5 is extensively used by commuters and for goods movement 
within/through San Joaquin County. I-5 is generally a six-lane divided freeway facility through the 
City of Lathrop planning area. I-5 through the study area is posted for 70 mph speed limit. Within the 
study area, I-5 forms three interchanges with local roadways – Louise Avenue, Lathrop Road and 
Roth Road. Per 2008 Caltrans Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) data, I-5 segment carries 
approximately 152,000 vehicles per day southwest of SR 120 junction, 100,000 vehicles per day 
between SR 120 and Lathrop Road interchange, 96,000 vehicles per day between Lathrop Road and 
French Camp Road interchange, and 100,000 vehicles per day north of French Camp Road 
interchange. The I-5/Louise Avenue interchange is expected to provide regional commuter/truck 
access to/from the proposed project as well as other proposed Lathrop development projects such as 
Mossdale Village and River Islands. Per Caltrans 2008 Truck AADT data, the daily percentage of 
trucks on I-5 mainline segment between SR 120 interchange and French Camp Road interchange is 
26%. The Caltrans’ planning document Interstate 5 Transportation Concept Report (TCR) dated June 
2001, notes that the study segment of I-5 from SR 120 to Roth Road is classified as Principal Arterial. 
The TCR also notes a year 2020 LOS “F” for the existing six-lane section, and LOS “D” for the 
improved I-5 section from six lanes to ten lanes. 
 
State Route 120 (SR 120)  is an east-west state highway facility connecting between the Cities of 
Lathrop and Manteca, and traversing across the southern portion of the project site. The westerly 
segment of SR 120 provides regional connection between I-5/I-205 and SR 99.  East of SR 99, SR 
120 continues as a general two-lane undivided highway through Stanislaus and Tuolumne Counties, 
to Yosemite National Park.  Through the project vicinity, SR 120 has a four-lane divided freeway 
cross-section, and forms full-access diamond interchanges with Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road, 
Airport Way, Union Road, and Main Street.  Based on Caltrans 2008 AADT data, SR 120 currently 
carries an AADT of 77,000 vehicles per day west of the Yosemite Avenue interchange, 63,000 
vehicles per day between I-5 and Airport Way, 61,000 between Airport Way and Main Street, and 
70,000 between Main Street and SR 99 interchange. Per Caltrans 2008 Truck AADT data, the SR 120 
segment east of I-5 carries approximately 18% trucks on a daily basis and the segment between south 
and north junctions with SR 99 carries 6% trucks on a daily basis.  The Caltrans’ State Route 120 
TCR dated March 2005, notes a “20-year concept LOS” of “F” for the SR 120 segment from I-5 to SR 
99 under the current four-lane section and LOS “D” for the improved eight-lane freeway (with 
possible HOV lanes). 
State Route 99 (SR 99) is a north-south state highway facility of inter-regional significance that 
traverses approximately 3 miles east of the proposed project site.  SR 99 is a Central Valley freeway 
that connects between the Sacramento metropolitan region to the north and Bakersfield area to the 
south. SR 99 shares a common segment with SR 120 for approximately 1 mile east of the City of 
Manteca.  SR 99 has a general four-lane divided freeway cross-section through the City of Manteca. 
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Based on Caltrans 2008 AADT data, SR 99 currently carries an AADT of approximately 88,000  
vehicles per day north of SR 120 interchange, and 70,000 vehicles per day north of the East Yosemite 
Avenue interchange. Per Caltrans 2008 Truck data, SR 99 carries a truck percentage of 13.5% north 
of Yosemite Avenue interchange and 14.8% south of Yosemite Avenue interchange. 

Yosemite Avenue / Guthmiller Road is generally a two-to five lane east-west roadway that runs 
centrally across the project site, connecting between SR 120 to the west and SR 99 to the east. 
Yosemite Avenue forms full-access diamond interchanges with SR 120 and SR 99. The posted speed 
limit on Yosemite Avenue is 45 miles per hour. West Yosemite Avenue is a two-lane roadway from 
the SR 120/Guthmiller Road interchange to D’Arcy Parkway, a three-to-four lane roadway between 
D’Arcy Parkway and Airport Way, and a five-lane roadway east of Airport Way. The two-lane 
segment of Yosemite Avenue is provided with wide shoulders, but does not currently have curb or 
sidewalks. Yosemite Avenue provides an at-grade crossing of the UP railroad approximately 1,500 
feet east of McKinley Avenue intersection. Yosemite Avenue provides driveway access to/from a 
number of industrial/warehouse developments located throughout the area. The Yosemite Avenue 
corridor will represent the key backbone roadway supporting local circulation within/through the 
proposed Specific Plan project site. 

Louise Avenue is a two- to four-lane east-west roadway that traverses across the central portion of 
the City of Lathrop and Manteca, and forms a full-access diamond interchange with I-5 to the west 
within the City of Lathrop. West of I-5, Louise Avenue extends as River Island Parkway serving 
recent development in that portion of the City. 

Lathrop Road is generally a two-lane (with a median left turn lane) east-west roadway connecting 
the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, further north of the Louise Avenue corridor. Lathrop Road forms  
full-access interchanges with I-5 on the west and with SR-99 on the east. Lathrop Road now extends 
west of I-5 to the new high school. 

Roth Road is a two-lane east-west roadway extending from I-5 to the west to Airport Way to the east, 
north of the Sharpe Army Depot and UPRR distribution facility. Roth Road forms a full-access 
diamond interchange with I-5 north of the study area.  

McKinley Avenue is a north-south local roadway that provides access to/through the project site. 
McKinley Avenue connects between Lathrop Road to the north and East Woodward Avenue to the 
south, traversing across SR 120 via an existing under crossing. The SR 120/McKinley Avenue 
location is planned for a future full-access interchange. Through the project site/vicinity, McKinley 
Avenue has two-lane section with limited shoulders.  

Airport Way is a two-lane (with center left turn lane) north-south roadway serving West Manteca. 
The Airport Way corridor extends from the City of Stockton to the north, to Kasson Road to the 
south. Airport Way forms a full-access diamond interchange with SR 120 approximately 1 mile east 
of the project site.  

Union Road is a two-to four-lane north-south roadway that connects between SR 120 to the south 
and Lathrop Road to the north, traversing along central Manteca. Union Road also forms a full-access 
diamond interchange with SR 120. South of SR 120, Union Road extends through County lands.  

Main Street is a two to four-lane north-south roadway providing access to central Manteca. Main 
Street forms a full-access diamond interchange with SR 120 on the south, and to the north connects to 
SR 99 at/near the SR 99/Lathrop Road interchange.   



Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan, City of Lathrop  
Transportation Impact Study 

 

WR 8412.001 April 2010 Page 6  

 

D’Arcy Parkway is a two-four lane north-south roadway providing connectivity between Harlan 
Road and Yosemite Avenue. The project is planned to obtain driveway access at the D’Arcy 
Parkway/Yosemite Avenue intersection. The study intersection currently operates as a three-legged 
signalized intersection and would be modified with addition of project access driveway as the south 
leg. 

Howland Road is a two lane north-south local roadway providing connectivity between D’Arcy 
Parkway and Louise Avenue. Howland Road extends north of Louise Avenue as 5th Street.  

Vierra Road is a two-lane east-west roadway providing access to Yosemite Avenue and McKinley 
Avenue. 

E X I S T I N G  P E D E S T R I A N , B I K E W A Y  A N D  T R A N S I T  
F A C I L I T I E S   
There are currently no sidewalks or bike paths/lanes within project site/vicinity; however, most of the 
signalized intersections within study area are provided with pedestrian crosswalks, and sidewalks are 
in place along the frontage of some of the residential, industrial and commercial developments in the 
area. East of the project area, there is Tidewater Bikeway, a Class I (off-street) bike trail serving the 
City of Manteca, and extending from Lathrop Road southerly to Spreckels Avenue just north of SR 
120.   

Currently, there are no existing public transit facilities that serve the project site. However, there are 
several transit services that operate west of I-5. These routes include the San Joaquin Regional Transit 
District (SJRTD) with fixed-route and flexible-response bus service in San Joaquin County; the 
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), which operates a commuter rail service; and the Modesto Area 
Express (MAX), which operates fixed-route bus service between Modesto and the Lathrop-Manteca 
ACE Rail Station. 

E X I S T I N G  T R A F F I C  V O L U M E S  
Existing AM and PM peak hour intersection traffic counts for all study intersections were obtained 
from the preliminary traffic study for the former South Lathrop Specific Plan ADEIR (uncirculated 
draft, dated March 2008).  These traffic counts were originally collected in January 2008.  The AM 
peak hour is defined as the highest one hour of traffic flow counted between 6:30 AM and 8:30 AM 
on a typical weekday, and the PM peak hour is defined as the highest one hour of traffic flow counted 
between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM on a typical weekday.  Existing annual average traffic counts on all 
study area highway/freeway facilities were obtained from Caltrans’ 2008 traffic count data 
publications.  

Figure 3 shows the existing (2008) traffic volumes and Figure 4 illustrates the existing intersection 
lane geometrics and control.  
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L E V E L- O F -S E R V I C E  M E T H O D O L O G Y  
Traffic operations have been quantified through the determination of "Level of Service" (LOS). Level 
of Service is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions, whereby a letter grade "A" through 
"F" is assigned to an intersection or roadway segment, representing progressively worsening traffic 
operations. Levels of Service has been calculated for all intersection control types using methods 
documented in the Transportation Research Board (TRB) Publication Highway Capacity Manual, 
Fourth Edition, 2000 (HCM-2000).  For two-way-stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections, both average 
and the “worst-case” movement delays and LOS have been computed and reported based on HCM-
2000.  For signalized and all-way-stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections, the intersection delays and 
LOS reported are the average values for the whole intersection, computed based on HCM-2000.  

The delay-based HCM-2000 LOS criteria for different types of intersection controls are outlined in 
Table 1. The annual average daily traffic (AADT) based roadway segment LOS thresholds, which are 
based upon HCM methodologies, are shown in Table 2.  

Table 1. Level of Service Definitions and Criteria for  Intersections 
Intersection Control Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) 
Level 

of 
Service Flow Type Operational Characteristics 

Signal 
Control 

2-Way-Stop or 
All-Way Stop 

Control 

“A” Stable Flow 

Free-flow conditions with negligible to minimal delays. Excellent 
progression with most vehicles arriving during the green phase 
and not having to stop at all. Nearly all drivers find freedom of 
operation. 

< 10 0 – 10 

“B” Stable Flow 

Good progression with slight delays. Short cycle-lengths typical. 
Relatively more vehicles stop than under LOS “A”. Vehicle 
platoons are formed. Drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted 
within groups of vehicles. 

> 10 – 20 > 10 – 15 

“C” Stable Flow 

Relatively higher delays resulting from fair progression and/or 
longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures may begin to 
appear. The number of vehicles stopping is significant, although 
many still pass through without stopping. Most drivers feel 
somewhat restricted. 

> 20 – 35 > 15 – 25 

“D” 
Approaching 

Unstable 
Flow 

Somewhat congested conditions. Longer but tolerable delays 
may result from unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, 
and/or high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many vehicles are 
stopped. Individual cycle failures may be noticeable. Drivers feel 
restricted during short periods due to temporary back-ups. 

> 35 – 55 > 25 – 35 

“E” Unstable 
Flow 

Congested conditions. Significant delays result from poor 
progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume-to-capacity 
ratios. Individual cycle failures occur frequently. There are 
typically long queues of vehicles waiting upstream of the 
intersection. Driver maneuverability is very restricted.  

> 55 – 80 > 35 – 50 

“F” Forced Flow 

Jammed or grid-lock type operating conditions. Generally 
considered to be unacceptable for most drivers. Zero or very 
poor progression, with over-saturation or high volume-to-capacity 
ratios. Several individual cycle failures occur. Queue spillovers 
from other locations restrict or prevent movement.  

> 80 > 50 

Source: HCM-2000, Exhibits 16-2, 17-2 and 17-22 
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 Table 2. Level of Service (LOS) Criteria for Roadway Segments  
Total Two-way Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

Roadway Segment Type LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 
10-Lane Divided Freeway 70,000 100,400 137,200 162,800 174,000 
8-Lane Divided Freeway 56,000 86,400 123,200 148,800 160,000 
6-Lane Divided Freeway 42,000 64,800 92,400 111,600 120,000 
4-Lane Divided Freeway 28,000 43,200 61,600 74,400 80,000 
6-lane Divided Expressway (with left-turn lanes) 35,500 42,200 46,200 55,800 60,000 
6-Lane Divided Arterial (with left-turn lane) 32,000 38,000 43,000 49,000 54,000 
4-Lane Divided Arterial (with left-turn lane) 22,000 25,000 29,000 32,500 36,000 
4-Lane Undivided Arterial (no left-turn lane) 18,000 21,000 24,000 27,000 30,000 
2-Lane Arterial (with left-turn median lane) 11,000 12,500 14,500 16,000 18,000 
2-Lane Arterial (no left-turn median lane)  9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000 
2-Lane Collector/Local Street 6,000 7,500 9,000 10,500 12,000 
Notes:   
1. Based on "Highway Capacity Manual", Transportation Research Board, Fourth Edition, 2000. 
2. All volumes are approximate and assume ideal roadway characteristics.  Actual threshold volumes for each Level of 
Service listed above may vary depending on a variety of factors including (but not limited to) - roadway curvature and 
grade, intersection or interchange spacing, driveway spacing, percentage of trucks and other heavy vehicles, travel 
lane widths, signal timing characteristics, on-street parking, volume of cross traffic and pedestrians, pavement 
conditions, etc. 

 

The following summarizes the traffic level of service (LOS) policies of key public agencies likely 
impacted by the proposed project. 

• City of Lathrop – City-maintained intersections are subject to the following minimum acceptable 
operations criteria: Signalized and All-way-stop intersections: LOS D or better, intersections with 
side street stop-sign control: LOS E or better. 

• Caltrans District 10 – Study freeways and associated ramps (I-5, I-205, SR 99, and SR 120) are 
subject to the following minimum acceptable operations criterion: LOS D or better. The Caltrans’ 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (dated December 2002)  states the following: 
“Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” 
on State highway facilities, however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not be always feasible 
and recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target 
LOS”.  

• San Joaquin County – County-maintained intersections are subject to the following minimum 
acceptable operations criterion: Signalized, All-way-stop and side street stop sign-controlled 
intersections: LOS C or better. The County considers LOS E or F on freeways in the County to be 
unacceptable.  

• City of Manteca – City of Manteca maintained intersections are subject to the following minimum 
acceptable operations criterion: Signalized and all-way-stop intersections: LOS C or better on a 
citywide basis, with a minimum acceptable LOS D at individual intersections dependent upon site 
restraints, intersections with side-street stop-sign control: LOS E or better.  

The LOS policies of relevant agencies are also summarized in Table 3.  
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Table 3  Intersection and Roadway LOS Policy Standards 
 
Study Facility 

Responsible 
Jurisdiction(s) 

Minimum 
Acceptable LOS 

Signalized Intersections   
I-5 I/C ramp intersections with Louise Ave, Lathrop Rd and Roth Rd City of Lathrop, Caltrans LOS “D” 
SR 120 I/C ramp intersections with Yosemite Ave, McKinley Ave City of Lathrop, Caltrans LOS “D” 
Yosemite Ave intersections with D’Arcy Parkway, McKinley Ave City of Lathrop, SJ County LOS “D” 
Louis Ave intersections with Harlan Rd, Howland Rd, McKinley Ave City of Lathrop, SJ County LOS “D” 
Lathrop Road intersections with Harlan Road, 5th Street, McKinley Ave City of Lathrop LOS “D” 
SR 120 I/C ramp intersections with Airport Way, Union Rd, Main Street City of Manteca, Caltrans LOS “C” 
Airport Way intersection with Daniels Street City of Manteca LOS “D” 
Yosemite Avenue intersections with Airport Way, Union Rd and Main St  City of Manteca LOS “D” 
Louise Avenue intersections with Airport Way, Union Rd and Main St City of Manteca LOS “D” 
Lathrop Road intersections with Airport Way and Union Rd City of Manteca LOS “D” 
SR 99 interchange with Yosemite Ave City of Manteca, Caltrans LOS “C” 
Roadways and Freeways/Highways   
Mainline segments of I-5, I-205, SR 120 and SR 99  Caltrans LOS “D” 
Study segments of Louise Avenue, Lathrop Road, Yosemite Avenue, 
McKinley Avenue, Airport Way 

Lathrop, Manteca, SJ 
County LOS “C” 

Notes: 1. The intersection LOS standards mentioned above are for signalized and All Way Stop Controlled intersections on citywide basis. 
2. For Two Way Stop controlled intersections, City of Lathrop and Manteca minimum acceptable LOS standard is LOS “E” or better. 
3. If existing intersection is operating at less than target LOS, then the existing LOS should be maintained.  

 
Based on policies from General Plans of the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, Caltrans’ 1996 
Congestion Management Plan (CMP), Caltrans highway LOS goals/policies, and Appendix G of the 
CEQA guidelines (2007), the impacts associated with traffic operations are considered “significant” if 
the proposed project would: 
Intersections and Roadway/Freeway System 

• Worsen the LOS at an intersection in the Cities of Lathrop or Manteca from LOS C or better 
to LOS D or worse; (It should be noted that City of Lathrop’s LOS C policy is more restrictive 
than the 1996 CMP policy of LOS D on principal arterials such as Lathrop Road, Louise 
Avenue and Airport Way.)  

• Increase the average delay by five or more seconds at an intersection in the Cities of Lathrop 
or Manteca intersection that currently operates (or is projected to operate) at LOS D or worse;  

• Worsen LOS at an intersection maintained by Caltrans from LOS D or better to LOS E or F; 
• Add traffic to an intersection maintained by Caltrans that currently operates (or is projected to 

operate) at LOS E or F; 
• Worsen operations on a segment or ramp of SR 99, SR 120, or I-5 from LOS D or better to 

LOS E or worse; 
• Worsen operations on a segment of I-205 from LOS E or better to LOS F; 
• Add traffic to a freeway segment or ramp that does not currently operate acceptably 

(according to the above bulleted criteria); 
• Cause a substantial reduction in safety on a public street due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 

curve) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment). 
Transit System 

• Disrupt or preclude transit service and facilities; 
• Cause an unmet demand for public transit;  
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Bicycle/Pedestrian System 
• Disrupt or interfere with existing or planned bicycle or pedestrian facilities; 

 
In this study, all study intersections and roadway facilities have been generally analyzed using HCM-
2000 recommended “suburban” Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 0.92.  Given the industrial nature of the 
project area and vicinity, a background traffic “heavy vehicle” factor of 5% has been used for peak 
hour periods, consistent with factors used in the SR 120/ McKinley Avenue Interchange PSR (Caltrans 
Approved June 2008).  Under signalized conditions, the HCM-recommended suburban traffic signal 
default cycle length of 100 seconds has been used, with 4 seconds of "lost time" per critical signal 
phase. Traffix 7.9 and Synchro/SimTraffic 7 software have been used to implement the HCM-2000 
analysis procedures for study intersections.  HCS+ software has been used for the ramp analysis.  All 
analysis worksheets are included in the Appendix worksheets.  
 
In order to determine whether “significance” should be associated with unsignalized intersection 
operating conditions, a supplemental traffic signal warrant analysis was completed.  The term “signal 
warrants” refers to the list of established criteria used by Caltrans and other public agencies to 
quantitatively justify or ascertain the need for installation of a traffic signal at an unsignalized 
intersection location. This study generally employs signal warrant criteria presented in the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2003, last updated in September 2006 (California 
MUTCD 2006).  The California MUTCD signal warrant criteria are based upon several factors 
including volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, location of school areas, frequency of accidents, 
etc. The peak-hour-volume warrant 3 (urban areas) analysis has been completed in this study as the 
most indicative type of warrant analysis. California MUTCD indicates that “the satisfaction of a 
traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.” 
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E X I S T I N G  C O N D I T I O N S ’ T R A F F I C  O P E R A T I O N S 

INTERSECTIONS 
Table 4 summarizes existing intersection operations, quantified using the existing traffic volumes 
(shown on Figure 3) and existing intersection lane geometrics and control (shown on Figure 4). 

Table 4. Existing Conditions: Intersections Levels of Service 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection: Control 
Type Delay 

(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 
Met? 

Delay 
(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd TWSC 12.0 B No 11.5 B No 
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd TWSC 11.3 A No 11.3 B No 
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd TWSC 203.2 F No 139.9 F No 
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd TWSC 23.2 C Yes 46.9 E Yes 
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 26.7 C - 31.0 C - 
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Signal 20.1 B - 19.7 B - 
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd TWSC 25.7 D No 25.6 D No 
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Signal 27.1 C - 26.7 C - 
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 29.0 C - 30.9 C - 

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 27.7 C - 25.4 C - 
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 19.8 B - 25.5 C - 
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Signal 22.8 C - 27.2 C - 
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Signal 16.7 B - 18.8 B - 
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Signal 23.5 C - 21.7 C - 
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Signal 29.0 C - 34.3 C - 
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Signal 31.4 C - 36.0 D - 
17 Main St / Louise Ave Signal 32.0 C - 58.0 E - 
18 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps TWSC 9.8 B No 13.0 B No 
19 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps TWSC 9.5 A No 10.1 B No 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy / Yosemite Ave Signal 21.5 C - 21.6 C - 
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave AWSC 9.5 A No 10.7 B No 
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Signal 31.6 C - 35.0 D - 
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Signal 31.1 C - 39.3 D - 
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Signal 30.5 C - 35.4 D - 
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 27.6 C - 30.6 C - 
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 28.7 C - 29.3 C - 
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Signal 18.9 B - 19.0 B - 
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 21.2 C - 21.0 C - 
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps  Signal 17.2  C - 26.1 C - 
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 23.0 C - 19.5 B - 
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 23.0 C - 26.1 C - 
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 23.0 C - 19.5 B - 
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 25.3 C - 27.6 C - 
Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way-Stop Control,  AWSC = All-Way-Stop Control 
2.  For TWSC intersections, worst-case movement delays (in seconds/vehicle) is indicated. “Average” control delays (in seconds/vehicle) 

are indicated for AWSC and signal-controlled intersections.  Delays reported in above table are from Traffix 7.9 software. 
3.  Warrant = California MUTCD 2006 based Peak-hour-Volume Warrant #3 (Urban Areas). 
4.  Bold numbers and letters represent condition when intersection does not meet minimum acceptable standards. 

As shown in Table 4, the I-5 SB Ramps/ Lathrop Road unsignalized intersection is currently operating 
at worse-case movement (southbound approach) LOS “F” under AM and PM peak hour conditions.  
The I-5 NB Ramps/Lathrop Road intersection is currently operating at worst-case movement 
(northbound right-turn) LOS “E” conditions under PM peak hour periods with the existing lane 
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geometrics and control.  California MUTCD signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is currently met at I-5 NB 
Ramps / Lathrop Road intersection under both AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes.  The Main 
Street / Louise Avenue signalized intersection is currently operating at PM peak hour LOS “E” 
conditions.  All recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent 
section of this report. 

ROADWAY SEGMENTS 
Existing roadway operations under existing roadway capacity configurations were quantified utilizing 
roadway AADT-volume based LOS thresholds presented in Table 2.  The results are summarized in 
Table 5. 

Table 5. Existing Conditions: Roadway Segments Levels of Service 

Roadway/ Freeway Segment Existing Functional 
Capacity Configuration AADT LOS 

Interstate 5 mainline – from I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 160,000 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 106,000 D 
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 104,000 D 
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 77,000 E 
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 63,000 D 
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main Street I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 61,000 C 
SR 120 mainline – from Main Street I/C to SR 99 I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 70,000 D 
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 108,000 D 
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 88,000 C 
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 70,000 D 
Yosemite Avenue – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Two-Lane Arterial 5,000 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Three-Lane Arterial 6,700 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Airport Way to Union Road Five-Lane Arterial 17,200 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Union Road to Main Street  Three-Lane Arterial 6,900 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Main Street to SR 99 Five-Lane Arterial 13,100 A 
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Avenue  Three-Lane Arterial 10,100 A 
Airport Way – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Three-Lane Arterial 14,400 A 
Airport Way – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Three-Lane Arterial 6,200 A 
McKinley Avenue – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue  Two-Lane Arterial 4,300 A 
McKinley Avenue – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Two-Lane Arterial 1,400 A 
Louise Avenue – from I-5 to 5th Street  Five-Lane Arterial 10,200 A 
Louise Avenue – from 5th Street to Airport Way Three-Lane Arterial 9,300 A 
Notes:  AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic, LOS = Level of Service  
“Three lane arterial” refers to a two-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane.  
Five lane arterial” refers to a four-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane. 

As shown in Table 5, mainline segment of I-5 from I-205 to SR 120 interchange is currently operating 
at LOS “F” conditions on an AADT basis.  The SR 120 mainline segment between I-5 interchange 
and Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road interchange is currently operating at unacceptable LOS “E” 
conditions on an AADT basis. All other study roadway/freeway segments are currently operating at 
LOS “D” or better conditions. Note:  Ramp junction LOS analysis results (for all analysis scenarios) 
are summarized in Appendix Table 2.  
All recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent section of this 
report 
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P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan project site is located in San Joaquin County, 
within the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence.  The project site encompasses approximately 384 
acres of currently mostly undeveloped lands bordered by Vierra Court and West Yosemite Avenue to 
the north, SR 120 to the south, and the Union Pacific (UP) railroad to the west and to the east. This 
study evaluated the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Land Use Plan (Wood 
Rodgers, Inc., dated January 14, 2010) illustrated on Figure 2, for traffic impact analysis purposes.  
The proposed project, at full buildout, envisions development of approximately 155 acres of limited 
industrial, 66 acres of service commercial, and 86 acres of office and commercial retail uses. The 
proposed project also includes construction of supporting infrastructure, including on-site roadways 
and bikeway/pedestrian facilities.  

TRIP GENERATION 
The Specific Plan proposes three major types of land use designations (or “zoning districts”) – namely 
Commercial Office (CO), Service Commercial (SC) and Industrial Limited (LI).  Project trip 
generation was estimated individually for each of these use categories utilizing trip generation rates 
contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation (Eighth 
Edition).  Table 6 summarizes the trip generation analysis. The key land use components are 
described as follows.  

• Commercial Office (CO) – The CO zoning district provides a full range of large and small scale 
commercial development opportunities for the location of professional and administrative support 
services, administrative offices; retail sales and services; financial institutions; recreational 
facilities; eating establishments; lodging services, clean light industrial uses; and other uses to 
serve and employ the local and regional community as well as provide convenience for the public, 
and establish mutually beneficial relationships between users.  This use category is located in the 
relatively closest proximity to the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue-Guthmiller Road interchange, and 
therefore offers the highest level of freeway access/visibility and commercial retail development 
potential.  From a trip generation standpoint, the CO component is regarded as a mix of two ITE-
based land use categories – 75% Office Park (ITE Use Code 750) and 25% Shopping Center (ITE 
Use Code 820). Under average floor area ratios allowable for this use, the CO component is 
expected to support approximately 190,000 square-foot floor area of retail commercial use and 
approximately 569,000 square-foot floor space of “Office Park” use.  

• Limited Industrial (LI) – The LI zoning district is intended to allow for the development of a 
combination of a broad range of industrial, manufacturing, warehousing and distribution, office, 
retail sales and services, trailer and recreational vehicle sales and services, research and 
development, equipment and machinery repair, sales, and rental; as well as other uses, and the 
services necessary to support them to provide employment opportunities and services to the 
residents of the City and throughout the region. Any industrial building may have a single 
tenant/use or multiple tenants/uses, such as office and warehouse, or office, retail, and 
manufacturing.  As indicated by the project applicants, a majority of the anticipated uses within 
this district are likely to be high-cube warehouses.  From a trip generation standpoint, the LI 
component is regarded as a mix of two ITE-based land use categories – 75% High-Cube 
Warehouse (ITE Use Code 153) and 25% Industrial Park (ITE Code 130). Under average floor 
area ratios allowable for this use, the LI component is expected to support approximately 
2,335,000 square feet of high-cube warehouse floor space and 778,000 square feet of “Industrial 
Park” floor space. 
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Table 6. Trip Generation Rates 
Weekday AM Peak 
Hour Trip Rate/Unit 

Weekday PM Peak 
Hour Trip Rate/Unit Land Use Category Trip Rate  

Source 
ITE Use  

Code 
Rate 
Unit 

Daily 
Trip 

Rate/Unit Total In% Out% Total In% Out% 
Office Park ITE 750 KSF 11.3 1.63 89% 11% 1.42 14% 86% 
Industrial Park  ITE 130 KSF 5.7 0.61 82% 18% 0.81 21% 79% 
Shopping Center ITE 820 KSF 54.3 1.18 61% 39% 5.15 49% 51% 
High Cube Warehouse ITE 152 KSF 2.2 0.11 65% 35% 0.11 33% 67% 
Notes: 1.   KSF = 1,000 Square Feet of Gross Area     ITE = ITE Publication Trip Generation (Eighth Edition) 
           2.  The above table indicates “average” trip rates as used in this analysis, consistent with information contained in the ITE Publication Trip Generation (Eighth Edition) 
 

Table 7. Proposed Project Trip Generation Volumes  
Weekday AM Peak 

Hour Trips 
Weekday PM Peak 

Hour Trips Land Use Category Net 
Acreage 

FAR 
Range 

FAR 
Average Units Quantity Daily 

Trips 
Total In Out Total In Out 

Service Commercial (SC) 
Office Park (25%) 20.75 0.15 to 0.66 0.43 KSF 389 4,459 657 585 72 570 80 490 
Industrial Park (75%) 62.25 0.15 to 0.66 0.43 KSF 1,166 6,531 683 560 123 940 197 743 
Service Commercial Subtotal      83.00 10,990 1,340 1,145 195 1,510 277 1,233 
Limited Industrial (LI) 
Industrial Park (25%) 41.55 0.15 to 0.65 0.43 KSF 778 4,608 501 411 90 641 135 507 
High Cube Warehouse (75%) 124.65 0.15 to 0.65 0.43 KSF 2,335 5,021 262 170 92 248 82 166 
Limited Industrial Subtotal     166.20 9,629 763 581 182 889 217 673 
Commercial Office (CO) 
Shopping Center (25%) 14.52 0.20 to 0.60  0.30 KSF 190 10,300 225 137 88 977 479 498 
Office Park (75%) 43.58 0.20 to 0.60  0.30 KSF 569 6,343 904 805 99 791 111 680 
Commercial Office Subtotal               58.10 16,643 1,129 942 187 1,768 590 1,178 

 
Total Trips 37,262 3,232 2,668 564 4,167 1,083 3,084 
Reduction for Trip Internalization (within the SP area) -2,804 -70 -35 -35 -233 -116 -117 
Net "External" Trip Generation 34,458 3,162 2,633 529 3,934 967 2,967 
“Pass by” Trip Reduction for Retail Commercial Uses (20% of Shopping Center Trips) -2,060 -45 -27 -18 -195 -95 -100 

Total “New External" Trips 32,398 3,117 2,606 511 3,739 872 2,867 
Note: 1. KSF = 1,000 Square Feet of Gross Floor Area,  FAR = Floor Area Ratio  
2. Trip generation volumes were computed using the actual mathematical rate equations shown in ITE Trip Generation (Eighth Edition) 
3. Fitted Curve Equation from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook June 2004 (pg 47) is used to estimate Retail Commercial pass-by trip percentage. 
4. Internal Matching trips are computed using methodologies described in ITE Trip Generation Handbook (June 2004).  Refer to the Appendix Exhibit 1 for trip internalization calculations. 
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• Service Commercial (SC) – The SC district is intended primarily for a limited variety of 
establishments engaged in retail sales and services; professional and administrative support 
services; automotive, trailer and recreational vehicle sales and services; eating establishments; 
equipment and machinery repair, sales, and rental; industrial; research and development; truck 
sales and service; warehousing and distribution that provide employment opportunities and 
services to the City and regional area. From a trip generation standpoint, the SC component is 
regarded as a mix of two ITE land use categories – 75% Industrial Park (ITE Use Code 130) and 
25% Office Park (ITE Use Code 750). Under average floor area ratios allowable for this use, the 
SC component is expected to support approximately 1166,000 square feet of “Industrial Park” 
floor space and approximately 389,000 square feet of “Office Park” floor space.  

As shown in Table 7, after accounting for trip internalization and pass-by trip adjustments, the 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park SP project site at full buildout is projected to generate 32,398 “new” 
daily vehicular trips, with 3,117 AM peak hour vehicular trips (2,606 inbound, 511 outbound) and 
3,739 PM peak hour vehicular trips (872 inbound and 2,867 outbound), that could be characterized 
as incremental “new” vehicular trips on the adjacent off-site street system.  

The City General Plan land use designations for the 384-acre project site are – Service Commercial 
(SC) on 118 acres, General Industrial (GI) on 194 acres, and Freeway Commercial (FC) on 12.5 
acres.  As indicated in Appendix Exhibit 2, the buildout of the proposed project site per the City GP 
use designations is anticipated to generate 28,617 new daily trips.  Therefore, it may be observed that 
the proposed Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan project is projected to generate approximately 5,592 
daily trips more than what buildout per current City GP land uses for the project site would generate.  

PROJECT TRIP TYPES AND PURPOSES 
The proposed Specific Plan project would predominantly generate two types of trips – Commuter 
(automobile) trips and commercial-vehicle (heavy truck) trips.  The ITE Publication Trip Generation 
offers generic vehicular trip generation rates for all use types, and does not offer a breakdown of 
automobile and truck trip generation rates.  Based on field observation of industrial regions similar to 
the proposed project and discussions with City of Lathrop Planning and Public Works staff, it is 
estimated that approximately 10% of project-generated peak hour vehicular trips would be comprised 
of heavy truck trips.  Note that the percentage of project-generated truck trips may likely be higher 
(up to 20%) during the “off-peak” hours of the day.  

Passenger Car Equivalents:  This TIS uses 5% background peak hour truck traffic (per assumptions 
made in the SR 120/McKinley Avenue Interchange PSR, Caltrans Approved June 2008), and 10% 
project-generated peak hour truck trips (as indicated above).  If a “Passenger Car Equivalent” (PCE) 
of 2.0 cars per heavy truck is used for analysis purposes, then the proposed project site trip generation 
can be expressed as 35,638 “new” daily PCE trips, with 3,429 AM peak hour PCE trips (2,867 
inbound, 562 outbound) and 4,113 PM peak hour PCE trips (959 inbound and 3,154 outbound).  Per 
the latest HCM-2000 based analysis procedures as implemented using Syncho/SimTraffic 7 software, 
it should be noted that truck trips are factored in as percentages in the technical analysis contained 
herein. A comparative analysis using truck trips factored in terms of PCE units yielded similar LOS 
results.  

PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT 
The directional trip distribution and assignment of project-generated commuter (automobile) trips was 
estimated based on a review of existing and projected future travel patterns within the local/regional 
vicinity, available transportation corridors/routes, anticipated travel times, distribution of regional 
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residential population in relation to the proposed Specific Plan site.  Prior preliminary trip distribution 
estimates developed for the South Lathrop Specific Plan ADEIR (uncirculated draft, dated March 
2008) and SJCOG regional travel demand forecast model forecasts were also reviewed.  Based on 
these reviews, it is estimated that approximately 50% of project-generated automobile traffic would 
be attracted from regional population centers, and distributed via the regional travel corridors such as 
I-5, SR 120 and SR 99.  The remaining 50% of project traffic would be attracted from within the local 
area that includes City of Lathrop and City of Manteca.  Approximately 18.5 % of project trips are 
distributed to/from I-5 south, 12.5% of traffic to/from I-5 north, 15.5 % of traffic to/from SR-99 
south, 4 % of traffic to/from SR 99 north and 2 % of traffic to/from SR 120 further east of SR 99.  
The directional trip distribution of project-generated trips is generally projected to be applicable under 
existing/short-term conditions as well as cumulative Year 2030 conditions, however, it should be 
noted that project traffic assignment/routing patterns would be somewhat different under cumulative 
(year 2030) conditions when the SR 120 / McKinley Avenue interchange is in place. 
Heavy truck trips are projected to predominantly utilize major regional travel corridors (37% to/from 
I-5 south, 25% to/from I-5 north, 34% via SR 99, and 4% to/from SR 120 further east of SR 99) and 
their anticipated utilization of local streets (outside of the Specific Plan site) is negligible. Since the 
expected composition of heavy trucks during critical peak hour analysis periods is small (10%), the 
commute-based project trip distribution patterns are generally applied for all peak hour project-
generated vehicular trips.  

Figure 5 illustrates the estimated directional trip distribution patterns and assignment paths for project 
trips. Figure 6 shows the estimated “Project Only” traffic volumes at all study intersections.  

PROJECT SITE ACCESS AND DRIVEWAY INTERSECTIONS 
As illustrated on Figure 2, four access driveways are planned/proposed along Yosemite 
Avenue/Guthmiller Road corridor and one along McKinley Avenue.  The first driveway on Yosemite 
Avenue/Guthmiller Road is located approximately 1,300 feet north of the Yosemite Avenue / SR 120 
WB Ramps intersection, the second driveway is located at/near D’Arcy Parkway intersection, and the 
third driveway is located approximately 1,000 feet west of D’Arcy Parkway intersection. The fourth 
driveway is located 1,400 feet east of McKinley Avenue intersection.  The McKinley Avenue access 
driveway is located approximately 900 feet south of McKinley Avenue / Yosemite Avenue 
intersection. All five access driveway intersections are proposed to operate as full-access 
intersections. An on-site circulation system is also proposed to serve automobile, truck and 
bikeway/pedestrian traffic circulation within the Specific Plan area.  For the SC use, it is estimated 
that 50% of traffic will utilize the McKinley Avenue access driveway and the other 50% will utilize 
the Yosemite Avenue access driveway(s).  For the LI use, a 33% driveway utilization split is 
estimated for each of the three access driveways.  For the CO use, it is estimated that 50% traffic will 
utilize Yosemite Court driveway located west of Guthmiller Road and the other 50% will utilize the 
project driveway access located east of Guthmiller Road.  
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PROJECT PHASING 
Based on discussions with the project proponents, it is known that the proposed Specific Plan project 
will be constructed in multiple development phases.  While market factors would dictate the actual 
time-frame over which full Specific Plan buildout will occur, at this time the project proponents 
anticipate full buildout to occur within approximately 10 years subsequent to the initiation of the first 
development phase.  This TIS quantifies near-term future conditions anticipated with the likely first 
development phase of the Specific Plan, and long-term/cumulative traffic impacts anticipated with the 
full buildout of the Specific Plan. 

A P P R O V E D / P E N D I N G  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O J E C T S  
Based on discussions with City staff, there are no approved (or pending approval) development 
projects within the vicinity of the proposed Specific Plan site that would likely significantly impact 
study facilities in the near-term future.  With recent downturn in regional and local economic 
conditions, traffic volumes within the study area and vicinity are currently experiencing a stable or 
even a slightly-decreasing trend.  Conservatively, however, a nominal 5% growth in background 
traffic volumes over existing (2008-09) traffic counts was factored in, in order to project background 
traffic volumes foreseeable prior to the time the first development phase of the proposed Specific Plan 
is likely to complete construction. 

“ Y E A R  2 0 1 2 ”  C O N D I T I O N S  

Project First Development Phase – As indicated by the project proponents, the Limited Industrial 
(LI) component of the Specific Plan is likely to develop and buildout first.  During Project Phase 1, 
the Limited Industrial (LI) component is assumed to be fully built out. Traffic volume forecasts for 
the near-term future (“Year 2012 plus Project Phase-1”) analysis were generated assuming a 5% 
growth in existing background traffic volumes and then superimposing traffic generated by the first 
phase of the project.  The first phase (i.e. full buildout of the LI component) is projected to generate 
9,629 daily trips, with 763 AM peak hour trips (581 inbound, 182 outbound) and 889 PM peak 
hour trips (217 inbound, 672 outbound) that could be characterized as incremental “new” vehicular 
trips on the adjacent off street system. 

The estimated directional trip distribution and assignment of project trips as indicated on Figure 5 was 
used to distribute and assign Project Phase 1-generated trips on the study area transportation system. It 
should be noted that the planned future construction of the SR 120/McKinley Avenue (new) 
interchange is not assumed to be completed under Phase-1 development (year 2012) conditions.  The 
resulting “Year 2012” traffic volumes are shown on Figure 7. 

INTERSECTIONS 
Intersection operations were quantified under “Year 2012” traffic volumes (shown on Figure 7) and 
existing intersection lane geometrics and control.  Table 8 presents the resulting intersection LOS. 
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Table 8. “Year 2012” Conditions: Intersection Levels of Service 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection: Control 
Type Delay 

(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 
Met? 

Delay 
(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd TWSC 12.3 B No 11.8 B No 
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd TWSC 11.5 B No 11.5 B No 
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd TWSC 318.4 F No 199.5 F No 
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd TWSC 25.6 D No 66.5 F Yes 
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 27.1 C - 31.5 C - 
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Signal 19.8 B - 19.7 B - 
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd TWSC 34.9 D No 41.1 E No 
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Signal 28.0 C - 27.5 C - 
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 29.3 C - 31.2 C - 

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 28.3 C - 25.6 C - 
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 20.1 C - 26.5 C - 
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Signal 22.9 C - 27.3 C - 
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Signal 16.9 B - 18.9 B - 
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Signal 26.6 C - 24.3 C - 
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Signal 29.5 C - 36.4 D - 
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Signal 31.6 C - 37.7 D - 
17 Main St / Louise Ave Signal 32.3 C - 67.5 E - 
18 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps TWSC 12.7 B No  21.7 C No 
19 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps TWSC 12.2 B No 11.4 B No 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy / Yosemite Ave Signal 15.7 B - 18.3 B - 
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave AWSC 15.5 B No 44.1 E Yes 
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Signal 32.2 C - 38.6 D - 
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Signal 32.8 C - 49.7 D - 
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Signal 34.7 C - 43.4 D - 
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 28.5 C - 32.0 C - 
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 29.4 C - 29.9 C - 
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Signal 18.9 B - 19.1 B - 
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 22.0 C - 22.1 C - 
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps  Signal 18.5 B - 26.6 C - 
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 26.1 C - 25.4 C - 
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 22.4 C - 31.4 C - 
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 23.4 C - 20.2 C - 
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 25.8 C - 28.6 C - 
Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way-Stop Control, AWSC = All-Way-Stop Control 
2. For TWSC intersections, worst-case movement delays (in seconds/vehicle) is indicated. “Average” control delays (in seconds/vehicle) are 
indicated for AWSC and signal-controlled intersections.  Delays reported in the above table are from Traffix7.9 software. 
3. Warrant = California MUTCD 2006 based Peak-hour-Volume Warrant #3 (Urban Areas). 
4. Bold numbers and letters represent condition when intersection does not meet minimum acceptable standards. 
5. Project Access driveway intersections are not evaluated under “2012 plus Project Phase-1” scenario. All project driveway access 
intersections have been evaluated under ultimate buildout (Cumulative plus Project Buildout) conditions.  

 
As shown in Table 8, the unsignalized study intersections at I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Road, I-5 NB 
Ramps/Lathrop Road and McKinley Avenue / Lathrop Road are projected to operate at “Year 2012” 
AM and/or PM peak hour LOS “E” or worse conditions. The Louise Avenue signalized intersection 
with Main Street is projected to operate at “Year 2012” PM peak hour LOS E conditions.  The 
Yosemite Avenue intersection with McKinley Avenue is projected to operate at “Year 2012” PM 
peak hour LOS E conditions.  Project impacts, recommended improvements and mitigation measures 
are discussed in a subsequent section of this report. 
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ROADWAY SEGMENTS 
“Year 2012” roadway operations were quantified utilizing roadway AADT-based LOS thresholds 
presented previously in Table 2. The results are summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9. “Year 2012” Conditions: Roadway Levels of Service  

Roadway/ Freeway Segment Existing Functional 
Capacity Configuration AADT LOS 

Interstate 5 mainline – from  I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 169,300 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 112,200 E 
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 110,200 D 
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 82,200 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 67,200 D 
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main Street I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 65,000 D 
SR 120 mainline – from Main Street I/C to SR 99 I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 74,300 D 
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 114,500 E 
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 93,200 D 
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C 4-Lane Divided Freeway 73,800 D 
Yosemite Avenue – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Two-Lane Arterial 9,100 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Three-Lane Arterial 10,800 A 
Yosemite Avenue  – from  Airport Way to Union Road Four-Lane Arterial 20,800 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Union Road to Main Street  Four-Lane Arterial 9,200 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Main Street to SR 99 Four-Lane Arterial 15,100 A 
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Avenue  Three-Lane Arterial 10,800 A 
Airport Way – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Three-Lane Arterial 11,000 A 
Airport Way – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Three-Lane Arterial 6,600 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue  Two-Lane Arterial 5,700 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Two-Lane Arterial 2,200 A 
Louise Avenue – from I-5 to 5th Street  Five-Lane Arterial 10,900 A 
Louise Avenue – from 5th Street to Airport Way Three-Lane Arterial 10,100 A 
Notes:   AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic, LOS = Level of Service  
“Three lane arterial” refers to a two-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections 
“Five lane arterial” refers to a four-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane 

As shown in Table 9, the segments of I-5 from I-205 interchange to SR 120 interchange, and from the 
SR 120 interchange to Lathrop Road interchange are projected to operate at “Year 2012” LOS “E” or 
worse conditions on an AADT basis.  The SR 120 segment from I-5 interchange to Yosemite 
Avenue/Guthmiller Road interchange is projected to operate at “Year 2012” LOS “E” or worse 
conditions on an AADT basis.  All remaining study roadway/freeway segments are projected to 
operate at acceptable “Year 2012”LOS D or better conditions on an AADT basis.  

All project impacts, recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a 
subsequent section of this report.  
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C U M U L A T I V E  C O N D I T I O N S  

CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC FORECASTS 
Cumulative (year 2030) traffic forecasts were developed based on a review of long-range traffic 
forecasts contained in agency-approved prior traffic studies completed as part of recently adopted 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR’s), including but not limited to – the Central Lathrop Specific 
Plan DEIR (July 2004), River Island EIR (dated January 2003), and West Lathrop Specific Plan EIR 
(dated November 1995) in the City of Lathrop, and the Evans-Pillsbury EIR (April 2009) and Union 
Crossing EIR (May 2009) in the City of Manteca.  Additional cumulative traffic forecasts along the 
SR 120 study segments and interchanges as available from the SR 120/McKinley Avenue Interchange 
Project Study Report (PSR, approved by Caltrans in June 2008) were also reviewed.  The SJCOG 
year 2030 regional travel demand model was also reviewed for long-range traffic growth rates for 
regional freeway corridors and key arterial segments within/through the project area and vicinity.  For 
study facilities where the cumulative traffic forecasts were not readily available from prior 
studies/models, cumulative base traffic forecasts were developed by applying generalized traffic 
growth factors obtained from the above-noted traffic studies/models.  

Two types of cumulative base conditions are evaluated in this study, which are defined as follows: 

Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition) – This base condition assumes anticipated year 
2030 development levels throughout the local and regional vicinity consistent with City of Lathrop, 
City of Manteca and San Joaquin County General Plans, while assuming no new development on the 
project site itself.  This scenario essentially retains the project site at its current development 
condition.  Figure 8A illustrates “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” traffic volume 
forecasts for all study intersections.  

Cumulative Base (City General Plan land uses on Project Site) – This base condition assumes 
anticipated year 2030 development levels throughout the local and regional vicinity consistent with 
City of Lathrop, City of Manteca and San Joaquin County General Plans, while assuming build-out of 
the project site per current City of Lathrop General Plan land use designations. The City General Plan 
(GP) land use designations for the 384-acre project site are – Service Commercial (SC) on 118 acres, 
General Industrial (GI) on 194 acres, and Freeway Commercial (FC) on 12.5 acres.  As indicated in 
Appendix Exhibit 2, the buildout of the proposed project site per the City GP uses is anticipated to 
generate 28,617 new daily trips. Figure 8B illustrates the “Cumulative Base (City GP land uses on 
Project Site)” traffic volume forecasts for all study intersections. 

“Cumulative Base plus Project” traffic volumes (described in a subsequent section) were developed 
by incrementally superimposing proposed Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan (full buildout) project-
generated trips on top of “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” scenario traffic volumes 
defined as above.  It should be noted that being an SJRTP Tier 1 (funded) improvement, the planned 
future SR 120 / McKinley Avenue interchange is assumed constructed under all cumulative scenarios 
evaluated in this study. (Note that Appendix Exhibit 3 illustrates “Cumulative Base plus Project” 
traffic volumes without the planned future SR 120 / McKinley Avenue interchange in place, for 
reference purposes.) 









Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan, City of Lathrop  
Transportation Impact Study 

 

WR #8412.001 April 2010 Page 31 
 

 

CUMULATIVE INTERSECTION LANE GEOMETRICS AND CONTROL 
Prior planning studies for major development projects (as noted in the above section) have also 
identified/recommended cumulative/long-range transportation improvements throughout the project 
vicinity to accommodate traffic demands generated by planned future development. Such 
improvement needs have been either included in the appropriate City General Plan Circulation 
Element documents (and associated local impact fee programs) and/or in the relevant Specific Plan 
mitigation plans and financing programs.  This TIS generally assumes recommended long-term 
improvements identified in prior studies (including Central Lathrop Specific Plan, River Islands EIR, 
Evans-Pillsbury EIR, and Union Crossing EIR) to be “in place” under cumulative (year 2030) 
baseline conditions, if such improvements are included in existing local or regional traffic impact 
mitigation fee programs. The cumulative base lane geometrics and control for all study intersections 
as used in this study, are illustrated in Figure 9.  The following section lists the cumulative (year 
2030) baseline improvements assumed to be “in place” and the planning/funding documents that pre-
identified those improvements.  

Planned Cumulative Base Improvements (Assumed Constructed by/before Year 2030) – The 
following planned improvements were assumed to be “in place” under “cumulative base” (year 2030) 
conditions.  

Intersections / Interchanges 

• Reconstruction of SR 120 / Airport Way Interchange (PM-SJ-3.32) – This improvement is 
identified in Caltrans’ SR 120 Transportation Concept Report (TCR, dated 2001) and included in 
San Joaquin Council of Governments’ (SJCOG) Regional Transportation Plan (SJRTP 2007) as a 
Tier 1 (funded) improvement.  The SR 120/Airport Way interchange reconstruction was approved 
in year 2008 and was scheduled to complete construction by year 2010.  As indicated in the Union 
Crossing EIR, a partial-cloverleaf design is assumed for this interchange under cumulative 
baseline conditions. 

• Reconstruction of SR 120 / Union Road Interchange (PM-SJ-4.11) – This improvement is 
identified in Caltrans’ SR 120 TCR (dated 2001) and included in SJRTP 2007 as Tier I (funded) 
improvement. The interchange reconstruction project was approved in year 2007.  This 
interchange is provided with ramp terminal traffic signals, however reconstruction has not taken 
place to date. As indicated in the Union Crossing EIR, a partial cloverleaf design is assumed for 
this interchange under cumulative baseline conditions.  

• Reconstruction of SR 120 / Main Street Interchange (PM-SJ-5.31) – This improvement is 
identified Caltrans SR 120 TCR (dated 2001) and included in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) 
improvement.  The SR 120 / Main Street interchange reconstruction is scheduled for approval by 
year 2015 and anticipated to complete construction by year 2018.  As indicated in the Union 
Crossing EIR, a partial cloverleaf design is assumed for this interchange under cumulative 
baseline conditions.  

• Construction of SR 120 / McKinley Avenue (PM-SJ-2.29) – This new interchange is identified in 
Caltrans SR 120 TCR (dated March 2005) and in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I improvement. The SR 
120/McKinley Avenue Interchange Project Study Report (PSR) was approved by Caltrans District 
10 in June 2008.  Per current schedule, the project is scheduled to begin construction by year 
2012.  Since the planned future SR 120/McKinley Avenue interchange is a SJRTP 2007 based 
Tier-1 (funded) regional improvement, this study assumes the planned future SR 120/McKinley 
Avenue interchange to be in place under cumulative conditions. The construction of the SR 
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120/McKinley Avenue new interchange is anticipated to alleviate cumulative traffic demands that 
would otherwise overload the SR 120/Guthmiller Road-Yosemite Avenue interchange. (Note: 
Given the proximity of this interchange to the proposed Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan project 
site, an evaluation of cumulative impacts without the SR 120 / McKinley Avenue interchange is 
provided in Appendix Table 1 for reference purposes.) 

• Modification/Reconstruction of I-5 interchanges with Louise Avenue (PM R 16.4-16.8), Lathrop 
Road (PM R 17.51) – Caltrans’ I-5 TCR (dated June 2001) identifies the need for I-5/Louise 
Avenue interchange reconstruction to a higher capacity design, as well as modification of I-
5/Lathrop Road interchange with widening of Lathrop Road to four lanes under I-5.  SJRTP 2007 
identifies both of these interchange modifications as Tier I (funded) improvements, with approval 
expected by year 2010 and construction scheduled to complete by year 2015.  These interchange 
improvements are also included in the City of Lathrop’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  
This study assumes both of these interchange improvement projects to be in place under 
cumulative baseline conditions.  

• Louise Avenue / McKinley Avenue Improvements – This intersection is part of City of Lathrop 
CIP (year 2009-10 through 2013-14) project “Louise Avenue / McKinley Avenue Improvements.” 
This study assumes this intersection improvement to be in place under cumulative baseline 
conditions.  

Roadway/Freeway Segments  

• Widening of I-5 mainline between SR 120 and Roth Road interchange – Caltrans I-5 TCR (dated 
June 2001) identifies year 2020 LOS “F” conditions for the existing section on I-5 mainline 
between SR 120 and Roth Road interchange and LOS “D” conditions with a year 2020 concept 
facility of 10-lane freeway (including possible HOV lanes).  SJRTP 2007 identifies widening of I-
5 between SR-120 and French Camp Road interchange from an existing six-lane to an eight-lane 
freeway section as a Tier I (funded) improvement, scheduled for approval by year 2015 and 
complete construction by year 2020. 

• Widening of SR 120 segment between I-5 and SR 99 (PM SJ-0.00-7.15) – Caltrans SR 120 TCR 
(dated March 2005) and the SJRTP 2007 have both identified/recommended the widening of SR 
120 (segment between I-5 and SR 99) to six lanes under “Planned Projects”.  SJRTP 2007 
identifies SR 120 widening from I-5 to SR 99 as a Tier I (funded) improvement, scheduled for 
approval by year 2012 and complete construction by year 2016.  Caltrans SR 120 TCR (dated 
March 2005) also identifies that the existing four-lane facility (from PM 0.00-6.87) would operate 
at year 2025 LOS “F” conditions without improvements, and projects LOS “D” conditions with 
the year 2020 concept facility of eight-lane freeway with possible HOV lanes.  

• Widening of Lathrop Road – Widening of Lathrop Road from two to four lanes for the segment 
between I-5 and UPRR, and from four to six lanes for the segment between UPRR and SR 99, is 
identified as a Tier I (funded) improvement in SJRTP 2007.  This improvement is also part of City 
of Lathrop CIP (year 2009-10 through 2013-14) project entitled “Lathrop Road Widening 
Rehab”. 

• Widening of Louise Avenue – Widening of Louise Avenue from two to four lanes from 5th Street 
to east of Lathrop City Limit, and from east of UPRR to SR 99 is identified as a Tier I (funded) 
improvement in SJRTP 2007.  This improvement is also part of City of Lathrop CIP (year 2009-
10 through 2013-14) project entitled “Louise Avenue Rehab Phase II”. 

• Widening of Union Road – Widening of Union Road from SR 120 off-ramp to Wawona Street 
from two to four lanes with a continuous median left-turn lane, curb, gutter and sidewalks, and 
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from four to six lanes from SR 120 to Woodward Road is identified as a Tier I (funded) 
improvement in SJRTP 2007.  

• Widening of Airport Way between SR 120 and Lathrop Road – Widening of Airport Way from 
four to six lanes between SR 120 and Lathrop Road (in Manteca) is identified as a Tier I (funded) 
improvement in SJRTP 2007.  Per SJRTP 2007, this improvement is scheduled for approval by 
year 2010 and complete construction by year 2013.  

• Widening of Harlan Road – This improvement is a part of City of Lathrop CIP (year 2009-10 
through 2013-14) project entitled “Harlan Road Widening and Rehabilitation Phase 1”, “Roth 
Road and Harlan Road Improvements”, and “Harlan Road Improvements Phase 1 (Storage 
Pro)”. 

• Widening of Yosemite Avenue / Guthmiller Road from SR 120 overpass to D’Arcy Parkway – 
Based on review of City General Plan Circulation Element (and South Lathrop Specific Plan, un-
circulated ADEIR, dated March 2008), Yosemite Avenue / Guthmiller Road from SR 120 
overpass to D’Arcy Parkway is assumed to be widened to a six-lane arterial with signalization and 
modifications to the SR 120 ramp intersections with Yosemite Avenue / Guthmiller Road under 
cumulative baseline conditions.  

Planned Cumulative Base Improvements (Assumed Not Constructed by Year 2030) – The 
following planned improvements have been identified in prior agency planning documents, but do not 
necessarily have known funding sources at this time.  Therefore these improvements were not 
assumed to be in place under cumulative (year 2030) baseline conditions, but were only used as a 
guiding basis for improvement and mitigation recommendations identified in this study.  

• Reconstruction of SR 120 Interchange with Yosemite Avenue / Guthmiller Road – Reconstruction 
of SR 120 / Yosemite Avenue interchange is identified as a Tier II improvement in SJRTP 2007.  

• Reconstruction of SR 120 / I-5 interchange (PM-SJ-0.49) – Caltrans SR 120 TCR (dated March 
2005) identifies the need for this improvement, but no funding sources are known at this time.  

• Reconstruction of I-5 Interchange with Roth Road – Reconstruction of I-5 / Roth Road 
interchange is identified as a Tier II improvement in SJRTP 2007.  This interchange is 
recommended to be improved to a signalized intersection with left/right turn channelization added 
to Roth Road and I-5 Ramps under the cumulative conditions evaluated in the Central Lathrop SP 
EIR (dated July 2004).  This study does not assume this improvement to be in place under 
cumulative baseline conditions.  

• Widening of Roth Road between I-5 and Airport Way – Widening of Roth Road between I-5 and 
Airport Way to four lanes is identified as a Tier II improvement in SJRTP 2007.  

“ C U M U L A T I V E  B A S E  ( C U R R E N T  P R O J E C T  S I T E  
C O N D I T I O N )”   

INTERSECTIONS 
 
Table 10 summarizes “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” intersection operations 
quantified using the “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” traffic volumes (shown on 
Figure 8A) and programmed/planned cumulative intersection lane geometrics (shown on Figure 9).  
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Table 10. “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)”: Intersection Levels of Service  
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection: Control 
Type Delay 

(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 
Met? 

Delay 
(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.3 B - 20.6 C - 
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.3 B - 24.6 C - 
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 93.9 F - 319.7 F - 
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 169.9 F - 256.9 F - 
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 307.0 F - 342.3 F - 
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Signal 85.4 F - 65.0 E - 
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd TWSC 439.9 F Yes OVFL F Yes 
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Signal 85.2 F - 119.2 F - 
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 33.9 C - 96.4 F - 

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 151.1 F - 58.1 E - 
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 43.6 D - 63.0 E - 
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Signal 124.2 F - 66.7 E - 
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Signal 74.0 E - 67.0 E - 
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Signal 60.1 E - 35.4 D - 
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Signal 73.3 E - 189.4 F - 
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Signal 40.9 D - 57.7 E - 
17 Main St / Louise Ave Signal 41.1 D - 120.1 F - 
18 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 14.3 B - 23.5 C - 
19 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 13.7 B - 18.0 B - 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy / Yosemite Ave Signal 15.0 B - 30.5 C - 
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave Signal 25.7 C - 25.1 C - 
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Signal 29.6 C - 96.5 F - 
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Signal 39.7 D - 102.5 F - 
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Signal 29.3 C - 61.6 E - 
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 14.4 B - 25.6 C - 
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 27.6 C - 33.6 C - 
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Signal 18.0 B - 27.1 C - 
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 23.8 C - 16.0 B - 
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps  Signal 10.0 A - 23.3 C - 
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 9.5 A - 16.2 B - 
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 7.6 A - 24.0 C - 
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 6.2 A - 13.0 B - 
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 10.4 B - 21.4 C - 
34 McKinley Ave / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 18.6 B - 13.3 B - 
35 McKinley Ave / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 36.0 D - 53.7 D - 
Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way-Stop Control, AWSC = All-Way-Stop Control, OVFL = Overflow 
2. For TWSC intersection, worst-case movement delays (in seconds/vehicle) is indicated. “Average” control delays (in seconds/vehicle) are 

indicated for signal-controlled intersections. Delays reported in above table are from Synchro 7 software. 
3. Warrant = California MUTCD 2006 based Peak-hour-Volume Warrant #3 (Urban Areas). 
4.  Bold numbers and letters represent condition when intersection does not meet minimum acceptable standards. 

 

As shown in Table 10, several signalized study intersections are projected to operate at cumulative 
base AM and/or PM peak hour LOS “E” or worse conditions under “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site Condition)” traffic volumes and planned/programmed cumulative base intersection lane 
geometrics.  All recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent 
section of this report.  
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ROADWAY SEGMENTS 
“Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” roadway/freeway segment operations under 
existing/planned roadway capacity configurations were quantified utilizing roadway AADT-based 
LOS thresholds presented in Table 2.  The results are summarized in Table 11.  

Table 11. “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)”: Roadway Levels of Service 

Roadway/ Freeway Segment 
Existing/Planned 

Functional Capacity 
Configuration 

AADT LOS 

Interstate 5 mainline – from  I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 334,100 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 265,800 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 260,800 F 
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 172,900 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 141,500 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main Street I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 137,000 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Main Street I/C to SR 99 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 157,200 F 
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 169,100 F 
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 137,800 F 
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 109,600 E 
Yosemite Avenue – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Two-Lane Arterial 16,700 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Four-Lane Arterial 25,300 D 
Yosemite Avenue  – from  Airport Way to Union Road Five-Lane Arterial 27,300 C 
Yosemite Avenue – from Union Road to Main Street  Four-Lane Arterial 13,000 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from Main Street to SR 99 Four-Lane Arterial 18,300 B 
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Avenue  Six-Lane Arterial 22,500 A 
Airport Way – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Six-Lane Arterial 32,800 B 
Airport Way – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Six-Lane Arterial 23,700 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue  Two-Lane Arterial 10,200 B 
McKinley Avenue  – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Two-Lane Arterial 6,100 A 
Louise Avenue – from I-5 to 5th Street  Five-Lane Arterial 29,300 D 
Louise Avenue – from 5th Street to Airport Way Five-Lane Arterial 33,100 E 
Notes:  AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic,  LOS = Level of Service 
“Three lane arterial” refers to a two-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections. 
“Five lane arterial” refers to a four-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane. 

 
As shown in Table 11, several study roadway/freeway segments are projected to operate at 
“Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” AADT-based LOS “E” or worse conditions with 
the existing or planned/programmed cumulative baseline roadway sections.  All recommended 
improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent section of this report.  

“ C U M U L A T I V E  B A S E  ( C I T Y  G P  L A N D  U S E S  O N  
P R O J E C T  S I T E ) ”  C O N D I T I O N S  

INTERSECTIONS 
 
Table 12 summarizes “Cumulative Base (City GP land uses on project site)” intersection operations, 
quantified using the “Cumulative Base (City GP land uses on project site)” traffic volumes (shown on 
Figure 8B) and cumulative base intersection lane geometrics (shown on Figure 9).  
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Table 12. “Cumulative Base (City GP Land Uses on Project Site)” Conditions: Intersection Levels of Service  
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection: Control 
Type Delay 

(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 
Met? 

Delay 
(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.2 B - 18.3 B - 
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.3 B - 22.2 C - 
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 92.3 F - 308.6 F - 
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 144.5 F - 255.6 F - 
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 310.4 F - 340.7 F - 
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Signal 100.6 F - 65.2 E - 
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd TWSC OVFL F Yes OVFL F Yes 
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Signal 99.8 F - 126.7 F - 
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 37.2 C - 103.9 F - 

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 154.4 F - 59.9 E - 
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 44.0 D - 67.7 E - 
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Signal 124.9 F - 68.3 E - 
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Signal 77.6 E - 66.6 E - 
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Signal 71.6 E - 70.6 E - 
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Signal 86.6 F - 196.1 F - 
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Signal 45.1 D - 68.4 E - 
17 Main St / Louise Ave Signal 44.0 D - 118.9 F - 
18 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 21.5 C - 23.6 C - 
19 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 25.0 C - 19.2 B - 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy / Yosemite Ave Signal 10.9 B - 37.1 D - 
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave Signal 45.4 D - 34.7 C - 
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Signal 61.9 E - 163.1 F - 
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Signal 47.5 D - 168.0 F - 
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Signal 59.6 E - 70.6 E - 
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 15.4 B - 25.9 C - 
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 28.9 C - 38.5 C - 
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Signal 19.3 B - 26.6 C - 
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 25.2 C - 16.9 B - 
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps  Signal 10.2 B - 25.4 C - 
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 9.7 A - 15.3 B - 
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 7.8 A - 23.8 C - 
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 6.1 A - 13.3 B - 
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 10.6 B - 22.2 C - 
34 McKinley Ave / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 22.3 C - 16.0 B - 
35 McKinley Ave / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 34.1 C - 51.8 D - 
Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way-Stop Control, OVFL = Overflow 
2. For TWSC intersection, worst-case movement delays (in seconds/vehicle) is indicated. “Average” control delays (in seconds/vehicle) 

are indicated for signal-controlled intersections. Delays reported in above table are from Synchro 7 software. 
3. Warrant = California, MUTCD 2006 based Peak-hour-Volume Warrant #3 (Urban Areas). 
4. Bold numbers and letters represent condition when intersection does not meet minimum acceptable standards. 

As shown in Table 12, several signalized study intersections are projected to operate at cumulative 
base AM and/or PM peak hour LOS “E” or worse conditions under the cumulative base (City GP land 
uses on project site) traffic volumes and planned/programmed cumulative baseline intersection lane 
geometrics.  All recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent 
section of this report.  
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ROADWAY SEGMENTS 
“Cumulative Base (City GP land use on project site)” roadway operations under existing/planned 
roadway capacity configurations were quantified utilizing roadway AADT-based LOS thresholds 
presented in Table 2.  The results are summarized in Table 13.  

Table 13. “Cumulative Base (City GP Land Uses on Project Site)” Conditions: Roadway Levels of Service  

Roadway/ Freeway Segment 
Existing/Planned 

Functional Capacity 
Configuration 

AADT LOS 

Interstate 5 mainline – from  I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 340,160 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 270,090 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 264,890 F 
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 183,570 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 149,820 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main Street I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 143,850 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Main Street I/C to SR 99 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 163,050 F 
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 174,160 F 
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 140,310 F 
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 110,840 D 
Yosemite Avenue – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Six-Lane Arterial 25,070 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Six-Lane Arterial 34,590 B 
Yosemite Avenue  – from  Airport Way to Union Road Five-Lane Arterial 33,310 E 
Yosemite Avenue – from Union Road to Main Street  Five-Lane Arterial 16,560 C 
Yosemite Avenue – from Main Street to SR 99 Five-Lane Arterial 20,600 A 
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Avenue  Six-Lane Arterial 28,100 C 
Airport Way – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Six-Lane Arterial 33,920 B 
Airport Way – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Six-Lane Arterial 24,270 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Four-Lane Arterial 13,200 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Two-Lane Arterial 7,480 A 
Louise Avenue – from I-5 to 5th Street  Five-Lane Arterial 29,850 D 
Louise Avenue – from 5th Street to Airport Way Five-Lane Arterial 34,040 E 
Notes:   AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic,  LOS = Level of Service 
 “Three lane arterial” refers to a two-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections. 
“Five lane arterial” refers to a four-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane. 

 

As shown in Table 13, several study roadway/freeway segments are projected to operate at cumulative 
base AADT-based LOS “E” or worse conditions under the cumulative base (City GP land uses on 
project site) traffic volumes and planned/programmed cumulative baseline roadway sections.  All 
recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent section of this 
report.  

“ C U M U L A T I V E  B A S E  P L U S  P R O J E C T ”  C O N D I T I O N S  
“Cumulative Base plus Project” traffic volumes were simulated by superimposing the proposed 
Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan (full buildout) project traffic on top of “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site Condition)” traffic volumes shown on Figure 8A, utilizing estimated project trip 
distribution and assignment patterns shown on Figure 6 and Figure 7.  The resulting “Cumulative 
Base plus Project” traffic volumes are shown on Figure 10.  

INTERSECTIONS 
Intersection operations were quantified under “Cumulative Base plus Project” traffic volumes (shown 
on Figure 10) and “Cumulative Base” intersection lane geometrics and control (shown on Figure 9).  
Table 14 presents the resulting intersection LOS. 
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Table 14. “Cumulative Base plus Project” Conditions: Intersection Level of Service  
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection: Control 
Type Delay 

(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 
Met? 

Delay 
(Sec/Veh) LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.2 B - 20.5 C - 
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd Signal 15.3 B - 24.6 C - 
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 107.9 F - 323.3 F - 
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Signal 189.1 F - 264.7 F - 
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 355.9 F - 348.2 F - 
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Signal 85.0 F - 65.4 E - 
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd TWSC 907.6 F Yes OVFL F Yes 
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Signal 90.8 F - 128.5 F - 
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Signal 34.8 D - 102.7 F - 

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 140.6 F - 64.9 E - 
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Signal 44.0 D - 68.1 E - 
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Signal 125.6 F - 67.9 E - 
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Signal 79.4 E - 70.4 E - 
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Signal 63.8 E - 81.7 F - 
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Signal 82.6 F - 204.1 F - 
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Signal 43.8 D - 71.9 E - 
17 Main St / Louise Ave Signal 41.4 D - 122.0 F - 
18 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 20.0 B - 33.1 C - 
19 Guthmiller Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 21.7 C - 21.0 C - 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy/Yosemite Ave/Prjct Access 5 Signal 11.9 B - 34.8 C - 
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave Signal 28.8 C - 50.6 D - 
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Signal 51.2 D - 194.0 F - 
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Signal 47.2 D - 192.9 F - 
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Signal 47.0 D - 78.9 E - 
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 16.6 B - 22.1 C - 
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Signal 31.6 C - 38.3 D - 
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Signal 26.9 C - 27.5 C - 
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 24.5 C - 15.9 B - 
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps  Signal 9.6 A - 24.8 C - 
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 9.6 A - 15.7 B - 
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 7.7 A - 23.5 C - 
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps  Signal 6.1 A - 13.4 C - 
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 10.5 B - 22.5 C - 
34 McKinley Ave / SR 120 WB Ramps Signal 20.0 C - 17.9 B - 
35 McKinley Ave / SR 120 EB Ramps Signal 34.5 C - 50.9 D - 
Project Access Intersections 
20 D'Arcy Pkwy/Yosemite Ave/Prjct Access 5 Signal 11.9 B - 34.8 C - 
36 Guthmiller Road / Project Access 1 Signal 18.3 B - 26.6 C - 
37 Yosemite Ave / Project Access 2 Signal 27.4 C - 24.4 C - 
38 McKinley Ave / Project Access 3 Signal 20.3 C - 20.8 C - 
39 Yosemite Ave / Project Access 4 Signal 7.9 A - 14.3 B - 
Notes: 
1. TWSC = Two-Way-Stop Control, AWSC = All-Way-Stop Control, OVFL = Overflow, Prjct = Project 
2. For TWSC intersection, worst-case movement delays (in seconds/vehicle) is indicated. “Average” control delays (in seconds/vehicle) are 
indicated for signal-controlled intersections. Delays reported in above table are from Synchro 7 software. 
3. Warrant = California MUTCD 2006 based Peak-hour-Volume Warrant #3 (Urban Areas). 
4. Bold numbers and letters represent condition when intersection does not meet minimum acceptable standards. 
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As shown in Table 14, several signalized intersections are projected to operate at AM and/or PM peak 
hour LOS “E” or worse conditions under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions. All project 
impacts, recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent section 
of this report. 

ROADWAY SEGMENTS 
“Cumulative Base plus Project” roadway operations under existing/planned future roadway capacity 
configurations were quantified utilizing roadway AADT- based LOS thresholds presented previously 
in Table 2.  The results are summarized in Table 15. 

Table 15. “Cumulative Base plus Project” Conditions: Roadway Level of Service  

Roadway/ Freeway Segment 
Existing/Planned 

Functional Capacity 
Configuration 

AADT LOS 

Interstate 5 mainline – from  I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 342,020 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 271,500 F 
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C 8-Lane Divided Freeway 266,150 F 
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 187,040 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 153,040 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main Street I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 146,430 F 
SR 120 mainline – from Main Street I/C to SR 99 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 165,210 F 
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 175,750 F 
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 141,010 F 
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C 6-Lane Divided Freeway 111,160 D 
Yosemite Avenue – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Six-Lane Arterial 27,250 A 
Yosemite Avenue – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Six-Lane Arterial 37,710 B 
Yosemite Avenue  – from  Airport Way to Union Road Five-Lane Arterial 35,220 E 
Yosemite Avenue – from Union Road to Main Street  Five-Lane Arterial 17,570 C 
Yosemite Avenue – from Main Street to SR 99 Five-Lane Arterial 21,210 A 
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Avenue  Six-Lane Arterial 28,190 C 
Airport Way – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue Six-Lane Arterial 34,400 B 
Airport Way – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Six-Lane Arterial 24,460 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Yosemite Avenue to Louise Avenue  Four-Lane Arterial 14,190 A 
McKinley Avenue  – from Louise Avenue to Lathrop Road Two-Lane Arterial 7,910 A 
Louise Avenue – from I-5 to 5th Street  Five-Lane Arterial 30,050 D 
Louise Avenue – from 5th Street to Airport Way Five-Lane Arterial 34,390 E 
Notes:  AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic,  LOS = Level of Service 
“Three lane arterial” refers to a two-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections 
“Five lane arterial” refers to a four-lane arterial with left-turn lane channelizations at key intersections or two-way median left-turn lane 

As shown in Table 15, several study roadway/freeway segments are projected to operate at AADT 
based “Cumulative Base plus Project” LOS “E” or worse conditions.  All project impacts, 
recommended improvements and mitigation measures are discussed in a subsequent section of this 
report.  

P U B L I C  T R A N S I T  A N D  B I K E W A Y / P E D E S T R I A N  
I M P A C T S  
Project Impacts on Public Transit 
The proposed Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan project is a predominantly industrial type development 
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that is anticipated to be served by limited levels of public transit.  A majority of project-attracted 
vehicular commuter trips would be automobile-based.  A small number of employee carpool/vanpool 
trips to/from office/industrial work sites within the Specific Plan area are likely, but the overall 
proportion of such trips is expected to be negligible.  The nearest SJRTD bus stop is within a mile of 
the project site near Airport Way / Yosemite Avenue intersection.  This intercity SJRTD Route 95 is 
proposed to be extended to serve the project site.  The project applicant would coordinate with 
SJRTD and provide bus stops to serve the core Business Park and Commercial areas of the project.  
The proposed project is not anticipated to disrupt any existing public transit facilities or preclude any 
planned new transit facilities.  
 
Project Impacts on Bikeway/Pedestrian Facilities 
The proposed Specific Plan project is planned to provide new multi-use paths along Guthmiller Road, 
Yosemite Avenue, McKinley Avenue, and D’Arcy Parkway within/through the Specific Plan site. 
Yosemite Avenue segment through the Plan area is envisioned to be provided with a separated 
bikeway/pedestrian shared-use facility.  The internal roadways within the Plan area would be 
provided with on-street bike routes.  Given the predominantly industrial nature of the proposed 
development, the proposed SP project is not projected to increase “off-site” bikeway/pedestrian trips 
in a significant manner.   
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P R O J E C T  I M P A C T S ,  R E C O M M E N D E D  I M P R O V E M E N T S  
A N D  M I T I G A T I O N  M E A S U R E S  
This section summarizes project impacts as well as recommended base improvements and mitigation 
measures at the study intersections and roadway segments identified based on the analysis findings 
presented in the preceding sections of this report. It is important to note that at this environmental 
documentation stage, all improvements and mitigation strategies are conceptual “planning level” 
recommendations only.  

Appendix Table 1 presents a “Mitigation Matrix” that summarizes intersection and roadway/freeway 
segment level of service results under all analysis scenarios, both with and without recommended 
improvements and mitigation measures.  Appendix Table 2 summarizes ramp junction level of service 
results under all analysis scenarios.  Appendix Table 3 and Table 4 summarize preliminary estimates 
of project “fair-share” percentage responsibilities for off-site study intersections and roadway 
segments respectively (as computed using Caltrans formula), for reference purposes.  All LOS 
calculation worksheets are included in the Appendix.   

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Intersection/Interchange Improvements: 

I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Road – The “worst-case” (southbound shared left-through-right) movement 
at this unsignalized intersection is currently operating at AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. 
California MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is, however, not 
met at this intersection under current AM and PM peak-hour volumes.  It is recommended that this 
intersection be monitored, and a traffic signal be installed at this intersection under existing conditions 
for purposes of adequate progression in coordination with ramp signalization at the adjacent I-5 
Northbound Ramps intersection. These signalization improvements are identified in the City of 
Lathrop CIP (year 2009-10 through 2013-14), and are also listed for improvement through Measure K 
funds. With the recommended signalization, AM and PM peak-hour operations at this intersection are 
projected to be at LOS “C” or better. 

I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Road – The “worst-case” (shared left-through) movement at this intersection 
is currently operating at unsignalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions.  California MUTCD based 
peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is met at this intersection under current AM 
and PM peak-hour volumes.  Signalization of the NB ramps intersection under existing conditions is 
recommended. These signalization improvements are identified in the City of Lathrop CIP (year 
2009-10 through 2013-14) and are also listed for improvement through Measure K funds. With 
signalization, AM and PM peak-hour operations at this intersection are projected to be at LOS “C” or 
better. 

Main Street / Louise Avenue – This signalized intersection in the City of Manteca is currently 
operating at PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. The City of Manteca’s minimum acceptable LOS 
standard is LOS “D”. This intersection is included as part of City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee 
program. It is recommended that exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets be provided for the eastbound and 
westbound approaches at this intersection.  With these improvements, this intersection is projected to 
improve operations to peak-hour LOS “D” or better.  
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Roadway/Freeway Improvements: 

Interstate 5 mainline segments – from I-205 to SR 120 – This six-lane segment of I-5 is currently 
operating at AADT-based LOS “F” conditions. Caltrans’ I-5 TCR (dated June 2001) acknowledges 
that the “Facility will require 10 lanes (including possible HOV lanes) by 2004 and more than 1 0 
lanes by 2008 to meet the concept LOS D”.  Addition of northbound lanes on I-5 from I-205 to SR 
120, and widening of I-5 from SR 120 to French Camp Road interchange is called for in Caltrans’ I-5 
TCR.  SJRTP 2007 identifies these as planned Tier I regional improvements.  With these planned 
improvements in place, AADT based LOS D operations are expected under existing traffic volume 
conditions.  

SR 120 mainline segments – from I-5 to Yosemite Avenue – This four-lane segment of SR 120 is 
currently operating at AADT-based LOS “E” conditions.  Caltrans SR 120 TCR (dated March 2005) 
and the SJRTP 2007 have both identified/recommended the widening of SR 120 (segment between I-
5 and SR 99) to six lanes under “Planned Projects”.   SJRTP 2007 identifies SR 120 widening from I-5 
to SR 99 as a Tier I (funded) improvement, scheduled for approval by year 2012 and complete 
construction by year 2016.  With these planned widening improvements in place, AADT based LOS 
D or better operations are expected under existing traffic volume conditions.  

“YEAR 2012” CONDITIONS (PROJECT PHASE 1 TRAFFIC IMPACTS) 

The “year 2012” traffic conditions as evaluated in this TIS, assume existing (2008-09) traffic volumes 
(plus a nominal 5% background traffic growth) plus traffic generated by Phase 1 of the proposed 
Lathrop Gateway SP project.  The improvements identified in this section should therefore be 
regarded as “Project Phase 1 impacts” triggered above and beyond existing traffic conditions. 

Intersection Improvements: 

McKinley Avenue / Lathrop Road – The “worst-case” movement (northbound approach) at this 
unsignalized intersection is projected to operate at year 2012 PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. 
California MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is not projected to 
be met at this intersection under “Year 2012” AM and PM peak-hour volumes.  The projected LOS 
“E” conditions for the minor side-street approach is considered acceptable per City of Lathrop LOS 
standards, however, since the Project Phase-1 is projected to cause degradation of PM peak hour 
operations from LOS D to E conditions, Project Phase-1 impacts at this intersection are considered 
“significant” based on City of Lathrop LOS significance policies.  It is recommended that intersection 
be monitored for traffic growth and operations through year 2012, and exclusive right-turn 
lanes/pockets be provided for the eastbound and westbound approaches at this intersection under 
“Year 2012” conditions.  With these recommended improvements, this intersection is projected to 
operate at “Year 2012” peak-hour LOS “D” or better operations. This intersection improvement is 
included as part of City of Lathrop CIP project entitled “Lathrop Road Widening Rehab”.   

McKinley Avenue / Yosemite Avenue – This all-way-stop-controlled intersection is projected to 
operate at “Year 2012” PM peak hour LOS “E” conditions under existing lane geometrics.  California 
MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be met at this 
intersection under “Year 2012” AM and PM peak-hour volumes. The Project (Phase 1) impacts at this 
intersection are considered “significant”, since the project is projected to cause degradation of PM 
peak hour operations from acceptable LOS B to unacceptable LOS E conditions.  It is recommended 
that this intersection be monitored for traffic growth and operations through year 2012, and t he 
proposed Phase-1 project construct a traffic signal at this intersection prior to construction.  With the 
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recommended signalization improvements, this intersection is projected to provide acceptable “Year 
2012” peak-hour LOS “D” or better operations.  

Lathrop Road intersections with I-5 SB Ramps and I-5 NB Ramps – Although the proposed Phase-1 
project is projected to increase traffic volumes minimally (by less than 10 peak hour project trips) at 
these ramp intersections, project impacts at the SB ramps intersection are considered “significant” 
since the proposed project is projected to increase average (unsignalized) delay by 5 seconds or more 
at this study intersection which is currently operating at peak hour LOS “D” or worse conditions.  
Since the planned signalization improvements are already included in the City of Lathrop CIP (year 
2009-10 through 2013-14), and are likely to be constructed independently prior to Phase-1 of the 
project, no project-related mitigations are recommendable for these ramp intersections. 

Roadway Improvements: 

Interstate 5 mainline segment – from I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C – This eight-lane segment of I-5 is 
projected to operate at LOS “F” conditions on an AADT basis under “Year 2012 (plus Project Phase 
1)” conditions.  Since this facility segment is currently (in 2008-10) operating at deficient LOS F 
conditions, any project-added traffic on this segment would be considered “significant’ per Caltrans 
criteria.  Since the widening of this I-5 segment is included in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) 
regional improvement, the project’s contribution of regional impact fees is considered sufficient 
mitigation to cover project responsibility towards this freeway segment.  Phase-1 project impacts on 
this segment will remain significant and unavoidable until the widening improvements are completed 
by Caltrans.  

Interstate 5 mainline segment – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Road I/C – This six-lane segment of I-5 
is projected to operate at LOS “E” conditions on an AADT basis under “Year 2012 (plus Project 
Phase 1)” conditions.  Since the Phase-1 project is projected to degrade this segment from acceptable 
LOS D to unacceptable LOS E conditions, project impacts are considered “significant’ per Caltrans 
criteria.  Since the widening of this I-5 segment is included in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) 
regional improvement, the project’s contribution of regional impact fees is considered sufficient 
mitigation to cover project responsibility towards this freeway segment.  Phase-1 project impacts on 
this segment will however remain significant and unavoidable until the widening improvements are 
completed by Caltrans.  

SR 120 mainline segment – from I-5 to Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road – This four-lane segment of 
SR 120 is projected to operate at AADT-based LOS “F” under Year 2012 (plus Project Phase 1) 
conditions.  Since the Phase 1 project is projected to degrade operations on this segment from existing 
LOS “E” conditions to LOS “F” conditions, the Project Phase 1 impacts on this segment are 
considered “significant” per Caltrans criteria.  Since widening of this segment of SR 120 from four to 
six lanes is included in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) regional improvement, Project contribution 
towards regional traffic impact fees is considered sufficient mitigation to cover project responsibility 
towards this segment.  Phase-1 project impacts on this segment will however remain significant and 
unavoidable until the widening improvements are completed by Caltrans.  

SR 99 mainline segment – south of SR 120 junction – This segment of SR 99 is projected to operate at 
LOS “E” conditions on an AADT basis under “Year 2012 (plus Project phase 1)” conditions. Since 
the Phase 1 project is projected to degrade operations on this segment from existing LOS “D” 
conditions to LOS “E” conditions, the Project Phase 1 impacts on this segment are considered 
“significant” per Caltrans criteria.  Widening of SR 99 mainline from SR 120 to Arch Road from 4 to 
6 lanes (along with interchange modifications) is identified SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) 
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improvement, subject to approval by year 2010.  San Joaquin County General Plan (July 1992) also 
identifies that SR 99 north from SR 120 and through Stockton needs to be widened to six lanes and 
then to eight lanes, with construction/reconstruction of interchanges along the segment to 
accommodate planned growth over a 20-year period.  With these planned baseline improvements in 
place, “Year 2012” AADT-based LOS D or better operations are projected.  Since widening of this 
segment of SR 99 is included in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) regional improvement, Project 
contribution towards regional traffic impact fees is considered sufficient mitigation to cover project 
responsibility towards this segment.  Phase-1 project impacts on this segment will however remain 
significant and unavoidable until the widening improvements are completed by Caltrans.  

“CUMULATIVE BASE (CURRENT PROJECT SITE CONDITION)”  

The cumulative future scenario assumed several planned future local/regional transportation 
improvements (that have prior-identified funding sources and/or included in existing traffic impact fee 
programs) to be “in place” under year 2030 baseline conditions. These improvements were described 
under the “Planned Cumulative Base Improvements (Assumed Constructed by/before year 
2030)” discussion presented in a prior section of this report.  This section presents incremental 
cumulative baseline improvements that are projected to be necessary above and beyond those planned 
and funded cumulative baseline improvements already identified in prior studies.  

Intersection Improvements: 

I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions.  Caltrans’ I-5 TCR recommends modification of this interchange with widening of Lathrop 
Road to four lanes underneath I-5.  SJRTP 2007 identifies the interchange improvements as a Tier I 
(funded) improvement. However, it is unknown if this program adequately covers the recommended 
cumulative baseline improvements indicated as follows. Above and beyond recommendations 
contained in the I-5 TCR, it is recommended that the southbound off-ramp approach be widened to 
provide for two left-turn lanes, one shared left-through lane and a free right turn lane; the eastbound 
approach be provided with a right-turn lane and four through lanes, the westbound approach be 
provided with two left-turn lanes and four through lanes. With these recommended cumulative 
baseline improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at cumulative base peak hour LOS 
“D” conditions or better. 

I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. Caltrans’ I-5 TCR notes the modification of this interchange with widening of Lathrop 
Road to four lanes underneath I-5. However, it is unknown if it adequately covers the recommended 
cumulative baseline improvements indicated as follows. Above and beyond recommendations 
contained in the I-5 TCR, it is recommended that the northbound off-ramp approach be widened to 
provide for one left-turn lane, shared left-through lane and one free right-turn lane; and a through lane 
be added to eastbound approach and two through lanes be added to westbound approach. With these 
recommended cumulative baseline improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at 
cumulative base peak-hour LOS “D” or better conditions. 

Harlan Road / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Northbound Approach: Three left-turn, one shared through-right lane. 
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• Southbound Approach: One left turn, two through lanes and, one free right-turn lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: Two left turn, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn, three through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 

Note that this intersection is included as a part of the City of Lathrop CIP projects “Harlan Road 
Rehab” and “Widening of Lathrop Road”.  However it is unknown if this existing program adequately 
covers the cumulative baseline improvements indicated above. With the above recommended 
cumulative base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” conditions or better conditions.  

5th Street / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane and one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, one through lane and one right-turn lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn, two through lanes, and one shared through-right lane. 

Note that this intersection is included as a part of the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 (funded) improvements 
project entitled “Widening of Lathrop Road”. However, it is unknown if this program adequately 
covers the cumulative baseline improvements indicated above. With these recommended base 
improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at acceptable peak-hour LOS “ D” conditions 
under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions.  

McKinley Avenue / Lathrop Road – This currently unsignalized intersection is projected to operate at 
“Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. California 
MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be met at this 
intersection under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition)” AM and PM peak-hour 
volumes. It is recommended that the following intersection geometrics be implemented at this 
intersection along with signalization.  

• Northbound Approach: One left, one right-turn lane 
• Eastbound Approach: One through lane, and one shared through-right lane 
• Westbound Approach: One left, two through lanes 

Note that this intersection is a part of the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 (funded) improvements “Widening of 
Lathrop Road from 2 to 4 lanes.”  However, it is unknown if this program adequately covers the 
cumulative baseline improvements indicated above. With the above-recommended improvements, this 
intersection is projected to operate at acceptable peak-hour LOS “D” operations under “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” conditions.  

Airport Way / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS 
“F” conditions. The following lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, three through lanes and one right-turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, three through lanes and one right-turn lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

Note that this intersection is a part of the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 improvements “Widening of Airport Way 
between SR 120 and Lathrop Road from 4 to 6 lanes.”  However, it is unknown if this program 
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adequately covers the cumulative baseline improvements indicated above. With these recommended 
base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative Base (Current Project 
Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  

Union Road / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes and one right -turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane.  
• Eastbound Approach:  One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions. 

I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse 
conditions. Per improvements originally identified in Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (July 2004), 
the following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Southbound Approach: One left turn, one shared left-through lane, one free right-turn lanes  
• Eastbound Approach:  Five through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, three through lanes. 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  

I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. The 
following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Northbound Approach: Two left-turn lanes, one shared left-through, one free right-turn lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: Three through lanes, and two left-turn lanes.  
• Westbound Approach: Three through lanes, and one free right-turn lane. 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  

Harlan Road / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: Two left-turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right-lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes and one right-turn lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
  

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Howland Road / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse 
conditions. Per improvements originally identified in Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (July 2004), 
the following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   
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• Northbound Approach: One left-turn lane, one through lane and one right-turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left-turn lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through-right lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left-turn lane, two through lanes, one right-turn lane. 
  

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
McKinley Avenue / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. Per 
improvements originally identified in Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (July 2004), the following 
cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane.  
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
  

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions. 

Airport Way / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS 
“F” conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes, one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at cumulative 
(Current Project Site) base peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Union Road / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.   
Main Street / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right -turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through  lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
• Westbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
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With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.   
SR 120 Ramp Intersections at SR 120 /Yosemite Avenue Interchange – It is also recommended that the 
SR 120 / Yosemite Avenue interchange be modified to Partial Cloverleaf design. However, due to 
weaving issues on the SR 120 segment from SR 120 / Yosemite Avenue I/C to SR 120 / I-5 I/C, it is 
recommended that SR 120 Westbound On-Ramp at SR 120 / Yosemite Avenue interchange be 
eliminated.  

D’Arcy Parkway / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, 
this intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. 
Per improvements originally identified in Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (July 2004), the 
following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane, and one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left turn lanes and one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
  

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
McKinley Avenue / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, 
this intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The following cumulative lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane.  

 

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Airport Way / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
City of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour 
LOS “F” conditions. Per Union Crossing Project Draft EIR (May 2009), the following cumulative 
lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, three through lanes and one right-turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach:  Two left turn lanes, three through lanes and one right-turn lane. 
• Eastbound Approach:  Two left turn lanes, three through lanes and one right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach:  Two left turn lanes, three through lanes and one right-turn lane.  

With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” base peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Union Road / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
City of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. Per Union Crossing Project Draft EIR (May 2009), the following cumulative lane 
geometrics are recommended at this intersection:   

• Northbound Approach: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes and one right-turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one right-turn lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one right-turn lane.  
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• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one right-turn lane.  
With these recommended base improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative 
Base (Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Main Street / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this City 
of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” 
conditions. Per recommendations originally identified in the South Lathrop Specific Plan ADEIR 
dated (March 2008), the following lane geometrics are recommended at this intersection:  

• Northbound Approach: One left turn lane, two through lanes and one right turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through Lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, one right -turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: One left turn lane, one through lane, and one right turn lane.  

With these recommended improvements, this intersection is projected to operate at “Cumulative Base 
(Current Project Site)” peak hour LOS “D” or better conditions.  
Figure 11 illustrates the recommended improved cumulative baseline intersection geometrics and 
control.  

Roadway/Freeway Improvements: 

I-5 Mainline from I-205 to French Camp Road – This existing six-to-eight lane segment of I-5 is 
projected to operate at LOS “F” under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions.  The 
Caltrans I-5 TCR (dated July 2001) identifies that the I-5 segment from I-205 to French Camp Road 
needs to be widened to ten-lanes by year 2025. With this recommended improvement in place, the 
study segment of I-5 is projected to operate at acceptable LOS “D” under “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site)” conditions. The recommended ten-lane widening is outside of programmed 
improvements currently identified in the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 (funded) improvements. Until adequate 
long-range funding sources are identified and the necessary cumulative improvements are 
implemented, projected cumulative baseline deficiencies will remain significant and unavoidable.  

SR 120 Mainline from I-5 I/C to SR 99 I/C – This existing four-lane segment of SR 120 is projected to 
operate at LOS “F” under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions.  The Caltrans SR 120 
TCR (dated March 2005) identifies that this segment of SR 120 needs to be widened to eight-lanes 
(with possible HOV lanes) by year 2025.  With these recommended prior improvements, this study 
segment of SR 120 is projected to operate at acceptable LOS “D” for “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site)” conditions. The recommended eight-lane widening is outside of programmed 
improvements currently identified in the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 (funded) improvements. Until adequate 
long-range funding sources are identified and the necessary cumulative improvements are 
implemented, projected cumulative baseline deficiencies will remain significant and unavoidable.  

SR 120 Ramps and Connectors – The SR 120 WB mainline/off-ramp junctions at Guthmiller Avenue, 
McKinley Avenue and I-5 are projected to operate at LOS “E” or worse under Cumulative Base 
(Current Project Site) AM and/or PM peak hour conditions.  The cumulative ramp geometrics above 
and beyond those assumed and evaluated in the SR 120 / McKinley Avenue Interchange PSR, may 
become necessary through year 2030 to address these projected cumulative baseline deficiencies.  
Until adequate long-range funding sources are identified and the necessary cumulative ramp 
improvements are implemented, the projected cumulative baseline deficiencies will remain significant 
and unavoidable.  
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SR 99 Mainline from south of SR 120 I/C to north of East Yosemite Avenue I/C – This existing four-
to-six lane segment of SR 99 is projected to operate at LOS “E” to “F” under “Cumulative Base 
(Current Project Site)” conditions. Widening of SR 99 mainline from SR 120 to Arch Road f rom 4 to 
6 lanes (along with interchange modifications) is identified in SJRTP 2007 as a Tier I (funded) 
improvement, subject to approval by year 2010.  San Joaquin County General Plan (July 1992) 
identifies that SR 99 north from SR 120 and through Stockton needs to be widened to six lanes and 
then to eight lanes, with construction/reconstruction of interchanges along the segment to 
accommodate planned growth over a 20-year period.  The recommended cumulative widening to ten-
lane widening is outside of programmed improvements currently identified in the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 
(funded) improvements. Until adequate long-range funding sources are identified and the necessary 
cumulative improvements are implemented, projected cumulative baseline deficiencies will remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

Louise Avenue from 5th Street to Airport Way – This five-lane segment of Louise Avenue is projected 
to operate at LOS “E” under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site) Conditions”. Widening of 
Louise Avenue from two to four lanes from 5th Street to east of Lathrop City Limit, and from east of 
UPRR to SR 99 is identified as a Tier I (funded) improvement in SJRTP 2007.  This improvement is 
also part of City of Lathrop CIP (year 2009-10 through 2013-14) project entitled “Louise Avenue 
Rehab Phase II”.  However, this segment of Louise Avenue would need to be widened to six lanes 
under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site) Conditions”.  With a six-lane section, the study 
segment of Louise Avenue is projected to operate at LOS “D” under “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site) Conditions”. The recommended cumulative widening to a six-lane section is outside of 
programmed improvements currently identified in the SJRTP 2007 Tier 1 (funded) improvements and 
the City’s CIP. Until adequate long-range funding sources are identified and the necessary cumulative 
improvements are implemented, projected cumulative baseline deficiencies will remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
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 “CUMULATIVE BASE PLUS PROJECT (FULL BUILDOUT)” CONDITIONS 

This section describes project impacts and incremental improvements/mitigations needed with the full 
long-term buildout of the proposed Specific Plan project, and above and beyond improvements 
already recommended under “Year 2012 (plus Project Phase 1)” and “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site)” conditions. 

Off-Site Facilities: 

Following intersection and roadway/freeway segment improvements are projected to be needed above 
and beyond the cumulative baseline improvements discussed in the “Cumulative Base (Current 
Project Site)” section.  Per agency LOS regulatory policies (as listed in a prior section of this report), 
project (Specific Plan full buildout) impacts are projected to be “significant” at the following facilities 
under cumulative conditions.  The recommended “Cumulative Base plus Project Buildout” study 
intersection lane geometrics and control as illustrated on Figure 12 are projected to provide adequate 
capacities through “Cumulative Base plus Project Buildout” conditions. 

McKinley Avenue / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project impact at this 
intersection is considered “significant”, since the project is projected to worsen traffic operations from 
cumulative base PM peak hour LOS “D” to “cumulative base plus project” PM peak hour LOS “F” 
conditions. However, the project impact is projected to be “less than significant” with the 
implementation of recommended cumulative baseline improvements as discussed in the prior section.  

Main Street / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this City of 
Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is 
projected to increase the average delay by five seconds at this intersection under “cumulative base 
plus project” PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is projected to be “less than 
significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline improvements as discussed 
in the prior section. The project would contribute the traffic mitigation fee determined by the Joint 
Traffic Study for the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca as mitigation for project impact at this 
intersection. 
I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at signalized year 2030 AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project 
impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to add traffic to 
this Caltrans-maintained intersection already projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” under 
cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is projected to be 
“less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline improvements 
as discussed in the prior section.   

I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Road  – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project 
impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to add traffic to an 
Caltrans-maintained intersection which is already projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” under 
cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is projected to be “less 
than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline improvements as 
discussed in the prior section.   
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Harlan Road / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project 
impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project traffic is projected to increase 
average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable 
LOS “F” under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions.  However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

5th Street / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project impact is 
considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to increase average delay by 
5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” under 
cumulative base AM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is projected to be “less than 
significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline improvements as discussed 
in the prior section.   

McKinley Avenue / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 unsignalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is 
projected to increase average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to 
operate at unacceptable LOS “F” under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, 
the project impact is projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended 
cumulative baseline improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

Airport Way / Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this City of Manteca 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is 
projected to increase average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to 
operate at unacceptable LOS “F” under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, 
the project impact is projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended 
cumulative baseline improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

Union Road /Lathrop Road – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this City of Manteca 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The 
project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to increase 
average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable 
LOS “F” under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse conditions. 
The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to add 
traffic to a Caltrans-maintained intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “E” or 
worse under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions.  However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

Howland Road / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection 
is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “E” conditions. The 
project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to increase 
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average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable 
LOS “E” under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions.  However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section.   

Airport Way / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this intersection is 
projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. The project 
impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is projected to increase average 
delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” 
under cumulative base AM and PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is projected to 
be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section. 

Union Road / Louise Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this City of 
Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “E” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is 
projected to increase average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to 
operate at LOS “E” under cumulative base PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section. 

McKinley Avenue / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this 
intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized AM peak-hour LOS “E” or worse 
conditions. The project impact at this intersection is considered “significant”, since the project is projected 
to worsen traffic operations from cumulative base AM peak hour LOS “C” to “cumulative base plus 
project” AM peak hour LOS “E” conditions. The following “Cumulative Base plus Project Buildout” 
improvements are recommended (and assumed) to be constructed above and beyond recommended 
cumulative baseline improvements.  

• Northbound Approach: Addition of one left turn lane and one right-turn lane. 
• Southbound Approach: Addition of a right turn lane. 
• Eastbound Approach: Addition of one through lane and a free right-turn lane.  
• Westbound Approach: Addition of one through lane and one right turn lane.  

The project impact is projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended 
“cumulative baseline plus project buildout” improvements shown on Figure 12.   

Airport Way / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base plus Project” conditions, this City of 
Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project traffic 
is projected to increase average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to 
operate at LOS “F” under cumulative base PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section. 

Union Road / Yosemite Avenue – Under “Cumulative Base (Current Project Site)” conditions, this 
City of Manteca intersection is projected to operate at year 2030 signalized PM peak-hour LOS “F” 
conditions. The project impact is considered “significant” at this intersection, since the project is 
projected to increase average delay by 5 or more seconds at this intersection which is projected to 
operate at LOS “F” under cumulative base PM peak hour conditions. However, the project impact is 
projected to be “less than significant” with the implementation of recommended cumulative baseline 
improvements as discussed in the prior section. 
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The following represents a summary of project-specific “mitigation measures”. 

  The proposed Specific Plan project shall pay towards City of Lathrop’s Citywide traffic impact 
fee program to cover project responsibilities towards cumulative base improvements adopted for 
City General Plan Circulation and as included in prior Specific Plan Financing Plan studies 
throughout the City. The project may also be required to pay a “fair-share” of costs towards 
intersections (as listed above) where project impacts are deemed “significant” under cumulative 
conditions. Project “fair-share” responsibilities (in percentage terms) towards all study facilities 
(for reference purposes) are included in Appendix Table 3 and 4. 

  The proposed Specific Plan project shall be subject of the appropriate traffic mitigation fee 
determined by the Joint Traffic Study for the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca as mitigation for 
traffic impacts that this project has on the City of Manteca if and when the Cities of Lathrop and 
Manteca approve the study and adopt the fees. The project may also be required to pay a “fair-
share” of costs towards City of Manteca intersections (as listed above) where project impacts are 
deemed “significant” under cumulative conditions. 

  The proposed Specific Plan project shall pay towards SJCOG RTP 2007-based regional traffic 
impact fee program to cover project responsibilities towards Tier I (funded) freeway/highway 
improvements throughout the regional vicinity.  The payment of regional traffic impact fees 
covers project responsibilities towards the planned future construction of the SR 120/McKinley 
Avenue (new) interchange included in SJCOG RTP 2007 as a Tier 1 (funded) improvement.   

  The payment of regional traffic impact fees as well as project “fair-share” towards the SR 
120/Guthmiller Road-Yosemite Avenue interchange covers project responsibilities towards the 
planned future modifications to the SR 120/Guthmiller Road-Yosemite Avenue interchange 
included in SJCOG RTP 2007 as a Tier II improvement.  Since this is a Tier II (unfunded) 
improvement, project’s full payment towards modifications of this interchange may be necessary 
if adequate funding sources are not identified.  Project may be subject to reimbursement of costs 
paid beyond project fair-share responsibilities.  Project impacts to the SR 120/Guthmiller Road-
Yosemite Avenue interchange will remain “significant and unavoidable” until such time that the 
Caltrans process for planning and design of ultimate interchange improvements is completed and 
approved, and Caltrans actually constructs the recommended interchange improvements.  

  As listed in the above sections, it should be noted that several cumulative improvements to study 
freeway mainline (I-5, SR 120 and SR 99) segments and ramp connectors are projected to become 
necessary, that may not have been explicitly identified for funding in currently adopted regional 
traffic impact fee programs. Until adequate long-range funding sources are identified for such 
improvements and those necessary cumulative improvements are actually implemented, projected 
cumulative deficiencies on those regional facilities will remain significant and unavoidable. The 
project may be subject to payment of any regional impact fee increments that may be determined 
subsequently when regional impact programs are expanded to include funding for such 
incremental cumulative improvements.  

  The proposed Specific Plan project shall construct the following transportation improvements 
prior to cumulative full buildout:  
• McKinley Avenue / Yosemite Avenue: Signalization and modifications to the intersection lane 

geometrics (as shown in Figure 12). 
• Widening of Guthmiller Road/Yosemite Avenue from two to six lanes from SR 120 to project 

eastern boundary.  (Note: Widening from two to four lanes is an SJRTP 2007 Tier II unfunded 
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improvement. The project may be eligible for reimbursement for improvement costs that 
exceed project fair-share) 

  The proposed Specific Plan project shall fully construct the access intersections and on-site 
circulation improvements as described in the following section.  

Project Access Intersections and On-Site Circulation 

Since project access impacts and on-site impacts are directly related to the proposed project, the 
project’s fair-share contribution is 100% for all improvements described in this section.  
Guthmiller Road / Project Access 1 – Under existing conditions, this main “gateway” access 
intersection to the Specific Plan site does not exist. If operated as a two-way-stop-controlled 
intersection under “Cumulative Base plus Project (Full Buildout)” conditions, the worst-case 
movement at this intersection is projected to operate at AM and PM peak-hour LOS “F” conditions. 
California MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be 
met for AM and/or PM peak-hour traffic volumes.  It is both recommended and assumed that this 
intersection be installed with a traffic signal under “Cumulative Base plus Project (Full Buildout)” 
conditions, and be provided with the following lane geometrics in order to sustain peak hour LOS 
“D” or better operations.  

• Northbound Approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound Approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach – One left turn lane, one through lane, one right lane. 
• Westbound Approach – Two left turn lanes, one shared through-right lane.  

Due to this intersection’s close proximity to the Yosemite Avenue / SR 120 interchange ramp 
intersections, it is recommended that appropriate signal interconnect/coordination between the two 
intersections be implemented. 

Yosemite Avenue / Project Access 2 – This intersection is anticipated to provide primary off-site 
access to/from the project-proposed Limited Industrial (LI) use component. California MUTCD based 
peak-hour volume traffic signal warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be met at this future 
intersection.  This intersection is projected to provide “Cumulative Base plus Project Build-out” AM 
and PM peak hour LOS “D” or better operations with the installation of a traffic signal and the 
following recommended intersection lane geometrics:  

• Northbound approach – One left turn lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Southbound approach – One left turn lane, one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Westbound approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane 

McKinley Avenue / Project Access 3 – California MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal 
warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be met at this future intersection. This intersection is projected 
to provide acceptable “Cumulative Base plus Project Build-out” AM and PM peak hour LOS “C” or 
better operations with the installation of a traffic signal and the following recommended intersection 
lane geometrics:  

• Northbound approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes and one right lane. 
• Southbound approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes and one right lane. 
• Eastbound Approach – One left turn lane, and one shared through-right lane. 
• Westbound approach –  One left turn lane, and one shared through-right lane 



Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan, City of Lathrop  
Transportation Impact Study 

 

WR #8412.001 April 2010 Page 59 
 

 

Yosemite Avenue / Project Access 4 – California MUTCD based peak-hour volume traffic signal 
warrant 3 (urban areas) is projected to be met at this future intersection.  This intersection is projected 
to provide “Cumulative Base plus Project Build-out” AM and PM peak hour LOS “C” or better 
operations with the installation of a traffic signal and the following recommended intersection lane 
geometrics:  

• Northbound approach – One left turn lane, and one right turn lane. 
• Eastbound Approach – One left turn lane, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Westbound approach – One left turn lane, and three through lanes. 

D’Arcy Parkway / Yosemite Avenue / Project Access 5 – Under existing conditions, this project access 
intersection exists as a three-legged signalized intersection. The proposed project access would serve 
as the south leg (including the northbound approach and southbound receiving lanes). This 
intersection is projected to provide “Cumulative Base plus Project Build-out” AM and PM peak hour 
LOS “C” or better operations with the following recommended intersection lane geometrics:  

• Northbound approach – One left turn lane, one through lane, and one right turn lane. 
• Southbound approach – Two left turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane. 
• Eastbound approach – Two left turn lanes, two through lanes, one shared through-right lane. 
• Westbound approach – One left turn lane, three through lanes, one right turn lane. 

Project Impacts on Public Transit 
The proposed project’s impact on existing public transit system is projected to be less than significant. 
The proposed project is not projected to increase demand for public transit service in a significant 
manner.  

Project Impacts on Bike/Pedestrian Facilities 
With the Specific Plan-proposed roadway cross-sections, the proposed project’s impact on 
existing/proposed pedestrian/bikeway circulation facilities within project vicinity is projected to be 
less than significant. 
  

“CUMULATIVE BASE (CITY GP LAND USE ON PROJECT SITE)” CONDITIONS 

No intersection or roadway/freeway improvements above and beyond those discussed in the prior 
sections are projected to become necessary under “Cumulative Base (City GP Land Uses on Project 
Site) Conditions”.  
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APPENDIX TABLE - 1
 SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION LEVEL-OF-SERVICE ("MITIGATION MATRIX")

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
1 I-5 SB Ramps / Roth Rd Caltrans TWSC B 12.0 B 11.5 TWSC B 12.3 B 11.7 TWSC B 12.3 B 11.8 Signal B 15.3 C 20.6 Signal B 15.2 C 20.5 Signal B 15.2 B 18.3 Signal B 17.4 B 18.4 Signal B 17.3 C 20.5 Signal B 15.2 B 18.3
2 I-5 NB Ramps / Roth Rd Caltrans TWSC A 11.3 B 11.3 TWSC B 11.5 B 11.5 TWSC B 11.5 B 11.5 Signal B 15.3 C 24.6 Signal B 15.3 C 24.6 Signal B 15.3 C 22.2 Signal B 12.1 C 22 Signal B 12.1 C 24.6 Signal B 15.3 C 22.3
3 I-5 SB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Caltrans TWSC F 203.2 F 139.9 TWSC F 279.8 F 189.4 TWSC F 318.4 F 199.5 Signal F 93.9 F 319.7 Signal F 107.9 F 323.3 Signal F 92.3 F 308.6 Signal C 20.2 D 51.0 Signal C 21.9 D 51.5 Signal F 99.7 F 319.5
4 I-5 NB Ramps / Lathrop Rd Caltrans TWSC C 23.2 E 46.9 TWSC C 24.9 F 64.2 TWSC D 25.6 F 66.5 Signal F 169.9 F 256.9 Signal F 189.1 F 264.7 Signal F 144.5 F 255.6 Signal B 17.7 B 14.0 Signal C 20.2 B 14.1 Signal F 197.3 F 254.8
5 Harlan Rd / Lathrop Rd Lathrop Signal C 26.7 C 31.0 Signal C 27.3 C 31.6 Signal C 27.1 C 31.5 Signal F 307.0 F 342.3 Signal F 355.9 F 348.2 Signal F 310.4 F 340.7 Signal C 25.0 D 40.1 Signal C 25.5 D 41.7 Signal F 309.3 F 315.1
6 5th St / Lathrop Rd Lathrop Signal B 20.1 B 19.7 Signal C 20.2 B 19.9 Signal B 19.8 B 19.7 Signal F 85.4 E 65.0 Signal F 85 E 65.4 Signal F 100.6 E 65.2 Signal C 26.4 D 47.5 Signal C 24.0 D 43.8 Signal F 86.6 E 65.1
7 McKinley Ave / Lathrop Rd Lathrop TWSC D 25.7 D 25.6 TWSC D 29.0 D 28.7 TWSC D 34.9 E 41.1 TWSC F 439.9 F OVFL TWSC F 907.6 F OVFL TWSC F OVFL F OVFL Signal A 8.6 D 46.4 Signal A 11.5 D 49.9 TWSC F OVFL F OVFL
8 Airport Way / Lathrop Rd Manteca Signal C 27.1 C 26.7 Signal C 27.6 C 27.2 Signal C 28.0 C 27.5 Signal F 85.2 F 119.2 Signal F 90.8 F 128.5 Signal F 99.8 F 126.7 Signal D 45.0 D 41.1 Signal D 54.1 D 45.6 Signal F 90.1 F 131.1
9 Union Rd / Lathrop Rd Manteca Signal C 29.0 C 30.9 Signal C 29.2 C 31.1 Signal C 29.3 C 31.2 Signal C 33.9 F 96.4 Signal D 34.8 F 102.7 Signal C 37.2 F 103.9 Signal C 27.2 D 41.3 Signal C 26.4 D 42.8 Signal C 34.7 F 103.2
10 I-5 SB Ramps / Louise Ave Caltrans Signal C 27.7 C 25.4 Signal C 28.2 C 25.7 Signal C 28.3 C 25.6 Signal F 151.1 E 58.1 Signal F 140.6 E 64.9 Signal F 154.4 E 59.9 Signal D 36.0 B 18.4 Signal D 38.2 B 18.6 Signal F 154.2 E 64.9
11 I-5 NB Ramps / Louise Ave Caltrans Signal B 19.8 C 25.5 Signal C 20.1 C 26.4 Signal C 20.1 C 26.5 Signal D 43.6 E 63.0 Signal D 44.0 E 68.1 Signal D 44.0 E 67.7 Signal C 25.4 B 19.0 Signal C 23.6 B 21.3 Signal D 44.9 E 67.9
12 Harlan Rd / Louise Ave Lathrop Signal C 22.8 C 27.2 Signal C 22.9 C 27.4 Signal C 22.9 C 27.3 Signal F 124.2 E 66.7 Signal F 125.6 E 67.9 Signal F 124.9 E 68.3 Signal C 27.2 D 37.4 Signal C 28.1 D 38.3 Signal F 125.7 E 67.9
13 Howland Dr / Louise Ave Lathrop Signal B 16.7 B 18.8 Signal B 16.8 B 19.0 Signal B 16.9 B 18.9 Signal E 74.0 E 67.0 Signal E 79.4 E 70.4 Signal E 77.6 E 66.6 Signal C 23.6 C 26.0 Signal B 16.7 C 23.0 Signal F 81.1 E 66.9
14 McKinley Ave / Louise Ave Lathrop Signal C 23.5 C 21.7 Signal C 23.7 C 22.2 Signal C 26.6 C 24.3 Signal E 60.1 D 35.4 Signal E 63.8 F 81.7 Signal E 71.6 E 70.6 Signal D 33.6 D 27.5 Signal D 40.0 D 50.3 Signal E 63.1 F 82.2
15 Airport Way / Louise Ave Manteca Signal C 29.0 C 34.3 Signal C 29.2 D 35.6 Signal C 29.5 D 36.4 Signal E 73.3 F 189.4 Signal F 82.6 F 204.1 Signal F 86.6 F 196.1 Signal C 30.2 D 42.7 Signal D 32.4 D 49.5 Signal F 82.3 F 202.3
16 Union Rd / Louise Ave Manteca Signal C 31.4 D 36.0 Signal C 31.6 D 37.1 Signal C 31.6 D 37.7 Signal D 40.9 E 57.7 Signal D 43.8 E 71.9 Signal D 45.1 E 68.4 Signal C 31.7 D 41.2 Signal C 34.7 D 51.2 Signal D 43.1 E 71.1
17 Main St / Louise Ave Manteca Signal C 32.0 E 58.0 Signal C 32.2 E 66.5 Signal C 32.3 E 67.5 Signal D 41.1 F 120.1 Signal D 41.4 F 122.0 Signal D 44.0 F 118.9 Signal C 32.3 D 48.3 Signal D 32.8 D 48.5 Signal D 43.4 F 124.7
18 Yosemite Ave / SR 120 EB Ramps Caltrans TWSC B 9.8 B 13.0 TWSC A 9.9 B 12.8 TWSC B 12.7 C 21.7 Signal B 14.3 C 23.5 Signal B 20.0 C 33.1 Signal C 21.5 C 23.6 Signal B 11.7 B 19.3 Signal B 17.9 C 18.5 Signal F 84.5 F 398.0
19 Yosemite Ave / SR 120 WB Ramps Caltrans TWSC A 9.5 B 10.1 TWSC A 9..6 B 10.2 TWSC B 12.2 B 11.4 Signal B 13.7 B 18.0 Signal C 21.7 C 21.0 Signal C 25.0 B 19.2 Signal B 11.0 A 9.4 Signal B 18.1 C 33.9 Signal F 159.5 F 313.2
20 D'Arcy Pkwy / Yosemite Ave Lathrop Signal C 21.5 C 21.6 Signal C 21.5 C 21.6 Signal B 15.7 C 21.7 Signal B 15.0 C 30.5 Signal B 12.9 C 34.8 Signal B 10.9 D 37.1 Signal B 13.1 C 27.5 Signal B 12.9 C 34.8 Signal B 16.6 F 112.7
21 McKinley Ave / Yosemite Ave Lathrop AWSC A 9.5 B 10.7 AWSC A 9.7 B 11.1 AWSC B 15.5 E 44.1 Signal C 25.7 C 25.1 Signal C 28.8 D 50.6 Signal D 45.4 C 34.7 Signal D 49.5 C 32.9 Signal C 28.8 D 50.6 Signal D 43.7 E 72.1
22 Airport Way / Yosemite Ave Lathrop Signal C 31.6 D 35.0 Signal C 31.8 D 35.8 Signal C 32.2 D 38.6 Signal C 29.6 F 96.5 Signal D 51.2 F 194.0 Signal E 61.9 F 163.1 Signal C 20.6 C 28.5 Signal C 31.0 C 34.6 Signal F 84.9 F 313.1
23 Union Rd / Yosemite Ave Manteca Signal C 31.1 D 39.3 Signal C 31.3 D 41.4 Signal C 32.8 D 49.7 Signal D 39.7 F 102.5 Signal D 47.2 F 192.9 Signal D 47.5 F 168.0 Signal C 27.6 D 37.5 Signal D 34.0 D 48.3 Signal D 49.6 F 219.1
24 Main St / Yosemite Ave Manteca Signal C 30.5 D 35.4 Signal C 31.4 D 37.4 Signal C 34.7 D 43.4 Signal C 29.3 E 61.6 Signal D 47.0 E 78.9 Signal E 59.6 E 70.6 Signal C 25.1 D 41.2 Signal C 34.2 D 54.4 Signal E 64.0 F 105.1
25 SR 99 SB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Caltrans Signal C 27.6 C 30.6 Signal C 27.9 C 31.3 Signal C 28.5 C 32.0 Signal B 14.4 C 25.6 Signal B 16.6 C 22.1 Signal B 15.4 C 25.9 Signal B 16.0 C 20.4 Signal C 24.1 C 26.3 Signal C 24.5 C 22.9
26 SR 99 NB Ramps / Yosemite Ave Caltrans Signal C 28.7 C 29.3 Signal C 28.9 C 29.7 Signal C 29.4 C 29.9 Signal C 27.6 C 33.6 Signal C 31.6 D 38.3 Signal C 28.9 D 38.5 Signal C 26.9 D 32.3 Signal C 32.7 D 36.4 Signal B 19.1 D 36.9
27 Airport Way / Daniels St Manteca Signal B 18.9 B 19.0 Signal B 19.0 B 19.2 Signal B 18.9 B 19.1 Signal B 18.0 C 27.1 Signal C 26.9 C 27.5 Signal B 19.3 C 26.6 Signal B 18.3 C 27.9 Signal C 23.8 C 28.2 Signal C 22.5 D 36.6
28 Airport Way / SR 120 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal C 21.2 C 21.0 Signal C 22.0 C 22.0 Signal C 22.0 C 22.1 Signal C 23.8 B 16.0 Signal C 24.5 B 15.9 Signal C 25.2 B 16.9 Signal C 23.8 B 17.9 Signal C 26.1 B 18.0 Signal D 39.8 B 19.8
29 Airport Way / SR 120 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal C 17.2 C 26.1 Signal B 18.6 C 26.6 Signal B 18.5 C 26.6 Signal A 10.0 C 23.3 Signal A 9.6 C 24.8 Signal B 10.2 C 25.4 Signal A 10.0 C 25.4 Signal A 10.8 C 26.8 Signal B 11.2 D 54.3
30 Union Rd / SR 120 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal C 23.0 B 19.5 Signal C 25.8 C 25.3 Signal C 26.1 C 25.4 Signal A 9.5 B 16.2 Signal A 9.6 B 15.7 Signal A 9.7 B 15.3 Signal A 8.0 B 15.4 Signal B 10.1 B 12.9 Signal A 9.6 B 15.6
31 Union Rd / SR 120 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal B 18.5 C 26.1 Signal C 22.4 C 31.2 Signal C 22.4 C 31.4 Signal A 7.6 C 24.0 Signal A 7.7 C 23.5 Signal A 7.8 C 23.8 Signal A 7.3 C 22.8 Signal A 8.0 C 22.9 Signal A 7.6 C 23.6
32 Main St / SR 120 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal C 23.0 B 19.5 Signal C 23.4 C 20.2 Signal C 23.4 C 20.2 Signal A 6.2 B 13.0 Signal A 6.1 C 13.4 Signal A 6.1 B 13.3 Signal A 5.1 B 13.3 Signal A 7.0 B 13.5 Signal A 6.4 B 14.3
33 Main St / SR 120 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal C 25.3 C 27.6 Signal C 25.8 C 28.4 Signal C 25.8 C 28.6 Signal B 10.4 C 21.4 Signal B 10.5 C 22.5 Signal B 10.6 C 22.2 Signal B 8.6 C 20.9 Signal B 8.4 C 22.4 Signal B 10.4 C 24.5
34 McKinley Ave / SR 120 WB Ramps Caltrans Signal B 18.6 B 13.3 Signal C 20.0 B 17.9 Signal C 22.3 B 16.0 Signal C 23.1 B 16.5 Signal C 22.4 B 17.3
35 McKinley Ave / SR 120 EB Ramps Caltrans Signal D 36.0 D 53.7 Signal C 34.5 D 50.9 Signal C 34.1 D 51.8 Signal D 36.0 D 53.7 Signal D 34.5 D 51.0
36 Guthmiller Road / Project Access 1 Lathrop Signal B 18.3 C 26.6 Signal B 18.3 C 26.6
37 Yosemite Ave / Project Access 2 Lathrop Signal C 22.7 B 14.3 Signal C 22.7 B 14.3
38 McKinley Ave / Project Access 3 Lathrop Signal C 27.4 C 24.4 Signal C 27.4 C 24.4
39 Yosemite Ave / Project Access 4 Lathrop Signal A 7.9 B 14.3 Signal A 7.9 B 14.3

Note: 

2030 Base (Current Project Site) 
Improved

2030 Base plus Project 
(Improved)

2030 Base plus Project (Without 
SR 120 / McKinley Interchange Year 2012  Base

Control 
Type

AM Pk Hr PM Pk HrPM Pk Hr AM Pk Hr PM Pk Hr Control 
Type

Control 
Type

AM Pk Hr Control 
Type

AM Pk Hr PM Pk Hr

XX = Unacceptable LOS, OVFL = Overflow, Year 2012 Base = 5% growth on 2009 Base    

Control 
Type

AM Pk Hr PM Pk HrControl 
Type

AM Pk Hr PM Pk HrControl 
Type

AM Pk Hr
Intersection:

2009 Base Year 2012 plus Project Phase 1 2030 Base (Current Project Site)

Control 
Type

AM Pk Hr PM Pk Hr
# Agency 

Jurisdiction

2030 GP Base (City GP Land Use 
on Project Site)2030 Base plus Project

PM Pk Hr AM Pk Hr PM Pk HrControl 
Type
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Appendix Table-1 (Continued)
Roadway Segments LOS Summary

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Functional 
Capacity 

Configuration
AADT LOS

Interstate 5 mainline – from I-205 I/C to SR 120 I/C Caltrans 8-Ln Freeway 160,000 F 8-Ln Freeway 168,100 F 8-Ln Freeway 169,300 F 8-Ln Freeway 334,100 F 8-Ln Freeway 342,020 F 8-Ln Freeway 340,160 F
Interstate 5 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to Lathrop Rd I/C Caltrans 6-Ln Freeway 106,000 D 6-Ln Freeway 111,200 D 6-Ln Freeway 112,200 E 8-Ln Freeway 265,800 F 8-Ln Freeway 271,500 F 8-Ln Freeway 270,090 F
Interstate 5 mainline – from Lathrop Rd I/C to French Camp Rd I/C Caltrans 6-Ln Freeway 104,000 D 6-Ln Freeway 109,100 D 6-Ln Freeway 110,200 D 8-Ln Freeway 260,800 F 8-Ln Freeway 266,150 F 8-Ln Freeway 264,890 F
SR 120 mainline – from I-5 I/C to Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller Rd I/C Caltrans 4-Ln Freeway 77,000 E 4-Ln Freeway 79,300 F 4-Ln Freeway 82,200 F 6-Ln Freeway 172,900 F 6-Ln Freeway 187,040 F 6-Ln Freeway 183,570 F
SR 120 mainline – from Yosemite/Guthmiller I/C to Airport Way I/C Caltrans 4-Ln Freeway 63,000 D 4-Ln Freeway 66,100 D 4-Ln Freeway 67,200 D 6-Ln Freeway 141,500 F 6-Ln Freeway 153,040 F 6-Ln Freeway 149,820 F
SR 120 mainline – from Airport Way I/C to Main St I/C Caltrans 4-Ln Freeway 61,000 C 4-Ln Freeway 64,000 D 4-Ln Freeway 65,000 D 6-Ln Freeway 137,000 F 6-Ln Freeway 146,430 F 6-Ln Freeway 143,850 F
SR 120 mainline – from Main St I/C to SR 99 I/C Caltrans 4-Ln Freeway 70,000 D 4-Ln Freeway 73,400 D 4-Ln Freeway 74,300 D 6-Ln Freeway 157,200 F 6-Ln Freeway 165,210 F 6-Ln Freeway 163,050 F
SR 99 mainline – south of SR 120 I/C Caltrans 6-Ln Freeway 108,000 D 6-Ln Freeway 113,100 E 6-Ln Freeway 114,500 E 6-Ln Freeway 169,100 F 6-Ln Freeway 175,750 F 6-Ln Freeway 174,160 F
SR 99 mainline – from SR 120 I/C to East Yosemite Ave I/C Caltrans 6-Ln Freeway 88,000 C 6-Ln Freeway 92,300 D 6-Ln Freeway 93,200 D 6-Ln Freeway 137,800 F 6-Ln Freeway 141,010 F 6-Ln Freeway 140,310 F
SR 99 mainline – north of East Yosemite Ave I/C Caltrans 4-Ln Freeway 70,000 D 4-Ln Freeway 73,400 D 4-Ln Freeway 73,800 D 6-Ln Freeway 109,600 E 6-Ln Freeway 111,160 D 6-Ln Freeway 110,840 D
Yosemite Ave – from SR 120 I/C to D’Arcy Parkway Lathrop 2-Ln Arterial 5,000 A 2-Ln Arterial 5,300 A 2-Ln Arterial 9,100 A 2-Ln Arterial 16,700 A 6-Ln Arterial 27,250 A 6-Ln Arterial 25,070 A
Yosemite Ave – from D’Arcy Parkway to Airport Way Lathrop 3-Ln Arterial 6,700 A 3-Ln Arterial 8,000 A 3-Ln Arterial 10,800 A 4-Ln Arterial 25,300 D 6-Ln Arterial 37,710 B 6-Ln Arterial 34,590 B
Yosemite Ave – from Airport Way to Union Rd Manteca 5-Ln Arterial 17,200 A 4-Ln Arterial 18,800 A 4-Ln Arterial 20,800 A 5-Ln Arterial 27,300 C 5-Ln Arterial 35,220 E 5-Ln Arterial 33,310 E
Yosemite Ave – from Union Rd to Main St Manteca 3-Ln Arterial 6,900 A 4-Ln Arterial 8,000 A 4-Ln Arterial 9,200 A 4-Ln Arterial 13,000 A 5-Ln Arterial 17,570 C 5-Ln Arterial 16,560 C
Yosemite Ave – from Main St to SR 99 Manteca 5-Ln Arterial 13,100 A 4-Ln Arterial 13,700 A 4-Ln Arterial 15,100 A 4-Ln Arterial 18,300 B 5-Ln Arterial 21,210 A 5-Ln Arterial 20,600 A
Airport Way – from SR 120 I/C to Yosemite Ave Lathrop 3-Ln Arterial 10,100 A 3-Ln Arterial 10,500 A 3-Ln Arterial 10,800 A 6-Ln Arterial 22,500 A 6-Ln Arterial 28,190 C 6-Ln Arterial 28,100 C
Airport Way – from Yosemite Ave to Louise Ave Lathrop 3-Ln Arterial 10,400 A 3-Ln Arterial 6,900 A 3-Ln Arterial 11,000 A 6-Ln Arterial 32,800 B 6-Ln Arterial 34,400 B 6-Ln Arterial 33,920 B
Airport Way – from Louise Ave to Lathrop Rd Lathrop 3-Ln Arterial 6,200 A 3-Ln Arterial 6,400 A 3-Ln Arterial 6,600 A 6-Ln Arterial 23,700 A 6-Ln Arterial 24,460 A 6-Ln Arterial 24,270 A
McKinley Ave – from Yosemite Ave to Louise Ave Lathrop 2-Ln Arterial 4,300 A 2-Ln Arterial 4,500 A 2-Ln Arterial 5,700 A 2-Ln Arterial 10,200 B 4-Ln Arterial 14,190 A 4-Ln Arterial 13,200 A
McKinley Ave – from Louise Ave to Lathrop Rd Lathrop 2-Ln Arterial 1,400 A 2-Ln Arterial 1,500 A 2-Ln Arterial 2,200 A 2-Ln Arterial 6,100 A 2-Ln Arterial 7,910 A 2-Ln Arterial 7,480 A
Louise Ave – from I-5 to 5th St Lathrop 5-Ln Arterial 10,200 A 5-Ln Arterial 10,800 A 5-Ln Arterial 10,900 A 5-Ln Arterial 29,300 D 5-Ln Arterial 30,050 D 5-Ln Arterial 29,850 D
Louise Ave – from 5th St to Airport Way Lathrop 3-Ln Arterial 9,300 A 3-Ln Arterial 9,800 A 3-Ln Arterial 10,100 A 5-Ln Arterial 33,100 E 5-Ln Arterial 34,390 E 5-Ln Arterial 34,040 E
Note: AADT = Average Annual Daily Traffic, Ln = Lane, LOS = Level of Service, XX = Unacceptable LOS

2030 GP Base (City GP Land 
Uses on Project Site)2030 Base plus Project

Roadway/ Freeway Segment

2009 Base Year 2012 plus Project Phase 1 2030 Base (Current Project Site)Year 2012 Base
Agency 

Jurisdiction
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INTRODUCTION
Background

The California Water Code requires coordination between land use planning lead 
agencies and public water suppliers to ensure that prudent water supply planning has been 
conducted and that planned water supplies are adequate to meet both existing and planned 
future project demands.  Senate Bill 610 amended state law, effective January 1, 2002, to 
improve the link between information on water supply availability and certain land use decisions 
made by cities and counties.  The statute requires detailed information regarding water 
availability to be provided to the city and county decision-makers prior to approval of specified 
large development projects.  The statute also requires this detailed information be included in 
the administrative record that serves as the evidentiary basis for an approval action by the city 
or county on such projects.

Water Code Section 10910-109151 requires land use lead agencies to identify the public 
water system that may supply water for a proposed development project and to request from 
said public water system a water supply assessment (WSA) for the project.  The purpose of the 
WSA is to demonstrate that the public water system has sufficient water supplies to meet the 
water demands associated with the proposed project in addition to meeting the existing and 
planned future water demands projected for the next 20 years.  This WSA will be included as an 
appendix to the environmental document for the project described in this WSA, and the 
appropriate land use approval agency will consider the conclusions reached in this document 
when analyzing the project’s potential impacts on water supply.

Project Description
The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan encompasses approximately 384 

gross acres located in an unincorporated area of San Joaquin County (Plan Area), adjacent to 
the City of Lathrop (see Figure 1). The east and west boundaries of the Plan Area are defined 
by two tracks of the Union Pacific Railroad; the southern boundary is State Highway Route 120 
and northern boundary is defined by Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue, as shown on Figure 2.  
Although the Plan Area currently falls under the jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, it is within 
the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence and is included in the 2008 General Plan Update.2

  
1 All references are to the California Water Code.
2 City of Lathrop, Lathrop Gateway Business Park, Administrative Draft Specific Plan, July 2009, at p. 1-3. 
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Figure 1  Vicinity Map
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Figure 2  REGIONAL MAP
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The Land Use Plan proposes 67.6 net acres of new commercial office, 190.2 net acres 
of limited industrial uses, and 48.7 net acres of service commercial uses, which will allow for 
approximately 5 million square feet of developable space at typical densities throughout the site. 
The Plan also includes 11.2 acres net of open space, and 2.8 net acres divided between three 
well sites. The number of acres may vary slightly depending on more accurate survey 
information and the final alignment of roadways.3

Table 14 provides a summary of the land uses including a proposed FAR Average that 
was used to generate the maximum square footage of buildable area in the Plan Area:

The land uses for the proposed development are illustrated in Figure 3.  The Land Use Plan 
depicts three public or quasi-public facilities, consisting primarily of the pedestrian/biking 
greenway system along Yosemite Avenue, detention and retention basins, and public 
easements on the site.

  
3 Id. at p. 1-8.
4 Id. at p. 1-8, Table 1.1. 

Table 1. Land Use Summary 

Land Use 
Acreage 

[Net]1 

Total Sq. Ft. 
Per Land Use 

FAR 
Range 

FAR 
Average Max. Sq. Ft. 

Office/Commercial OC 67.6 2,945,527 .20 to .60 0.30 883,658 
Limited Industrial LI 190.2 8,285,983 .15 to .65 0.43 3,562,973 
Service 
Commercial 

SC 48.7 2,121,808 .15 to .66 0.43 912,377 

Well Site W 2.8 
Detention 2 D 3.9 
Open Space OS 11.2 

Subtotal 324.4 

Major & Existing Roads 3 59.4 

TOTAL 383.9 5,359,008 

1 Net acreage does not include existing and major roadways. 

2 Detention acreage is estimated; final acreage will be determined at time of final map. 
3 Major and existing roads include pedestrian and bicycle multi-use paths within the right-of-way. 
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Figure 3 LAND USE PLAN
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Pedestrian/Biking Greenway: Within the Plan Area, and in accordance with the Citywide 
Lathrop Bicycle Transportation Plan, a combination Class I (10-ft. bikeway separated from 
roadway) is planned to traverse the project site from the southwest corner along the south side 
of the existing Union Pacific Railroad alignment and along Yosemite Avenue to the site’s 
eastern boundary and beyond. This bikeway system will provide access to all main roads on 
the site, as well as to the Lathrop-Manteca ACE Transit station to the northeast of the Plan 
Area.

Detention/Retention Facilities: Land is allotted within the Plan Area for detention and/or 
retention facilities for the purpose of managing stormwater runoff and preventing flooding within 
the site and surrounding communities. Two primary areas have been designated for these 
facilities: 1) located within the central area (LI Land Use) to take site stormwater east and south 
of Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road and 2) located within the western area (OC Land Use) to 
take stormwater west and north of Yosemite/Guthmiller. The Land Use Plan has allotted 3.9 
acres for detention/retention uses; however, more precise calculations will be necessary as 
specific site plans are designed and reviewed in future stages of specific project development 
approvals.

Open Space: Within the Plan Area, open space is designated as landscape buffer and 
sloping banks between on-site land uses and major roadways, including SR 120. Other 
easements and greenways are also considered part of the opens space designation.

The City of Lathrop will be responsible for providing water service to the Plan Area. The 
sources of water shall be groundwater from existing wells and/or an expansion of the City’s well 
field with the possible development of surface water sources from Phase 1/Phase 2 expansion 
of the South County Surface Water Supply Program (SCSWSP) by the South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District (SSJID). Surface water will be treated off-site at a central facility outside of the 
City of Lathrop. Groundwater may be treated at the existing Well #21 site within the project 
area or possibly at the new well heads. It is also possible that arsenic treatment of groundwater 
could occur at an offsite central facility. The Plan Area has included the use of reclaimed water 
to irrigate public open space areas and landscape corridors. A separate distribution system is 
proposed to allow the use of this non-potable water as a measure to conserve potable water 
supplies.5

Project Water Demand
This WSA assumes that the Project will be completed through full build-out in the future, and 
assesses the Project’s potential water demands based on a full build-out scenario at the highest 

  
5 Id. at p. 1-12 – 1-13.
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anticipated density.  Based upon those assumptions, the total water needs for the Project are 
estimated at approximately 698.5 acre feet annually at build-out, as summarized in Table 2.6

Table 2:
PLAN AREA WATER DEMAND BY LAND USE SUMMARY

Land Use Designation Average Water 
Demand Factor 

(gpd/ac)

Acres Average 
Demand (gpd)

Service Commercial 1500 51.2 76,800

Office Commercial 2000 70.4 140,800

Limited Industrial 2000 203.0 406,000

Major Road 0 56.6 0

Well Site 0 2.7 0

Open Space 0 0.0 0

Total:                                                                 383.9 623,600

Acre Feet Demand: 698.5

Comparison of Existing Conditions and Project Conditions

The Plan Area encompasses approximately 384± gross acres and a total of 81 parcels, 
of which there are 2 general ownership groups: sponsoring property owners and non-
sponsoring property owners. The sponsoring property owners, who control approximately 215± 
net acres, or 56% of the Plan Area agreed to financially sponsor the preparation of this Specific 
Plan document and the supporting infrastructure engineering studies.7

The Plan Area includes a variety of existing land uses: agricultural interspersed with 
rural residential, service, office, church and industrial uses. Agricultural uses are located in the 
southern and central Plan Area. Rural homes sites are distributed along McKinley Avenue and 
Yosemite Avenue in the Plan Area. Other residential and mixed light industrial uses are located 
on the northern site boundary along Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue. The industrial uses are 
located in the western boundary Plan Area, both north and south of Yosemite Avenue. No 
parcels within the Plan Area are under Williamson Act contracts.8

  
6 Id. at p. 6-6, Table 6.1.
7 Id. at p. 1-5.
8 Id. 
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The Plan Area is surrounded by a variety of existing land uses. To the north, within the 
City of Lathrop, are industrial uses, the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant, a PG&E electrical 
substation, agricultural and vacant land, and the existing Lathrop-Manteca Altamont Commuter 
Express (ACE) Train station. To the south, within San Joaquin County and the City of Manteca, 
are developing lands: residential, commercial, business, and public uses. Proposed and 
approved projects for the area include Southwest Manteca Employment Center, an area of 
approximately 1,408 acres, a high-tech business industrial park, and the Oakwood Lakes 
Subdivision. To the east, in Manteca, new commercial development is approved for Manteca 
Big League Dreams Sports Park, a 30 acre City-owned recreational sports complex, with an 
adjacent regional commercial center. To the west are existing industrial land uses as well as 
Interstate 5. The current utilization of the Project Area is displayed in Figure 49.

Figure 4  Existing Land Uses

  
9 Id. at p. 2-9, Figure 2.4.
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As described above, development of the property to Project Conditions at full build-out 
will require 698.5 AFA.  However, it is important to note that current water demands within the 
Plan Area are met with groundwater supplies. Development of the Plan Area will result in 
surface water being the primary source of supply for the land, and an overall reduction in 
groundwater use. The purpose of the WSA is to demonstrate that the City has planned water 
supplies to meet the water demands associated with the Plan, in addition to meeting the existing 
and planned future water demands projected for the next 20 years.

Current Water Supply Condition
The City of Lathrop will be responsible for providing water service to the Plan Area. The

sources of water will be a combination of surface and groundwater.  Surface water will be the 
primary source of water from Phase 1/Phase 2 expansion of the SCSWSP. Surface water will 
be supplemented with groundwater from existing wells and/or an expansion of the City’s well 
field. Groundwater may be treated at the existing Well #21 site within the project area or 
possibly at the new well heads. It is also possible that arsenic treatment of groundwater could 
occur at an offsite central facility.

The Plan Area has included the use of reclaimed water to irrigate public open space 
areas and landscape corridors. A separate distribution system is proposed to allow the use of 
this non-potable water as a measure to conserve potable water supplies.

Overview of Project Area Future Water Demands
Potable Water

Potable water will be supplied to the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan by 
the City of Lathrop. The City is expected to provide potable (1) groundwater from expansion of 
the City’s well field, and (2) surface water from Phase 1 and/or the Phase 2 expansion of the 
SCSWSP. It is anticipated that approximately two-thirds of the water needed for the Plan Area 
will come from the SCSWSP, with the remainder coming from the expansion of City wells.
There is an identified need for as many as three City well sites within the Plan Area (wells 
Number 21 through 23). As shown on Figure 6.1, Well Number 21 is constructed and located 
with a water treatment facility within the Plan Area, while the City has purchased a site for future 
Well 22. The site for Well 23 has not yet been purchased, but has been identified.10

  
10 Id. at p. 6-4.
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In accordance with the requirements of the State of California, the City has prepared a 
citywide Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and this project-specific WSA. These studies 
evaluate the City’s current and future water demands (including those of the Plan Area) against 
water supplies to ensure that adequate water is, or will be, available to accommodate the 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan. The studies conclude that with the combined 
groundwater and SCSWSP surface water sources there are adequate water supplies available 
to serve the Plan Area.

Table 2, above, identifies Plan Area water demand per the Lathrop Gateway Business 
Park Specific Plan WSAR. The availability of potable water is a primary factor regulating the 
level of development provided for in the Plan Area.

In addition to the potable supply, the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan 
plans to make maximum use of recycled wastewater for the irrigation of public rights of way and 
open space. Further, the potential exists for the irrigation of private open space areas and other 
landscaping with the use of recycled wastewater. Table 3 identifies the potential acres available 
for use of recycled wastewater in the Project area.11

Table 3: Irrigated Area 

Land Use Description

Assumed 
Landscape 

Factor 

Total Acres Estimated
Landscape 

Area

Major Road 20% 56.6 11.3 
Open Space 10% 0.0 0.0 
Total 56.6 11.3 

Recycled Water12

The Plan Area will maximize reuse opportunities for recycled water. The term “recycled 
water” refers to wastewater that has been treated and disinfected to tertiary levels. Water 
treated to this level has been determined by governmental regulations to be acceptable for 
human contact without cause for concern and is commonly used for irrigation. The use of 
recycled water is regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the 
Department of Health Services, which apply stringent water quality, treatment and disinfection 
standards.

  
11 Id. at p. 6-11, Table 6.3.
12 Id. at p. 6-9.
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The use of recycled water for irrigation serves to conserve potable water for other uses. 
In addition, in the event the potable water supply is limited at any time, such as a “dry year” 
situation, the use of recycled water ensures a supply for landscaped areas and reduces the 
likelihood that potable water would be needed for this purpose. The Lathrop Gateway Business 
Park Specific Plan proposes to make recycled water available for public irrigation uses. This 
includes irrigation of landscaped areas within street rights-of-way and open space. In addition, 
there may be potential for the use of recycled water for private irrigation uses as well, such as 
common open space areas.

Ponds and Disposal Fields13

Recycled water not utilized for on-site irrigation will be piped off-site to be held in ponds
and/or used for land application disposal. One or more storage ponds are required to provide 
both daily and seasonal storage of the recycled water.

Based on general information about the depth to groundwater in the area and a 
preliminary estimate of the required storage volume at full build-out of the Lathrop Gateway 
Business Park Specific Plan, it is anticipated that the storage ponds will be constructed partially 
below and partially above the elevation of the existing ground. The portion above grade is likely 
to be constructed with earthen berms not to exceed 15 feet high. It is expected that the storage 
ponds will include a synthetic liner in order to minimize seepage into the ground and possible 
adverse impacts to groundwater. The required area of the ponds is dependent on their depth as 
well as the amount of recycled water to be stored. The storage volume depends in turn on the 
amount of recycled water that can be disposed of through irrigation.

Approximately 11.3 acres of land will be irrigated within the developed portion of the 
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan as listed in Table 6.3, if approved by the 
RWQCB. A preliminary estimate indicates that the minimum overall off-site pond area to serve 
full buildout of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan is approximately 22 acres, 
assuming an average pond depth of 14 feet with an additional two feet of freeboard (berms 12 
feet above ground and pond bottom four feet below ground) and assuming 95 acres of off-site 
irrigated disposal fields. Ponds and disposal fields located in the North Lathrop area were 
previously approved, with the Central Lathrop Specific Plan project, by the RWQCB in the City’s 
Report of Waste Discharge.

  
13 Id. at p. 6-11.
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Overview of City Future Water Demands
The City’s UWMP identified the population for the City in January of 2009 at 

approximately 17,671.  Based on the anticipated rate of development described in the City of 
Lathrop Master Plan, population projects for the City are shown in Table 4.14

Table 4
City of Lathrop Population Projects

Year East Lathrop Central 
Lathrop

Mossdale 
Landing

Stewart Tract Total

2010 12,900 9,292 5,408 6,254 33,854

2015 13,600 13,492 5,408 12,412 44,912

2020 14,200 15,492 5,408 22,046 57,146

2025 14,800 16,891 5,408 31,680 68,779

2030 17,500 18,292 5,408 31,680 71,080

These population projections include the Plan Area population at build-out. The anticipated rate 
of development used in the UWMP was developed in the City of Lathrop Master Plan.  The 
UWMP itself included the water demands of the Plan Area at build-out, based upon the 
evaluation in the WSS.  The WSS evaluated current customer water uses and extrapolated 
those uses throughout the City for proposed development.  The WSS anticipated the approval 
of the “South Lathrop” development application, which includes the Plan Area.15  City’s UWMP 
identified the population for the City in January of 2009 at approximately 17,671.  Based on the 
anticipated rate of development described in the City of Lathrop Master Plan, population 
projects for the City are shown in Table 4.16

  
14 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan at p. 1-5, Table 1.
15 Id. at p. 18, and Figure 6.
16 Id. at p. 1-5, Table 1.
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ELEMENTS OF A WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT

California Water Code section 10910 describes the specific requirements of a water 
supply assessment; this WSA is structured accordingly.

Determine if Project is Subject to CEQA [Section 10910(a)]
The City of Lathrop and San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission have 

determined that the Project is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Code §§21000 et seq.

Does the Project meet the definition of a Project? [Section 10912(a)]
Water Code section 10912(a) defines a “project” as:

(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.
(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 

persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.
(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more 

than 250,000 square feet of floor space.
(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms.
(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to 

house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 
650,000 square feet of floor area.

(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision.
(7) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount 

of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.
Because the Project Area would include more than the required square footage of floor 

space at full build-out, the Specific Plan being prepared for the Project qualifies as a “project” as 
defined by Water Code section 10912(a).

Identify Responsible Public Water System [Section 10910(b)]
The City of Lathrop has been identified as the responsible public water system purveyor 

for the Project.
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Is There a Current Urban Water Management Plan that Included the Project Water 
Demands? [Section 10910(c)]

In 2003, the City prepared its first UWMP because the number of customers served by 
the City water system exceeded 3,000.  The City began preparing its current UWMP in 2005.  
Completion of the UWMP, however, was deferred while the City conducted a water supply 
study, which was completed in January of 2009. The final 2006 UWMP was adopted in August
of 2009.

The 2005 Urban Water Management Plan adopted for the City included the projected 
water demand associated with the proposed Project and applied forecasted water supply 
conditions through 2030. Hence, the 2005 UWMP, and the information therein, is incorporated 
into this WSA by this reference, and can be utilized to comply with Sections 10910(d), (e), (f) 
and (g).  

Identify Existing Water Supplies for the Project [Section 10910(d)]
Section 10910(d) requires identification of existing water supply entitlements, water 

rights, or water service contracts relevant to the Project and a description of the quantities of 
water obtained by the City of Lathrop pursuant to these water supply entitlements, water rights, 
or water service contracts in previous years.  

Potable water supply for the City is a combination of groundwater from the City well 
system and surface water from the SCWSP. The SCWSP is the principal long-term water 
source for the City. Potable water supplies must have sufficient capacity to meet maximum day 
demands under various emergency conditions. Peak hour demands will be met through 
storage. City water storage facilities must possess capacity for equalization, fire fighting, and 
emergencies. The City also uses recycled municipal wastewater for limited approved 
agricultural and landscape applications.17

Surface Water [Section 10910(d)]
Surface water supplies must be documented by:
(1) describing the quantities of water received in prior years.
(2) Identifying any existing entitlements, water rights, and water service contracts held, and
(3) Providing written contracts or other proof of entitlements, water rights, and service 

contracts for the supplies, copies of relevant capital outlay programs, federal, state and 
  

17 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan at p. 106.
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local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with delivering the 
supplies, if any, and regulatory approvals required in order to convey or deliver the 
supply.

The City’s surface water supply is provided by the SSJID through the SCSWSP. The 
SCWSP is the principal long-term water source for the City.  The SCSWSP consists of the Nick 
C. DeGroot Water Treatment Plant in Oakdale and water transmission facilities that deliver 
treated potable water to the cities participating in the project: Manteca, Escalon, Lathrop, and 
Tracy (Participating Cities).18 Surface water supply is contracted in two phases. Phase I is 
currently in service and makes 8,007 AFY of water available to the City. The City began using 
surface water from the SCWSP in 2005, and plans to use the maximum amount available from 
Phase I (8,007 acre feet) in 2010.19

Phase II of the SCWSP is scheduled for completion in 2020, and will supply the City with 
11,791 AFY. The maximum reduction in surface water supply has been estimated at 
approximately 18 percent during single and multiple hydrological dry years through review of 
existing surface water modeling analysis.20

The source of supply for the SCSWSP is SSJID's pre-1914 and post-1914 appropriative 
water rights on the Stanislaus River.  SSJID's water rights are made more reliable by a 1988 
Agreement and Stipulation with the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR) regarding 
New Melones Dam Reservoir operation. On October 1, 1995, the City signed the Water Supply 
Development Agreement (Development Agreement) with SSJID as part of the SCSWSP. See 
ATTACHMENT 1. The Development Agreement extends through 2029, and provides that the 
agreement will either be extended upon mutually agreeable terms, or the project will be 
transferred to the Participating Cites and SSJID will continue to supply water to the project.21  
The Development Agreement allots the City a maximum 8,007 AFY and 11,791 AFY of treated 
potable water during Phase I and Phase II of the project, respectively. Surface water supply 
provided by the SCSWSP to the Participating Cities during normal hydrologic supply is 
presented in Table 5.22

  
18 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, January 2009, at p. 4.
19 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan at p. 3-10, Table 7.
20 City of Lathrop Water Supply Study, January 2009, at p. 4.
21 1995 Water Supply Development Agreement at p. 28. 
22 Id., Exhibit A at p. A-1.
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Table 5 SCSWSP Phased Water Allotments during Normal Year Supply

Water Supply Project Allotment (AFY)City

Phase 1 Phase 2

Escalon 2,015 2,799

Lathrop 8,007 11,791

Manteca 11,500 18,500

Tracy 10,000 10,000

SSJID prepared an Operation Report (AD Consultants, 1999) to evaluate the water 
supply availability to the SCSWSP. The Operation Report was analyzed to determine the single 
and multiple dry year surface water reductions to the SCSWSP and conclusions were compiled 
in a 2008 memorandum.23 This memorandum is included as ATTACHMENT 2. The memorandum 
stated that the Operation Report evaluated the water supply availability to the SCSWSP during 
a 71-year historic hydrologic period to make predictions on future supplies, because it is not
possible to predict future hydrologic conditions.24 Evaluating the SCSWSP with historic 
hydrologic records is a reasonable way of estimating the future water supplies from the
SCSWSP. The Operations Study results consist of tables containing the hydrologic modeling 
results. These tables present the supplies, demands, and shortages of water to SSJID’s 
agricultural users and the Participating Cities throughout the 71-year historic hydrologic period.25

The largest single year water supply shortage would be similar to water year 1977. 
Results from the modeling indicate that in Phase I and Phase II, the largest single year water 
supply shortage could be 47,000 and 50,000 AF respectively26. The largest multiple (3 
consecutive years) year water supply shortage would be similar to water years 1975 to 1977. 
These three years were not all classified as dry years, but represent the largest water supply 
shortage in any consecutive 3 year period. Results from the modeling indicate that in Phase I 
and Phase II the multiple year water supply shortage would be 0, 19, and 47 TAF and 0, 19, and 
50 TAF respectively27. The total water demand in Phase I and Phase II is estimated at 263 TAF 

  
23 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, Dry Year Surface Water Reduction Working Draft Technical Memorandum, 
September 2008. 
24 Id. at p. 3. 
25 Id.
26 Id.
27 Id.
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and 270 TAF, respectively. The results of the interpretation of the Operation Study are 
presented in Table 6.28

Table 6.  SCSWSP Estimated Water Supply Shortages
Estimated Water Supply ReductionHydrologic Condition

Acre-Feet/Year % of Total

Phase 1

Single Dry Year 47,000 17.9%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 1 0 0.0%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 2 19,000 7.2%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 3 47,000 17.9%

Phase II

Single Dry Year 50,000 18.5%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 1 0 0.0%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 2 19,000 7.0%

Multiple Dry Year – Year 3 50,000 18.5%

According to the City's contract with SSJID, the City's water supply would be reduced by 
the percentage of the total water supply reduction. The City's contract states: 

Allocation of Shortages. The District (SSJID) shall allocate any shortage or interruption 
in supply of water available for delivery by District hereunder between agricultural users 
and the Project (SCSWSP) Participants such that any percentage reduction in the 
delivery of water to the City is approximately equal to the percentage reduction in the 
delivery of water to the District's agricultural customers.29

The contracted surface water supplies to the City from the SCSWSP for Phase I and Phase II 
are 8,007 and 11,791 AFY respectively. The City's estimated water supply reductions and 
available waters supply during single and multiple dry years are presented in Table 7.30

  
28 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, January 2009, at p. 6, Table 4.
29 1995 Water Supply Development Agreement at p. 13, Section 8(b).
30 City of Lathrop Water Supply Study, January 2009, at p. 7, Table 5.
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Table 7.  Estimated Dry Year SCSWSP Supplies to City 

Estimated Water Supply Reduction Estimated Water Supply ReductionHydrologic Condition

Acre-Feet/Year % of Total Acre-Feet/Year % of Total

Phase 1

Normal Year 0 0.0% 8,007 100.0%

Single Dry Year 1,431 17.9% 6,576 82.1%

Multiple Dry Year 1 0 0.0% 8,007 100.0%

Multiple Dry Year 2 578 7.2% 7,429 92.8%

Multiple Dry Year 3 1,431 17.9% 6,576 82.1%

Phase II

Normal Year 0 0.0% 11,791 100.0%

Single Dry Year 2,184 18.5% 9,507 81.5%

Multiple Dry Year 1 0 0.0% 11,791 100%

Multiple Dry Year 2 830 7.0% 10,961 93.0%

Multiple Dry Year 3 2,184 18.5% 9,607 81.5%

Phase II of the SCSWSP will be required to meet the City’s water demands at full build-
out, and will be constructed by SSJID upon request.  

Section 10910(d)(2)(B) requires copies of a capital outlay program for financing the 
delivery of a water supply that has been adopted by the public water system. Generally, the 
financial program for development of the additional groundwater supplies has been completed 
at a planning level in the City’s Integrated Master Plan Documents, incorporated herein by 
reference.31

Financing for Phase II of the SCSWSP. . . .

Section 10910(d)(2)(C) requires Federal, state, and local permits for construction of 
necessary infrastructure associated with delivering the water supply. Any new wells required for 
full build-out supply will be added to the City’s California Department of Health Services (DHS) 
permit to serve potable water supplies.  The design of those facilities will require coordination 
with DHS.  Construction of Phase II of the SCSWSP will . . . .

  
31 City of Lathrop, Integrated Master Plan Documents, June 2000 (Rev. 2/01) (rev. 11/04).
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Section 10910(d)(2)(D) requires any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in 
order to be able to convey or deliver the water supply. The groundwater and surface water 
facilities required to serve demand at build-out will be added to the City’s DHS permit to serve 
potable water supplies within its service area.  The design of those facilities will require 
coordination with DHS.  No other regulatory approvals are anticipated. 

Groundwater [Section 10910(f)] 
If the water sources that will serve the project include groundwater, specific groundwater 

information must be included in the assessment as set forth below. The City currently exercise 
(and will continue to exercise) their rights as overlying owners and groundwater appropriators to 
extract groundwater from the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-Basin underlying the City for delivery to 
its customers. 

Prior to surface water becoming available from the SCSWSP, the City relied solely on 
local groundwater wells to meet municipal and industrial demands. The Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) has identified the local groundwater basin as in a “critical condition of 
overdraft due to extraction rates higher than safe yield.”32 While groundwater levels have 
stayed nearly constant, the shallow groundwater aquifer is experiencing an increase in salinity 
measured through Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). As part of this WSS, groundwater modeling 
efforts were performed that updated an existing groundwater model to reflect recent 
groundwater flow conditions and predict future groundwater flows and trends in water quality 
with regards to TDS. Groundwater modeling results indicate that TDS is expected migrate 
eastward, increasing groundwater concentrations in the City to levels above state mandated 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) within approximately 10 years. Furthermore, the aquifer
contains naturally occurring arsenic that are above the state mandated MCL. The amount of 
groundwater supply is determined by the number of groundwater wells and pumps the City 
utilizes. Currently, the City has 4 groundwater wells (wells 6, 7, 8 and 9) with a maximum 
capacity of 8,064 AFY. A fifth groundwater well, well 10, is under construction and planned to 
become operational by 2010.33

The City will manage groundwater for long term sustainability and use through 
conjunctive use with the surface water supplies described above. Conjunctive use implies that 
groundwater will be preserved as the last source of supply that is used if surface water supplies 
are insufficient to meet water demands. In wet years, when surface water is more plentiful, the 

  
32 California Department of Water Resources, Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater, 2003 Update.
33 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, January 2009. 
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groundwater basin is allowed to recover through in-lieu recharge (i.e., allowing natural recharge 
to occur from streams and rivers by pumping at lower extraction amounts), and in the dry years, 
groundwater is extracted at higher amounts to meet the shortfall of surface water supplies in 
meeting M&I water demands. The result is that groundwater levels are managed at or near 
current levels. This WSA recognizes the need to protect the groundwater resource that is 
already threatened by salinity intrusion, and to provide a plan to protect the groundwater 
resources indefinitely. 

(1) A review of any information contained in the urban water management plan relevant 
to the identified water supply for the proposed project.

The City’s UWMP (based upon the calculations in the WSS) calculated past, current and 
projected supplies of groundwater and surface water, which are summarized in Table 8.34

Table 8
PAST, CURRENT, AND PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY (1990-2030)

FOR THE CITY OF LATHROP
Year Groundwater 

pumping
AFA

Surface Water 
Deliveries

AFA

Total

1990 1,638 -- 1,638
2000 2,538 -- 2,518
2005 2,527 640 3,167
2010 6,048 8,007 14,055
2015 8,064 8,007 16,071
2020 12,096 8,007 20,103
2025 12,096 11,791 23,887
2030 12,096 11,791 23,887

In addition, the UWMP sets forth the current and projected water supply and demand through 
2030, set forth in Table 9.35

  
34 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan at p. 3-10, Table 7.
35 Id. at p. 6-1, Table 22.
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Table 9
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISION (AFY)

FOR THE CITY OF LATHROP
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Supply Totals 14,055 16,071 20,103 23,887 23,887
Demand Totals 9,884 14,112 18,043 20,511 20,867
Difference 4,171 1,959 2,060 3,376 3,020

Water demands for the existing City and other anticipated developments can be 
compared to available supply under various delivery conditions. In Table 1036, combined water 
demands are listed versus supply during hydrologic normal, single-dry, and multi-dry years. 
Surface water supply is reduced proportionally with subsequent entitlements and increased 
groundwater pumping is used to make up the difference. The projections suggest that such a 
strategy would be reliable in terms of water quantity but saltwater intrusion could impact water 
quality. Table 11 assumes a reduction in supply during single-dry year and multiple-dry year 
events with no change in demand.37

In order to address long-term issues of water quality in dry years, the City intends to 
implement Demand Management Measures (DMM), which are the same as the 14 BMPs 
outlined by the California Urban Water Conservation Council, and other consumption-reduction 
methods.  During the next two to five years, the City intends to fully implement all of the DMMs 
described in the UWMP, which are incorporated herein by this reference. The City has the 
authority to implement programs as they are adopted as part of City ordinances.  In addition, the 
City will require developer-implemented conservation measures as presented in the UWMP.  
Table 1138 shows combined water demands versus supply during hydrologic normal, single-dry, 
and multi-dry years, with a 20 percent reduction in demand under multiple-dry year conditions. 
This analysis demonstrates that the use of conservation measures can reduce demand levels to 
significantly less than available water supply during multiple-dry years.39

  
36 Id. at p. 6-2, Table 23.
37 Id. at p. 6-1.
38 Id. at p. 6-3, Table 24. 
39 Id. at p. 6-1.
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Table 10
SUMMARY OF WATER DEMAND VERSUS SUPPLY DURING HYDROLOGIC
NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND MULTI-DRY YEARS FOR CITY OF LATHROP

WITH NO CHANGE IN DEMAND40

AVAILABLE WATER SUPPLY

Normal Year AFY Single-Dry Year Drought Multi-Dry Year Drought

DIFFERENCE

Year Projected 
Demand 

Groundwater 
Pumping

Surface 
Water 

Deliveries

Total Groundwater 
Pumping

Surface 
Water 

Deliveries

Total Groundwater 
Pumping

Surface 
Water 

Deliveries

Total Normal 
Year

Single 
Dry-
Year

Multi-
Dry 
Year

2010 9,884 6,048 8,007 14,055 6,048 6,574 12,622 6,048 6,574 12,622 4,171 2,738 2,738

2015 14,112 8,064 8,007 16,071 8,064 6,574 14,638 8,064 6,574 14,638 1,959 526 526

2020 18,043 12,096 8,007 20,103 12,096 6,574 18,670 12,096 6,574 18,670 2,060 627 627

2025 20,511 12,096 11,791 23,887 12,096 9,610 21,706 12,096 9,610 21,706 3,376 1,195 1,195

2030 20,876 12,096 11,791 23,887 12,096 9,610 21,706 12,096 9,610 21,706 3,020 839 839

  
40 Id. at p. 6-2, Table 23.
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Table 11
SUMMARY OF PROJECTED WATER DEMAND VERSUS SUPPLY DURING HYDROLOGIC

NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND MULTI-DRY YEARS FOR CITY OF LATHROP
WITH REDUCTION IN DEMAND FOR MULTI-DRY YEARS41

AVAILABLE WATER SUPPLY

Normal Year AFY Single-Dry Year 
Drought 

Multi-Dry Year Drought

DIFFERENCE

Year Projected 
Demand42

Projected 
Demand43

Total Total Total Normal Year Single 
Dry Year

Multi
Dry Year

2010 9,884 9,884 14,055 12,622 12,622 4,171 2,738 4,715

2015 14,112 14,112 16,071 14,638 14,638 1,959 526 3,348

2020 18,043 18,043 20,103 18,670 18,670 2,060 627 4,236

2025 20,511 20,511 23,887 21,706 21,706 3,376 1,195 5,297

2030 20,876 20,876 23,887 21,706 21,706 3,020 839 5,012

  
41 Id. at p. 6-3, Table 24
42 Existing City baseline demand plus anticipated additional future growth for Normal Year and Single-Dry Year Condition. 
43 Existing City baseline demand plus anticipated additional future growth for Multi-Dry Year condition, with 20% demand reduction.
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(2) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the proposed project will be 
supplied.  For basins that have not been adjudicated, information as to whether the department 

has identified the basin or basins as overdrafted or has projected that the basin will become 
overdrafted if present management conditions continue, in the most current bulletin of 
the department that characterizes the condition of the groundwater basin, and a 
detailed description by the public water system of the efforts being undertaken in the 
basin or basins to eliminate the long-term overdraft condition.

Description of the Groundwater Basin
The City’s groundwater supply is from the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-Basin of the 

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin as defined by the Department of Water 
Resources’ Bulletin 118, and shown on Figure 544. The basin is located in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta sub-region, a part of the Central Valley aquifer system that occupies most of the 
large basin in central California between the Sierra Nevada and the Coastal Range Mountains. 
Most of the fresh groundwater is estimated to be located at depths of less than 1,000 feet and 
most of the shallow groundwater is unconfined. Groundwater elevations in the fall, after high-
use summer months, average about three feet lower than groundwater elevations in the spring. 
Historically, the use of groundwater throughout the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater 
Basin has created an overdraft condition in the groundwater aquifer. Overdraft occurs when the 
rate of groundwater extraction exceeds the rate of groundwater recharge. According to DWR 
Bulletin 118, the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin is in a critical condition of 
overdraft due to extraction rates higher than the aquifer safe yield. However, groundwater 
overdraft is not typically a problem in the southern portion of the basin, particularly in areas 
within SSJID, which has sufficient surface water supplies and conveyance facilities and have 
historically not relied heavily on groundwater for irrigation.45 As shown on Figure 646, 
groundwater levels in the Lathrop area are not as seriously impacted by overdraft as in the 
eastern areas of the county. The safe yield of an aquifer is defined as the maximum rate of 
groundwater extraction that can be regularly withdrawn without causing adverse impacts to 

groundwater levels and quality. The estimated safe yield of the groundwater basin is 

  
44 Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority, Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan, September 2004, at p. 23. 
45 San Joaquin County Water Management Plan, October 2001, Volume 1 at p. 2-2.
46 Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority, Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan, September 2004, at p. 63, Figure 2-20.
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Figure 5. Groundwater Sub-Basins of San Joaquin County
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Figure 6. Simulated Groundwater Levels Under Baseline Conditions
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approximately 618,000 AFY, resulting in an average 0.87 AFY/acre across the entire basin.47

However, in the groundwater analysis undertaken by SSJID in its 1999 Environmental Impact 
Report for the SCSWSP, SSJID concluded that the estimated safe yield for the basin is 1.00 
AFY/acre.48  This is the yield that is used in the City’s UWMP. The City’s conclusion is that the 
1.00 AFY/acre yield is more appropriate to the southern portion of the basin, due to a variety of 
factors, such as groundwater pumping, groundwater quality, aquifer transmissivity, and 
proximity to basin boundaries.49 The total available groundwater storage capacity of the basin is 
about 42,400,000 AF and the groundwater in storage in the aquifer is roughly on the order of 
one to two hundred years if present pumping trends and overdraft of the basin continue based 
on existing studies.50

Estimated Overdraft and Safe Yield
The estimated overdraft of the groundwater basin is approximately 113,000 AFY (DWR, 2006). 
Groundwater levels have declined in the basin since the 1960’s with the groundwater levels 
found in
eastern San 
Joaquin 
County, east of 
the City of 
Stockton. The 
City’s 
groundwater 
levels,
however, have 
remained 
stable the past 
two decades 
when taking 
into account 
seasonal variations and  Figure 7  Location of Monitoring Well M

  
47 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, at p. 3-3.
48 South San Joaquin Irrigation District, South County Surface Water Supply Project, Environmental Impact Report, 
July 1999, at p. 5-15.
49 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, January 2009 at p. 9.
50 DWR, 2006; San Joaquin County Department of Public Works, 2004.
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drought51, as shown on Figures 7 and 8.  Figure 752 shows the location of Monitoring Well M in 
the City of Lathrop. Figure 853 shows the hydrograph for Well M, illustrating the groundwater 
level trend under the City. This figure illustrates a historically modest drop in groundwater 
levels, even though the City’s historic sole source of supply was groundwater.  

The moderate downward trend in groundwater levels underlying the City is expected to 
decrease or disappear as a result of implementation of the SCSWSP.  Full implementation of 
the SCSWSP will provide a net reduction of groundwater pumping from the Basin of 
approximately 30,000 AFA. While historically the City’s pumping has exceeded the 1.0 AF per 
acre safe yield of the Basin, use of surface water from the SCSWSP will allow the City to pump 
groundwater within the safe yield.54 Full utilization of surface water supplied by the SCSWSP by 
all Participating Cities will not only improve groundwater levels underlying the City, but are 
anticipated to increase groundwater levels in the Stockton area by approximately 14 percent, 
and by 3 percent in the eastern area of the county where groundwater levels are lowest.55

Basin Boundaries, Soils, Storage Capacity
City wells are located in the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin. The basin 

is located in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta sub-region, a part of the Central Valley aquifer
system that occupies most of a large basin in central California between the Sierra Nevada and
the Coastal Range Mountains.56 The basin is not adjudicated; however, a basin management
plan has been created. The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin Groundwater 
Management Plan (ESJGB-GMP) was prepared in September 2004 by the Northeastern San 
Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority. The purpose of the ESJGB-GMP is “to review, 
enhance, assess, and coordinate existing groundwater management policies and programs in 
Eastern San Joaquin County and to develop new policies and programs to ensure the long-term 
sustainability of groundwater resources in Eastern San Joaquin County.”

The available groundwater supply for the City is projected to increase by 2020.57

Groundwater levels have declined in the basin since the 1960s with the lowest groundwater 
levels found in eastern San Joaquin County. Groundwater levels at City wells, however, have 

  
51 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, at p. 3-3.
52 Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority, Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan, at p. 50.
53 Id. at p. 63
54 Id. at p. 127.
55 San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Water Management Plan, Volume 1 at p. 5-37.
56 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, at p. 3-3.
57 Id. at p. 3-3 and 3-7, Table 5.
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Figure 8  Hydrograph of Well M
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remained stable for the past two decades when taking into account seasonal variations and 
droughts.58 Specific siting studies and hydrogeological assessments are recommended for new 
wells to minimize potential impacts (such as saltwater intrusion) while optimizing groundwater 
extraction.

Most of the fresh groundwater is encountered at depths of less than 1,000 feet, and 
most of this shallow groundwater is unconfined. Several hydrologic formations underlie the 
Lathrop area; however, only the top two, the Victor and the Laguna formations, are currently
being used as a source of fresh water.59 A discussion of basin hydrogeology is provided in the
ESJGB-GMP. The Victor formation is the uppermost formation and extends from the ground
surface to a maximum depth of about 150 feet. Compared to the underlying formations, the
Victor formation is generally more permeable and the groundwater is typically unconfined.

The underlying Laguna formation includes discontinuous lenses of unconsolidated to
semi-consolidated sands and silts interspersed with lesser amounts of clay and gravel. The
Laguna formation is hydraulically connected to the Victor formation and is estimated to be 750
to 1,000 feet thick. Moderate permeability has been reported within the Laguna formation with
some highly permeable coarse-grained beds. Most of the municipal and industrial wells in the
Lathrop area penetrate through the Victor formation into the Laguna formation.60

Underlying Lathrop, the groundwater surface generally slopes from south to north, with 
the highest groundwater elevations occurring near Yosemite Avenue east of McKinley Avenue 
and the lowest groundwater elevations occurring along Roth Road. There are some localized
depressions due to industrial and municipal groundwater pumping operations. Groundwater
elevations in the fall, after the high-use summer months, average about 3 feet lower than
groundwater elevations in the spring. Historically, the quantity of water pumped from municipal 
wells and used by the City for the period from 1988 through 2008 is summarized in Table 14, 
below. During 2008, the City pumped 3,117 ac-ft of groundwater.61

In addition to the City potable water supply wells, there are water wells in the service 
area that serve private industrial facilities, Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) 
Sharpe Site, and agriculture. Two of the largest private industrial facilities are Pilkington and 
Simplot. Based on data from November 2004 through November 2005, Pilkington pumps 

  
58 Id. at p. 3-3.
59 Id. at p. 304.
60 Id. 
61 Id.
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approximately 0.14 mgd (154 ac-ft/yr) from its private supply well.62 Simplot estimates its usage 
at 0.5 mgd (560 ac-ft/yr).63 DDJC Sharpe pumps approximately 1.0 mgd from wells and allows 
approximately 0.6 mgd of treated water to percolate back into the groundwater basin, for a net 
groundwater extraction of approximately 0.4 mgd (450 ac-ft/yr). There are also 83 private 
agricultural wells within or near the City. Water usage for these wells is projected at 150 to 250 
ac-ft/yr considering typical agricultural operations. Combining municipal, industrial, and private 
(agricultural) demands results in an annual groundwater pumping range of approximately 4,430 
to 4,530 ac-ft/yr.64

Over the long-term planning horizon, however, the quantity of water pumped from 
private wells is expected to decrease.  While pumping from the private industrial facilities and 
the DDJC Sharpe Site will likely remain constant, the amount of groundwater pumped from 
private agricultural wells is expected to decrease.  The 1996 estimated agricultural water 
demand for the City was 21,225 AFA.65 That amount is expected to decrease to zero at 2030.66  
Consequently, the demand amount calculated for the City of Lathrop at 2030 in the UWMP 
reflects all water pumped from that portion of the groundwater basin underlying the City’s 
sphere of influence. 

(3) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater 
pumped by the public water system for the past five years from any groundwater basin 
from which the proposed project will be supplied.

Past Groundwater Pumping

Prior to surface water supplies becoming available from the SCSWSP, the City relied solely on 
local groundwater wells to meet municipal and industrial water demands. Currently, four 
groundwater supply wells supply potable water to City residents: Wells No. 6, 7, 8 and 9. Well 
No. 10 has been drilled and is awaiting a significant number of improvements and tie-in to the 
distribution system before being operational. Well No. 10 improvements include the 
construction of a masonry building, installation of a pump, water monitoring and telemetry, 

  
62 Id. at p. 3-6.
63 Id. 
64 Id.
65 Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority, Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan, at p. 76. 
66 Id. 
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chlorine injection system, fencing, and site security. It is recommended that Well No. 10 
become operational in the near future to meet water demands. Well No. 21 is not permitted to 
be used as a potable groundwater well by the California Department of Public Health due to the 
presence of coliform bacteria. Further investigations will be required prior to the use of Well No. 
21 as a groundwater source. Groundwater well capacities for existing and planned wells are 
shown in Table 12.67  

Table 12  CITY OF LATHROP WELL CAPACITIES
Well Name Well Status Capacity (MGD)

Well No. 6 Existing 2.0

Well No. 7 Existing 1.8

Well No. 8 Existing 1.8

Well No. 9 Existing 1.8

Well No. 10 Under Construction 1.8

Well No. 21 Existing (not in service) 1.8

Well No. 22 Proposed 1.8

Well No. 23 Proposed 1.8

Well No. 24 Proposed 1.8

The volumes of groundwater pumped at each well location by the City since 1997 are 
presented in Table 13.68 Groundwater wells typically operate less than their theoretical 
maximum capacities due to demand and storage constraints. Groundwater capacity is based 
on one well out of service and one pump on standby to meet peaking demand and emergencies 
with operating wells capable of achieving maximum capacity. Groundwater pumping decreased 
in 2005 because the City began receiving surface water from SSJID during this year. 

Table 13  GROUNDWATER PUMPING 1988 THROUGH 2007 (AFY)
Year Well No. 4 Well No. 5 Well No. 6 Well No. 7 Well No. 8 Well No. 9 Total

1988 296 313 936 -- -- -- 1,545
1989 -- 24 1,084 -- -- -- 1,108
1990 104 2 563 969 -- -- 1,638
1991 -- 38 292 916 -- -- 1,246
1992 -- 23 299 715 215 -- 1,252

  
67 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, at p. 8, Table 6. 
68 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan at p. 3-6, Table 4.
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1993 -- 45 378 932 112 -- 11,467
1994 -- 13 118 256 398 917 1,702
1995 -- -- 385 297 63 1,116 1,861
1996 -- -- 445 169 159 849 1,622
1997 -- -- 130 451 452 873 1,906
1998 -- -- 273 157 872 639 1,941
1999 -- -- 69 656 1,021 588 2,334
2000 -- -- 135 639 882 862 2,518
2001 -- -- 248 812 963 666 2,689
2002 -- -- 436 803 892 975 3,105
2003 -- -- 484 791 862 1,189 3,326
2004 -- -- 339 995 969 1,168 3,471
2005 -- -- 308 651 827 731 2,527
2006 -- -- 227 514 599 727 2,066
2007 -- -- 410 566 720 366 2,063
2008 -- -- 521 571 841 1,184 3,117

(4) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater that 
is projected to be pumped by the public water system from any basin from which the 
proposed project will be supplied.

Projected Groundwater Pumping
The Project water demands of approximately 698.5 AFA at build out will be met using a 

combination of surface and groundwater.  Even with a full supply of surface water form the 
SCSWSP, groundwater pumping is projected to increase by the year 2030. Projected 
groundwater extractions are summarized in Table 14.69 These projections are based upon the
following: 1) findings of the WSS for normal hydrologic years; and 2) commissioning of Phase II 
SCWSP facilities at the end of 2020. In terms of groundwater development, Well No. 10 is 
under construction, and Well No. 21 has been constructed and will soon be in use. Beyond
Well No. 21, three additional wells are planned: Well No. 22, Well No. 23 and Well No. 24.  
Water usage for these wells is projected at 150 to 250 AFY considering typical agricultural 
operations.  Combing municipal, industrial, and private (agricultural) demand results in an 
annual groundwater pumping range of approximately 4,430 to 4,530 AFY. 

  
69 Id. at p. 3-7, Table 5.
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TABLE 14
PROJECTED GROUNDWATER PUMPING FOR THE CITY OF LATHROP

ACRE FEET 

Year Projected Groundwater 
Pumping

Year Projected Groundwater 
Pumping

2009 3,120 2020 10,036

2010 3,219 2021 6,709

2011 3,796 2022 7,212

2012 4,373 2023 7,715

2013 4,950 2024 8,218

2014 5,527 2025 8,720

2015 6,105 2026 8,791

2016 6,891 2027 8,862

2017 7,677 2028 8,933

2018 8,463 2029 9,004

2019 9,249 2030 9,076

(5) An analysis of the sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin or basins from 
which the proposed project will be supplied to meet the projected water demand 
associated with the proposed project.

Groundwater extractions will be maintained within the safe yield of the groundwater 
basin. A localized groundwater model was developed as part of the Master Plan development 
process. Additional groundwater modeling results and groundwater quality data were gathered 
and reviewed for the WSS. The WSS findings indicate that TDS concentrations at City wells will 
increase with increasing extractions in the City and in Manteca.70

The City wells are located immediately east of groundwater with TDS concentrations
exceeding the recommended secondary MCL of 500 mg/L. TDS concentrations measured at 
City wells range from 270 mg/L at Well No. 10 to 440 mg/L at Well No. 6. Modeling results were 
used to estimate the rate and direction of TDS migration. TDS concentrations at City wells 
range from 270 mg/l at Well 10 sampled on August 14, 2007 to 440 mg/l at Well 6 sampled on 
April 5, 2004 and higher at Well 21. Additional data has shown that deeper groundwater (240-
260 feet below surface) includes lower concentrations of TDS. The TDS migration is expected 
to increase concentrations in the City groundwater to levels above the recommended secondary 

  
70 City of Lathrop, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, at p. 3-7.
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MCL of 500 mg/L within approximately ten years. The southern portion of the City’s well field 
was found to be most vulnerable to degradation.71

Higher TDS groundwater located west of the City supply wells would likely be drawn to 
the wells over time and the water supply quality would be degraded as a result. This conclusion 
was based on a flow and particle tracking model which synthesized many types of information 
about the hydrogeologic system of the City. Utilized information included the following:

§ Hydrogeologic features of the greater Lathrop area, such as stratigraphy, historic 
water level variations, prevailing direction of groundwater flow, precipitation and 
land use contributions to recharge,

§ Proximity of the higher TDS groundwater to the City supply wells, and
§ Current and projected pumping activity of the City, the City of Manteca, and 

private pumpers in the area.72

Groundwater contamination has been identified at several locations in the City due to 
industrial processes. These contamination plumes are associated with pollution from Sharpe 
Army Depot and Occidental Chemical Corporation. Contamination of groundwater at the 
Sharpe Army Depot consists primarily of trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethene, and cis-1, 2-
dichloroethene and is located at depths of approximately 50 to 150 feet below ground surface. 
Groundwater contamination that allegedly migrated from Sharpe led to the City abandoning 
former City well No. 5. Three groundwater extraction and treatment systems located at the 
depot site contain and treat existing groundwater contamination.73

The Occidental Chemical Corporation plume consists primarily of subsurface 
contamination by the pesticides 1, 2-dibromo-3-chloropropane and ethylene dibromide, and the 
chemical solvent sulfolane. The Occidental Chemical Corporation has been conducting 
investigation and remediation activities at the site since 1979, and implemented a Remedial 
Pumping Optimization Program at the site in October of 2006. Monitoring wells have been 
drilled in order to observe the location and movement of these plumes.74

The City faces contamination to its groundwater supply in the form of arsenic. Arsenic is 
a metal that can cause skin damage or problems with circulatory systems and may increase risk 
of cancer. The MCL was lowered from 50 micrograms per liter (μg/L) to 10 μg/L by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency to protect public health. Compliance for water systems 
such as the City had been set for January 2006. The California Department of Public Health 

  
71 Id. at p. 3-8.
72 Id. 
73 City of Lathrop, Water Supply Study, January 2009 at p. 9.
74 Id.
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adopted the arsenic drinking water state standard of 10 μg/L in November 2008. Arsenic levels 
above the adopted federal drinking water limit were found at all the City’s groundwater wells. 
The City plans to install a treatment system to remove arsenic in all the drinking water supply 
wells.75

Several treatment alternatives have been compared for treatment effectiveness and 
costs. A centralized arsenic treatment facility for the City’s four current groundwater wells (6, 7, 
8, and 9) and fifth well under construction (well 10) provides adequate treatment at the lowest 
cost compared to other alternatives analyzed. The City plans to use a Safe Drinking Water 
State Revolving Fund to fund the design and installation of arsenic treatment facilities. The fund 
only applies to the existing groundwater wells. Arsenic treatment for proposed wells will need to 
be determined when they come online. The arsenic treatment facilities should be constructed 
and operational as soon as possible so the City is compliant with the state and federal drinking 
water regulations. The City plans to have a water treatment facility at Well No. 21 to treat 
arsenic as additional groundwater wells (21, 22, 23, and 24) become operational.76

The WSS evaluates the impact of water quality concerns on the City’s future 
groundwater supply, and concludes that in order to reliably depend on groundwater as a potable 
water supply, the City will need to implement blending and treatment processes to address TDS 
contamination. Coordinating groundwater pumping practices with nearby groundwater 
pumpers, such as the City of Manteca and industrial users such as Simplot (formerly Occidental 
Chemical Corporation) will postpone the need for the City to implement TDS treatment.77

With groundwater pumping projected to increase in the City and in Manteca, absolute
preservation of groundwater quality does not appear possible. The impact, however, will be
mitigated through: 1) the implementation of the SCWSP and the subsequent blending of
groundwater with low-TDS surface water; 2) water treatment; and, 3) pursuit of alternative water
supplies in accordance with WSS findings.78

  
75 Id. 
76 Id. at p. 11.
77 Id. at p. 14.
78 Id. at p. 3-8.
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DETERMINATION OF SUFFICIENCY
The City has undertaken rigorous master planning and water supply study processes to 

ensure that projected water demands will be met for the next twenty years. The City’s water 
supply strategy is predicated upon continued groundwater extractions and SCWSP water 
deliveries. Implementation of the Master Plan is on-going with the City initiating the design and
construction process for new wells while at the same time increasing use of water from the
SCWSP. Groundwater and surface water supplies are projected to meet or exceed projected
water demands even during extended drought conditions. With this conjunctive water supply
strategy, the City has determined that future water supply will be adequate to satisfy future 
water demands.

Future estimates of potable water demand for the City do not account for the use of
recycled water to offset potable water demands. Recycled water treatment, storage, and 
distribution systems will require years to design, construct, and fully implement. Currently, few 
recycled water use projects have been implemented in Central Valley communities. Therefore, 
only estimates of potential recycled water use are available for the City. When a recycled water 
system is fully operational in Lathrop actual reuse potential can be quantified and taken into 
consideration in reevaluating future potable water system requirements.

As demonstrated in Table 10, above, the City will have more than sufficient water to 
effectively meet water demands during multiple dry water years even if planned demand 
reduction strategies are not implemented. Policies and plans are in place for conserving water 
to ensure sufficient future supplies are available for Lathrop and its neighboring communities in 
a manner that protects groundwater quality.



42

REFERENCES

AD Consultants, South County Surface Water Supply Project Operations Study.

City of Lathrop, Comprehensive General Plan for the City of Lathrop, California. As amended 
November 9, 2004. 

City of Lathrop, Lathrop Gateway Business Park Administrative Draft Specific Plan, July 2009. 

City of Lathrop Water Supply Study, prepared by RBF Consulting, January 2009. 

California Department of Water Resources, Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater, 2003 
Update

California Department of Water Resources, Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater San Joaquin 
Valley Groundwater Basin Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin, 2006 Update. 

Nolte Associates, Inc. City of Lathrop 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. Draft July 2009. 

Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority, Eastern San Joaquin 
Groundwater Basin Groundwater Management Plan, September 2004. 

San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Water Management Plan, 
prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee, October 2001.

South San Joaquin Irrigation District, South County Surface Water Supply Project EIR, prepared 
by Environmental Science Associates, July 1999. 

RBF Consulting, City of Lathrop Water Supply Study, Annual Groundwater Supply, 
memorandum, June 17, 2009. 

United States Bureau of Reclamation, 1988 Stipulation and Agreement, signed by SSJID and 
Oakdale Irrigation District on August 30, 1988. 
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