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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

THE FRUIT YARD 
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

• Project Description. This study evaluates the traffic impacts for the proposed expansion 
of the Fruit Yard property, a 45± acre site located in the southwest quadrant of Yosemite 
Blvd (State Route 132) and Geer Road in Stanislaus County, east of Modesto. 

The proposed project will amend the zoning from Agriculture to Planned Development for 
the entire 45 acre site. The proposed development plan includes the existing facilities and 
the following new facilities: 

Construction of new banquet facilities west of the existing restaurant; 
relocation of the existing service station from north of the produce market to south 
of the produce market along Geer Road; 
relocation of the existing gas card-lock fueling facility; 
addition of retail space at the site of the existing service station; 
addition of a storage facility for RV' s and boats; 
addition of overnight RV campground; 
construction of a fruit packing I warehousing facility; and 
a tractor sales showroom 

The project will be divided into three phases. Phase I will include construction of banquet 
facilities. Phase Two will add the RV campground and the RV I Boat storage facility while 
Phase Three will relocate the existing gas station and card lock facility while adding the 
tractor sales facility, the fruit packing I warehousing facility and the new retail space at the 
old gas station site. A new park site, covering about 14 acres will be developed throughout 
the three phases. 

• Existing Setting. The project is in Stanislaus County, east of Modesto along Yosemite 
Blvd (SR 132). The project is located in the southwest quadrant of the Yosemite Blvd (SR 
132) I Geer Road intersection. Existing primary access to the site is via two driveways 
adjacent to the Yosemite Blvd I Geer Road intersection. 

The site currently houses a gasoline service station with 6 pumps, a restaurant, a produce 
market and a card-lock fueling facility. This current development covers 6 acres with the 
remaining acreage consisting of open land and fruit trees. The existing restaurant provides 
banquet facilities and meeting rooms for various clubs and groups; in addition, some 
weddings take place annually, although, these are not identified as permissible under the 
current zoning. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Page i 



166

The existing study intersections all operate at LOS C or better. Geer Road currently 
operates below the County LOS threshold, at LOS E. The County's General Plan identifies 
Geer Road as a Class C 6-lane expressway. Widening of Geer Road would result in LOS B 
or better conditions. 

• Existing Plus Project Specific Impacts. The project is proposed to be constructed in three 
phases. The first phase will construct the banquet facility. Phase 2 will develop the RV 
Park and the R V I boat storage facility in the southeast side of the site. Phase 3 will 
complete the project by constructing a fruit packing I warehouse, providing a tractor sales 
showroom, relocation of the gas station to the existing gas card-lock facility, relocation of 
the card-lock facility and development of a small specialty retail store at the existing gas 
station location. 

Phase 1. Under Phase I conditions all intersections will operate above LOS thresholds. 
Geer Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. Widening Geer Road is part 
of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program; therefore, no additional mitigation is required. 

The project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation system 
improvements through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) should be widened to its ultimate width along the project frontage 
of Phase I. This would include two through lanes, one half of a continuous left turn lane 
and shoulder per Caltrans standards. 

No other mitigations are necessary. 

Phase 1 + Phase 2. All of the proposed intersections will continue to operate within 
County and Caltrans LOS thresholds. Geer Road will continue to operate below LOS C 
conditions. 

Phase 2 of the project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation 
system improvements through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Geer Road should be widened to its ultimate half-width along the project frontage. The 
limits of widening would extend from the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) intersection south of the 
project limits to D Drive. This would include three through lanes and half a median. The 
full median, once completed, should provide breaks to allow inbound left turns at the 
various driveways. Full access should be provided at D Drive. Geer Road will continue to 
operate below LOS C conditions. Widening Geer Road is part of the County's Traffic 
Impact Fee program; therefore, no other mitigation is required. 

Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Phase 3. All of the proposed intersections will continue to operate 
within County and Caltrans LOS thresholds. Geer Road will continue to operate below 
LOS C conditions. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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Phase 3 of the project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation 
system improvements through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) should be widened to its ultimate width along the project frontage 
of Phase 3. This would include two through lanes, one half of a continuous left tum lane 
and shoulder per Caltrans standards. 

Geer Road should be widened to its ultimate half-width along the project frontage from D 
Drive to the south project limit, at MID Lateral No. I. This would include three through 
lanes and half a median. The full median, once completed, should provide breaks to allow 
inbound left turns at the various driveways. Full access should be provided at F Way. Geer 
Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. Widening Geer Road is part of the 
County's Traffic Impact Fee program; therefore, no other mitigation is required. 

• 2012 Setting. Growth is expected to occur along both Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) and Geer 
Road. Each of the study intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service. No 
recommendations are necessary. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) will decline to LOS E conditions. Widening Yosemite Blvd (SR 
132) is identified as part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program. 

• 2012 plus Project Specific Impacts. Each of the study intersections will operate at 
acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are necessary. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) will continue to operate at LOS E conditions. Widening Yosemite 
Blvd (SR 132) is identified as part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program. The project 
should pay its fair share of Traffic Impact Fees; therefore, no other mitigation is required. 

Geer Road will continue to operate below the County LOS threshold level. No additional 
mitigations are necessary as TIF fees have already been identified in the Existing 
scenano. 

• 2030 Setting. Each of the study intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service 
except the Geer Road I Fruityard access. This intersection is adjacent to the Yosemite Blvd 
I Geer Road intersection. Left tum access in and out of the driveway would need to be 
eliminated in order to improve the level of service at the intersection. This will result in 
LOS A conditions at the intersection. No other recommendations are necessary. 

Geer Road is projected to operate at LOS D conditions in 2030. To operate within County 
thresholds the County would have to adopt an LOS D threshold for six lane Type C 
Expressways. 

• 2030 plus Project Specific Impacts. Each of the study intersections except the Geer Road 
I D Drive intersection will operate at acceptable levels of service. The Geer Drive I D Drive 
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intersection will operate at LOS E in the a.m. peak hour and LOS D in the p.m. and 
Saturday peak hours. A traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted at each intersection 
where full access is proposed along both Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) and Geer Road. The 
analysis showed that no signal warrants are met for any of the study intersections; therefore, 
no significant impact exists at D Drive as an unwarranted signal may cause additional and 
unnecessary delays to traffic along Geer Road. 

Geer Road is projected to continue to operate at LOS D conditions in 2030. To operate 
within County thresholds the County would have to adopt an LOS D threshold for six lane 
Type C Expressways. 

No additional mitigations are necessary. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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THE FRUIT YARD 
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

STUDY PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

This study evaluates the traffic impact for the proposed expansion of the Fruit Yard property, a 45± 
acre site located in the southwest quadrant of Yosemite Blvd (State Route 132) and Geer Road in 
Stanislaus County, east of Modesto. The site currently houses a gasoline service station with 6 
pumps, a restaurant, a produce market and a card-lock fueling facility. This current development 
covers 6 acres with the remaining acreage consisting of open land and fruit trees. The existing 
restaurant provides banquet facilities and meeting rooms for various clubs and groups; in addition, 
some weddings take place annually, although, these are not identified as permissible under the 
current zoning. 

The proposed project will amend the zoning from Agriculture to Planned Development for the 
entire 45 acre site. The proposed development plan includes the existing facilities and the 
following new facilities: 

additional banquet facilities west of the existing restaurant; 

relocation of the existing service station from north of the produce market to south of 
the produce market along Geer Road; 

relocation of the card-lock fueling facility; 

addition of retail space at the site of the existing service station; 

addition of a storage facility for RV's and boats; 

a small overnight RV campground; 

a fruit packing I warehousing facility; and 

a tractor sales facility 

The project will be divided into three phases. Phase I will include construction of banquet 
facilities. Phase Two will add the RV campground and the RV I Boat storage facility while Phase 
Three will relocate the existing gas station and card lock facility while adding the tractor sales 
facility, the fruit packing I warehousing facility and the new retail space at the old gas station site. 
A new park site, covering about 14 acres will be developed throughout the three phases. 

Study parameters are consistent with Stanislaus County and California Department of 
Transportation (Cal trans) guidelines. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard. Stanislaus County. CA 
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This study addresses the following scenarios: 

I. Existing Traffic Conditions; 
2. Existing Plus Phase I; 
3. Existing Plus Phase I + Phase 2; 
4. Existing Plus Phase I +Phase 2 +Phase 3; 
5. Short Term 2012 Traffic Conditions 
6. Short Term 2012 +Full Build-out of the Fruit Yard; 
7. Cumulative Traffic Conditions (year 2030) with current General Plan conditions 
8. Cumulative Traffic Conditions with General Plan Amendment and Full Buildout of the 

Fruit Yard 

The objective of this study is to identify those roads and street intersections that may be impacted 
by development of this project and to suggest strategies for mitigating the impacts of this project. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This study evaluates the traffic impact for the proposed expansion of the Fruit Yard property, a 45± 
acre site located in the southwest quadrant of Yosemite Blvd (State Route 132) and Geer Road in 
Stanislaus County, east of Modesto. The site currently houses a gasoline service station with 6 
pumps, a restaurant, a produce market and a card-lock fueling facility. This current development 
covers 6 acres with the remaining acreage consisting of open land and fruit trees. The existing 
restaurant provides banquet facilities and meeting rooms for various clubs and groups; in addition, 
some weddings take place annually, although, these are not identified as permissible under the 
current zoning. 

The proposed project will amend the zoning from Agriculture to Planned Development for the 
entire 45 acre site. The proposed development plan includes the existing facilities and the 
following new facilities: 

additional banquet facilities west of the existing restaurant; 
relocation of the existing service station from north of the produce market to south of 
the produce market along Geer Road; 
relocation of the card-lock fueling facility; 
addition of retail space at the site of the existing service station; 
addition of a storage facility for RV's and boats; 
a small overnight RV campground; 
a fruit packing I warehousing facility; and 
a tractor sales facility 

The project will be divided into three phases. . Phase I will include construction of banquet 
facilities. Phase Two will add the RV campground and the RV I Boat storage facility while Phase 
Three will relocate the existing gas station and card lock facility while adding the tractor sales 
facility, the fruit packing I warehousing facility and the new retail space at the old gas station site. 
A new park site, covering about 14 acres will be developed throughout the three phases. The 
remaining 12.74 acres will remain agricultural. 

Phase One will maintain the existing land uses. A 9,000 square foot banquet facility will be added 
along the Yosemite Blvd frontage, west of the existing restaurant. 

Phase Two will include addition of a 4.2-acre RV Park and a 6.67 acre RV I Boat storage facility. 
The RV park will accommodate 66 overnight campgrounds while the storage facility will 
accommodate up to 322 spaces for RV I boat storage. 

Phase Three will relocate the existing 6-pump gas station to south of the fruit stand. The card lock 
facility will also be moved, to a location along the west side of the property, adjacent to Yosemite 
Blvd (SR 132). New land uses will include a 2.67-acre fresh fruit packing and warehouse facility 
and a 2-acre tractor sales facility. The fruit packing and warehouse is proposed to have a 35,000 
square foot facility while the tractor sales facility will have a I 0,000 square foot showroom. A 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County. CA 
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4, I 00 square foot retail shop is proposed at the former gas station location with drive-through 
capability. 

Figure I locates the project within Stanislaus County. Figure 2 provides the conceptual phasing 
plan for the project site. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA Page 4 
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EXISTING SETTING 

Study Area 

This study addresses traffic conditions on Yosemite Blvd and Geer Road that will be used to access 
the site. The limits of the study area were identified through discussions with Stanislaus County 
Planning staff and Caltrans Metropolitan Planning staff. The text that follows describes the 
facilities included in this analysis. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) is an east-west principal arterial providing circulation through central 
Stanislaus County. SR 132 begins at an intersection on I-580 in western San Joaquin County and 
extends east for twenty miles to Modesto. Yosemite Blvd originates in Modesto at an intersection 
with D Street in downtown Modesto and continues easterly through the Modesto's south industrial 
area to the community of Empire before continuing for about eight miles to the City of Waterford. 
SR 132 then continues to the community of Coulterville in Mariposa County. 

Today SR 132 is generally a two lane road with an ultimate plan for a 5 lane conventional highway 
with continuous left tum lane. SR 132 has four lanes in eastern Modesto, but is a two-lane road 
through Empire and most of Waterford. The roadway has been widened at the project site and 
includes left tum lanes, a through lane and a through-right lane along SR 132. Lane drops are 
present eastbound about 520 east of the intersection and about 400 to the west for westbound 
traffic. 

The volume of traffic on Yosemite Blvd varies by location. Current Traffic counts summarized by 
Caltrans reveal that Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) carries an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume of 
about 8,300 vehicles per day (vpd) west of Geer Road - Albers Road and 10,600 vpd east of the 
intersection (year 2006). 

Geer Road- Albers Road. Geer Road- Albers Road, also referred to as County Road Jl4, is 
generally a two-lane roadway that begins in Oakdale as Yosemite Avenue. Just outside of Oakdale 
the road name changes to Albers Road. At the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) intersection the road name 
changes to Geer Road south and continues as Geer Road to Turlock. Geer Road I Albers Road has 
also been widened at the Yosemite Blvd intersection and includes a left tum lane, two through lanes 
and a right tum lane along northbound Geer Road while Albers Road consists of a left tum lane, a 
through lane and a through-right lane. Lane drops are present northbound about 300' north of the 
intersection and about 500' to the south for southbound traffic. 

Daily volumes along Geer Road - Albers Road were based on the peak hour volumes and adjusted 
by the 9.4% peak hour factor along Yosemite Blvd. The projected daily volume on Albers Road is 
9,780 vpd while the projected ADT along Geer Road is 10,830 vpd. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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Study Area Intersections 

The quality of traffic flow is often governed by the operation of major intersections. Intersections 
selected for evaluation in consultation with Stanislaus County and Caltrans staff include: 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Triangle Ranch Road (NB stop) 
2. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road (signal) 

The Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Triangle Ranch Road intersection is a major access intersection 
for motorists traveling between I-5 and Waterford. This intersection is a minor leg stop controlled 
intersection. All approaches are single lanes with Triangle Ranch Road a gravel road at the west 
side of the project site. 

The Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road intersection is a signalized intersection 
east of the town of Empire. The intersection is located about midway between Oakdale and 
Turlock along Geer Road- Albers Road and about midway between Modesto and Waterford along 
Yosemite Blvd. Recent improvements to the intersection include widening of all approaches to 
include left tum lanes as well as two through lanes. Along northbound Geer Road a dedicated right 
tum lane is also present. 

Level of Service Analysis 

Methodology. Level of Service Analysis has been employed to provide a basis for describing 
existing traffic conditions and for evaluating the significance of project traffic impacts. Level of 
Service measures the quality of traffic flow and is represented by letter designations from "A" to 
"F", with a grade of "A" referring to the best conditions, and "F" representing the worst conditions. 
Table I presents typical Level of Service characteristics. 

Intersection Level of Service. As the operation of major intersections primarily governs the 
quality of traffic flow conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site, intersection Level of Service 
analysis has been used for this study to determine the significance of resulting traffic conditions 
with development of the site. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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TABLE 1 
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITION 

Level of 
Service Signalized Intersection Unsignalized Intersection Roadway (Daily) 

"A" Uncongested operations, all queues Little or no delay. Completely free flow. 
clear in a single-signal cycle. Delay:': I 0 sec/veh 
Delay< 10.0 sec 

"B" Uncongested operations, all queues Short traffic delays. Free flow, presence of other 
clear in a single cycle. Delay > I 0 sec/veh and vehicles noticeable. 
Delay> 10.0 sec and < 20.0 sec < 15 sec/veh 

"C" Light congestion, occasional Average traffic delays. Ability to maneuver and 

backups on critical approaches. Delay> 15 sec/veh and select operating speed 

Delay> 20.0 sec and< 35.0 sec 
:': 25 sec/veh affected. 

"D" Significant congestions of critical Long traffic delays. Unstable flow, speeds and 
approaches but intersection Delay> 25 sec/veh and ability to maneuver 
functional. Cars required to wait :': 35 sec/veh restricted. 
through more than one cycle during 
short peaks. No long queues formed. 
Delay> 35.0 sec and < 55.0 sec 

"E" Severe congestion with some long Very long traffic delays, failure, At or near capacity, flow 
standing queues on critical extreme congestion. quite unstable. 
approaches. Blockage of intersection Delay> 35 sec/veh and 
may occur if traffic signal does not :':50 sec/veh 
provide for protected turning 
movements. Traffic queue may block 
nearby intersection(s) upstream of 
critical approach(es). 
Delay> 55.0 sec and< 80.0 sec 

"F" Total breakdown, stop-and-go Intersection blocked by external Forced flow, breakdown. 
operation. Delay> 80.0 sec causes. Delay> 50 sec/veh 

Sources: 2000 Highwax CaQaci!}' Manual. 

Procedures used for calculating Levels of Service at intersections is presented in the Highway 
Capacity Manual, 2000 edition. At signalized intersections, information regarding signal timing 
and lane geometry, as well as hourly traffic volumes is used to determine the overall average delay 
for motorists waiting at the intersection. At unsignalized intersections, the number of gaps in 
through traffic and corresponding delays is used for evaluation of Level of Service at intersections 
controlled by side street stop signs. Average delays for each approach are determined for all-way 
stop controlled intersections based on typical vehicle headway. 

The significance of delays at unsignalized intersections is typically determined through evaluation 
of the need for a traffic signal. Because unsignalized Level of Service calculations ignore the 
condition of through traffic flow (which is assumed to flow freely), a traffic signal warrant analysis 
is performed. While the unsignalized Level of Service may indicate long delays (i.e., LOS "E"), 
traffic conditions are generally not assumed to be unacceptable unless signal warrants are satisfied. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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Computer software is employed for Level of Service calculation, and the software programs used 
account for various factors. The simplest software (TRAFFIX) employs the 2000 HCM 
methodology but treats each intersection as an isolated location. Cal trans District I 0 requires more 
sophisticated software (SYNCRO-Simtraffic) that accounts for the relationship between adjoining 
intersections. For this analysis, SYNCRO-Simtraffic has been used. 

The level of service threshold along Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) is LOS D per Cal trans while 
Stanislaus County thrives to maintain an LOS C or better condition on all roadways. 

Roadway Segment Level of Service. The quality of traffic flow can also be described in general 
terms based on the daily traffic volume occurring on individual roadway segments. Agencies 
typically make use of general Level of Service thresholds that equate daily traffic volume to peak 
hour Level of Service. 

The Stanislaus County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) and Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) as well as other local jurisdictions makes use of Level of Service thresholds originally 
developed by the Florida Department of Transportation. As shown, these thresholds identifY typical 
daily traffic volumes that would be expected to result in LOS B, C, D or E conditions at major 
intersections during the peak hour. 

TABLE2 
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Daily Traffic Volume at LOS 

B c D E 
Street Classification Lanes (vic< 0.45) (vic<0.60) (vic< 0.90) (vic <1.00) 

Collector 2 5,800 7,700 11,600 12,900 

Arterial 2 7,000 9,200 13,700 15,450 

4 15,000 20,100 30,200 33,200 

Expressway 4 16,200 21,600 32,400 36,000 

6 23,400 31,200 46,800 52,000 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

New a.m. and p.m. peak hour intersection turning movement counts were used to evaluate existing 
traffic conditions. New turning movement count data was collected at the study intersections 
during the first full week of September 2007. Midweek average daily traffic averages 8,880 vpd 
along Yosemite Blvd between Empire and Geer Road while between Geer Road and Waterford the 
ADT averages 11,450 vpd. Weekend traffic averages 6,540 vpd west ofGeer Road and 8,810 vpd 
east of Geer Road. Midweek ADT volume data along Geer Road averages 14, II 0 vpd while 
weekend ADT averages 10,970 vpd. 

Figure 3 illustrates the study intersection index while Figure 4 displays existing peak hour used for 
this analysis, as well as the current geometric configuration of study intersections. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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Levels of Service Based on Daily Traffic Volumes. Table 3 identifies current daily traffic 
volumes and accompanying Levels of Service on study area roadways. Yosemite Blvd, west of 
Geer Road currently operates at LOS C conditions while east of Geer Road the segment operates 
at LOS D conditions. Geer Road, south of Yosemite Blvd currently operates at LOS E. 

TABLE3 
EXISTING LEVELS OF SERVICE BASED ON DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Location Daily 
Street From To Class Lanes Volume LOS 

Yosemite Blvd Empire Geer Road Arterial 2 8,880 c 
(SR 132) Geer Road Waterford Arterial 2 11,450 D 

Geer Road Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) Hatch Road Arterial 2 14,110 E 

Existing Levels of Service 

Intersection Levels of Service. Table 4 summarizes the results of Level of Service calculations 
completed for each study intersection. In addition, the two main driveway access points to the site 
were evaluated. Level of Service calculations are provided in the Appendix. 

All study intersections currently operate at LOS B conditions or better. The longest delays occur at 
the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection, and this intersection operates 
at LOS B. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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TABLE4 
EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Existing Existinl!: 

Average Average 
Intersection Traffic Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) /Triangle Ranch Rd 
overall NB Stop A 0.0 A 0.0 
WB left turn B 14.8 B 14.4 
NB A 0.0 A 0.0 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit Yard Access 
overall NB Stop A 0.4 A 0.5 
NB B 10.2 B 12.0 
WB left tum A 0.2 A 1.0 

I?.Y osemite Blvd (SR 132)/ Geer Rd Signal B 18.6 B 17.7 
8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 

overall EB Stop A 0.7 A 0.9 
NB left tum A 1.4 A 1.2 
EB B 14.4 B 13.8 

Non-Automobile Transportation 

Transit System. Stanislaus County's public transit system includes a fixed-route bus service as 
well as a "runabout' service between Waterford and Modesto. The runabout service operates 
Monday through Saturday between 6:45a.m. and 6:40p.m. Three runs are made daily eastbound 
while four runs are made westbound. Headways are approximately 3 hours. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian System. In general, facilities for bicycles and pedestrians may be 
installed as development occurs in Stanislaus County. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132), in the project 
vicinity, is identified as a low-cost bicycle facility. These are projects that can be developed by 
signing and striping existing roadways. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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EXISTING PLUS PROJECT IMPACTS 

Trip Generation 

The development of this project will attract additional traffic to the project site. The amount of 
additional traffic on a particular section of the street network is dependent upon two factors: 

• Trip Generation, the number of new trips generated by the project, and 
• Trip Distribution and Assignment, the specific routes that the new traffic takes. 

Trip generation is determined by identifYing the type and size of land use being developed. 
Recognized sources of trip generation data may then be used to calculate the total number of trip 
ends. 

The project is assumed to include new land uses as well as relocation of existing land uses. The site 
will be constructed in three phases. Phase One includes addition of a banquet facility west of the 
existing restaurant. Phase Two will add the RV campground and RV storage facility in the 
southeast comer of the site. Phase Three will relocate the existing gas station to the south, relocate 
the existing card-lock gas station to the northwest quadrant of the site while adding a tractor sales 
facility and fruit packing I warehousing facility; both of these new buildings will be constructed in 
the northwest quadrant, adjacent to the card-lock facility. In addition, a retail store will be 
constructed at the existing gas station location. 

Traffic generation for new land uses were developed based on various methodologies. If available, 
trip generation for the new uses were computed using trip generation rates published in Trip 
Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 7th Edition, 2003). If unavailable, trip 
generators resembling the proposed land uses were used to estimate project traffic. SANDAG (San 
Diego Trip Generators) was also consulted to determine if similar uses were developed. 

Trip generation rates and/or similar uses were unavailable for the proposed banquet land use. The 
banquet land use will provide 144 parking stalls. During the mid-week it was assumed that a single 
event would occur during the p.m. peak hour. During the weekend it was assumed that two events 
per day could occur. In each case, all of the 144 parking stalls was assumed used, creating the 
projected peak hour trips. 

Trips generated by commercial I retail projects fit into two categories. Some trips will be made by 
patrons who would not otherwise be on the local street system and who go out of their way to reach 
the site. These are "new" trips. Other trips will be made by patrons who are already driving by the 
site and simply interrupt a trip already being made to other destinations. These are 'pass-by', or 
diverted trips. For the Specialty Retail land use a pass-by rate of 15% was used along with a 5% 
internal capture. These figures are outlined in the Caltrans "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies." Pass by trips were not considered for the remaining new uses. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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Table 5 presents a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip generation estimates for the project. Build-out of the 
development area is expected to result in about 68 a.m. peak hour trips, 238 p.m. peak hour trips 
and 219 Saturday peak hour trips. 

After accounting for the pass-by traffic and the internally captured trips, the project is expected to 
generate 67 new a.m. peak hour trips, 235 new p.m. peak hour trips and 216 new Saturday peak 
hour trips. 

Truck traffic is expected to vary with the new land uses. For the warehouse I fruit packing and RV 
land uses 80% of the traffic was assumed to be truck or trailered vehicle traffic. For the tractor 
sales land use 20% of the traffic was assumed to be trailered vehicles. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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g 
~ 

TABLES 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trip Rates 
Land Use Size Daily I AM PM Saturday 

Phase l Development 

Banquet Facility' 144 2 0 I I 

Phase 2 Development 

RV Park 75 3.05 0.20 0.37 0.60 

RV Storage2 3.36 38.87 2.80 3.83 6.53 

Total Phase 2 Trips 

Phase 3 Development 

Tractor Sales' 10 ksf 33.34 2.05 2.64 2.97 

Fruit Packing I 35 ksf 4.96 0.45 0.47 0.12 

Warehouse 

Specialty Retail 4.1 ksf 44.32 1.71 4 2.71 2.57 

Pass-By Trips- Specialty Retail (15%) 

1 parking stalls 
2 LU !51 (mini-warehouse) used 
3 LU 841 (new car sales) used 
4 25% of peak AM generator used 
5 LU 413 (Picnic Sites) used for Saturday RV Park rate 

ksf- thousand square feet 

volumes rounded 

Internal Reduction ( 5%) 

Total Phase 3 Trips 

Net New Trips 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California (December 6, 2007) 

Trips 

Daily AM PM Saturday 

288 0 144 144 

229 15 28 455 

131 9 13 22 

360 24 41 67 

333 21 26 30 

174 16 16 4 

182 7 II 11 
(27) (I) (2) (2) 

(9) (0) (!) (!) 

653 43 50 42 

1,301 67 235 216 
·-
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Trip Distribution 

The distribution of project traffic was determined based on review of existing traffic counts, the 
travel patterns in the area and the projected market base for the retail store. Project trips are 
expected to be oriented roughly evenly along all four directions. Table 6 provides the projected 
trip distribution for the project for the peak periods. 

TABLE6 
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

Route AM PM Saturday 

Weston Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 21% 19% 18% 

East on Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 26% 26% 26% 

North on Albers Road 25% 26% 26% 

South on Geer Road 28% 30% 30% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Trip Assignment 

Traffic generated by the project is shown in Figures 5, 6, 7 A and 7B, representing Phase 
development, Phases I and 2 development and Phases I through 3 fully developed. Figure 7B 
presents an alternative trip assignment for 2030 with limited access allowed along Yosemite 
Blvd (SR 132) and Geer Road. Project traffic for the various phases was incrementally added to 
the existing peak hours based on the distribution percentages. Year 2012 and 2030 scenarios 
assumed that full buildout, i.e. Phases I, 2 and 3, are completed. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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Existing Plus Phase 1 Conditions 

The impacts of developing Phase I have been identified by superimposing Phase I project traffic 
onto Year 2007 background conditions. Resulting intersection Levels of Service were then 
calculated and used as the basis for evaluating potential project impacts. 

Intersection Levels of Service. Figure 8 displays the "Existing Plus Phase I" traffic volumes 
while Table 7 presents the a.m. and p.m. peak hour Levels of Service at each study intersection with 
and without the project. All intersections will continue to operate at LOS C conditions or better. 

Daily Traffic Volumes Levels of Service. Table 8 summarizes the roadway segment Levels of 
Service based on the current daily traffic volumes on study area roads and the Phase I traffic. Daily 
roadway traffic is expected to increase along Yosemite Blvd west of the project by about 60 
vehicles and by about 70 vehicles east of Geer Road. Traffic along Geer Road is projected to 
increase by about 90 vehicles. 

The level of service along Yosemite Blvd will continue to be LOS C between Empire and Geer 
Road and LOS D from Geer Road toward Waterford. Geer Road will continue to operate at LOSE 
conditions south of Yosemite Blvd. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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TABLE7 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS PHASE 1 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) /Triangle NB Stop 
Ranch Rd 

overall A 0.0 --- ---
WB left turn c 15.0 --- ---
NB --- --- --- ---

2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Card Lock NB Stop 
Access 

overall NIA N/A NIA NIA 
WB left turn 
NB 

3. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I A Dr NB Stop 
overall --- --- A 0.5 
WB left turn --- --- B 14.4 
NB --- --- A 0.7 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 1.1 
WB left turn B 11.8 B 13.0 
NB A 0.2 A 3.0 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I NB Stop 
Restaurant Access 

overall A 0.1 A 0.1 
NB A 9.0 A 9.9 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.1 A 0.2 
NB A 9.1 A 10.0 
WB left turn A 0.2 A 0.8 

?.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 21.7 B 17.6 
8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 

overall EB Stop A 0.1 A 0.2 
NB left turn A 0.3 A 0.2 
EB A 9.7 A 9.7 

9. Geer Rd /North of Fruit Stand EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 9.7 A 9.6 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 0.2 A 0.0 
NB left turn B 12.4 B 12. I 

II. Geer Rd I New Gas South Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.1 
EB --- --- A 0.2 
NB left turn B 12.5 B 11.3 

N/A- no side street traffic --- available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

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

NIA NIA 

A 0.6 
B 12. I 
A 0.5 

A 1.4 
B 10.7 
A 2.7 

A 0.1 
A 9.1 

A 0.3 
A 9.1 
A 1.0 

B 15.7 

A 0.2 
A 0.2 
A 9.7 

A 0.1 
A 9.7 

A 0.0 
A 0.0 
B 11.2 

A 0. I 
A 0.1 
B 10.6 
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TABLE 7 (cont'd) 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS PHASE 1 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

12. GeerRd I D Dr EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 1.3 
EB A 0.5 A 1.5 
NB left tum B 10.1 B 14.3 

13. Geer Rd IF Way EB Stop 
overall 
EB NIA NIA NIA NIA 
NB left tum 

14. Triangle Ranch Rd I G Dr EB Stop 
overall 
WB NIA NIA NIA NIA 
SB left tum 

N/ A - no side street traffic ---available movement, no truffle recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 1.8 
A 1.7 
B 13.3 

NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 
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g 
~ 

Location 

Roadway From 

Yosemite Blvd Empire 

(SR 132) Geer Road 

Geer Road Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 

Source: Stanislaus County Circulation Element 

TABLES 
EXISTING PLUS PHASE 1 CONDITIONS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Standard Existing Conditions 

Daily Volume 

To LOS Threshold LOS Daily Volume 

Geer Road D 13,700 c 8,880 

Waterford D 13,700 D 11,450 

Hatch Road c L_ 9,200 E 14,110 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California {December 6, 2007) 

Existing + Phase l 

Project Conditions 

LOS Daily Volume 

c 8,940 

D 11,520 

E 14,200 
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Existing Plus Phases 1 and 2 Conditions 

The impacts of developing Phases I and 2 have been identified by superimposing this project traffic 
onto Year 2007 background conditions. Resulting intersection Levels of Service were then 
calculated and used as the basis for evaluating potential project impacts. 

Intersection Levels of Service. Figure 9 displays the "Existing Plus Phases I and 2" traffic 
volumes while Table 9 displays the a.m. and p.m. peak hour Levels of Service at each study 
intersection with and without the project. All intersections will continue to operate at LOS C 
conditions or better. 

Daily Traffic Volumes Levels of Service. Table I 0 summarizes the roadway segment Levels of 
Service based on the current daily traffic volumes on study area roads and Phase I and 2 traffic. 
Daily roadway traffic is expected to increase along Yosemite Blvd west of the project by about 130 
vehicles and by about 170 vehicles east of Geer Road. Traffic along Geer Road is projected to 
increase by about 180 vehicles. 

The level of service along Yosemite Blvd will continue to be LOS C between Empire and Geer 
Road and LOS D from Geer Road toward Waterford. Geer Road will continue to operate at LOSE 
conditions south of Yosemite Blvd. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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TABLE9 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS PHASES I & 2 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Triangle NB Stop 
Ranch Rd 

overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
WB left tum c 18.5 c 18.1 
NB ... ... ... ... 

2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Card Lock NB Stop 
Access 

overall NIA NIA NIA NIA 
WB left tum 
NB 

3. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I A Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.5 
WB left tum c 16.4 B 14.6 
NB ... 0.0 A 0.7 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 1.1 
WB left tum B 11.4 B 13.0 
NB A 0.2 A 3.0 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I NB Stop 
Restaurant Access 

overall A 0.1 A 0.1 
NB A 9.0 A 9.9 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.1 A 0.2 
NB A 9.1 A 10.0 
WB left tum A 0.2 A 0.8 

?.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 18.1 B 19.5 

8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 
overall EB Stop A 0.1 A 0.1 
NB left tum A 0.3 A 0.2 
EB A 9.7 A 9.7 

9. Geer Rd I North of Fruit Stand EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 9.7 A 9.6 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB left tum B 12.4 B 12.2 

II. Geer Rd I New Gas South Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 0.1 
EB A 0.6 A 0.2 
NB left tum B 12.0 B 11.5 

N/A- no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.0 
B 14.8 
. .. . .. 

NIA NIA 

A 0.6 
B 12.3 
A 0.5 

A 1.4 
B 10.7 
A 2.7 

A 0.1 
A 9.1 

A 0.3 
A 9.1 
A 1.0 
B 17.1 

A 0.2 
A 0.2 
A 9.8 

A 0.1 
A 9.7 

A 0.0 
A 0.0 
B 11.4 

A 0.1 
A 0.1 
B 10.8 
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TABLE 9 (cont'd) 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS PHASES 1 & 2 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

12. Geer Rd I D Dr EB Stop 
overall A 1.1 A 3.1 
EB A 1.1 A 4.0 
NB left tum c 17.8 c 22.7 

13. Geer Rd IF Way EB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 0.3 
EB A 0.2 A 0.4 
NB left tum c 16.1 c 15.8 

14. Triangle Ranch Rd I G Dr EB Stop 
overall 
WB NIA NIA NIA NIA 
SB left tum 

N/ A • no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delav 

A 3.8 
A 3.9 
c 22.2 

A 0.5 
A 0.4 
B 14.0 

NIA NIA 
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l} 
~ 

Location 

Roadway From 

Yosemite Blvd Empire 

(SR 132) Geer Road 

Geer Road Yosemitei~Ivd (SR 132) 

Source: Stanislaus County Circulation Element 

TABLE 10 
EXISTING PLUS PHASES 1 & 2 CONDITIONS 
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Standard Existing Conditions 

Daily Volume 

To LOS Threshold LOS Daily Volume 

Geer Road D 13,700 c 8,880 

Waterford D 13,700 D 11,450 

Hatch Road c 9,200 E 14,110 
- -

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California (December 6, 2007) 

Existing + Phase 1 

Project Conditions 

LOS Daily Volume 

c 9,010 

D 11,620 

E 14,290 
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Existing Plus Phases 1, 2 and 3 Conditions 

The impacts of developing the entire project, Phases I, 2 and 3, were identified by superimposing 
this project traffic onto Year 2007 background conditions. Resulting intersection Levels of Service 
were then calculated and used as the basis for evaluating potential project impacts. 

Intersection Levels of Service. Figure I 0 displays the "Existing Plus Phases I, 2 and 3" traffic 
volumes while Table II displays the a.m. and p.m. peak hour Levels of Service at each study 
intersection with and without the project. All intersections will continue to operate at LOS C 
conditions or better. 

Daily Traffic Volumes Levels of Service. Table 12 summarizes the roadway segment Levels of 
Service based on the current daily traffic volumes on study area roads and the traffic generated by 
the entire project. Daily roadway traffic is expected to increase along Yosemite Blvd west of the 
project by about 270 vehicles and by about 340 vehicles east of Geer Road. Traffic along Geer 
Road is projected to increase by about 380 vehicles. 

The level of service along Yosemite Blvd will continue to be LOS C between Empire and Geer 
Road and LOS D from Geer Road toward Waterford. Geer Road will continue to operate at LOSE 
conditions south of Yosemite Blvd. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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TABLE 11 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS ~HASES 1, 2 & 3 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 
!.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Triangle NB Stop 

Ranch Rd 
overall A 0.2 A 0.2 
WB left tum c 16.9 c 16.4 
NB A 0.2 A 0.1 

2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Card Lock NB Stop 
Access 

overall A 0.1 A 0.1 
WB left tum B 12.4 B 11.9 
NB A 0.1 A 0.1 

3. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I A Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 0.8 
WB left tum B 12.1 B 13.9 
NB A 0.2 A 0.9 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 1.1 
WB left tum B 11.5 B 13.2 
NB A 0.2 A 3.0 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I NB Stop 
Restaurant Access 

overall A 0.1 A 0.0 
NB A 9.1 A 9.9 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB A 9.1 A 10.0 
WB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 

?.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)/ Geer Rd Signal B 18.3 B 19.6 

8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 
overall EB Stop A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 0.0 A 9.7 

9. Geer Rd /North of Fruit Stand EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 9.7 A 9.6 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 0.4 
EB A 0.2 A 0.5 
NB left tum B 11.9 B 12.0 

II. Geer Rd I New Gas South Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 0.3 
EB A 0.6 A 0.5 
NB left tum B 12.0 B 11.5 

N/A ~ no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.1 
c 15.0 
... . .. 

A 0.2 
B 10.9 
A 0.2 

A 1.0 
B 11.8 
A 0.8 

A 1.3 
B 10.8 
A 2.7 

A 0.1 
A 9.1 

A 0.0 
A 9.1 
A 0.0 
B 17.4 

A 0.0 
A 0.0 
A 9.7 

A 0.1 
A 9.7 

A 0.6 
A 0.9 
B 11.4 

A 0.5 
A 0.8 
B 11.0 
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TABLE 11 (cont'd) 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

EXISTING PLUS PHASES 1, 2 & 3 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delav LOS Delav 

12. Geer Rd I D Dr EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 1.0 
EB A 0.4 A 1.6 
NB left tum c 15.0 B 14.1 

13. Geer Rd fF Way EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 0.4 
EB A 0.4 A 0.4 
NB left tum c 16.2 c 15.7 

14. Triangle Ranch Rd I G Dr EB Stop 
overall A 4.6 A 6.0 
WB A 6.4 A 3.6 
SB left tum A 8.4 A 8.4 

N/ A ~ no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturdav Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delav 

A 1.1 
A 1.6 
B 14.5 

A 0.6 
A 0.5 
B 14.1 

A 3.3 
A 3.6 
A 8.4 
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Q 
~ 

Location 

Roadway From 

Yosemite Blvd Empire 

(SR 132) Geer Road 

GeerRoad Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 

Source: Stanislaus County Circulation Element 

TABLE 12 
EXISTING PLUS PHASES 1, 2 & 3 CONDITIONS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Slandard Existing Conditions 

Daily Volume 

To LOS Threshold LOS Daily Volume 

Geer Road D 13,700 c 8,880 

Waterford D 13,700 D 11,450 

Hatch Road c 9,200 E 14,!!0 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California (December 6, 2007) 

Existing + Phase l 

Project Conditions 

LOS Daily Volume 

c 9,150 

D 11,790 

E 14,490 
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YEAR 2012 IMPACTS 

The analysis of the near term 2012 cumulative condition is intended to consider the impact of this 
project within the context of the conditions in 2012. Future traffic projections were obtained from 
the Stanislaus County Circulation Element. Straight-line interpolation was used to determine 
annual volume increases along the roadways. These increases were then annualized over a five
year period; Furness factoring was used to develop turning movement volumes at the study 
intersections. 

Year 2012 Lane Configurations. Lane configurations along Yosemite Blvd and Geer Road -
Albers Road are assumed to remain in their current configurations. 

Intersection Levels of Service. Figure II displays the "2012" traffic volumes with the lane 
configurations for each study intersection while Figure 12 presents the "2012 plus Project" 
volumes. Table 13 displays the a.m., p.m. and Saturday peak hour Levels of Service at the 
Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection without the project. This intersection will 
operate at LOS B conditions. Table 14 displays the levels of service with the project at each of the 
proposed project access intersections and the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection. 
All intersections will continue to operate at LOS C conditions or better. 

Daily Traffic Volumes Levels of Service. Table 15 summarizes the roadway segment Levels of 
Service based on the projected 2012 daily traffic volumes on study area roads and the entire project 
traffic. Daily roadway traffic is expected to increase along both Yosemite Blvd and Geer Road. 
The level of service along Yosemite Blvd between Empire and Geer Road is projected to decline to 
LOS D conditions without the project, to 10,300 ADT. Addition of daily project traffic will 
increase the ADT to about I 0,560 vpd; this will maintain a LOS D condition. 

Yosemite Blvd, east of Geer Road is projected to decline to LOS E conditions, with about 13,900 
vpd on the roadway. With the project added to the network this segment will remain at LOS E 
conditions, with about 14,230 ADT. Geer Road, south of the project, is projected to operate at LOS 
F conditions, with about 17,800 ADT on the roadway. Addition of project traffic will increase the 
ADT to 18,180 vpd and maintain the LOS F condition. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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TABLE 13 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2012 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 19.1 B 22.0 
6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.4 A 0.5 
NB B 10.8 B 13.1 
WB left tum A 0.1 A 0.9 

8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 
overall EB Stop A 0.7 A 0.8 
NB left tum A 1.3 A 1.0 
EB c 17.5 c 16.4 

TABLE 14 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

20I2 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour 
Average 

Location Control LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) /Triangle NB Stop 
Ranch Rd 

overall A 0.2 
WB left turn c 19.1 
NB A 0.2 

2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Card Lock NB Stop 
Access 

overall A 0.1 
WB left tum B 14.5 
NB A 0.1 

3. YosemiteBivd(SRI32)1ADr NB Stop 
overall A 0.3 
WB left tum B 14.2 
NB A 0.2 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.2 
WB left tum B 12.1 
NB A 0.2 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I NB Stop 
Restaurant Access 

overall A 0.1 
NB A 9.2 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

PM Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.2 
c 18.9 
A 0.1 

A 0.1 
B 12.9 
A 0.1 

A 0.8 
c 15.9 
A 0.9 

A 1.0 
B 14.3 
A 2.9 

A 0.0 
B 10.3 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

B 15.2 

A 0.7 
B 10.5 
A 1.0 

A 1.2 
A 1.6 
B 13.8 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.1 
c 16.9 
A 0.0 

A 0.2 
B 11.2 
A 0.2 

A 0.9 
B 12.9 
A 0.8 

A 1.2 
B 11.2 
A 2.4 

A 0.1 
A 9.3 
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TABLE 14 (cont'd) 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2012 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 
6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB A 9.2 B 10.3 
WB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 

?.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 19.1 B 22.0 
8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 

overall EB Stop A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 0.0 A 9.7 

9 Geer Rd I North of Fruit Stand EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 9.8 A 9.7 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 0.4 
EB A 0.2 A 0.5 
NB left tum B 12.7 B 12.7 

II. Geer Rd I New Gas South Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 0.2 
EB A 0.5 A 0.5 
NB left turn B 12.8 B 11.8 

12. Geer Rd I D Dr EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 1.1 
EB A 0.5 A 1.8 
NB left tum c 16.4 B 14.7 

13. Geer Rd IF Way EB Stop 
overall A 0.3 A 0.4 
EB A 0.5 A 0.5 
NB left tum c 19.1 c 17.3 

14. Triangle Ranch Rd I G Dr EB Stop 
overall A 4.6 A 6.0 
WB A 6.4 A 3.6 
SB left tum A 8.4 A 8.4 

N/A- no side street traffic --- available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.0 
A 9.2 
A 0.0 
B 15.2 

A 0.0 
A 0.0 
B 10.2 

A 0.0 
B 10.2 

A 0.5 

A 0.8 
B 13.0 

A 0.4 
A 0.6 
B 12.4 

A 1.3 
A 2.0 
c 18.1 

A 0.6 
A 0.6 
c 17.5 

A 3.3 
A 3.6 
A 8.4 
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Q 
~ 

Location 

Roadway From 

Yosemite Blvd Empire 

(SR !32) Geer Road 

Geer Road Yosemite Blvd (SR !32) 

Source: Stanislaus County Circulation Element 

TABLE 15 
2012 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Standard 2012 Conditions 

Daily Volume 

To LOS Threshold LOS Daily Volume 

Geer Road D !3,700 D !0,300 
Waterford D !3,700 E !3,890 

Hatch Road c 9,200 F !7,80()_ 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California (December 6, 2007) 

2012 + Project Conditions 

LOS Daily Volume 

D !0,560 

E 14,230 

F !8,!8() 
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FUTURE IMPACTS 

Background Traffic Volume Forecasts. Year 2030 traffic volume forecasts developed for the 
Stanislaus County General Plan were the basis for the cumulative impact analysis. The results of 
the traffic model is based on the Stan COG regional travel demand forecasting model prepared by 
Dowling Associates as past of the County's Traffic Circulation update. Furness factoring was 
used to develop turning movement volumes at the study intersections. 

Year 2030 Lane Configurations. The Stanislaus County General Plan identifies Yosemite Blvd 
(SR 132) and Geer Road I Albers Road to be Class C Expressways by 2030. These include limited 
access controlled roadways with traffic controls at intersections with Major Roads and other 
Expressways. The Circulation Element identifies Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) to be four lanes while 
Albers Road- Geer Road is identified as a six-lane expressway. For analysis purposes full access 
intersections are assumed at the following locations: 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Triangle Ranch Road 
Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Gas Card Lock Access 
Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I 'A' Drive 
Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I 'B' Drive 
Geer Road I'D' Drive 
Geer Road I 'F' Way 

If a median is installed along Geer Road in the future, existing and any future driveways would be 
subjected to restricted access. The intersections adjacent to the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer 
Road intersection would be limited to right-in, right-out movements while the remaining driveways 
along Geer Road are assumed to have right-in, right-out and left-in access. The left-in access would 
include turn pockets along northbound Geer Road to allow queuing off of the through lanes. 

At the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Gas Card Lock Access intersection an alternative layout was 
considered due to the proximity of the intersection to Triangle Ranch Road. It is possible that 
adequate distance may not exist between the two locations meeting Highway Design Manual 
criteria for lane acceleration and lane deceleration. An alternative was considered that eliminated 
left-out movements from the Gas Card Lock driveway; these movements would use the Triangle 
Ranch Road intersection. 

Future Traffic Conditions 

Intersection Levels of Service. Figure 13 displays the 2030 traffic volumes with the lane 
configurations for each study intersection. Table 16 displays the a.m., p.m. and Saturday peak hour 
Levels of Service at the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection and the adjacent 
driveways without the project. The Yosemite Blvd I Geer Rd intersection will operate at LOS C 
conditions in the p.m. peak hour and LOS B conditions during the remaining peak hours. The 
Fruityard access along Yosemite Blvd is projected to operate at LOS C or better; however, the 
Fruityard access along Geer Road will decline to LOS E conditions for traffic leaving the site. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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Figure 14A displays the 2030 plus Project conditions assuming full access is available at all 
intersections except the two adjacent to the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection. 
Table 17 displays the levels of service with the project at each of the proposed project access 
intersections and the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection. All intersections will 
operate at LOS C conditions or better except the Geer Road I 'D' Drive intersection. The 
eastbound approach will operate at LOS E conditions in the a.m. peak hour and LOS D in the p.m. 
peak hour and Saturday peak hour. This is not considered significant as the intersection does not 
meet traffic signal warrants. Installation of an unwarranted signal may cause additional and 
unnecessary delays to traffic along Geer Road. The existing Fruityard access at Geer Road will 
improve to LOS C or better conditions due to the realignment of on-site traffic patterns due to the 
projected development. 

Figure 14B presents the traffic volumes and lane configurations under the limited access control 
alternative. Table 17 also presents the levels of service at the intersections affected by the limited 
access alternative. Under this alternative the intersections along Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) will 
continue to operate at LOS C or better. 

Daily Traffic Volumes Levels of Service. Table 18 summarizes the roadway segment Levels of 
Service based on the projected 2030 daily traffic volumes on the study area roads. Daily roadway 
traffic is expected to increase along both Yosemite Blvd and Geer Road. Yosemite Blvd between 
Empire and Geer Road is projected to operate at LOS C while between Geer Road and Waterford 
the roadway will operate at LOS D conditions. The roadway is projected to be a four-lane 
expressway and carry 17,550 vpd and 27,800 vpd, respectively. The level of service along Geer 
Road is projected to be LOS D with 41,080 ADT. Under project conditions, the levels of service 
along each segment will remain at either LOS C or D. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard. Stanislaus County. CA 
(December 6. 2007) 
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TABLE 16 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2030 CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Average Average 
Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 20.9 c 28.9 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.3 A 0.5 
NB c 15.5 c 23.9 
WB left tum A 0.1 A 0.7 

8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 

overall EB Stop A 0.9 A 0.9 
NB left tum A 1.4 A 1.4 

EB E 35.7 E 35.7 

TABLE 17 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2030 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Average Average 
Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 

!.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Triangle NB Stop 
Ranch Rd 

overall A(A) 0.1 (0.1) A(A) 0.2 (0.2) 
WB left tum C(C) 15.6 (16.5) C (C) 23.8 (23.8) 

NB A(A) 0.1 (0.3) A(A) 0.3 (0.3) 

2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Card Lock NB Stop 
Access 

overall A (A) 0.0 (0.0) A (A) 0.1 (0.0) 
WB left tum B (B) 11.3 (10.4) B (B) 13.4 (13.4) 
NB A (A) 0.1 (9.0) A (B) 0.3 (11.8) 

3. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I A Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.1 A 0.5 
WB left tum B 10.8 c 15.8 
NB A 0.3 A 1.6 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr NB Stop 
overall A 0.1 A 0.6 
WB left tum B 13.3 c 15.0 
NB A 8.6 B 11.3 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I NB Stop 
Restaurant Access 

overall A 0.1 A 0.0 
NB B 10.0 B 12.7 

N/A- no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

(left-out prohibited) -left turn traffic uses Triangle Ranch Road 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturday Peak Hour 

Average 
LOS Delay 

B 18.8 

A 0.5 
B 13.2 

A 0.7 

A 1.0 
A 1.9 

c 21.1 

Saturda Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A(A) 0.1 (0.1) 
C (C) 15.7 (15.7) 
A (B) 0.1 (10.9) 

A (A) 0.1 (0.1) 
B (B) 10.9 (10.5) 

A (A) 0.3 (0.1) 

A 0.5 

B 11.4 

A 1.2 

A 0.9 

B 11.1 
A 2.0 

A 0.0 
B 10.1 
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TABLE 17 (cont'd) 
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2030 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Average Average 

Location Control LOS Delay LOS Delay 
6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 
Yard Access NB Stop 

overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB B 10.0 B 12.7 
WB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 

?.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 Geer Rd Signal B 20.4 c 28.8 
8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 

overall EB Stop A 0.0 A 0.0 
NB left tum A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 0.0 A 9.4 

9. Geer Rd I North of Fruit Stand EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.0 
EB A 9.0 A 9.3 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.0 A 0.1 
EB B 12.2 B 11.0 
NB left tum A 9.2 A 9.5 

II. Geer Rd I New Gas South Access EB Stop 
overall A 0.1 A 0.1 
EB B 12.2 B 10.9 
NB left tum A 9.2 A 9.5 

12. GeerRd I D Dr EB Stop 
overall A 0.6 A 0.9 
EB E 40.5 D 33.1 
NB left tum c 19.7 c 17.5 

13. Geer Rd IF Way EB Stop 
overall A 0.2 A 0.2 
EB A 1.6 A 1.3 
NB left tum c 24.8 c 20.2 

14. Triangle Ranch Rd I G Dr EB Stop 
overall A 4.6 A 6.0 
WB A 6.4 A 3.6 
SB left tum A 8.4 A 8.4 

N/A- no side street traffic ---available movement, no traffic recorded in peak hour 

(left-out prohibited)- left turn traffic uses Triangle Ranch Road 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 

Saturda Peak Hour 
Average 

LOS Delay 

A 0.0 
B 10.1 
A 0.0 

B 19.8 

A 0.0 
A 0.0 
A 9.2 

A 0.0 
A 9.2 

A 0.1 
A 9.8 
A 9.5 

A 0.1 
A 9.8 
A 9.7 

A 1.1 
D 26.8 
B 14.4 

A 0.4 
A 1.4 
c 18.1 

A 3.3 
A 3.6 
A 8.4 
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g 
~ 

Location 

Roadway From 

Yosemite Blvd Empire 

(SR 132) Geer Road 

Geer Road Yosemite Blvd(SI{ 132) 

Source: Stanislaus County Circulation Element 

TABLE18 
2030 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Standard 2030 Conditions 

Daily Volume 

To LOS Threshold LOS Daily Volume 

Geer Road D 32,400 c 17,550 

Waterford D 32,400 D 27,800 

Hatch Road c 31,200 D 41,080 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, California (December 6, 2007) 

2030 + Project Conditions 

LOS Daily Volume 

c 17,810 

D 28,140 

D 41,460 
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QUEUING 

A queuing analysis was completed for each of the study intersections. 95% queues were 
determined based on the queue results in the Synchro analysis. Table 19 presents the results for 
each of the analysis scenarios. Generally, all queues into and out of the project site will be less 
than a single vehicle. The queues at the Geer Road I D Dr. intersection with the completion of 
Phases I and 2 will be higher than during any other scenario. This is due to the projected re
routing of gas station traffic to D Drive on a temporary basis. The projected 95% queue waiting 
to enter Geer Road will be 29 feet. The completion of Phase 3 will relocate the gas station and 
will provide full access driveways to Geer Road. 

Through lane queues were also reported for the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection 
to determine whether any access driveways along the project site could be blocked. The longest 
eastbound queue will develop during 2030 when the queue is projected to reach 285' with the 
project. This will occur in the p.m. peak hour and may block the right-in, right-out access, 
closest to the intersection. The worst northbound queue along Geer Road is projected to be 189', 
again in 2030 buildout. Motorists should be able to access northbound Geer Road at any of the 
full access points proposed. 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard. Stanislaus County 
(December 6. 2007) 
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Exist+ 
Location Exist Ph I 

I. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I 
Triangle Ranch Rd 

WB left turn 0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 

NB 0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 
2.Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Card 

Lock Access 
WB left turn --- ---
NB 

3. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I A Dr 

WB left turn -- 0 (I) <I> 

NB 0 (3) <2> 

4. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I B Dr 

WB left turn --- 0 (4) <4> 

NB 2 (5) <3> 

5. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I 
Restaurant Access ---

NB I (0) <I> 

6. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) I Fruit 

Yard Access 

NB 3 (4) <4> 0 (I) <I> 
WB left tum 0 (l) <l> 0 (I) <l> 

7. Yosemite Blvd (SR 132)1 
Geer Rd 

NB Left 40 (38) <22> 51 (42) <33> 
NB Thru 84 ( 102) <66> 81 (102) <67> 
SB Left 37 (94) <33> 35 (94) <40> 
SB Thru 105 (90) <58> 98 (104) <60> 

EB Left 41 (64) <39> 44 (71) <41> 
EB Thru 46 (107) <45> 48 (I 12) <46> 
WB Left 143 (106)<95> 148 (105)<95> 

WBThru 113 (51) <52> 86 (62) <62> 

g 
~ 

Traffic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County 

TABLE 19 
PROJECTED QUEUES 

Exist+ Exist+ 

Ph 1,2 Ph 1,2,3 

0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 
0 (0) <0> I (2) <I> 

--- 0 (0) <0> 
I (0) <I> 

0 (I) <I> I (2) <2> 
0 (3) <3> I (6) <4> 

0 (4) <4> 0 (5) <4> 
I (5) <4> I (5) <4> 

I (0) <0> I (0) <0> 

I (I) <I> 0 (0) <0> 
0 (l) <l> 0 (0) <0> 

50 (43) <34> 51 (44) <34> 

92 (103) <70> 92 (103) <70> 
38 (95) <40> 39 (95) <40> 

112 (106) <62> 114 (106) <62> 
48 (71) <45> 50 (76) <47> 

54 (112) <46> 54 (115) <47> 
123 (117)<106> 123 (I 17)<106> 
121 (62) <63> - 123 (65) <63> 

{December 6, 2007) 

2012 2012 +Project 2030 2030 + Pro.iect 

0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> I (I) <0> 
0 (0) <0> I (3) <I> 0 (0) <0> I (4) <I> 

--- 0 (0) <0> --- 0 (0) <0> 
I (I) <I> 0 (I) <I> 

--- I (2) <2> --- I (3) <2> 
I (7) <5> I (7) <4> 

0 (0) <I> 0 (5) <4> 0(1)<1> 0 (8) <5> 
2 (1) <I> 2 (5) <4> 2(2)<2> 2 (5) <4> 

1 (0) <0> 0 (I) <0> I (I) <0> I (I) <I> 

4 (4) <4> 0 (0) <0> 7 (10) <6> 0 (0) <0> 
0 (l) <l> 0 (0) <0> 0 (1) <l> 0 (0) <0> 

' 

62 (40) <31> 63 (47) <36> 31 (27)<18> 28 (31) <22> 
98(120)<81> 99(121)<83> 137 (165) <116> 124 (189) <128> 
51 (140) <59> 51 (140)<62> 70 (170) <67> 72 (168) <71> 
127 (116) <71> 130 (118) <78> 163 (120) <90> 151 (135) <99> 
51 (74) <46> 53 (84) <55> 43(64)<42> 41 (74) <48> 

54 (131) <54> 55 (138) <50> 105 (275) <71> 95 (285) <11 0> 
199(145)<117> 202 (155)<132> 136 (148)<99> 163 (146)<109> 
141 (63) <66> 144 (77) <78> 241 (109) <79> 263 (123) <130> 

Page 53 



222

Exist+ 
Location Exist Ph I 

8. Geer Road I Fruit Yard Access 
NB Iefttum 2 (2) <2> 0(0)<0> 
EB 8 (10) <II> 0(1)<2> 

9. Geer Rd I North of Fruit Stand 
EB --- 0 (0) <I> 

10. Geer Rd I New Gas North 
Access 

EB -- 0(0)<0> 
NB Ieftturn 0 (0) <0> 

II.Geer Rd I New Gas South 
Access 

EB --- 0 (I) <0> 
NB Iefttum 0 (0) <0> 

12. Geer Rd I D Dr 
EB --- 0(4)<11> 
NB Iefttum I (9) <5> 

13.GeerRd/FWay 
EB --- --
NB Iefttum 

14.Triangie Ranch Rd I G Dr 
WB --- ---
SB Iefttum 

a_m. (p.m.) <Saturday> 

g 
~ 

Traffic Impact Analysis/or The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County 

TABLE 19 (CONT'D) 
PROJECTED QUEUES 

Exist+ Exist+ 
Ph 1,2 Ph I, 2, 3 

0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 
0(1)<2> 0 (0) <0> 

0 (0) <I> 0 (0) <I> 

0 (0) <0> 2 (4) <5> 
0 (0) <0> O(l)<I> 

2 (0) <0> 2 (2) <4> 

I (0) <0> I (1)<1> 

II (20) <29> I (3) <4> 
3 (13) <13> I (5) <5> 

2 (2) <4> 2 (3) <4> 
0(1)<1> I (I) <I> 

--- 0 (I) <0> 
0 (0) <0> 

(December 6, 2007) 

2012 

2 (2) <3> 
IO,(I3)<14> 

0 (0) <I> 

3 (5) <6> 
0 (I) <I> 

3 (2) <5> 
I (I) <I> 

0 (0) <6> 
0 (0) <I> 

---

---

2012 + Project 2030 2030 + Project 

0 (0) <0> 4 (3) <4> 0 (0) <0> 
0 (O) <0> 32 (33) <24> 0 (0) <0> 

0 (0) <I> 0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 

3 (5) <6> 5 (8) <7> 5 (9) <7> 
0 (I) <I> 0 (I) <2> 0 (I) <2> 

3 (2) <5> 5 (4) <5> 5 (4) <5> 
I (I) <I> I (I) <I> I (I) <I> 

2 (3) <5> 0 (0) <0> 3 (3) <5> 
I (5) <6> I (I) <I> 3 (10) <8> I 

. 

3 (3) <6> - 4 (4) <6> 
1(1)<2> 3 (3) <3> 

I 

0 (I) <0> --- 0(1)<0> 
0 (0) <0> 0 (0) <0> 
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FINDINGS I RECOMMENDATIONS I MITIGATIONS 

The preceding analysis has identified project impacts that may occur without mitigation. The text 
that follows identifies a strategy for mitigating the impacts of the proposed project. 
Recommendations are identified for facilities that require mitigation but are not a result of the 
proposed project. If the project causes a significant impact, mitigations are identified for the 
facility. 

Existing Conditions - Recommendations 

Each of the four study intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service. No 
recommendations are necessary. 

Geer Road, south of Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) currently operates below the County LOS threshold, 
at LOS E. The County's General Plan identifies Geer Road as a Class C 6-lane expressway. 
Widening of Geer Road would result in LOS B or better conditions. 

Existing Pins Phase 1 Mitigations 

All of the proposed intersections will operate within County and Caltrans LOS thresholds. Geer 
Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. Widening Geer Road is part of the 
County's Traffic Impact Fee program; therefore, no additional mitigation is required. 

The project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation system improvements 
through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) should be widened to its ultimate width along the project frontage of 
Phase I. This would include two through lanes, one half of a continuous left tum lane and shoulder 
per Cal trans standards. 

No other mitigations are necessary. 

Existing Pins Phase 1 & Phase 2 Mitigations 

All of the proposed intersections will continue to operate within County and Caltrans LOS 
thresholds. Geer Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. 

Phase 2 of the project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation system 
improvements through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Geer Road should be widened to its ultimate half-width along the project frontage. The limits of 
widening would extend from the Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) intersection south of the project limits to 
D Drive. This would include three through lanes and half a median. The full median, once 
completed, should provide breaks to allow inbound left turns at the various driveways. Full access 

Trajjic fmpact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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should be provided at D Drive. Geer Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. 
Widening Geer Road is part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program; therefore, no other 
mitigation is required. 

Existing Plus Phase 1, Phase 2 & Phase 3 Mitigations 

All of the proposed intersections will continue to operate within County and Caltrans LOS 
thresholds. Geer Road will continue to operate below LOS C conditions. 

Phase 3 of the project should contribute its fair share to the cost of regional circulation system 
improvements through the existing Stanislaus County traffic mitigation fee program. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) should be widened to its ultimate width along the project frontage of 
Phase 3. This would include two through lanes, one half of a continuous left turn lane and shoulder 
per Caltrans standards. 

Geer Road should be widened to its ultimate half-width along the project frontage from D Drive to 
the south project limit, at MID Lateral No. I. This would include three through lanes and half a 
median. The full median, once completed, should provide breaks to allow inbound left turns at the 
various driveways. Full access should be provided at F Way. Geer Road will continue to operate 
below LOS C conditions. Widening Geer Road is part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program; 
therefore, no other mitigation is required. 

2012 Conditions -Recommendations 

Each of the study intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service. No recommendations 
are necessary. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) will decline to LOS E conditions. Widening Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) is 
identified as part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program. 

2012 plus Phase 1, Phase 2 & Phase 3 Mitigations 

Each of the study intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are 
necessary. 

Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) will continue to operate at LOS E conditions. Widening Yosemite Blvd 
(SR 132) is identified as part of the County's Traffic Impact Fee program. The project should pay 
its fair share of Traffic Impact Fees; therefore, no other mitigation is required. 

Geer Road will continue to operate below the County LOS threshold level. No additional 
mitigations are necessary as TIF fees have already been identified in the Existing scenario. 

Traj}ic Impact Analysis jar The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
(December 6, 2007) 
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2030 Conditions -Recommendations 

Each of the study intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service except the Geer Road I 
Fruityard access. This intersection is adjacent to the Yosemite Blvd I Geer Road intersection. Left 
turn access in and out of the driveway would need to be eliminated in order to improve the level of 
service at the intersection. This will result in LOS A conditions at the intersection. No other 
recommendations are necessary. 

Geer Road is projected to operate at LOS D conditions in 2030. To operate within County 
thresholds the County would have to adopt an LOS D threshold for six lane Type C Expressways. 

2030 plus Phase 1, Phase 2 & Phase 3 Mitigations 

Each of the study intersections except the Geer Road I D Drive intersection will operate at 
acceptable levels of service. The Geer Drive I D Drive intersection will operate at LOS E in the 
a.m. peak hour and LOS D in the p.m. and Saturday peak hours. A traffic signal warrant analysis 
was conducted at each intersection where full access is proposed along both Yosemite Blvd (SR 
132) and Geer Road. The analysis showed that no signal warrants are met for any of the study 
intersections; therefore, no significant impact exists at D Drive as an unwarranted signal may cause 
additional and unnecessary delays to traffic along Geer Road. 

Geer Road is projected to continue to operate at LOS D conditions in 2030. To operate within 
County thresholds the County would have to adopt an LOS D threshold for six lane Type C 
Expressways. 

No additional mitigations are necessary. 

TraJ}ic Impact Analysis for The Fruit Yard, Stanislaus County, CA 
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EXHIBIT G228

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 
831 C Street 

Hollister, California 95023 
(831) 638-9260. (805) 644-9260 

PinnacleTE.com 

August 23, 2016 

Miguel Galvez, Deputy Director 
Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development 
1 01 0 1Oth Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, CA 95354 

.... 

RECEIVED 
AUG 2 4 '2016 

Stanislaus Cou 
Community D nt,v - Planning & 

evl! opment Dept. 

RE: The Fruit Yard Project (PLN2015-0130 I SCH#20160072019); Stanislaus County, CA 
Supplemental Traffic Analysis Material (STIA) and Response to Comment Letters 
Submittal for Caltrans Office of Metropolitan Planning 

Dear Mr. Galvez, 

Enclosed are two (2) copies of the STIA (Feb 5, 2016) and response to comment letters. The hard 
copies of the traffic analysis material are provided in response to comments (letter dated July 25, 
2016) and direction received from Caltrans staff (Tom Dumas and Eduardo Fuentes). Caltrans 
requires that any related project material be routed through the County. Please forward the 
enclosed traffic analysis material to the following address as soon as possible: 

Tom Dumas, Chief 
Caltrans Office of Metropolitan Planning 
P.O. Box 2048 
Stockton, CA 95021 
(209) 941-1921 

Please contact my office or Jim P. Freitas at Associated Engineering Group (209-545-3390) with 
any questions regarding the Caltrans request. 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

Larry D. Hail, CE, TE, PTOE 
President 

ldh:msw 
enclosures - STIA and Response to Comment Letters 

cc: Jim P. Freitas- Associated Engineering Group, Inc. 

The Fruit Yard L03 
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August 13, 2016 

Mr. Jim P. Freitas 

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 
831 C Street 

Hollister, California 95023 
(831) 638-9260 • (805) 644-9260 

PinnacleTE.com 

Associated Engineering Group, Inc. 
4206 Technology Drive, Ste. 4 
Modesto, CA 95356 

RE: The Fruit Yard Project (PLN2015-0130); Stanislaus County, California 
Response to Calb·ans Comments 

Dear Mr. Freitas, 
Pinnacle Traffic Engineering (PTE) has reviewed the comments provided by Caltrans (letter from 
the Office of Metropolitan Planning dated July 25, 2016). Based on our discussions, the project 
description should be modified to include the hours of operation and frequency of events at the 
Amphitheater site. The project description in the Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (STIA) 
prepared by PTE (Feb. 5, 2016) indicates the project includes hosting events or concerts at the 
outside amphitheater within the existing park site. The majority of events will occur on a weekend 
day or Holiday, during the months between May and September. Events on weekdays (Monday
Friday) will begin after 7:00PM and end by 10:30 PM. The STIA provides an evaluation of the 
potential impacts associated with the Amphitheater project. Comments on the STIA were received 
from Stanislaus County (Andrew Malizia) and addressed in a "response to comment" letter (April 
28, 2016). The Caltrans comments are addressed in the existing traffic analysis material. A copy 
of the STIA, County comments, and "response to comment" letter are attached. The following is 
a brief response to the Caltrans comments: 

1. Associated Engineering Group (AEG) should address the comments regarding the site design, 
and construction/closure of driveways on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road. 

2. a. The STIA provides an evaluation of access at the project site driveways. 
b. A-Drive and B- Drive are existing (there is +1-300 feet between the driveways). 
c. The 2007 TIA identified the potential impacts associated with the Project Development 

Plan. The project's contribution to the County's Regional Transportation Impact Fee 
(RTIF) program served as mitigation to reduce the potential impacts to a level of "less than 
significant." The STIA concluded that events at the amphitheater will not significantly 
impact operations at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection. However, 
the amphitheater project could potentially impact operations on segments of Yosemite 

The Fruit Yard L02 Pinnacle Traftic Engineering 
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Mr. Jim P. Freitas 
August 13, 2016 
Page 2 of 2 

The Fruit Yard Projed 

Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road- Albers Road. Therefore, the project's contribution 
to the RTIF program will serve as mitigation to reduce the potential impact to a level of 
"less than significant," which is consistent with the mitigations approved for the Project 
Development Plan. Information regarding the construction of future roadway widening 
projects included in the RTIF should be requested from the County. 

3. a. An analysis of LOS, vehicle queues, and delay are presented in the STIA and subsequent 
"response to comment" material prepared for the project. 

b. The Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection is already signalized. 
c. A SimTraffic micro-simulation model was prepared for the STIA (copy of files and/or the 

video are available upon request). 
d. The STIA provides an evaluation of access at the project site driveways, including stopping 

and corner sight distance. 
e. References to the length of left- and right-turns lanes is provided in the STIA. 

It is my understanding that the County has completed a review of the project application and does 
not have any additional questions regarding the Amphitheater event traffic. 

Please contact my office with any questions regarding the response to comment material. 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

Larry D. Hail, CE, TE, PTOE 
President 

ldh:msw 

attachments: Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (STIA; Feb. 5, 2016) 
County Comments on STIA (April28, 2016) 
Response to Comment Letter (Aprill4, 2016) 
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April28, 2016 

Mr. Jim P. Freitas 

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 
831 C Street 

Hollister, California 95023 
(831) 638-9260. (805) 644-9260 

PinnacleTE.com 

Associated Engineering Group, Inc. 
4206 Technology Drive, Ste. 4 
Modesto, CA 95356 

RE: The Fruit Yard Project; Stanislaus County, California 
Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)- Re. p n e to County Comments 

Dear Mr. Freitas, 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering (PTE) has reviewed the comments provided by Andrew Malizia at 
Stanislaus County (email dated April14, 2016). The Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
was reviewed and the specific comments were discussed with Andrew. The following is a brief 
response for each comment received from Stanislaus County: 

1. The Supplemental TIA presents a focused analysis of the existing plus approved uses plus the 
amphitheater project conditions at Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road 
intersection. As stated in the report (Page 19), the analysis presents a "worst" case scenario 
assuming that the amphitheater traffic could arrive before 6:00PM. However, the proposed 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures are designed to avoid generating any 
amphitheater traffic before 6:00PM (e.g. a concert on a Friday would start at 7:00PM or later). 
Based on my discussion with Andrew, I took a quick look at the "levels of service" (LOS) for 
the Geer Road I "D" Driveway intersection. I also added the traffic associated with the existing 
and approved project site uses. The analysis shows that average delays at the "D" Driveway 
intersection would be in the LOS A range, while delays on the "D" Driveway approach (traffic 
exiting the site) would be in the LOS D range (26.5 seconds). The delay is only slightly over 
the LOS C threshold (25.0 seconds). If County staff could provide the hourly directional 
volumes associated with the average daily traffic (ADT) data used for the initial analysis the 
peak period volumes could be adjusted to reflect the 6:00 to 7:00PM period. 

2. As indicated in the Supplemental TIA report (Page 24), the existing pavement width on Geer 
Road adjacent to "D" Driveway is sufficient to stripe a short northbound left turn lane. 
Therefore, the SimTraffic modeling included a short left turn lane on the approach to the "D" 
Driveway. The 95th percentile queue for the northbound left turn is estimated at 2.6 vehicles 
(approximately 65'). 

The Fruit Yard LO 1 Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 
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Mr. Jim P. Freitas 
April 28, 2016 
Page 2 of2 

The Fruit Yard Project 

3. The peak hour factor (PHF) for the amphitheater traffic movements at the Yosemite Boulevard 
(SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road and Geer Road I "D" Driveway intersections were reduced 
to 0.75, which means all arriving traffic would enter within 45-minute period. Average delays 
at both intersections would still be within the LOS C range (see attached LOS worksheets). 
The percent heavy vehicles were also increased to 10% for theN-Sand E-W movements along 
Geer Road and Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132), respectively. The LOS analysis referred under 
the previous responses was performed using the adjusted PHF and percent heavy vehicles. I've 
uploaded a new SimTraffic video to my DropBox folder (link provided below): 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/3i7oounbiounsrl/Ex%20%2B%20App%20%2B%20Amph%20%28Inb 
ound%29%20PM%20-%20Friday%20-%20SimTraffic%20-%20PTE%204-28-
16%20Adjusted%20PHF. wmv?dl=O) 

4. Input signal timing parameters for the Synchro 8 software include a 4 second "minimum 
initial", 3.5 second "yellow" clearance, and a 0.5 second "on-red" clearance. The "Phase 
Duration" (G + Y + Rc) is a calculated value produced by the software. 

It is my understanding that Associated Engineering Group will investigate the possibilities of 
striping an exclusive left turn lane on the northbound approach of Geer Road at the "D" Driveway. 
In addition, the remaining County comments are to be addressed by the project team. 

Please contact my office with any questions regarding the response to comment material. 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

Larry D. Hail, CE, TE, PTOE 
President 

ldh:msw 

attachments- Synchro 8 LOS Worksheets 
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HCM 201 0 TWSC 
5: "D" Drive & Geer Rd 

lnlersectlon 
lnt Delay, s/veh 2.9 

Mevement EBL EBR NBL NBl 
Vol, veh/h 8 21 313 6:!6 
Con meting Peds, #/h r 0 0 0 0 
Sign Contr0l St0p Stop Free Free 
RT Channelized None None 
Storage Length 0 100 
Veh in Median Storage,# 0 0 
Grade, o/o 0 0 
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 75 92 
Heqvy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 10 
Mvmt Flow 9 23 417 691 

Major/Minor Miner2 · M~Jer1 
Conflicting Flow All 2275 749 749 Q 

Stage 1 749 
Stage 2 526 

Crl trcal l-ldwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 
Critlcal Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5o4 
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2..2 
Pot Cap-'I Maneuver 45 415 869 

Stage 1 471 
Stage 2 200 

Platoon bJoeked, % 
Mev Cap-1 Maneuver 23 415 869 
Mev Cap-2 Maneuver 84 

Stage 1 471 
Stage 2 104 

Appro ash EB NB 
HCM Control Delay, s 26.5 4.9 
HCMLOS D 

Minor l..anetMalerMvtnt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SIBR 
Capacity (veh/h) 869 - 199 
HeM Lane VIC Ratio 0.48 - 0.158 
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.9 - 26.5 
HCM Lane LOS 6 D 
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.6 0.6 

Ex. + App. + Amp (IN) - Friday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 SimTraffic (Adjusted PHF) 
LDH 

SB'T' SBR 
689 222 

0 0 
Free Free 

- None 
G 

0 
0 

92 75 
10 0 

749 296 

Malo(~ 

0 

SB 
0 

4/28/2016 

Synchro 8 Report 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

..)- -+ "'). .f +- '-
Movement EBL EBT EBR W.BL 1WB'f WBR 
Lane Configurations "i t~ "i tf+ 
Volume (veh/h) 69 266 78 207 328 64 
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1756 1900 1863 1745 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 75 289 85 276 437 70 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.75 0.75 0.92 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 10 10 2 10 10 
Cap, veh/h 97 405 117 319 813 129 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.16 0.16 0.18 0.28 0.28 
Sat Flow veh/h 1774 2556 738 1774 2866 456 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 75 187 187 276 252 255 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1668 1626 1774 1658 1664 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.6 9.1 9.4 13.0 11.0 11.1 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.6 9.1 9.4 13.0 11.0 11.1 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.45 1.00 0.27 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 97 264 258 319 470 472 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.78 0.71 0.73 0.87 0.54 0.54 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 186 311 303 455 560 563 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 40.0 34.2 34.3 34.2 26.0 26.0 
I ncr Delay (d2), s/veh 12.4 5.9 7.0 11.7 0.9 1.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.1 4.6 4.7 7.4 5.2 5.2 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.4 40.1 41.4 45.9 26.9 27.0 
LnGrE LOS D D D D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 449 783 
Approach Delay, s/veh 42.7 33.6 
Approach LOS D c 
Timer 2 3 4 5 6 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.8 38.0 19.4 17.6 7.7 41.1 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 34.0 22.0 16.0 9.0 37.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 7.2 10.4 15.0 11.4 4.9 23.5 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 12.0 0.5 2.2 0.0 8.4 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.2 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex.+ App. +Amp (IN)- Friday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 SimTraffic (Adjusted PHF) 
LDH 

"\ f ~ 
NBL NBT NBR 

"i tt ., 
55 423 166 
5 2 12 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1863 1727 1863 

60 460 180 
1 2 1 

0.92 0.92 0.92 
2 10 2 

77 1301 627 
0.04 0.40 0.40 
1774 3282 1583 

60 460 180 
1774 1641 1583 

2.9 8.4 6.6 
2.9 8.4 6.6 

1.00 1.00 
77 1301 627 

0.78 0.35 0.29 
186 1301 627 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
40.6 18.2 17.6 
15.3 0.8 1.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.7 4.0 3.1 

55.9 18.9 18.8 
E 8 8 

700 
22.1 

c 
7 8 
7 8 

8.7 28.3 
4.0 4.0 
9.0 29.0 
5.6 13.1 
0.0 5.0 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Fruit Yard l'rojecl 
Supplemental TIA 

The Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) presents an evaluation of the potential impacts 
associated with the proposed modification (by Use Permit) to the previously approved General 
Plan Amendment (No. 2007-03) and Rezoning Application (No. 2007-03). The existing project 
site is located in the unincorporated area about 4 miles east of the City of Modesto (7948 Yosemite 
Boulevard). The site is comprised of approximately 45 acres and includes various commercial 
related uses (i.e. restaurant and lounge, produce market, service station facilities, park site, etc). 
Project access is currently provided via multiple driveways on the south side of Yosemite 
Boulevard (State Route 132) and west side of Geer Road. The general location of the project site 
is shown on Figure 1. 

The General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Application were approved in 2008 (Mitigated 
Negative Declaration). The Project Development Plan approved in 2008 included a new banquet 
center, a recreational vehicle (RV) I boat storage facility, a RV park, a fruit packing I warehouse 
facility, a site for retail tractor sales, and additional retail space. In addition, the plan included 
relocating the existing service station facilities to accommodate the new development components. 
Hosting outdoor events at the existing park site was also approved. An evaluation of the potential 
impacts associated with the General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Application project was 
presented in the TIA prepared by KD Anderson & Associates (Dec. 6, 2007). 

The proposed modification to the approved development plan includes the addition of an outside 
amphitheater within the existing park site. The amphitheater will host events or concerts and have 
a capacity to accommodate a maximum of 3,500 guests. The majority of events will occur on a 
weekend or Holiday. All parking associated with the amphitheater operations will be 
accommodated on-site. On-site circulation will be provided via a paved road, with access to 
Yosemite Boulevard (State Route 132) and Geer Road provided via existing and/or future 
driveway connections. 

The scope of the Supplemental TIA was based on a review of the project material and subsequent 
discussions with the project team. The analysis presents an evaluation of the potential impacts 
associated with a capacity size event at the amphitheater (3,500 guests). An evaluation of traffic 
operations at the Yosemite Boulevard (State Route 132) I Geer Road intersection is presented for 
the following study periods: 

• Average Weekday Afternoon (PM) Peak Commuter Period (4:00-6:00 PM) 
• Average Weekday Evening Period (10:00-11:00 PM) 
• Friday Afternoon (PM) Peak Commuter Period (4:00-6:00 PM) 
• Friday Evening Period (10:00-11:00 PM) 
• Saturday Mid-Day (MD) Peak Period (1:00-3:00 PM) 
• Saturday Evening Period (10:00-11:00 PM) 

Page 1 
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The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplemental TIA 

The evaluation of potential project impacts on near-term traffic operations focuses on the analysis 
of the following scenarios: 

• Existing Traffic Conditions 
• Existing Plus Approved Project Site Uses Traffic Conditions 
• Existing Plus Approved Project Site Uses Plus Amphitheater Event Traffic Conditions 

The Supplemental TIA also presents a review of project access and addresses concerns raised by 
residences regarding additional traffic on Weyer Road. Information in the following reference 
documents was reviewed during the course of conducting the supplemental analysis: 

• Stanislaus County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)- StanCOG (2014) 
• Stanislaus County Recommended Final Capital Improvement Plan (2013) 
• Stanislaus County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) - StanCOG (2009) 
• The Fruit Yard Traffic Impact Analysis- KD Anderson & Associates (2007) 
• Stanislaus County General Plan Circulation Element (2006) 
• Stanislaus County General Plan Circulation Support Documentation 

Page 3 
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplement ~d TJA 

The roadway network serving the project site includes Yosemite Boulevard (State Route 132), 
Geer Road and Albers Road. The following is a brief description of the network and an evaluation 
of existing traffic operations. 

Network Description 

Yosemite Bolllevard (StaleR ule 132) is a principal east-west route extending east from the City 
of Modesto and passing through Empire, Waterford and La Grange. State Route (SR) 132 also 
serves as a principal east-west route between 1-580 and SR 99 in the City of Modesto. Yosemite 
Boulevard (SR 132) between Modesto and Waterford is classified as a Class C Expressway. The 
majority of Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) east of Modesto has a single lane in each direction, with 
a 55 miles per hour (mph) speed limit. The Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers 
Road intersection is signalized. The sections ( +1-500') of Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) east and 
west of Geer Road - Albers Road have been improved, and have 2 lanes in each direction with left 
turn lane channelization. Two-to-one lane transition tapers are provided for east and westbound 
traffic adjacent to the project site. 

Geer Road and AJ be1· R ad is a principal north-south route between the City of Turlock and City 
of Oakdale. Geer Road and Albers Road are both classified as a Class C Expressway. The majority 
of Geer Road and Albers Road between Turlock and Oakdale have a single lane in each direction, 
with a 55 mph speed limit. The sections ( +1-400') of Geer Road and Albers Road north and south 
of Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) have been improved, and have 2 lanes in each direction with left 
turn lane channelization. Two-to-one lane transition tapers are provided for north and southbound 
traffic adjacent to the project site. 

Traffic Volumes 

To document existing conditions at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road 
intersection, new turning movement traffic count data was collected for the six (6) study periods. 
Daily traffic volume data was referenced from the Caltrans website and obtained from Stanislaus 
County. At the request of the project applicant, new 24-hour traffic count data was also collected 
for a 7-day period on Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132). The existing traffic 
volumes are illustrated on Figure 2. A summary of the new traffic count data and a comparison of 
the hourly volumes (PM peak hour vs. 10:00-11:00 PM) is provided in the Appendix. Copies of 
the new traffic count data are also included in the Appendix. 

Page4 
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Level of Service Operational Analysis 

The Fruit Yard Project 
Sllpplemental TIA 

Various "level of service" (LOS) methodologies are used to evaluate traffic operations. Operating 
conditions range from LOS "A" (free-flowing) to LOS "F" (forced-flow). Overall daily operations 
and LOS values for roadway segments can be estimated by comparing average daily traffic (ADT) 
volume data with standard or accepted twenty-four (24) hour ADT threshold criteria. Stanislaus 

County has established the LOS C threshold as the lower limit for acceptable traffic operations. 
The Caltrans traffic study guidelines (Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Dec. 
2002) state, Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and D 
on State highway facilities. A brief description of the LOS values is included in the Appendix. 

The analysis presented in the 2007 TIA for the project site (KD Anderson & Associates) indicated 
that existing daily volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (adjacent to the project) were in LOS C range, 
while daily volumes on Geer Road (adjacent to the project site) were in the LOSE range. Daily 

traffic volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road have remained relatively stable 
since 2007. The traffic analysis prepared for the County's General Plan Circulation Element 
utilized a "vehicle per lane per hour" (vplph) capacity to evaluate roadway segment LOS (1,000 
vplph). The volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios were then equated to LOS. The peak hour data on 
Figure 2 (average weekday) was used to estimate the roadway segment LOS adjacent to the project 
site. The existing roadway segment analysis is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 -Existing Roadway Segment Analysis (Average Weekday) 

Roadway Segment Direction Volume 
V/C LOS 

Ratio (a) 

Yosemite Blvd. (SR 132) w/o Geer Rd.- Albers Rd. 
EB 394 0.39 D (B) 
WB 239 0.24 C (A) 

Yosemite Blvd. (SR 132) e/o Geer Rd. - Albers Rd. 
EB 528 0.53 D (C) 
WB 336 0.34 C (B) 

Geer Rd. s/o Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 
NB 576 0.58 D (C) 
SB 563 0.56 D (C) 

Albers Rd. n/o Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 
NB 535 0.54 D (C) 
SB 559 0.56 D (C) 

(a) LOS for a 2-lane maJor roadway (LOS for 4-lane maJor roadway m parenthesis) 

The roadway segment analysis indicates that existing segment volumes on Yosemite Boulevard 
(SR 132) are within acceptable limits as defined by Caltrans (LOS D or better). However, hourly 

directional volumes on the 2-lane segments of Geer Road and Albers Road exceed the County's 

defined threshold (LOS Cor better). It is noted that the hourly volumes on the 4-lane segments of 

Geer Road (adjacent to the project site) and Albers Road (north of Yosemite Boulevard) are within 

the County's LOS C standard. It should also be noted that average daily traffic volumes on Weyer 

Road south of Y osernite Boulevard (300 ADT) are well within acceptable limits. 

Page 6 
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The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplemental TIA 

The LOS values for intersection operations are evaluated using estimated vehicle "control" delay 

(number of seconds per vehicle). Vehicle delays and LOS are reported for the overall intersection 

operations as an "average." During peak commuter periods, operations can be constrained at local 

intersections. Therefore, an analysis of peak hour operations is a good method for evaluating 

existing and/or future conditions, and the potential impact associated with a specific project. A 

copy of the vehicle delay-to-LOS relationship data is included with the Appendix Material. 

The Synchro 8 software was used to evaluate the peak hour operations at the Yosemite Boulevard 

(SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. Methodologies in the 2010 Highway Capacity 

Manual (HCM) were used for the peak hour intersection LOS analysis. It is noted that since the 

amphitheater will have some events or concerts that will end after 10:00 PM the analysis of existing 

conditions includes an evaluation of the 10:00 to 11:00 PM period. The results of the existing 

intersection LOS analysis are presented in Table 2. Copies of the LOS worksheets are included in 

the Appendix Material. 

Table 2- Existino Intersection LOS Analysis •-o 

I Study Period I Average Delay - LOS Value 

Thursday: 
PM Peak Hour - 21.9- c 
10:00 to 11:00 PM- 16.6- B 

Friday: 
PM Peak Hour - 21.7- c 
10:00 to 11:00 PM- 18.2- B 

Saturday: 
Mid-Day Peak Hour- 19.4- B 
10:00 to 11:00 PM- 15.3 - B 

The data in Table 2 indicates that average vehicle delays during the six (6) study periods are within 

acceptable limits as defined by the County (LOS Cor better) and Caltrans (LOS CID). 

Vehicle Speeds 

A sampling of vehicle speeds was recorded on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road 

adjacent to the project site. Eastbound speeds on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and northbound 

speeds on Geer Road were approximately 56-58 mph. Westbound speeds on Yosemite Boulevard 

(SR 132) and.southbound speeds on Geer Road were slightly less since vehicles were coming from 

the signalized Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. 

Page 7 
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3.0 PROJECT CONDITIONS 

The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplemenlal TlA 

The following is a description of the project and proposed modification, an estimate of the project 
site trip generation quantities for the approved uses and amphitheater component, an assignment 
of the project site trips to the adjacent street system, and an evaluation of the potential project 
(amphitheater) impacts on existing operations. The analysis of potential project (amphitheater) 

impacts assumes the development of all approved uses on the project site. 

Description 

As previously stated, a General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Application were approved in 
2008. The approved development plan included a relocation of the existing service and card-lock 
service station facilities and the construction of various new commercial related uses (i.e. new 
banquet center, a RV I boat storage facility, a RV park, a fruit packing I warehouse facility, a site 
for retail tractor sales, and additional retail space). A summary of the existing and approved project 
site uses is presented in Table 3. It is noted that the floor areas for the retail tractor sales site and 
fruit packing I warehouse facility are based on the square footages analyzed in the 2007 TIA (KD 
Anderson & Associates). A copy of the 2008 Project Development Plan is provided on Figure 3A. 

I 
a e - x1stmg an T bl 3 E .. dA lpprove ro1ect 1te dP · s· u ses 

Existing Uses I Approved Uses 

Restaurant (a) 8,000 SF Banquet Center 9,000 SF 
Produce I Fruit Market (a) 5,000 SF New Retail Space 3,000 SF 
Service Station (b) 4 Pumps RV I Boat Storage 322 Spaces 

(8 Fueling Pos.) RV Camping Park 66 Sites 
Card-Lock Service Station (c) 3 Pumps Retail Tractor Sales 10,000 SF 

(6 Fueli~g Pos.) Fruit Packing I Warehouse 35,000 SF 

(a) Existing project site use to remain 
(b) Existing service sta. to be relocated (new site will have 6 pumps with 12 fueling positions) 
(c) Exist. card-lock station to be relocated (new site will have 3 pumps & conv. market) 

The proposed project site modification includes the addition of an outside amphitheater within the 
existing park site (west of the pond). The amphitheater will host events or concerts and have a 

capacity to accommodate a maximum of 3,500 guests. The majority of events will occur on a 
weekend or Holiday, between May and September (especially capacity size events or concerts). 
Events on weekdays (Monday-Friday) will begin after 7:00PM and end by 10:30 PM. Parking 
for amphitheater guests will be accommodated on-site in various surface lots. On-site parking will 

be provided for 1,167 vehicles (plus 135 overflow spaces). On-site circulation will be provided 

via a paved road (covered under previous approval), with initial access provided via two (2) 

driveways on Yosemite Boulevard ("A" Drive and "B" Drive) and one (1) driveway on Geer Road 

("D" Drive). Future access may also be provided via Triangle Ranch Road and "F" Way. A copy 

of the Park Site Development Plan (Amphitheater) is provided on Figure 3B. 

Page 8 
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Project Site Trip Generation Estimates 

The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplemental TlA 

Trip generation rate data in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 
(9th Edition) and a Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region 
(San Diego Association of Governments, SANDAG) was used to estimate the number of vehicle 
trips associated with the existing and approved project site uses. The applicable trip generation 
rates are presented in Table 4. 

T bl 4 A 1' bl ITE T . G R a e - .pp,tca e np eneratwn ates 

Trip Generation Rate 

Weekday Weekend Day 
Land Use Category PM Mid-Day 

Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour Daily 
In Out In Out 

ITE #150- Warehousing (a) 0.08 0.24 3.56 0.08 0.05 1.23 
ITE #151 -Mini Warehouse Storage (b) 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.02 0.02 0.22 
ITE #416- Campground I RV Park (c & e) 0.18 0.09 4.00 0.27 0.14 6.00 
ITE #826- Specialty Retail Uses (a & f) 1.19 1.52 44.32 1.36 1.36 42.04 
ITE #841 -Automobile Sales (a) 1.05 1.57 32.30 2.01 2.01 29.74 
ITE #931 - Quality Restaurant (a) 5.02 2.47 89.95 6.38 4.44 94.36 
ITE #944 - Service Station ( d & g) 6.94 6.93 168.56 6.94 6.93 168.56 
ITE #945- Serv. Sta. wl Conv. Market (d & g) 6.76 6.75 162.78 6.76 6.75 162.78 

(a) Number of veh1cle tnps per 1,000 SF 
(b) Number of vehicle trips per storage unit I space 
(c) Number of vehicle trips per camping (RV) site- weekday daily rate based on SANDAG rates 
(d) Number of vehicle trips per fueling position (2 fueling positions per pump) 
(e) Weekend day rates assumed to be 1.5 times weekday rates 
(f) Weekend mid-day peak rate assumed to be same as weekday PM peak rate (50% in I 50% out) 
(g) Weekend day rates assumed to be same as weekday rates (daily and peak hour) 

To the quantify the trips associated with the project site, the trip generation estimates were derived 
for both the existing and approved project site uses (to represent base-line existing conditions). 
The "specialty retail" category (ITE #826) rates were used to estimate the number of trips 
associated with the existing produce market I fruit stand. It is noted that the trip rates associated 
with the "service station with convenience market" category (ITE #945) are slightly lower than 
the standard "service station" (ITE #944) rates. Therefore, the standard service station rates were 

used to estimate the trip generation associated with the existing card-lock service station (relocated 
facility will also have a convenience market). As previously noted, the floor areas associated with 

the retail tractor sales site and fruit packing I warehouse facility are based on the square footages 
analyzed in the 2007 TIA. In a similar manner, the trip generation estimates associated with the 
banquet center are also based on the estimates analyzed in the 2007 TIA (number of trips based on 

number of parking spaces). It was assumed that an event at the banquet center could start around 

Page 11 
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The Fruit Yard Project 
Supplemental TIA 

6:00 PM on an average weekday, and therefore, guests would arrive during the PM peak hour. 

Guests attending a banquet would then exit the project site between 10:00 PM and 12:00 Midnight. 

Information in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook demonstrates that a significant portion of the 

retail related trips will be pass-by and/or diverted link type trips coming from traffic already on 

the adjacent street system. The Caltrans traffic study methodologies allow a 15% trip reduction 

for pass-by traffic and a 5% reduction for captured trips (typically internal trips between uses). 

The trip generation estimates associated with the existing and approved project site uses are 

presented in Table 5. 

I 

Table 5- Pr ~ ect Site Uses T1ip Generation Estimates 

Number of Vehicle Trips 

Weekday Weekend Day 
Project Site Component PM Mid-Day 

Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour Daily 
In Out In Out 

ExisLing Pro jecl Site Uses: 
Restaurant - 8,000 SF 40 20 720 51 36 754 
Produce Market I Fruit Stand- 5,000 SF 6 8 222 7 7 210 
Service Station - 8 Fueling Positions 56 55 1,348 56 55 1,348 

Card-Lock Service Sta.- 6 Fueling Pos. (a) 42 42 1,012 42 42 1,012 

Existing Uses Sub-Totals: 144 125 3,302 156 140 3,324 
( -20% Pass-by & Internal Trip Reduction) ( -21) ( -21) ( -516) (-21) ( -21) (-514) 

Am;1roved Projecl Site Uses: 
Banquet Facility- 9,000 SF (b) 144 0 288 72 72 144 
New Retail Space- 3,000 SF 4 5 134 4 4 126 
RV I Boat Storage- 322 Spaces 3 3 80 6 6 70 
RV Camping Park- 66 Site I Spaces 12 6 264 18 9 396 
Retail Tractor Sales - 10,000 SF 11 16 324 20 20 298 
Fruit Packing I Warehouse - 35,000 SF 3 8 124 3 2 44 
Relocated Service Sta. (c) 28 28 674 28 28 674 

Approved Uses Sub-Totals: 205 66 1,888 151 141 1,752 

(20% Pass-by & Internal Trip Reduction) (-6) (-7) (-162) (-6) (-6) (-160) 

Total Project Site Trip Generation: 349 191 5,190 307 281 5,076 

External Traffic Demands: II 322 
I 

163 I 4,512 I 280 I 254 I 4,402 

(a) Relocated card-lock serv1ce statiOn will have same number of pump (fueling positions), 
with a convenience market 

(b) Trip generation based on number of parking stalls (referenced from 2007 TIA) 
(c) Relocated service station will have 2 additional pumps, with 4 new fueling positions 
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The data in Table 5 indicates that the existing site uses generate a total of approximately 3,300 
vehicle trips on an average weekday and weekend day (two-way trip ends). Development of the 
approved site will increase the total daily trip generation to approximately 5,100-5,200 ADT. On 
an average weekday the existing and approved uses are estimated to generate approximately 540 
trips during the PM peak hour (349 inbound and 191 outbound). On a typical weekend day, the 
project site uses (exiting and approved) are estimated to generate 588 trips during the mid-day 
(MD) peak hour (307 inbound and 281 outbound). It is noted that the mid-day peak hour trip 
generation estimates for a weekend day represent the "peak hour of generation," which may not 
be the same period for each project site use. Therefore, the project site trip generation estimates 
presented in Table 5 may slightly overestimate the actual trip generation. 

Information in the Urban Land Institute (ULI) Shared Parking publication indicates that parking 
demands associated with typical retail uses are about 30% of the peak demand (100%) during the 
10:00-11:00 PM period. Therefore, to derive the trip generation estimates for the 10:00-11:00 PM 
period the peak period demands for the retail uses (restaurant and services station) were multiplied 
by 0.30 (weekday and weekend day). Though it is not anticipated that the RV I boat storage, RV 
park or fruit packing I warehouse uses will generate much traffic during the 10:00-11:00 PM period, 
the peak period demands in Table 5 were also multiplied by 0.30 to present a conservative analysis 
for the 10:00-11:00 PM period. As previously stated, it was assumed that traffic associated with 
the banquet center could be exiting the site between 10:00 PM and Midnight. Therefore, on a 
typical weekday 144 trips could be exiting the site during the 10:00-11:00 PM period (72 trips 
exiting the site on a weekend day). It is estimated that on an average weekday the existing and 
approved uses generate approximately 264 trips during the 10:00-11:00 PM period (62 inbound 
and 202 outbound). On a typical weekend day, the existing and approved project site uses are 
estimated to generate 207 trips during the 10:00-11:00 PM period (71 inbound and 136 outbound). 

The "Approved Project Site Uses" trip generation estimates in Table 5 were based on the 2008 
Project Development Plan. The trip generation estimates for the "Approved Project Site Uses" are 
slightly higher than the trip generation estimates analyzed in the 2007 TIA. Several differences 
were identified, which included that the 2007 trip generation estimates did not account for the 
additional fuel pumps associated with one of the relocated service stations. 

Existing and Approved Site Uses Traffic Volumes 

The trip generation estimates for the existing and approved site uses were assigned to the local 
street system based a review of existing travel patterns and the distribution percentages used in the 
2007 TIA. The distribution of trips associated with the existing uses "to be relocated" (i.e. service 

station facilities) was performed based on the new locations (refer to the Approved Development 
Plan - Figure 3A). The trips for each use were assigned to the appropriate driveway(s). The 

driveways immediately adjacent to the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road 
intersection were combined with the appropriate left tum restrictions. Approximately 50% of the 
project site trips were assigned to Yosemite Boulevard (25% west and east of the project site), 30% 
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were assigned to Geer Road (south of project site) and 20% were assigned to Albers Road (north 
of Yosemite Boulevard). The project site traffic volumes associated with the existing and 
approved uses are illustrated on Figures 4A (Weekday) and 4B (Weekend Day). It again is noted 
that the trips associated with the existing uses to be relocated were assigned to the street system 
based on the new locations as shown on the approved Project Development Plan. 

Existing Traffic Volumes Plus Project Site (Existing and Approved Uses) Traffic Volumes 

The project site traffic volumes associated with the existing and approved uses were combined 
with the existing traffic volumes on Figure 2. The existing traffic volumes on Figure 2 were first 
adjusted the reflect the relocation of the existing site uses "to be relocated" (existing volumes 
minus the existing service station uses), since the relocated service station and card-lock service 
station volumes are included in the volumes on Figures 4A and 4B. The existing traffic volumes 
plus the project site traffic volumes (existing and approved uses) are illustrated on Figure 5. 

Amphitheater Trip Generation and Traffic Volumes 

As previously described, the proposed project site modification includes the addition of an outside 
amphitheater with a maximum seating capacity for 3,500 guests. The amphitheater will host 
events or concerts, with the majority occurring on a weekend or Holiday. Event parking for the 
amphitheater will be provided on-site for 1,167 vehicles; which is a vehicle occupancy of 3 guest 
per vehicle (3,500/3). For study purposes, it was assumed that a capacity size event (or concert) 
at the amphitheater will generate approximately 1,170 vehicles (inbound and outbound). A total 
of 2,340 vehicle trips (two-way trip ends) will be generated by a capacity size event at the 
amphitheater. The distribution of trips associated with a capacity size event were assigned to the 
adjacent street system based on the populations of local communities (Modesto, Empire, 
Waterford, La Grange, Turlock and Oakdale). Approximately 55% of the amphitheater event trips 
were assigned to Yosemite Boulevard (40% west of the project site and 15% east of the project 
site), 25% were assigned to Geer Road (south of project site) and 20% were assigned to Albers 
Road (north of Yosemite Boulevard). As previously stated, initial access will be provided via "A" 
Drive and "B" Drive (driveways on Yosemite Boulevard) and "D" Drive (driveway on Geer Road). 
Future access may also eventually be provided via Triangle Ranch Road and "F" Way. The total 
amphitheater event traffic volumes are illustrated on Figure 6. It is noted that all inbound trips 
will occur prior to (before) an event and all outbound trips will occur after an event has concluded, 
and therefore, inbound and outbound trips will not occur within the same 2-3 hour period. 

It is anticipated that 90-95% of all guests will be on-site within 15-30 minutes prior to the start of 
an event. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies will be used in the scheduling 
of events as required to avoid generating any guest traffic during typical weekday (between 4:00-
6:00 PM) and weekend day (between 1:00-3:00 PM) peak periods. In addition, no activities will 
occur at the new banquet center on the same day as an event at the amphitheater. 
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Existing Volumes Plus Project Site Volumes Plus Amphitheater Traffic Volumes 

The amphitheater event traffic volumes on Figure 6 were combined with the existing volumes on 
Figure 2 (adjusted to reflect new service station and card-lock service station locations) and the 
project site volumes (existing and approved uses) on Figures 4A and 4B. The project site volumes 
were first adjusted to reflect no activity at the banquet center, since the TDM measures require that 
no activity occur on the same day as an event at the amphitheater. Though the amphitheater TDM 
measures are designed to avoid generating any guest traffic during typical weekday or weekend 
day peak periods, it was deemed appropriate to analyze a "worst case" scenario for study purposes. 
Therefore, the "worst case" scenario assumes that traffic arriving at an amphitheater event could 
coincide with the peak hour period on the adjacent street system (between 5:00-6:00 PM on a 
weekday and 1:00-3:00 PM on a weekend day). All event exiting traffic would occur during the 
10:00-11:00 PM period (on weekdays and weekend days). The existing traffic volumes (adjusted) 
plus the project site traffic volumes (existing and approved uses with no banquet center activity) 
plus the amphitheater traffic volumes (worst case) are illustrated on Figure 7. 

Level of Service Operational Analysis 

Similar to the existing conditions analysis, the existing traffic volumes plus the project site traffic 
volumes (existing and approved uses) on Figure 5 were compared to the ADT thresholds used in 
the 2007 TIA. The comparison indicated that daily volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) will 
be in the LOS D range, while the daily volumes on the 2-lane segments of Geer Road south of the 
project site will be in the LOS E-F range. However, it is noted that daily traffic volumes on the 4-
lane segments of Geer Road (adjacent to the project site) and Albers Road (north of Yosemite 
Boulevard) will be within the County's LOS C standard (<20,100 ADT). The peak hour data on 
Figure 5 (average weekday) was again used to evaluate the roadway segment LOS associated with 
the existing volumes plus the project site volumes (existing and approved uses) scenario. The 
existing plus project site uses segment analysis is presented in Table 6. 

Table 6- Existing Plus Project Site Uses Roadway Segment Analysis (Average Weekday) 

I 
Roadway Segment I Direction Volume 

V/C LOS 
Ratio (a) 

Yosemite Blvd. (SR 132) w/o Geer Rd.- Albers Rd. 
EB 448 0.45 D (B) 
WB 366 0.37 D (B) 

Yosemite Blvd. (SR 132) e/o Geer Rd.- Albers Rd. 
EB 552 0.55 D (C) 
WB 398 0.40 D (B) 

Geer Rd. s/o Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 
NB 635 0.64 E (C) 
SB 619 0.62 E (C) 

Albers Rd. nlo Yosemite Blvd (SR 132) 
NB 554 0.55 D (C) 
SB 610 0.61 E (C) 

(a) LOS report for a 2-lane major roadway (4-lane major roadway LOS in parenthesis) 
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The roadway segment analysis indicates that the existing plus project site (existing and approved 
uses) hourly segment volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) will remain within acceptable 
limits as defined by Caltrans (LOS D or better). However, hourly directional volumes on the 2-
lane segments of Geer Road and Albers Road will continue to exceed the County's LOS C standard. 
It is noted that the hourly volumes on the 4-lane segments of Geer Road (adjacent to the project 
site) and Albers Road (north of Yosemite Boulevard) will remain within the County's LOS C 
standard. 

Information in the County's General Plan Circulation Element and StanCOG's RTP has identified 
the future need to widen both Yosemite Boulevard (4-lane) and Geer Road- Albers Road (6-lane) 
to expressway standards. The future widening improvements have been incorporated into the RTP 
and will be partially funded by developer contributions to the County's Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee (RTIF) program. The analysis presented in the 2007 TIA identified the potential 
impacts to existing facilities that would be associated with the approved Project Development Plan. 
The project's contribution to the RTIF program served as mitigation to reduce the potential impacts 
to a level of "less than significant." As previously stated, the 2008 General Plan Amendment and 
Rezoning Application were approved with a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

The proposed amphitheater will host events or concerts, with a majority of the events occurring on 
a weekend or holiday (only 5-6 events will be held on a weekday). However, traffic associated 
with the amphitheater operations will increase traffic demands on Yosemite Boulevard and Geer 
Road- Albers Road on selected weekdays. Therefore, it is concluded that the amphitheater project 
will potentially impact operations on the local street system. Similar to the mitigation measure 
recommended for the approved 2008 Project Development Plan, the project shall contribute it's 
fair-share towards the cost of future regional circulation system improvements. Contribution to 
the RTIF program shall serve as mitigation to reduce the potential impact to a level of "less than 
significant." The proposed mitigation is consistent with the mitigations approved for the 2008 
Project Development Plan (analyzed in the 2007 TIA). 

At the applicant's request, new 24-hour traffic count data was collected on Weyer Road. The 
existing conditions analysis documented that average daily traffic volumes on Weyer Road south 
of Yosemite Boulevard (300 ADT) are well within the acceptable capacity for a rural roadway 
( <1 ,200 ADT). A review of the local roadway system was conducted to address concerns raised 
by local residences regarding the use of Weyer Road for access to and/or from the amphitheater 
site. Weyer Road is a narrow rural 2-lane rural roadway with no shoulders or lighting. There are 
15 mph curve advisory signs posted on Weyer Road (for southbound traffic) and Jantzen Road 
(for eastbound traffic). Due to the populations of Waterford, Hickman and La Grange, it is 
anticipated that only 15-20% of the amphitheater traffic would have an origin or destination east 
of Geer Road - Albers Road. A review of the potential alternative route between Yosemite 
Boulevard and the amphitheater site indicates that using Weyer Road and Jantzen Road would be 
at least 3 times the distance as compared to using Yosemite Boulevard west of Weyer Road and 
Geer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard (3,200' vs. 10,500'). In addition, since the traffic signal 
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at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road intersection operates well within 
acceptable limits it is concluded that little-to-no traffic would use Weyer Road and Jantzen Road 
route for access to and/or from the amphitheater site. Therefore, the amphitheater traffic will not 
impact operations along Weyer Road. 

The Synchro 8 software was again used to evaluate the peak hour traffic operations at the Yosemite 
Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. The analysis was concluded for the 
"existing traffic plus the project site traffic (existing and approved uses)" and the "existing traffic 
plus the project site traffic (existing and approved uses) plus the amphitheater traffic" scenarios. 
The "existing traffic plus the project site traffic (existing and approved uses)" scenario represents 
the base-line conditions for the analysis of potential impacts associated with the amphitheater 
project. The results of the intersection LOS analysis are presented in Table 7. Copies of the LOS 
worksheets are included in the Appendix Material. 

Table 7- Existing Plus Project Site Uses Plus Amphitheater 
I . LOS A 1 . ntersectwn na_JSIS 

Average Vehicle Delay- LOS Value 

Existing Plus 
Existing Plus 

Study Scenario Existing Approved Uses 
Conditions 

Approved Uses 
Plus Amphitheater 

Conditions 
Conditions 

Thursday: 
PM Peak Hour - 21.9- c 24.2- c 24.8- c 
10:00-11:00 PM- 16.6- B 20.2- c 17.9- B 

Friday: 
PM Peak Hour - 21.7 - c 23.2- c 25.4- c 
10:00-11:00 PM- 18.2- B 19.7- B 18.1-B 

Saturday: 
Mid-Day Peak Hour- 19.4- B 21.1-C 22.3- c 
10:00-11:00 PM- 15.3- B 17.0- B 17.8- B 

The data in Table 7 indicates that average vehicle delays during the six (6) study periods will 
remain within acceptable limits as defined by Stanislaus County (LOS C or better) and Caltrans 
(LOS C/D). Therefore, it is concluded that the amphitheater project will not significantly impact 
peak period operations at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road intersection. 

Amphitheater Site Access 

As previously described, initial access for the amphitheater traffic will be provided via two (2) 
driveways on Yosemite Boulevard ("A" Drive and "B" Drive) and one (1) driveway on Geer Road 
("D" Drive). The total event traffic volumes on Figure 6 illustrate the turning movements at each 

driveway. It is again noted that the inbound and outbound trips will not occur within the same 2-

3 hour period. The evaluation of site access includes a review of sight distance along Yosemite 
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Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road. In addition, a micro-simulation model was developed using 
the Synchro I SimTraffic 8 software to identify any potential access issues. 

A review of sight distance was conducted using criteria in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual 
(HDM, Chapters 200 and 400). Stopping sight distance is the minimum distance required by a 
driver to bring a vehicle to a complete stop after an object has become visible on the roadway. 
Corner sight distance is the minimum time required for a waiting vehicle to either cross all lanes 
of through traffic, or cross the near lanes and turn left or right, without requiring through traffic to 
radically alter their speed. Caltrans uses a minimum time of 7.5 seconds to evaluate the adequacy 
of corner sight distance for highway and public road intersections (Table 405.1A). The Caltrans 
HDM states that at private road intersections and rural driveways the minimum corner sight 
distance shall be equal to the stopping sight distance (Topic 405.1-2c). 

Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road have a relative straight horizontal and level vertical 
alignment adjacent to the project site. Stopping sight distance for traffic on both roadways was 
measured by placing a portable delineator near the shoulder line stripe. The delineator was visible 
from at least 750' in both directions on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road. As 
documented under existing conditions, eastbound speeds on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and 
northbound speeds on Geer Road were approximately 56-58 mph. Westbound speeds on Yosemite 
Boulevard (SR 132) and southbound speeds on Geer Road were slightly less since vehicles were 
coming from the signalized Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road intersection. 
Therefore, it is concluded that there is adequate stopping sight distance for vehicles traveling on 
Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road approaching the project site driveway locations. 

Corner sight distance at the project driveways was measured using a +1-15' setback from the 
shoulder line striping on both Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road. A sampling of corner 
sight distance at each driveway location indicated that there was at least twice the minimum as 
required by Caltrans looking in both directions. Therefore, it is concluded that there is adequate 
corner sight distance for vehicles exiting the project site driveway locations. 

The Synchro I SimTraffic 8 software is an industry standard that can be used to simulate peak 
period operations. SimTraffic uses the Synchro 8 output data to produce a micro-simulation model, 
which is based on the actual volumes, signal phasing and timing. The SimTraffic model can 
demonstrate how an intersection or network operates. Though the SimTraffic software may have 
some limitations, it is a good tool for presenting visual data to decision makers. The SimTraffic 
model was developed for the local roadway network using the volume data on Figure 7 (Friday 
PM peak hour). Again, this period represents a worst case scenario assuming that traffic arriving 
for an amphitheater event could coincide with the peak hour period on the adjacent street system 
(between 5:00-6:00 PM). It should be noted that the amphitheater TDM measures are designed to 
avoid generating any guest traffic during typical weekday or weekend day peak periods. 
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The network developed for the SimTraffic model was based on aerial photography (Google Earth), 
which represents that the actual spacing of intersections and driveways. The actual turn lane and 
transition taper lengths at theY osemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection 
were input in the SimTraffic Model. As described under the existing conditions, there are two-to
one lane transition tapers for westbound traffic on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and northbound 
traffic on Geer Road. Near the project driveways the pavement widths on Yosemite Boulevard 
(westbound) and Geer Road (northbound) exceed 24'. Therefore, short turn lanes were modeled 
for the left turn movements from both roadways. Though exclusive left turn lanes are not striped 
at the driveway locations the roadway widths ( +24') will function as there are approach 2lanes. 

The SimTraffic models were developed for the Friday PM peak hour and 10:00-11:00 PM periods. 
Videos of the peak period operations were recorded using a faster play back setting (8x) to enable 
viewing of the entire hour in a relatively short period (7-8 minutes). A copy of the SimTraffic 
model video files is provided on a DVD included with the Attachment Material. The SimTraffic 
model video files can also be downloaded from the following Dropbox link (The Fruit Yard folder): 

https://www.d.roJ}box.com/home/The%20Fruit%20Yard 

The SimTraffic model videos demonstrate that the peak period operations associated with an 
amphitheater event will not significantly impact operations on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) or 
Geer Road, or at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. During 
arrival periods westbound vehicle queues at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) driveways were not 
observed backing up to the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. 
In addition, no significant queuing was observed on either Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) or Geer 
Road. A review of the video for the 10:00-11:00 PM period indicated that vehicles could exit the 
site at a rate of approximately 20-25 vehicles per minute. This would require at least 45 minutes 
for all vehicles to exit the site. It should be noted that the SimTraffic model assumes that vehicles 
will be able to enter and exit the site in an efficient manner. Therefore, it will be imperative that 
on-site parking operations be conducted effectively in order to avoid impacting operations on 
Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road. In addition, the appropriate TDM measures should 
be implemented to avoid generating any guests traffic during peak periods on the adjacent street 
system (between 5:00-6:00 PM on a weekday and 1:00-3:00 PM on a weekend day). 
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A General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Application were approved for the project site in 2008. 
The approved development plan included a relocation of existing facilities and the construction of 
various new commercial related uses. The proposed project site modification includes the addition 
of an outside amphitheater within the existing park site. The amphitheater will host events or 
concerts, and have a capacity to accommodate a maximum of 3,500 guests. The majority of events 
will occur on weekend or Holidays, between May and September. Events on weekdays will begin 
after 7:00PM and end by 10:30 PM. Parking for amphitheater guests will be accommodated on
site. Initial access will be provided via two (2) driveways on Yosemite Boulevard ("A" Drive and 
"B" Drive) and one (1) driveway on Geer Road ("D" Drive). 

The trip generation estimates for the existing and approved project site uses was based on data 
published in the ITE Trip Generation Manual and a Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation 
Rates for the San Diego Region. The existing site uses (existing and approved) will generate a 
total of approximately 5,100-5,200 vehicle trips on an average weekday and weekend day. The 
existing and approved uses are estimated to generate approximately 540 trips during an average 
weekday PM peak hour and 588 trips during a typical Saturday mid-day peak hour. During the 
10:00-11:00 PM peak period, the existing and approved site uses are estimated to generate 264 
trips on a weekday and 207 trips on a weekend day. The project site trip generation estimates for 
the "Approved Project Site Uses" are slightly higher than the trip generation estimates analyzed in 
the 2007 TIA. 

A capacity size event (or concert) at the amphitheater is estimated to generate approximately 2,340 
vehicle trips (approximately 1,170 inbound and 1,170 outbound vehicles). Inbound trips will occur 
prior to (before) an event and outbound trips will occur after an event has concluded. Inbound and 
outbound vehicle trips will not occur within the same 2-3 hour period. Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies will be used in the scheduling of events as required to avoid 
generating any guest traffic during typical weekday and weekend day peak periods. In addition, 
no activities will occur at the new banquet center on the same day as an event at the amphitheater. 

An evaluation of existing conditions was based on new traffic count data, and data obtained from 
the Caltrans and Stanislaus County. New traffic count data was also collected on Weyer Road. 
The 2007 Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the approved 2008 Project Development 
Plan indicated that existing daily volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (adjacent to the project site) 
were in "level of service" (LOS) C range, while daily volumes on Geer Road were in the LOS E 
range. An analysis of roadway segment LOS was also conducted using the new hourly volumes 
and the current methodology used in the County's General Plan Circulation Element. The analysis 
concluded that existing segment volumes on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) are within acceptable 
limits as defined by Caltrans (LOS D or better). However, hourly volumes on the 2-lane segments 
of Geer Road and Albers Road exceed the County's defined threshold (LOS C or better). It is 
noted that the hourly volumes on the 4-lane segments of Geer Road and Albers Road are within 
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the County's LOS C standard. Existing average daily traffic volumes on Weyer Road south of 
Yosemite Boulevard (300 ADT) are well within acceptable limits for a rural residential roadway. 

An evaluation of existing peak period operations at theY osemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road 
-Albers Road intersection was conducted using the methodologies outlined in the 2010 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM). Since an event at the amphitheater would typically end after 10:00 PM 
the analysis of existing conditions also includes an evaluation of the 10:00-11:00 PM period. The 
intersection LOS analysis indicates that average vehicle delays during the six (6) study periods are 
within acceptable limits as defined by the County (LOS Cor better) and Caltrans (LOS C/D). The 
existing conditions analysis is consistent with the analysis presented in the 2007 TIA. 

Similar to the existing conditions analysis, the roadway segment and intersection LOS analysis 
was concluded for the "existing traffic plus project site traffic (existing and approved uses)" and 
"existing traffic plus project site traffic (existing and approved uses) plus amphitheater traffic" 
scenarios. The roadway segment analysis concluded that daily and hourly traffic volumes on the 
2-lane segments of Geer Road and Albers Road will continue to exceed the County's minimum 
acceptable threshold (LOS C or better). However, daily and directional hourly volumes on 
Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) will remain within acceptable limits as defined by Caltrans. The 
analysis is consistent with the analysis presented in the 2007 TIA. 

Information in the County's General Plan Circulation Element and StanCOG's RTP has identified 
the future need to widen both Yosemite Boulevard (4-lane) and Geer Road- Albers Road (6-lane) 
to expressway standards. The future widening improvements have been incorporated into the RTP 
and will be partially funded by developer contributions to the County's Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee (RTIF) program. The analysis in the 2007 TIA identified the potential impacts to 
existing facilities that would be associated with the Project Development Plan. The project's 
contribution to the R TIP program served as mitigation to reduce the potential impacts to a level of 
"less than significant." 

The proposed amphitheater will host events or concerts, with a maximum seating capacity for 
3,500 guests. The majority of events will occur on a weekend or Holiday. The amphitheater 
operations will increase traffic demands on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132), Geer Road and Albers 
Road on selected weekdays. Therefore, the amphitheater will potentially impact operations on the 
local street system. Similar to the 2008 Project Development Plan mitigation, the project shall 
contribute it's fair-share towards the cost of future regional circulation system improvements. 
Contribution to the County's RTIF program shall serve as mitigation to reduce the potential impact 
to a level of "less than significant." The proposed mitigation is consistent with the mitigations 
approved for the 2008 Project Development Plan (analyzed in the 2007 TIA). 

A review ofthe local roadway system was conducted to address concerns raised by local residences 
regarding the use of Weyer Road for access to and/or from the amphitheater site. Weyer Road is 
a narrow rural2-lane rural roadway with no shoulders or lighting. There are 15 mph curve advisory 
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signs posted on Weyer Road (for southbound traffic) and Jantzen Road (for eastbound traffic). It 
is anticipated that only 15-20% of the amphitheater traffic would have an origin or destination east 
of Geer Road - Albers Road. A review of the potential alternative route between Yosemite 
Boulevard and the amphitheater site indicates that using Weyer Road and Jantzen Road would be 
at least 3 times the distance as compared to using Yosemite Boulevard west of Weyer Road and 
Geer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard. In addition, since the traffic signal at the Yosemite 

' Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road intersection operates well within acceptable limits 
it is concluded that little-to-no traffic would use Weyer Road and Jantzen Road route for access to 
and/or from the amphitheater site. Therefore, the amphitheater traffic will not impact operations 
along Weyer Road. 

The intersection LOS analysis was also concluded for the "existing traffic plus project site traffic 
(existing and approved uses)" and "existing traffic plus project site traffic (existing and approved 
uses) plus amphitheater traffic" scenarios. The analysis concluded that average vehicle delays 
during the six (6) study periods will remain within acceptable limits as defined by Stanislaus 
County (LOS Cor better) and Caltrans (LOS C/D). Therefore, it is concluded that the amphitheater 
project will not significantly impact peak period operations at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I 
Geer Road intersection. 

The evaluation of site access includes a review of sight distance along Yosemite Boulevard (SR 
132) and Geer Road. A micro-simulation model was also developed using the Synchro I 
SimTraffic 8 software to identify any potential access issues. The evaluation of sight distance 
concluded that there is adequate stopping sight distance for vehicles traveling on Yosemite 

Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road approaching the project site driveway locations. In addition, 
the analysis concluded that there is also adequate corner sight distance for vehicles exiting the 
project site driveway locations. 

The SimTraffic micro-simulation models were developed for the Friday PM peak hour and 10:00-
11:00 PM periods. The SimTraffic models demonstrate that the peak period· operations associated 
with an amphitheater event will not significantly impact operations on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 
132) or Geer Road, or at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road- Albers Road intersection. 

During arrival periods westbound vehicle queues at the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) driveways 
were not observed backing up to the Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) I Geer Road - Albers Road 
intersection. No significant queuing was observed on either Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) or Geer 
Road. It should be noted that the SimTraffic model assumes that vehicles will be able to enter and 
exit the site in an efficient manner. Therefore, it will be imperative that on-site parking operations 
be conducted effectively in order to avoid impacting operations on Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) 
and Geer Road. In addition, the appropriate TDM measures should be implemented to avoid 

generating any guests traffic during peak periods on the adjacent street system (between 5:00-6:00 

PM on a weekday and 1:00-3:00 PM on a weekend day). 

##END## 
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The Fruit Yard Project; Stanislaus County, California 

Summary of ITM Count Data at Yosemite Blvd. ( SR 132) I Geer Rd.- Albers Rd. 
- Dec. 1Oth (Thursday), 11th (Friday) and 12th (Saturday) 

Afternoon Peak Hour Evening Period %of 
Time Volume Time Volume PM Pk. 

Dec. 1Oth (Thursday) - 4:30-5:30 PM 1,866 10:00-11 :00 PM 326 17% 

Dec. 11th (Friday) - 4:45-5 :45 PM 1,953 10:00-11 :00 PM 517 26% 

Dec. 12th (Saturday) - 2:00-3:00 PM 1,316 10:00-11 :00 PM 612 47% 

Summary of 7-Day Traffic Count Data (Dec. 9th -15th, 2015) 

Wey_er Roadl South of Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132}: 
Date Sun. Mon. Tue. Wed. Thur. Fri. Sat. 

Dec. 13th Dec. 14th Dec. 15th Dec. 9th Dec. 10th Dec. 11th Dec. 12th 

ADT 204 303 279 299 301 273 213 

24 Hr. VoL NB 97 138 122 136 141 120 95 
SB 107 165 157 163 160 153 118 

November 2013 -
3-Day Avg. Weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday & Thursday): 293 ADT 

5-Day Avg. Weekday (Monday- Friday): 291 ADT 
7-Day Average (Sunday- Saturday): 267 ADT 

Saturday: 73% 5-Day Weekday Average 
Sunday: 70% 5-Day Weekday Average 

The Fruit Yard • Count Data Summary 
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City of Modesto 
All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted 
Nothing On Bank 1 
Nothing On Bank 2 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Southbound 

~TART TIM LEFT THRU RlGHT UTURNS 
16:00 28 
16:15 18 
16:30 23 
15:45 24 
Total 93 

17:00 23 
17:15 27 
17:30 30 
17:45 22 

Total I 102 

22:00 7 
22:15 5 
22:30 6 
22:45 6 
Total 24 

Grand Total' 219 
Apprch % 18 6% 

Total% 5.6% 

16:30 23 
16:45 24 
17:00 23 
17:15 27 

T-a~Vo\l.ruc 97 
'f. AooTo01l 17.4% 

PjiF .898 

99 10 0 
113 12 D 
84 13 0 
117 15 0 
41:l 50 Q 

91 20 0 
114 8 0 
87 7 0 
79 14 0 

371 ~9 0 

22 1 0 
12 1 0 
22 I () 

18 1 0 
74 4 Q 

858 103 0 
727% 8.7"1. 00% 
21.9% 2.6% 00% 

Albers Road!Geer Road 
Southbound 

THRU RIGHT tJTURNS 

84 13 0 
117 15 0 
91 20 0 
11~ B 0 
406 56 0 

72.6% 10.0% 00% 
.Bo"11 .700 .000 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Southbound 

LEFT I THRU f RIGHT I UTURNS 

-
22:00 7 22 I 0 
22:15 5 12 1 0 
22:30 ~ 22 1 0 
22:45 b 18 1 0 

feUti Voll.me 24 74 4 0 
'!i App To!al 23.5% Z2.5% 3.9% 00% 

PHF 857 8~1 1 000 000 

APP TOTAL LEFT 
137 43 
143 26 
120 28 
156 35 
556 132 

134 30 
149 22 
124 38 
115 24 
52Z 114 

30 6 
18 4 
29 3 
~ " 102 17 

1180 I 263 36 0% 
30.2% 6.7% 

APP.TOTAl LEFT 

120 28 
156 35 
134 30 
149 22 
559 115 

34.1% 
.896 .821 

All TRAFFIC DATA 
(916) n1-s1oo 

orders@atdtraffic.com 

Unshl~ Count =All Vehicles & UtLtms 
Yosemite Boulevard 

Westbound 
Albers Road/Geer Road 

Northbound 
THRU I RIGHT UTURNS APP TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS 

53 
36 
49 
27 
165 

46 
38 
42 
27 
153 

4 
8 
10 
7 

29 

347 
47 5% 
8.9% 

n-tRU 

49 
27 
46 
35 
160 

47.5% 
.81€ 

16 0 
7 0 
18 0 
14 0 
55 0 

11 1 
18 0 
15 0 
10 0 
54 I 

5 0 
1 0 
1 0 
3 0 
10 0 

119 1 
163% 0.1% 
3.0% 0.0% 

Yosemite BouleYa 
Westbound 

RIGI-jT Ul1JRNS 

18 0 
14 0 
11 1 
18 0 
61 1 

18. 1% 0.3% 
.847 .250 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Westbound 

112 
69 
95 
76 

352 

88 
78 
95 
61 

322 

15 
13 
14 
to1 

56 

730 

187% 

AP'?~TOToltl. 

95 
76 
sa 
78 

337 

.887 

6 
6 
3 
8 

23 

5 
7 
8 
5 

26 

1 
0 
1 
I 

3 

I 52 4.3% 
1.3% 

I 
LEFT 

3 
e 
s 
7 
23 

4.0% 
.719 

83 41 0 
94 53 0 
96 38 0 
99 30 0 

37:! 1t;2: c 

101 38 0 
115 36 0 
80 43 0 
70 37 0 
$6 1~ 0 

13 15 0 
18 11 0 
17 8 0 
14 11 0 
62 45 0 

800 361 0 
66.0% 29 8% 0 0% 
20.5% 9.2% 0.0% 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Northbound 

THRU RIGHT UTURNS 

96 38 0 
99 30 0 
101 38 Q 

l iS J5 0 
411 142 0 

714% 24.7°/o 00% 
.893 .934 .000 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Northbound 

APP TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS APP_TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I RJGJ-IT I UTURNS 

30 6 4 5 0 15 I 13 15 0 
18 4 8 1 0 13 0 18 11 0 
29 3 10 1 0 14 l 17 8 0 
25 4 7 3 0 ,14 I 14 11 0 
102 17 29 10 0 56 3 62 45 0 

30.4% 51.8% 179% 0.0% 2.7% 56A% 40 9% 00% 
850 708 .725 500 .000 .933 .7SO .sst .750 000 

File Name 15-7942-001 Albers Road/Geer Road & Yosemite Boulevard 
Date • 12/10/2015 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

APPTQTAL LEFT I THRU I RIGHT UTURNS ~ APP.TOTAL Total Ututr.o Oti!l 

130 17 56 
153 20 71 
137 12 64 
137 14 85 
557 63 276 

144 17 70 
158 20 70 
131 17 52 
113 13 38 
546 67 23ll 

29 2 14 
29 2 11 
26 4 12 
[6 2 11 
110 10 48 

1213 
1140 

5~ 

17.8% 70.4% 
31.0% 36% 142% 

AP PTQTAL LEFT THRU 

137 12 64 
137 14 85 
144 17 70 
156 20 70 
576 63 289 

16.0% 73.4% 
911 .788 .850 

13 0 
14 0 
9 0 
8 0 

44 0 

14 0 
11 0 
16 0 
6 (! 

49 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 u 

93 0 
118% 00% 
2.4% 00% 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

RIGHT I UTURNS 

9 a 
8 0 
14 " 11 () 

42 0 
10.7% 0.0% 
.750 000 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

APP_TOTAL I LEFT I THRU 1 RIGHT I UTURNS 

29 2 14 0 0 
29 2 11 0 0 
26 4 12 0 0 
26 2 11 0 0 
110 10 48 0 0 

17.2'% 82.8% 0.0"/o 0.0% 
.948 1 .s2s ,857 .000 000 

86 •as ll 
105 470 0 
85 437 0 
107 075 0 
3!!3 1841ic 0 

101 467 1 
101 486 0 
85 435 0 
59 34a 0 

3116 I 1736 I 

16 

I 
90 0 

13 73 0 
16 85 0 
13 7ii 0 
5~ J 326 Q 

787 I 3910 

20.1% 100.0% 

I APP TOTAL I Ta!al 

85 437 
107 476 
101 467 
10 ~ 435 
394 1866 

9Zl 960 

APP TOTAL I Total 

16 90 
13 73 
16 85 
13 78 
58 326 

906 906 



267

I 

City of Modesto 
All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted 
Nothing On Bank 1 
Nothing On Bank 2 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Southbound 

START TIME LEFT THRU I RIGHT UTURI'lS 
16:00 17 101 8 0 
16:15 18 117 25 0 
16:30 24 94 10 0 
16:45 31 116 22 [) 

Total 90 428 65 D 

17:00 26 130 9 0 
17:15 22 97 9 0 
17;30 22 112 13 0 
17:45 18 84 ,, {) 

Totai 88 433 45 0 

22:00 6 29 1 0 
22:15 11 33 1 0 
22:30 3 26 0 0 
22:45 12. IE 3 0 
Total 32 107 5 0 

Grand Tolcll 21 0 968 115 0 
A::>prcll "-" 16.2% 74.9% 8.9% 0.0% 

Toli!J ~~ 4 9% 224% 27% 00% 

16:45 31 116 
17:00 26 130 
17;15 22 97 
17:30 n 112. 

Total V'Oi\Jmr: 101 455 
~. App TOJal 16.6% 74_7%1 

PHF .SIS Jl75 

22 0 
9 0 
9 0 

13 0 
53 0 

8 ,7% 0.0%. 
5lJ2 000 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Southbound 

STAATTIMEI LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS 
Peak Hour AnalysTs Frnm 2.2:00 lo 23:00 
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 22:00 

u:oo 6 29 1 0 
22:15 11 33 1 0 
22:30 3 26 0 0 
22:45 12 HI 3 0 

TotaiVcb~ 32 107 5 0 
~. Aoo Ta!al 22.2% 74<3%. 3.5'k 0.0% 

PHF 667 Bt i .41 ~ ouo 

APP ,TOTAL LEFT THRU 
126 41 45 
160 40 57 
128 36 42 
169 35 46 
583 152 190 

165 43 50 
128 27 45 
147 40 43 
126 44 45 
565 154 183 

36 9 6 
45 9 13 
29 11 8 
34 6 16 

144 JS ¢3 

1293 I 341 
416 

384% 46.8% 
300% 7.9% 96% 

169 35 46 
165 43 so 
128 27 45 
147 <0 43 
609 145 184 

36.9% 468% 
.901 843 .920 

ALL TRAFFIC DATA 
(916) 771-8700 

orders@atdtraffic.com 

Unshifted Count :. All 1/ohlcles & Ulums 
Yosemite Boulevard 

Westbound 
RIGHT UTURNS 

15 0 
15 0 
16 0 
14 0 
60 0 

17 0 
16 0 
17 0 
11 D 
61 0 

1 a 
3 0 
4 ll 
l 0 
11 0 

132 0 
14.8% 0.0% 
31% 00% 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Westbound 

RIGHT I UTURNS 

14 0 
17 0 
16 0 
17 0 
64 0 

163% 0.0% 
.941 .ooo 

Yosemite Boulevard 
We_stbound 

APP ~TOTAL LEFT 
101 4 
112 9 
94 5 
95 4 

402 22 

110 10 
88 6 
100 5 
100 8 
398 29 

16 4 
25 3 
23 6 
25 2 
89 15 

889 I 66 4.9% 
20.6% 1.5% 

95 4 
110 10 
88 6 
100 .:; 
393 25 

4,2°/CI 
1l!l3 .62.5 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Northbound 

THRU RIGHT UTURI'lS 
83 45 0 
104 38 0 
95 30 0 
99 25 0 

381 138 0 

81 52 0 
131 37 0 
102 40 0 
iD2 -\4 0 
4!6 173 0 

39 20 0 
19 18 0 
30 9 0 
18 16 0 

106 63 0 

903 374 0 
672% 27.8"/o 00% 
209% 87% 00% 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Northbound 

RIGHT I UTURNS 

99 25 0 
81 52 0 
131 37 0 
102 40 0 
413 154 0 

69.8% 2.6.0% 0.0% 
.768 .740 .000 

Albers Road/Geer Road 
Northbound 

APP.TDTAL I LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I' UTURNS APP TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS 

36 9 6 1 0 16 4 39 20 0 
45 9 13 3 0 25 3 19 18 0 
29 11 8 4 0 23 6 30 9 0 
~ 6 16 3 0 <:5 2 18 16 0 
144 35 43 11 0 89 15 106 63 0 

393% 483% 12.4% 0.0% 62.% 57.6% 342% 0.0% 
.800 .795 .672 688 .000 . Bl!O .62.5 .579 .788 .000 

File Name 15-7942-001 Albers Road/Geer Road & Yosemite Boulevard 
Dale : 12111/2015 

Yosemite Boulevard I Easllmund 
APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU [ RIGHT I UTURNS j APP.TOTAL TC!al U1"rn~Tota1 1 

132 10 
151 19 
130 23 
128 14 
541 6'6 

143 

I 
21 

174 14 
147 11 
15-l 10 
515 I 5.6 

63 6 
40 3 
45 4 
36 4 
15' 17 

1343 
1 139 

17.6% 
31.1% 3.2% 

128 14 
143 21 
174 14 
147 11 
592 60 

16 7% 
.851 .714 

63 
64 
53 
66 

246 

57 
66 
65 
58 
246 

22 
19 
19 
18 
7! 

570 
720% 
132% 

66 
57 
66 
65 
254 

70.8% 
962 

11 0 
5 0 
9 0 
10 0 
35 0 

9 0 
17 0 
9 0 
8 p 
43 0 

0 D 
2 0 
3 0 
D D 
5 0 

83 0 
10.5% 00% 
1.9"/o 00% 

10 0 
9 0 
17 0 
9 0 

45 0 
12.5% 0.0% 
.662 .000 

Yosem1te Boulevard 
Eastbound 

APP.TOTAL I lEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS 

63 6 22 0 0 
40 3 19 2 0 
45 4 19 3 0 
36 4 18 0 0 
184 17 78 5 0 

170% 78.0% 50% 00% 
.730 .708 . 886 417 .000 

84 443 0 
88 511 0 
85 437 0 
90 •22 0 

347 1873 0 

87 505 0 
97 487 0 
85 479 0 
76 -4SS 0 
345 1927 0 

28 143 0 
24 134 0 
26 123 0 
22 117 0 
100 517 0 

792 I 4317 

183% 100.0% 

I APP_TDTAL I Total 

90 482 
87 505 
97 487 
85 ~79 

359 i95o3 

..11:25 I .967 

APP TOTAL I Total 

28 143 
24 134 
26 123 
22 117 
100 517 

.B93 ..!!04 
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City of Modesto 
All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted 
Nothing On Bank 1 
Nothing On Bank 2 

I 
Albers Road/Geer Road 

Southbound 
START TIM LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS 

13GO 12 57 11 0 
13:15 18 66 11 b 
13:30 11 65 9 D 
13.45 18 62 6 Q 

TaiBI 59 250 37 0 

14~, 11 73 16 0 
1415 24 56 13 0 
I <I :SO 18 52 7 0 
14:45 19 57 13 0 
Totru) 72 238 48 0 

22:!10 4 31 2 0 
22:15 5 45 5 0 
~'30 12 49 5 0 
22!45 3 38 4 0 
T!ltal N ls:l 16 0 

Grar.d T otall 155 651 102 
Aoprch% 17.1% 71 7% 11.2% 

Tg1al"·• 4 8% 20 1% 3.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Albers Road!Geer Road 
Southbound 

START TIME! l EFT I THHll I RIGHT I UTURNS 
F'eall HOur 'Ina lySiS From 14:00 to 15:00 
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 14:00 

1~:00 11 
14:15. 24 
1~:30 18 
14:4;5 19 

TolaiVOiuif1CI 72 
%1\t>QTo<al 20.1 % 

F'!iF 750 

73 16 0 
56 13 0 
52 7 0 
57 13 0 
238 49 0 

es.so-. l~6~o ~0'1. 
.815 ,i66 000 

Albers Road!Geer Road 
Southbound 

START TlMEI LEFT [ THRU I RJGHT I UTUHNS 
Peak Hour AnalYsis From 22:00 to z;,oo 
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins al 22:00 

22:00 4 31 2 0 
22:15 5 45 5 0 
22:30 12 49 5 0 
22:45 :;_ 38 • 0 

Totai1Jo\umc 24 163 16 0 
'\,. A!la Totru. 11...8%, 80.3% 79% 0.0% 

PHF 500 832 BOO 000 

All TRAFFIC DATA 
(916) n1-B7oo 

orders@atdtraffic.com 

Unsitlrted Count ~ All Vehicles & Utums 
Yosemite Boulevard 

Westbound 
Albers Road!Geer Road 

Northbound 
APP TOTAL LEFT THHU f RIGHT· UTURNS APP~TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS 

80 33 37 
95 26 46 
as 25 35 
86 26 30 

346 110 148 

100 21 34 
93 30 40 
77 36 29 
89 li 34 

359 118 137 

37 11 11 
55 14 14 
66 7 12 
45 12 12 
203 44 49 

908 I 272 
334 

38.2% 46 9% 
28.0% 84% 103% 

••• TOTAL r LEFT 1 rrlRti 

100 21 34 
93 30 40 
77 36 29 
89 31 34 

359 1•a 137 
38.7°i. 44c9o/o 

.898 .819 £56 

11 0 
15 0 
10 0 
7 0 

43 0 

14 0 
10 0 
12 0 
1.! 0 
50 0 

5 0 
4 0 
3 0 
1 0 

13 0 

106 0 
14.9% 0.0% 
3.3% 0.0% 

14 0 
10 0 
12 0 
14 0 
50 0 

16.4% OJl% 
w 000 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Westbound 

APP.TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS 

37 11 11 5 0 
55 14 14 4 0 
66 7 12 3 0 
45 12 12 1 0 

203 44 49 13 0 
41 .5"4. 46.2% 12.3% 0.0% 

,769 .786 875 .650 000 

81 z 
87 ~ 

70 :; 
63 9 

301 20 

69 ¢ 

80 5 
77 s 
79 5 

305 19 

27 2 
32 3 
22 4 
2:5 I 
106 10 

712 I 49 46% 
22.0% 15% 

69 4 
80 5 
77 5 
79 5 

305 19 
4.5% 

.953 _950 

80 43 0 
56 35 0 
74 42 D 
53 35 0 

263 1.::.'= D 

56 30 0 
76 40 0 
54 37 0 
72 30 D 
25~ 141 0 

39 8 D 
30 17 0 
36 14 0 
40 15 0 
145 54 0 

666 350 0 
62.5% 32.9% 0.0% 
20.6% 10_8% 0.0% 

56 30 0 
76 40 0 
54 37 0 
72 30 0 
258 141 0 

61 .7% 33 7°/e 0.0% 
.$49 .Blll .000 

Albers Road!Geer Road 
Northbound 

APP.TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I RIGHT I UTURNS 

27 2 39 8 0 
32 3 30 17 0 
22 4 36 14 0 
25 I 40 15 0 
106 10 145 54 0 

4.8% 694% 258% 0.0% 
.82.8 .625 .906 .794 .000 

File Name • 15-7942-001 Albers Road/Geer Road & Yosemite Boulevard 
Date : 12112/2015 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

APP TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP TOTAL Total Uturns T a tal 
125 16 
95 10 
121 7 
97 9 

4.38 42 

90 9 
121 8 
96 14 
111 3 
418 34 

49 4 
50 4 
54 4 
56 3 

2\)9 15 

1065 I 91 16.5% 
32.9% 2.8% 

I A.PP TOTAl, 

90 9 
121 8 
96 14 
111 3 
418 34 

14.5% 
864 .607 

35 9 c 
47 8 I) 

41 7 a 
32 4 0 
155 28 a 
41 6 0 
41 7 0 
47 6 0 
48 4 0 
177 23 I) 

21 4 a 
17 3 0 
17 1 0 
13 3 0 
68 11 0 

400 62 0 
72.3% 11.2% 0 0"/o 
12.4% 19% 00% 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

THRU [ RIGHT) UTURNS 

41 
41 
47 
4li 
177 

75.6% 
.922 

6 0 
7 0 
6 0 
4 0 

23 0 
9.8% 0.0% 
.£21 ,OQO 

Yosemite Boulevard 
Eastbound 

APP.TOTAL I LEFT I THRU I R.IGHT I UTURNS 

49 4 21 4 0 
50 4 17 3 0 
54 4 17 1 0 
56 3 13 3 0 

209 15 68 11 0 
15.0% 72..3%, 11.7% 0.0% 

.833 .SJS .810 .688 000 

60 346 0 
65 342 0 
55 331 0 
45 291 0 

225 1310 0 

56 315 0 
56 350 0 
67 317 0 
'j.5 334 ~ 

2.34 1316 n 

29 142 0 
24 161 0 
22 164 0 
19 145 0 
94 612 0 

553 I 3238 0 

171% 1000% 

) APP TOTAL ) Total 

56 

I 
315 

56 350 
67 317 
55 334 
234 I 1316 

813 1 .940 

APP TOTAL I Tolal 

29 

I 
142 

24 161 
22 164 
19 t :!S 
94 I 612 

.810 1 .933 
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Day: Wednesday 

Date: 12/9/2015 

01:15 
01:30 

03:00 
03:15 
03:30 
03:45 
04:00 
04:15 
04:30 
04:45 
05:00 
05:15 
05:30 
05:45 
06:00 
06:15 
06:30 0 
06:45 3 
07:00 
07:15 
07:30 

AM Peak Hour 11:45 

AM PkVolume 12 

Pk Hr Factor 0.600 
7-9 Volume 11 

7 - 9 Peak Hour 07:30 

7 - 9 Pk Volume 9 

Pk Hr Factor 0.750 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 4 
3 
5 
3 0 

15 

2 

11:45 

19 

0.528 

26 
07:15 

16 

0.800 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

0 
0 
0 9 
0 11 2 

0 0 0 
0 0 4 
0 0 2 
0 0 5 
0 2 
0 7 
0 1 

5 
3 
2 
5 
4 
1 
2 
3 
2 
5 
6 
0 
0 
4 
2 
2 

7· 

48.2% 

City: Modesto 
Project#: 15-7943-001 

19 

11 

15 

14 

8 

11 

10 

51.8% 

1 
1 7 
3 
2 
1 
1 7 
0 
1 
1 
1 

197 

. ~s~J~--:r~~w~--- - --:-=---- -_- ~ :r. ~_c>!a~ 

~-__......~------~ 
11:45 PM Peak Hour 16:15 12:00 14:15 

31 PM PkVolume 17 19 3t 
0.554 Pk Hrhctor 0.708 0.528 0.800 
37 4-6Volume 25 19 44 

07:15 4- 6 Peak Hour 16:15 16:30 16:30 
22 4 - 6 Pk Volume 17 16 31 

0.917 Pk Hr Factor 0:7Da 0.667 MOS 
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Day: Thursday 
Date: 12/10/2015 

AM Peak Hour 09:45 

AM PkVolume 12 

Pk Hr Factor 0.750 

7- 9Volume 11 

7 - 9 Peak Hour 07:15 

7-9 Pk Volume 11 

Pk Hr Factor 0.688 

07:15 

18 

0.563 

24 

07:15 

18 

0.563 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

City: Modesto 
Project#: 15-7943-001 

NB~s·~~EB~WB~~ 
141 - 1~0~~0~~--~-~~ 

9 
1 0 
2 0 
4 0 
4 11 
1 
3 1 
1 3 
2 7 
3 
0 
1 

07:15 PJ\11 P'eak Hour 14:00 14:00 14:00 

29 PM Pk Volume 27 17 44 

0.604 Pk Hr fpctor 0.614 0.850 0.688 

35 4-6VoHu1!t 18 23 41 
07:15 A -6 Peak Hour 16:15 16:30 16:30 

29 4 - 6 Pk Volume 10 14 24 

0.604 Pk Hr Factor Q,ll33 0.700 0.857 
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Day: Friday 
Date: 12/11/2015 

00:15 
00:30 
00:45 
01:00 
01:15 
01:30 
01:45 
02:00 
02:15 
02:30 
02;45 
03:00 
03:15 
03:30 
03:45 
04:00 
04:15 
04:30 
04:45 
05:00 
05:15 
05:30 
05:45 
06:00 
06:15 
06:30 

2 

AM Peak Hour 11:30 

AM PkVolume 8 

Pk Hr Factor 0.500 

7 • 9 VoJ.ume. 9 
7-9 Peak Hour 07:15 

1 - 9 Pk Volume 6 

Pk Hr Factor Q.7SO 

3 
0 
0 
0 

2 0 
0 
0 
0 

15 0 

07:15 

16 

0.667 

26 

07:15 

16 

0.667 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

4 

0 
0 

2.0 
0 

07:15 ~M Pe~lt ' H~~~ 16:45 

22 PM ~k Vbfume 20 

0.688 Pll Hr factor 0.500 

35 4-6 Volume 26 
07:15 4-6 Peak Hour 16:45 

22 4 - 6 Pk Volume 20 

0.688 Pk Hr Factor o.soo 

0 
0 
1 
2 
2 
0 
1 
1 

City: Modesto 
Project#: 15-7943-001 

4 

5 

16:30 

19 

0.679 

30 

16:30 

19 

0.679 

16:30 

a a 
0.594 

56 

16:30 

38 

0.594 
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Day: Saturday 

Date: 12/12/2015 

00:00 0 
00:15 0 
00:30 0 
00:45 0 
01:00 0 
01:15 0 
01:30 0 

0 
02:00 0 
02:15 0 

1 
0 
0 
2 
1 

06:00 
06:15 
06:30 
06:45 1 2 
07:00 0 
07:15 4 
07:30 0 
07:45 1 5 
08:00 1 
08:15 2 
08:30 0 
08:45 4 7 
09:00 0 
09:15 1 
09:30 0 

2 

AM 'Poak Hour 10:30 

AM PkVolume 11 

Pk Hr factor 0.55() 
7 ·!1 \/c:llume 12 

7 • 9 Peak Hour 08:00 

7 • 9 Pk Volume 7 

Pk Hr Factor 0.438 

0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
3 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 
5 

Prepared by NOS/A TO 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

2 

3 

4 

12 

11:15 Ut15 f!M Penk.Hour 13:15 

14 23 PMP~ Volume 11 
0,583 O.J;23 PSI !'If Factor 0.688 

7 19 4-6Volume '4 
07:15 07:15 4 • 6 Peak Hour 16:00 

5 11 4 • 6 Pk Volume 8 

0.417 0.688 Pk Hr Factor 0.667 

City: Modesto 
Project#: 15-7943-001 

14:30 

13 

O.&So 
16 

16:00 

9 

0.563' 

21 

11 

14:00 

21 

0.656 

30 

16:00 

17 

0.607 
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Day: Sunday 

Date: 12/13/2015 

02:00 0 
02:15 0 
02:30 0 
02:45 0 
03:00 0 
03:15 0 
03:30 1 
03:45 
04:00 0 
04:15 2 
04:30 0 
04:45 0 2 
05:00 0 
05:15 0 
05:30 0 
05:45 0 
06:00 
06:15 
06:30 

AM ~~ak Hou~ 11:45 

AM Pk Volume 12 

Pk 1-\r Factor 0.600 

7- 9 Volurne 4 

7-9 Peak Hour 07:00 

7 - 9 Pk Volume ~ 
Pk ljr Factor 0.500 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

0 

10:00 

13 

0.813 

9 

07:45 

6 
0.750 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

14 

4 

4 

16 

4 
2 
2 9 

0 
0 
0 
0 

10:15 PM Peak ttour 15:00 
22 PM P~ VolUme- 16 

0.786 P~ Hr Factor 0.571 

13 4- 6Valume iS 
07:45 4 - 6 Peok- Ho~r 16:15 

7 4 - 6 Pk Volume 10 
0.583 Pk Hr Factor 0,625 

5 
0 
1 
4 
1 
6 
2 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
5 
3 
B 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
3 
1 

City: Modesto 
Project II : 15-7943-001 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

15:15 

17 

0.531 

J9 
16:30 

15 

0.750 

5 
6 
7 24 
2 
6 
5 
0 13 
1 
1 
4 

8 
3 
12 
6 

11 32 
2 
6 
5 

15:00 

32 

0.667 

34 
16:15 

24 
0.8_57 
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Day: Monday 
Date: 12/14/2015 

00:00 0 
00:15 0 
00:30 0 
00:45 0 
01:00 0 
01:15 0 
01:30 0 
01:45 0 
02:00 1 
02:15 0 
02:30 0 
02:45 0 1 
03:00 0 
03:15 0 
03:30 0 
03:45 0 
04:00 0 
04:15 0 
04:30 0 
04:45 1 1 
05:00 1 
05:15 0 
05:30 0 
05:45 0 
06:00 0 
06:15 0 
06:30 1 
06:45 2 3 
07:00 2 
07:15 1 
07:30 1 
07:45 0 4 
08:00 4 
08:15 4 
08:30 4 
08:45 1 13 
09:00 1 
09:15 2 
09:30 1 
09:45 3 7 
10:00 1 
10:15 1 
10:30 4 
10:45 1 7 
11:00 4 
11:15 2 
11:30 0 
11:45 1 7 

TOTALS 44 

SPLIT% 40.0% 

AM Peak Hour 08:00 

AM PkVolume 13 

Pk Hr Factor 0.813 

7 ·9Volume 17 

7 • 9 Peak Hour 08:00 

7- 9 Pk Volume 13 

Pk Hr Factor 0.813 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 3 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
3 4 0 
4 0 
3 0 
4 0 
2 13 0 
3 0 
4 0 
2 0 
6 15 0 
2 0 
1 0 
1 0 
2 6 0 
2 0 
6 0 
3 0 
3 14 0 
2 0 
1 0 
4 0 
3 10 0 

66 

60.0% 

08:00 

15 

0.625 

28 

08:00 

15 

0.625 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

0 0 4 
0 0 4 
0 0 2 
0 0 12:45 1 11 
0 0 13:00 2 
0 0 13:15 5 
0 0 13:30 3 
0 0 13:45 1 11 
0 1 14:00 3 
0 1 14:15 5 
0 0 14:30 0 
0 0 ..2 14:45 6 14 
0 0 15:00 2 
0 0 15:15 5 
0 0 15:30 1 
0 0 15:45 5 13 
0 0 16:00 5 
0 0 16:15 1 
0 0 16:30 4 
0 1 1 16:45 2 12 
0 2 17:00 5 
0 2 17:15 2 
0 0 17:30 1 
0 0 4 17:45 0 8 
0 0 18:00 4 
0 0 18:15 3 
0 2 18:30 1 
0 5 7 18:45 0 8 
0 6 19:00 2 
0 4 19:15 3 
0 5 19:30 2 
0 2 17 19:45 1 8 
0 7 20:00 2 
0 8 20:15 1 
0 6 20:30 0 
0 7 28 20:45 3 6 
0 3 21:00 0 
0 3 21:15 0 
0 2 21:30 0 
0 5 13 21:45 0 
0 3 22:00 0 
0 7 22:15 0 
0 7 22:30 2 
0 4 21 22:45 0 2 
0 6 23:00 0 
0 3 23:15 1 
0 4 23:30 0 
0 4 _1] 23:45 0 1 

110 TOTALS 94 

36.3% SPLIT% 48.7% 

08:00 ~,..,.Peak' Hour iS tiS 
28 PMPkVolume 16 

0.875 PkHrfattor 0.800 
45 4 · ~Volume 20 

08:00 4 - 6 Peak Hour 1&:30 

28 4 - 6 Pk Volume 13 

0.875 Pk Hr Factor 0.6,50 

2 
6 
4 
4 
1 
3 
4 
4 
4 
7 
3 
2 
3 
2 
6 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
6 
2 
0 
2 
5 
2 
5 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

City: Modesto 
Project II: 15-7943-001 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

16 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

16 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 0 0 

99 

51.3% 

!:'3!30 
19 

'0.&79 

22 

16:15 

15 

0.625 

6 
10 
6 
5 27 
3 
8 
7 
5 23 
7 

12 
3 
8 0 
5 
7 
7 
6 25 
8 
4 
7 
5 24 
11 
4 
1 
2 18 
9 
5 
6 
0 20 
3 
4 
3 
l 11 
3 
2 
0 
4 9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
1 4 
0 
1 
9 
t 2 

193 

63.7% 

13:30 

31 

0.646 
42 

16:15 

27 

0.61~ 
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Day: Tuesday 

Date: 12/15/2015 

00:00 0 
00:15 0 
00:30 0 
00:45 0 
01:00 0 
01:15 0 
01:30 0 
01:45 0 
02:00 0 
02:15 0 
02:30 0 
02:45 0 
03:00 0 
03:15 1 
03:30 0 
03:45 0 1 
04:00 0 
04:15 0 
04:30 0 
04:45 0 
05:00 0 
05:15 0 
05:30 0 
05:45 0 
06:00 0 
06:15 0 
06:30 0 
06:45 0 
07:00 1 
07:15 1 
07:30 2 
07:45 3 7 
08:00 2 
08:15 0 
08:30 0 
08:45 0 2 
09:00 1 
09:15 2 
09:30 0 
09:45 2 5 
10:00 3 
10:15 0 
10:30 2 
10:45 2 7 
11:00 2 
11:15 2 
11:30 2 
11:45 2 8 

TOTALS 30 

SPLIT% 31.6% 

AM Peak Hour 11:45 

AM PkVolume 12 
Pk lir Factor 0.750 

7 - 9 Volume 9 

7 - 9 Peak Hour 07:15 

7 - 9 Pk Volume a 
Pk Hr Factor 0.6&7 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 3 0 
0 0 
1 0 
3 0 
1 5 0 
3 0 
5 0 
4 0 
2 14 0 
4 0 
3 0 
1 0 
1 9 0 
2 0 
3 0 
2 0 
3 10 0 
1 0 
3 0 
0 0 
4 8 0 
5 0 
3 0 
2 0 
3 13 0 

65 

68.4% 

07:15 

15 
0.750 

23 
07:15 

15 
0.750 

Prepared by NDS/ATD 

VOLUME 
Weyer Road south of Yosemite Boulevard 

0 0 12:00 2 
0 0 12:15 4 
0 0 12:30 4 
0 0 12:45 3 13 
0 0 13:00 1 
0 0 13:15 2 
0 0 13:30 1 
0 0 13:45 2 6 
0 0 14:00 2 
0 0 14:15 4 
0 1 14:30 3 
0 0 1 14:45 4 13 
0 0 15:00 4 
0 2 15:15 3 
0 0 15:30 1 
0 0 2 15:45 4 12 
0 0 16:00 2 
0 0 16:15 3 
0 0 16:30 1 
0 j L 16:45 2 8 
0 1 17:00 2 
0 0 17:15 3 
0 2 17:30 1 
0 0 3 17:45 3 9 
0 0 18:00 3 
0 1 18:15 2 
0 3 18:30 4 
0 1 5 18:45 4 13 
0 4 19:00 1 
0 6 19:15 2 
0 6 19:30 2 
0 5 21 19:45 3 8 
0 6 20:00 3 
0 3 20:15 1 
0 1 20:30 1 
0 1 1L 20:45 1 6 
0 3 21:00 1 
0 5 21:15 0 
0 2 21:30 1 
0 5 15 21:45 0 2 
Q 4 22:00 1 
0 3 22:15 0 
0 2 22:30 0 
0 6 15 22:45 0 1 
0 7 23:00 0 
0 5 23:15 0 
0 4 23:30 0 
0 5 21 23:45 1 1 

95 TOTALS 92 

34.1~ SPLIT% 50.0% 

11:45 PM l'e•~ Hour 14:15 
24 PM Pk Volume 15 

.0.750 Pk:flr Factor '0.9118 
32 4 • 6\(olume 17 

07:15 4 • 6 Peak Hour 17:00 

23 'I - Ii P~ Vo!um.e 9 

0.958 Pk Hr Factor 0.750 

3 
4 
2 
4 
4 
0 
1 
5 
3 
6 
7 
3 
3 
2 
5 
3 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
0 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
4 
5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

City: Modesto 
Project II: 15-7943-001 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

13 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

19 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

13 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

6 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

7 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

7 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

11 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 0 0 

92 

50.0% 

13:45 

21 
0.75'0 

13 
16:30 

9 
0.750 

5 
8 
6 
7 26 
5 
2 
2 
7 16 
5 
10 
10 
7 32 
7 
5 
6 
T 25 
3 
5 
3 
3 14 
5 
6 
1 
4 16 
4 
5 
6 
5 20 
5 
7 
3 
4 19 
4 
2 
2 
1 .9 
1 
1 
1 
0 3 
1 
0 
0 
0 1 
0 
0 
0 
3 3 

184 

65.9% 

14:15 
34 

0.850 

30 

16:30 

17 

o.zos 
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TWO-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS 

EXHIBIT 17-2. LEVEL-OF-SERVICE CRITERIA FOR TWSC INTERSECTIONS 

Level of Service Average Control Delay (s/veh) 
A 0-10 
B > 10-15 
c > 15-25 
D > 25-35 
E > 35-50 
F ' >50 

ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROLLED 1NTERSECTIONS 

The level-of-service criteria are given in Exhibit i7-22. The criteria for A WSC 
intersections have different threshold values than do those for signalized intersections 
primarily because drivers expect different levels of performance from distinct types of 
transportation facilities. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to 
carry higher traffic volumes than an A WSC intersection. Thus a higher level of control 
delay is acceptable at a signalized intersection for the same LOS. 

EXHIBIT 17-22. LEVEL-OF-SERVICE CRITERIA FOR AWSC INTERSECTIONS 

Level of Service Control Delay (s/veh) 
A 0-10 
B > 10-15 
c > 15-25 
D > 25-35 
E > 35-50 
F >50 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The average control delay per vehicle is estimated for each lane group and 
aggregated for each approach and for the intersection as a whole. LOS is directly related 
to the control delay value. The criteria are listed in Exhibit 16-2. 

EXHIBIT 16-2. LOS CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

LOS Control Delay per Vehicle (s/veh) 
A :::; 10 
B > 10-20 
c > 20-35 
D > 35-55 
E > 55-80 
F > 80 

PINNACLE LEVEL OF SERVICE APPENDIX 
TRAFFIC VEIDCLE DELAY RELATIONSHIPS MATERIAL 

ENGINEERING 930 San Benito Stteet • Hnillslcr. CA 95023 
(831) 638·~~60 I FAX (831) 63S-926S 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

.,1- --+ ..... .f 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations "i t~ "i 
Volume (veh/h) 63 289 42 115 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pb T) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 66 301 44 120 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 85 485 70 156 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.16 0.16 0.09 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3104 449 1774 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 66 170 175 120 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1783 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.7 6.6 6.7 4.9 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.7 6.6 6.7 4.9 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.25 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 85 276 278 156 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.77 0.62 0.63 0.77 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 314 506 510 435 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.6 28.9 29.0 32.8 
I ncr Delay (d2), s/veh 13.8 2.2 2.3 7.8 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile 8ackOfQ(50%),vehnn 1.6 3.4 3.5 2.7 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 48.4 31.2 31.3 40.6 
LnGr~ LOS D c c D 
Approach Vol, veh/h 411 
Approach Delay, s/veh 34.0 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.5 38.1 10.5 15.5 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 29.0 18.0 21.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 6.1 7.4 6.9 8.7 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 6.6 0.2 2.7 

Intersection Summa!1 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.9 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Existing 2015 - Weekday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

....... 

WBT 

t~ 
160 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
167 

2 
0.96 

2 
496 
0.20 
2532 

115 
1770 

4.1 
4.1 

347 
0.33 
626 
1.00 
1.00 
25.4 
0.6 
0.0 
2.1 

26.0 
c 

351 
31 .0 

c 
5 
5 

5.5 
4.0 
7.0 
3.0 
0.0 

' "" 
t 

WBR NBL NBT 

"i tt 
61 23 411 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

64 24 428 
0 1 2 

0.96 0.96 0.96 
2 2 2 

183 37 1642 
0.20 0.02 0.46 
935 1774 3539 
116 24 428 

1698 1774 1770 
4.3 1.0 5.4 
4.3 1.0 5.4 

0.55 1.00 
333 37 1642 
0.35 0.64 0.26 
601 169 1642 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.5 35.7 12.0 
0.6 16.9 0.4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.1 0.7 2.7 

26.1 52.5 12.4 
c D B 

600 
14.0 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

42.0 7.5 18.4 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

38.0 13.0 26.0 
7.6 4.7 6.3 
7.3 0.1 3.3 

/"' \. 
NBR SBL 

7' "i 
142 97 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
148 101 

1 1 
0.96 0.96 

2 2 
735 132 
0.46 0.07 
1583 1774 

148 101 
1583 1774 

4.1 4.1 
4.1 4.1 

1.00 1.00 
735 132 
0.20 0.77 
735 386 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
11 .6 33.4 
0.6 8.9 
0.0 0.0 
1.9 2.3 

12.3 42.3 
8 D 

1/11/2016 

! .; 
SBT SBR 

t~ 
406 56 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
423 58 

2 0 
0.96 0.96 

2 2 
1619 221 
0.52 0.52 
3130 427 

238 243 
1770 1787 

5.5 5.6 
5.5 5.6 

0.24 
915 924 
0.26 0.26 
915 924 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
9.9 9.9 
0.7 0.7 
0.0 0.0 
2.8 2.9 

10.6 10.6 
8 B 

582 
16.1 

B 

Synchro 8 Report 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

~ ........ .... 
Movement EBL EST EBR 
Lane Configurations "'i tf+ 
Volume (veh/h) 10 48 0 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 11 53 0 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 20 206 0 
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.06 0.00 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 0 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 11 53 0 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 0 
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.8 0.0 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.8 0.0 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 20 206 0 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.55 0.26 0.00 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 416 1277 0 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 0.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.3 25.0 0.0 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 21.7 0.7 0.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.4 0.0 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 48.9 25.6 0.0 
LnGrE LOS D c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 64 
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.6 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 37.9 5.0 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 29.0 17.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 2.8 2.7 2.6 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.6 
HCM 2010 LOS B 

Existing 2015 - Weekday 1 0-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"'i 
17 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

19 
1 

0.91 
2 

32 
0.02 
1774 

19 
1774 

0.6 
0.6 

1.00 
32 

0.59 
544 
1.00 
1.00 
27.0 
15.6 

0.0 
0.4 

42.6 
D 

4 
4 

7.2 
4.0 

20.0 
2.8 
0.4 

+-

WBT 

tf+ 
29 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

32 
2 

0.91 
2 

171 
0.07 
2624 

21 
1770 

0.6 
0.6 

116 
0.18 
766 
1.00 
1.00 
24.5 
0.7 
0.0 
0.3 

25.2 
c 

62 
30.6 

c 
5 
5 

4.2 
4.0 

12.0 
2.1 
0.0 

...... "\ t 
WBR NBL NBT 

"'i tt 
10 3 62 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

11 3 68 
0 1 2 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
2 2 2 

56 6 2162 
0.07 0.00 0.61 
857 1774 3539 

22 3 68 
1712 1774 1770 

0.7 0.1 0.4 
0.7 0.1 0.4 

0.50 1.00 
112 6 2162 

0.20 0.52 0.03 
741 384 2162 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
24.5 27.6 4.3 
0.8 57.4 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.3 0.1 0.2 

25.4 85.0 4.3 
c F A 

120 
6.4 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

39.0 4.6 7.6 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

35.0 13.0 24.0 
2.5 2.3 2.7 
1.1 0.0 0.4 

/"' '.. 
NBR SBL 

'(I "'i 
45 24 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

49 26 
1 1 

0.91 0.91 
2 2 

967 42 
0.61 0.02 
1583 1774 

49 26 
1583 1774 

0.7 0.8 
0.7 0.8 

1.00 1.00 
967 42 
0.05 0.62 
967 576 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.3 26.8 
0.1 13.7 
0.0 0.0 
0.3 0.6 
4.4 40.5 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ ~ 

SST SBR 

tf+ 
74 4 
6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

81 4 
2 0 

0.91 0.91 
2 2 

2169 106 
0.63 0.63 
3434 168 

41 44 
1770 1833 

0.5 0.5 
0.5 0.5 

0.09 
1117 1158 
0.04 0.04 
1117 1158 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
3.9 3.9 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.2 0.3 
3.9 3.9 

A A 
111 
12.5 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

.,}- ....... ~ 
Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations 

"' 
tf+ 

Volume (veh/h) 60 254 45 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pb T) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 62 262 46 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 80 444 77 
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.15 0.15 
Sat FlowJ veh/h 1774 3018 523 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 62 152 156 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1771 
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 5.8 5.9 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 5.8 5.9 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.30 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 80 260 260 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.78 0.58 0.60 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 320 492 492 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.0 28.6 28.7 
!ncr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.9 2.1 2.2 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.6 3.0 3.1 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 48.9 30.7 30.9 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 370 
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.8 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.5 36.1 11.8 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 27.0 21.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 6.1 7.5 7.9 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 6.7 0.3 

Intersection Summa!}: 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.7 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Existing 2015 - Friday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"' 145 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 
149 

1 
0.97 

2 
192 

0.11 
1774 
149 

1774 
5.9 
5.9 

1.00 
192 
0.78 
518 
1.00 
1.00 
31.3 
6.7 
0.0 
3.3 

37.9 
D 

4 
4 

14.6 
4.0 

20.0 
7.9 
2.7 

,.__ 

WBT 

tf+ 
184 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
190 

2 
0.97 

2 
546 

0.21 
2602 

127 
1770 

4.4 
4.4 

372 
0.34 
688 
1.00 
1.00 
24.2 
0.5 
0.0 
2.2 

24.7 
c 

405 
29.6 

c 
5 
5 

5.6 
4.0 
7.0 
3.0 
0.0 

' "" t 
WBR NBL NBT 

"' 
tt 

64 25 413 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

66 26 426 
0 1 2 

0.97 0.97 0.97 
2 2 2 

184 40 1579 
0.21 0.02 0.45 
876 1774 3539 
129 26 426 

1708 1774 1770 
4.6 1.0 5.5 
4.6 1.0 5.5 

0.51 1.00 
359 40 1579 
0.36 0.65 0.27 
665 173 1579 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
24.3 34.9 12.5 
0.6 16.4 0.4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.2 0.7 2.8 

24.9 51.3 13.0 
c D B 

611 
14.6 

8 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

40.0 7.2 19.1 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

36.0 13.0 28.0 
8.2 4.5 6.6 
7.5 0.1 3.3 

!'" \. 
NBR SBL ., 

"' 154 101 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
159 104 

1 1 
0.97 0.97 

2 2 
707 136 
0.45 0.08 
1583 1774 
159 104 

1583 1774 
4.4 4.1 
4.4 4.1 

1.00 1.00 
707 136 
0.23 0.77 
707 394 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
12.3 32.6 
0.7 8.7 
0.0 0.0 
2.1 2.3 

13.0 41.3 
8 D 

1/11/2016 

+ ~ 

SBT SBR 

tf+ 
455 53 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
469 55 

2 0 
0.97 0.97 

2 2 
1597 187 
0.50 0.50 

3194 373 
259 265 

1770 1797 
6.2 6.2 
6.2 6.2 

0.21 
885 899 
0.29 0.29 
885 899 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
10.5 10.5 
0.8 0.8 
0.0 0.0 
3.2 3.3 

11.4 11.4 
B B 

628 
16.3 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

..}- _... ---.. 
Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "i t~ 
Volume (veh/h) 17 78 5 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 19 87 6 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 32 224 15 
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.07 0.07 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3362 230 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 19 45 48 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1822 
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 1.4 1.5 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c). s 0.6 1.4 1.5 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 32 118 121 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.59 0.38 0.39 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 392 662 682 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 28.6 26.3 26.3 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 16.0 2.0 2.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.8 0.8 
LnGrp Delay(d).s/veh 44.6 28.3 28.3 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 112 
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.1 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 1 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 39.2 5.9 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 30.0 16.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 3.2 3.1 3.3 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.7 0.0 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.2 
HCM 2010 LOS B 

Existing 2015 - Friday 1 0-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

""i 
35 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

39 
1 

0.90 
2 

57 
0.03 
1774 

39 
1774 

1.3 
1.3 

1.00 
57 

0.69 
483 
1.00 
1.00 
28.2 
13.6 
0.0 
0.8 

41.8 
D 

4 
4 

7.9 
4.0 

22.0 
3.5 
0.7 

.,..._ 

WBT 

t~ 
43 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

48 
2 

0.90 
2 

228 
0.08 

2830 
29 

1770 
0.9 
0.9 

143 
0.21 
753 
1.00 
1.00 
25.3 
0.7 
0.0 
0.5 

26.0 
c 

99 
32.2 

c 
5 
5 

5.0 
4.0 

10.0 
2.6 
0.0 

...... "\ f 
WBR NBL NBT 

"i tt 
11 15 106 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

12 17 118 
0 1 2 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
2 2 2 

55 29 2119 
0.08 0.02 0.60 
682 1774 3539 

31 17 118 
1742 1774 1770 

1.0 0.6 0.8 
1.0 0.6 0.8 

0.39 1.00 
140 29 2119 
0.22 0.58 0.06 
741 302 2119 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.3 28.7 4.9 
0.8 16.9 0.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.4 0.4 

26.1 45.6 4.9 
c D A 

205 
8.4 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

40.0 5.1 8.7 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

36.0 13.0 25.0 
2.8 2.6 3.0 
1.8 0.0 0.8 

!" '-. 
NBR SBL 

'(I "i 
63 32 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

70 36 
1 1 

0.90 0.90 
2 2 

948 54 
0.60 0.03 
1583 1774 

70 36 
1583 1774 

1.1 1.2 
1.1 1.2 

1.00 1.00 
948 54 
0.07 0.67 
948 483 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.9 28.2 
0.2 13.5 
0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.8 
5.1 41.7 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

t~ 
107 5 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
119 6 

2 0 
0.90 0.90 

2 2 
2101 105 
0.61 0.61 
3430 172 

61 64 
1770 1832 

0.8 0.8 
0.8 0.8 

0.09 
1084 1122 
0.06 0.06 
1084 1122 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.6 4.6 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.4 
4.7 4.7 

A A 
161 
13.0 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

/' ........ ..,. .f 
Mevemenl EBL EBT EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations lj t~ ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 34 177 23 118 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 36 188 24 126 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 53 384 48 166 
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.12 0.12 0.09 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3163 399 1774 
Grp Volume(v) , veh/h 36 104 108 126 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1792 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 3.4 3.5 4.3 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 3.4 3.5 4.3 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.22 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 53 215 218 166 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.48 0.50 0.76 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 283 593 601 623 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 30.1 25.7 25.7 27.7 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.4 1.7 1.7 6.9 
Initial Q Delay(d3).s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 1.8 1.8 2.5 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 44.5 27.4 27.5 34.6 
LnG[E LOS D c c c 
Approach Vol, vehlh 248 
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.9 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.5 33.6 9.9 11 .6 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 26.0 22.0 21.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+11), s 4.7 5.5 6.3 5.5 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 4.1 0.3 2.1 

lnlersecllon Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.4 
HCM 2010 LOS 8 

Existing 2015- Saturday MD Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

+--

WBT 

tf+ 
137 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
146 

2 
0.94 

2 
477 
0.19 
2574 

99 
1770 

3.0 
3.0 

328 
0.30 
932 
1.00 
1.00 
22.0 
0.5 
0.0 
1.5 

22.5 
c 

325 
27.3 

c 
5 
5 

5.2 
4.0 
9.0 
2.7 
0.0 

' ~ f 
WBR NBL NBT 

lj t t 
50 19 258 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

53 20 274 
0 1 2 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
2 2 2 

167 33 1675 
0.19 0.02 0.47 
900 1774 3539 
100 20 274 

1704 1774 1770 
3.2 0.7 2.8 
3.2 0.7 2.8 

0.53 1.00 
316 33 1675 

0.32 0.60 0.16 
897 255 1675 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
22.1 30.5 9.4 
0.6 16.1 0.2 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.6 0.5 1.4 

22.7 46.6 9.6 
c D A 

444 
11 .5 

8 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

36.0 5.9 15.6 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

32.0 10.0 33.0 
4.9 3.3 5.2 
4.4 0.0 2.5 

;-- \.. 
NBR SBL ., ~ 
141 72 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

1863 1863 
150 77 

1 1 
0.94 0.94 

2 2 
749 100 
0.47 0.06 
1583 1774 

150 77 
1583 1774 

3.5 2.7 
3.5 2.7 

1.00 1.00 
749 100 
0.20 0.77 
749 425 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
9.6 29.2 
0.6 11.7 
0.0 0.0 
1.6 1.6 

10.2 40.9 
B D 

1/11 /2016 

+ ./ 
SBT SBR 

t~ 
238 49 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

253 52 
2 0 

0.94 0.94 
2 2 

1499 303 
0.51 0.51 
2934 593 

151 154 
1770 1758 

2.9 2.9 
2.9 2.9 

0.34 
904 898 
0.17 0.17 
904 898 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
8.2 8.2 
0.4 0.4 
0.0 0.0 
1.5 1.5 
8.6 8.6 

A A 
382 
15.1 

8 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

..-1' .......... " Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations ..., t~ 
Volume (veh/h) 15 68 11 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 73 12 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 28 204 33 
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.07 0.07 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3055 491 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 42 43 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1776 
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.5 1.2 1.3 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 1.2 1.3 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.28 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 28 118 119 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.57 0.35 0.37 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 384 671 674 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.1 24.7 24.7 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.1 1.8 1.9 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.7 0.7 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 44.2 26.5 26.6 
LnG~ LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 101 
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.3 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 36.3 6.1 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 29.0 19.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 2.8 3.1 3.5 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.3 0.1 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.3 
HCM 2010 LOS B 

Existing 2015 - Saturday 1 0-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.( 

WBL 
..., 

44 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

47 
1 

0.93 
2 

66 
0.04 
1774 

47 
1774 

1.5 
1.5 

1.00 
66 

0.71 
609 
1.00 
1.00 
26.4 
13.3 

0.0 
0.9 

39.6 
D 

4 
4 

7.7 
4.0 

21.0 
3.3 
0.7 

+-

WBT 

tf+ 
49 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

53 
2 

0.93 
2 

247 
0.09 
2796 

33 
1770 

1.0 
1.0 

156 
0.21 
895 
1.00 
1.00 
23.5 
0.7 
0.0 
0.5 

24.1 
c 

114 
30.5 

c 
5 
5 

4.6 
4.0 

11.0 
2.3 
0.0 

' ~ f 
WBR NBL NBT 

..., tt 
13 10 145 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

14 11 156 
0 1 2 

0.93 0.93 0.93 
2 2 2 

63 20 2064 
0.09 0.01 0.58 
711 1774 3539 

34 11 156 
1737 1774 1770 

1.0 0.3 1.1 
1.0 0.3 1.1 

0.41 1.00 
153 20 2064 
0.22 0.55 0.08 
878 352 2064 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
23.5 27.2 5.0 
0.7 21.6 0.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.3 0.5 

24.2 48.9 5.1 
c D A 

225 
7.2 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

37.0 4.9 8.9 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

33.0 12.0 28.0 
3.3 2.5 3.0 
2.4 0.0 0.8 

r '. 
NBR SBL 

'(f ..., 
54 24 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

58 26 
1 1 

0.93 0.93 
2 2 

924 42 
0.58 0.02 
1583 1774 

58 26 
1583 1774 

0.9 0.8 
0.9 0.8 

1.00 1.00 
924 42 
0.06 0.62 
924 481 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
5.0 26.8 
0.1 13.7 
0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.6 
5.1 40.4 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

tf+ 
163 16 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
175 17 

2 0 
0.93 0.93 

2 2 
1945 187 
0.60 0.60 
3263 314 

94 98 
1770 1807 

1.3 1.3 
1.3 1.3 

0.17 
1054 1077 
0.09 0.09 
1054 1077 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.8 4.8 
0.2 0.2 
0.0 0.0 
0.6 0.7 
4.9 4.9 

A A 
218 
9.2 

A 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

_.)- --+ ... "' Movement E8L E8T E8R W8L 
Lane Configurations "i t~ "i 
Volume (veh/h) 72 301 75 127 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 75 314 78 132 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 97 480 117 169 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.17 0.17 0.10 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2820 690 1774 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 75 195 197 132 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1741 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.3 8.1 8.3 5.7 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.3 8.1 8.3 5.7 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.40 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 97 301 296 169 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.77 0.65 0.66 0.78 
Avail Cap(c_a}, veh/h 295 475 467 408 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 36.5 30.3 30.4 34.6 
I ncr Delay (d2}, s/veh 12.0 2.4 2.6 7.6 
Initial Q Delay(d3},s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 4.1 4.2 3.1 
LnGrp Delay(d},s/veh 48.5 32.7 33.0 42.2 
LnGr~ LOS D c c D 
Approach Vol, veh/h 467 
Approach Delay, s/veh 35.3 
Approach LOS D 

Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.8 39.7 11.5 17.3 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 29.0 18.0 21 .0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 6.4 8.0 7.7 10.3 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 7.1 0.2 3.0 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 24.2 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. Uses- Weekday PM Peak Hour 12/11 /2015 Baseline 
LDH 

-+--

W8T 

t~ 
210 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
219 

2 
0.96 

2 
572 

0.21 
2720 

141 
1770 

5.3 
5.3 

372 
0.38 
588 
1.00 
1.00 
26.5 
0.6 
0.0 
2.7 

27.1 
c 

415 
32.0 

c 
5 
5 

7.5 
4.0 
7.0 
4.7 
0.0 

' ~ t 
W8R NBL N8T 

"i tt 
61 60 421 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

64 62 439 
0 1 2 

0.96 0.96 0.96 
2 2 2 

163 79 1615 
0.21 0.04 0.46 
776 1774 3539 
142 62 439 

1726 1774 1770 
5.6 2.7 6.0 
5.6 2.7 6.0 

0.45 1.00 
363 79 1615 
0.39 0.78 0.27 
573 159 1615 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
26.6 37.0 13.2 
0.7 15.2 0.4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.7 1.7 3.0 

27.3 52.2 13.6 
c D 8 

661 
17.2 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

42.0 8.3 20.5 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

38.0 13.0 26.0 
9.3 5.3 7.6 
7.8 0.1 3.9 

;-- \. 
N8R S8L 

'(I "i 
154 97 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
160 101 

1 1 
0.96 0.96 

2 2 
722 131 
0.46 0.07 
1583 1774 

160 101 
1583 1774 

4.8 4.4 
4.8 4.4 

1.00 1.00 
722 131 
0.22 0.77 
722 363 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
12.9 35.6 
0.7 9.1 
0.0 0.0 
2.2 2.5 

13.6 44.7 
8 D 

1/11/2016 

+ ..; 
S8T S8R 

t~ 
417 96 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
434 100 

2 0 
0.96 0.96 

2 2 
1390 318 
0.49 0.49 
2862 654 

267 267 
1770 1747 

7.2 7.3 
7.2 7.3 

0.37 
859 848 
0.31 0.31 
859 848 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
12.2 12.2 
0.9 1.0 
0.0 0.0 
3.7 3.7 

13.1 13.2 
8 B 

635 
18.2 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

_,;. 
---+- ,. 

Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "i +~ 
Volume (veh/h) 42 88 21 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 46 97 23 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 65 235 54 
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.08 0.08 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2859 658 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 46 59 61 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1747 
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 1.8 1.9 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 1.8 1.9 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.38 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 65 145 143 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.71 0.41 0.43 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 596 750 741 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.0 24.7 24.7 
!ncr Delay (d2), s/veh 13.5 1.8 2.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile Back0fQ(50%),veh/ln 0.9 0.9 1.0 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 40.5 26.5 26.7 
LnGr~ LOS D c c 
Approach Vol , veh/h 166 
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.5 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 37.4 5.2 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 30.0 15.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 2.8 2.8 2.7 
Green Ext Time {p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.0 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.2 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App.- Weekday 10-11 PM 12/11 /2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"i 
21 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

23 
1 

0.91 
2 

38 
0.02 
1774 

23 
1774 

0.7 
0.7 

1.00 
38 

0.60 
470 
1.00 
1.00 
27.5 
14.5 
0.0 
0.5 

41.9 
D 

4 
4 

8.6 
4.0 

24.0 
3.9 
0.8 

~ 

WBT 

+~ 
33 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

36 
2 

0.91 
2 

181 
0.07 
2704 

23 
1770 

0.7 
0.7 

119 
0.19 
625 
1.00 
1.00 
25.0 
0.8 
0.0 
0.4 

25.7 
c 

70 
31 .1 

c 
5 
5 

4.7 
4.0 

11 .0 
2.4 
0.0 

'-
"" 

t 
WBR NBL NBT 

"i ++ 
10 12 65 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

11 13 71 
0 1 2 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
2 2 2 

53 23 2088 
0.07 0.01 0.59 
789 1774 3539 

24 13 71 
1723 1774 1770 

0.7 0.4 0.5 
0.7 0.4 0.5 

0.46 1.00 
116 23 2088 
0.21 0.56 0.03 
609 345 2088 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.0 27.8 4.9 
0.9 19.5 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.3 0.2 

25.9 47.3 4.9 
c D A 

138 
8.9 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

38.0 6.1 7.8 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

34.0 19.0 20.0 
2.6 3.5 2.7 
1.2 0.1 0.8 

!" \. 
NBR SBL 

rt "i 
49 24 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

54 26 
1 1 

0.91 0.91 
2 2 

934 42 
0.59 0.02 
1583 1774 

54 26 
1583 1774 

0.8 0.8 
0.8 0.8 

1.00 1.00 
934 42 
0.06 0.62 
934 470 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.9 27.4 
0.1 13.8 
0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.6 
5.0 41.2 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

+~ 
77 7 
6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

85 8 
2 0 

0.91 0.91 
2 2 

1967 183 
0.60 0.60 
3274 304 

45 48 
1770 1809 

0.6 0.6 
0.6 0.6 

0.17 
1063 1087 
0.04 0.04 
1063 1087 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
4.6 4.6 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.3 0.3 
4.7 4.7 

A A 
119 
12.7 

B 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 1 



285

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

/ ....... ~ 
Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "'i tf+ 
Volume (veh/h) 69 266 78 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 71 274 80 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 92 442 127 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.16 0.16 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2717 778 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 71 177 177 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1725 
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.9 6.7 7.0 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 6.7 7.0 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.45 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 92 288 281 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.77 0.61 0.63 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 463 451 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.0 28.3 28.4 
I ncr Delay (d2), s/veh 12.9 2.1 2.3 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 3.5 3.5 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 46.9 30.4 30.7 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 425 
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.3 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.5 34.8 12.4 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 29.0 21.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+11), s 6.2 7.9 8.5 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 7.4 0.3 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 23.2 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. - Friday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"'i 
157 

3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 

1863 
162 

1 
0.97 

2 
206 
0.12 
1774 

162 
1774 

6.5 
6.5 

1.00 
206 
0.79 
513 
1.00 
1.00 
31.2 

6.5 
0.0 
3.5 

37.7 
D 

4 
4 

15.8 
4.0 

19.0 
9.0 
2.9 

+-

WBT 

tf+ 
234 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

241 
2 

0.97 
2 

628 
0.23 
2761 

153 
1770 

5.3 
5.3 

402 
0.38 
707 
1.00 
1.00 
23.7 
0.6 
0.0 
2.7 

24.3 
c 

469 
29.0 

c 
5 
5 

7.4 
4.0 

11.0 
4.6 
0.1 

' "" 
f 

WBR NBL NBT 

"'i tt 
64 62 423 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

66 64 436 
0 1 2 

0.97 0.97 0.97 
2 2 2 

168 82 1502 
0.23 0.05 0.42 
740 1774 3539 
154 64 436 

1732 1774 1770 
5.5 2.6 5.9 
5.5 2.6 5.9 

0.43 1.00 
394 82 1502 
0.39 0.78 0.29 
692 269 1502 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
23.8 34.3 13.7 
0.6 14.5 0.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.7 1.6 2.9 

24.4 48.7 14.2 
c D B 

671 
17.6 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

37.0 7.8 20.5 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

33.0 11.0 29.0 
9.8 4.9 7.5 
7.7 0.1 4.0 

/"' \. 
NBR SBL ., 

"'i 
166 101 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

171 104 
1 1 

0.97 0.97 
2 2 

672 135 
0.42 0.08 
1583 1774 

171 104 
1583 1774 

5.1 4.2 
5.1 4.2 

1.00 1.00 
672 135 
0.25 0.77 
672 366 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
13.5 32.9 
0.9 8.8 
0.0 0.0 
2.3 2.4 

14.4 41.7 
B D 

1/11/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

tf+ 
466 93 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
480 96 

2 0 
0.97 0.97 

2 2 
1337 266 
0.45 0.45 
2944 585 

287 289 
1770 1759 

7.7 7.8 
7.7 7.8 

0.33 
804 799 
0.36 0.36 
804 799 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
12.9 12.9 
1.2 1.3 
0.0 0.0 
4.0 4.0 

14.2 14.2 
8 B 

680 
18.4 

B 
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.. 

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

_.)- ---+- ..,. 
Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations ""i tt+ 
Volume (veh/h) 49 118 23 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 54 131 26 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 72 288 56 
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.10 0.10 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2958 574 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 54 77 80 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1762 
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 2.3 2.4 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 2.3 2.4 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 72 173 172 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.75 0.45 0.46 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 605 762 758 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.5 23.7 23.8 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.3 1.8 2.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 1.2 1.2 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 40.7 25.5 25.7 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 211 
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.5 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.7 34.7 5.9 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 29.0 16.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 3.1 3.2 3.3 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.7 0.0 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.7 
HCM 2010 LOS B 

Ex. + App. - Friday 10-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.r 
WBL 

""i 
39 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

43 
1 

0.90 
2 

62 
0.03 
1774 

43 
1774 

1.3 
1.3 

1.00 
62 

0.69 
509 
1.00 
1.00 
26.6 
13.1 

0.0 
0.9 

39.7 
D 

4 
4 

9.4 
4.0 

24.0 
4.4 
1.1 

..,__ 

WBT 

tf+ 
47 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

52 
2 

0.90 
2 

264 
0.09 
2877 

31 
1770 

0.9 
0.9 

162 
0.19 
667 
1.00 
1.00 
23.4 
0.6 
0.0 
0.5 

24.0 
c 

107 
30.3 

c 
5 
5 

5.4 
4.0 

13.0 
2.8 
0.0 

'-
"" 

f 
WBR NBL NBT 

""i tt 
11 24 109 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

12 27 121 
0 1 2 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
2 2 2 

59 43 1946 
0.09 0.02 0.55 
642 1774 3539 

33 27 121 
1749 1774 1770 

1.0 0.8 0.9 
1.0 0.8 0.9 

0.37 1.00 
160 43 1946 
0.20 0.62 0.06 
659 414 1946 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
23.4 26.9 5.8 
0.6 13.6 0.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.6 0.4 

24.1 40.5 5.9 
c D A 

222 
10.2 

8 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

35.0 6.3 9.1 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

31.0 19.0 21.0 
2.9 3.7 3.0 
1.8 0.1 1.1 

I" '. 
NBR SBL ., ""i 

67 32 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

74 36 
1 1 

0.90 0.90 
2 2 

871 54 
0.55 0.03 
1583 1774 

74 36 
1583 1774 

1.2 1.1 
1.2 1.1 

1.00 1.00 
871 54 
0.08 0.66 
871 477 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
5.9 26.7 
0.2 12.9 
0.0 0.0 
0.6 0.7 
6.1 39.6 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ .I 
SBT SBR 

tf+ 
110 8 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
122 9 

2 0 
0.90 0.90 

2 2 
1860 136 
0.56 0.56 
3345 244 

64 67 
1770 1820 

0.9 0.9 
0.9 0.9 

0.13 
984 1012 
0.07 0.07 
984 1012 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

5.7 5.7 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.5 
5.8 5.8 

A A 
167 

13.1 
B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

_,;. 
---+ ~ 

Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations ~ t~ 
Volume (veh/h) 60 210 62 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 64 223 66 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 82 415 120 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.15 0.15 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2711 783 
Grp Volume(v) , veh/h 64 144 145 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1725 
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 4.6 4.8 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 4.6 4.8 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.45 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 82 271 264 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.78 0.53 0.55 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 601 586 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 29.2 24.1 24.2 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.9 1.6 1.8 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 2.4 2.4 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 44.0 25.7 26.0 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol , veh/h 353 
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.1 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.5 30.2 10.6 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 25.0 23.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 4.6 6.1 6.9 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 4.4 0.3 

Intersection Summa!1 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21 .1 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. - Saturday MD Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"'i 
136 

3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

145 
1 

0.94 
2 

190 
0.11 
1774 
145 

1774 
4.9 
4.9 

1.00 
190 
0.76 
660 
1.00 
1.00 
26.8 
6.2 
0.0 
2.7 

33.0 
c 

4 
4 

13.5 
4.0 

21.0 
6.8 
2.7 

+--

WBT 

t~ 
171 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
182 

2 
0.94 

2 
584 

0.21 
2724 

116 
1770 

3.4 
3.4 

379 
0.31 
888 
1.00 
1.00 
20.4 
0.5 
0.0 
1.7 

20.9 
c 

380 
25.5 

c 
5 
5 

6.7 
4.0 

13.0 
4.1 
0.1 

"-.. "\ t 
WBR NBL NBT 

~ tt 
50 57 270 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

53 61 287 
0 1 2 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
2 2 2 

165 78 1502 
0.21 0.04 0.42 
772 1774 3539 
119 61 287 

1727 1774 1770 
3.6 2.1 3.1 
3.6 2.1 3.1 

0.45 1.00 
370 78 1502 
0.32 0.79 0.19 
866 373 1502 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
20.5 29.3 11 .1 
0.5 15.8 0.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.8 1.4 1.6 

21 .0 45.0 11.4 
c D B 

513 
15.7 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

31 .0 6.8 17.3 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

27.0 13.0 31 .0 
5.9 4.2 5.6 
4.6 0.1 3.2 

!" \. 
NBR SBL 

7' "'i 
155 72 

12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

165 77 
1 1 

0.94 0.94 
2 2 

672 100 
0.42 0.06 
1583 1774 

165 77 
1583 1774 

4.1 2.6 
4.1 2.6 

1.00 1.00 
672 100 
0.25 0.77 
672 431 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
11.4 28.8 
0.9 11.7 
0.0 0.0 
2.0 1.6 

12.3 40.5 
B D 

1/11/2016 

+ ..; 
SBT SBR 
; -p. 
253 76 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

269 81 
2 0 

0.94 0.94 
2 2 

1178 348 
0.44 0.44 
2696 795 

175 175 
1770 1722 

3.8 3.9 
3.8 3.9 

0.46 
773 752 
0.23 0.23 
773 752 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
10.9 10.9 
0.7 0.7 
0.0 0.0 
2.0 2.0 

11.6 11 .6 
B B 

427 
16.8 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

_,;. __., ..,. 
Movement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "i tf+ 
Volume (veh/h) 33 91 26 
Number 7 4 14 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 35 98 28 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 53 236 65 
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.09 0.09 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2743 756 
Grp Volume(v). veh/h 35 62 64 
Grp Sat Flow(s) , vehlh~n 1774 1770 1729 
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 1.8 1.9 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 1.8 1.9 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.44 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 53 152 149 
VIC Ratio(X) 0.66 0.41 0.43 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 449 704 687 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.6 23.9 24.0 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 12.8 1.7 2.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 1.0 1.0 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 39.4 25.7 26.0 
LnGre LOS D c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 161 
Approach Delay, s/Veh 28.8 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 35.0 6.3 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 31.0 18.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 2.8 3.1 3.7 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.5 0.1 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.0 
HCM 2010 LOS B 

Ex. + App. - Saturday 10-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

.f 
WBL 

"i 
50 
3 
0 

1.00 
1.00 
1863 

54 
1 

0.93 
2 

72 
0.04 
1774 

54 
1774 

1.7 
1.7 

1.00 
72 

0.75 
577 
1.00 
1.00 
26.3 
14.1 
0.0 
1.1 

40.4 
D 

4 
4 

8.8 
4.0 

22.0 
3.9 
1.0 

+-

WBT 

tf+ 
54 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

58 
2 

0.93 
2 

276 
0.10 
2850 

35 
1770 

1.0 
1.0 

171 
0.21 
831 
1.00 
1.00 
23.0 
0.6 
0.0 
0.5 

23.6 
c 

126 
30.8 

c 
5 
5 

5.2 
4.0 

13.0 
2.7 
0.0 

"-.. "\ t 
WBR NBL NBT 

"i tt 
13 21 148 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

14 23 159 
0 1 2 

0.93 0.93 0.93 
2 2 2 

64 38 1983 
0.10 0.02 0.56 
665 1774 3539 
37 23 159 

1745 1774 1770 
1.1 0.7 1.1 
1.1 0.7 1.1 

0.38 1.00 
169 38 1983 

0.22 0.60 0.08 
820 417 1983 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
23.1 26.8 5.6 
0.6 14.3 0.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.6 0.5 0.6 

23.7 41.1 5.7 
c D A 

245 
9.0 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

35.1 5.7 9.4 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

31.0 14.0 26.0 
3.5 3.1 3.1 
2.5 0.0 1.1 

~ \. 
NBR SBL ., "i 

59 24 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 

63 26 
1 1 

0.93 0.93 
2 2 

887 42 
0.56 0.02 
1583 1774 

63 26 
1583 1774 

1.0 0.8 
1.0 0.8 

1.00 1.00 
887 42 
0.07 0.62 
887 417 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
5.6 26.8 
0.2 13.7 
0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.6 
5.7 40.4 

A D 

1/11/2016 

+ .,' 

SBT SBR 

tf+ 
167 20 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
180 22 

2 0 
0.93 0.93 

2 2 
1789 216 
0.56 0.56 

3181 384 
99 103 

1770 1795 
1.4 1.5 
1.4 1.5 

0.21 
995 1010 
0.10 0.10 
995 1010 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
5.6 5.6 
0.2 0.2 
0.0 0.0 
0.7 0.8 
5.8 5.8 

A A 
228 
9.8 

A 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Ad/Albers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

.,}- --. ... .f ....... 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT 
Lane Configurations 1lj tf+ 1lj tt+ 
Volume (veh/h) 72 301 75 177 304 
Number 7 4 14 3 8 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 75 314 78 184 317 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 97 480 117 228 718 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.24 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2820 690 1774 2942 
Grp Volume(v) , veh/h 75 195 197 184 189 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1741 1774 1770 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.3 8.1 8.3 7.9 7.1 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.3 8.1 8.3 7.9 7.1 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.40 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 97 301 296 228 432 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.78 0.65 0.66 0.81 0.44 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 203 428 421 452 676 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 36.7 30.4 30.5 33.3 25.1 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 12.3 2.3 2.6 6.7 0.7 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile 8ackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 4.2 4.2 4.3 3.6 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 49.0 32.7 33.0 40.0 25.8 
LnGre LOS D c c D c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 467 565 
Approach Delay, s/veh 35.5 30.5 
Approach LOS D c 
Timer ~ 2 3 4 5 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.8 37.3 14.1 17.4 7.1 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 33.0 20.0 19.0 9.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 6.4 8.4 9.9 10.3 4.4 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 9.3 0.3 3.1 0.0 

Intersection Summar~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 24.8 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. +Amp (In)- Weekday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

' "" t 
WBR NBL NBT 

1lj tt 
61 53 421 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

64 55 439 
0 1 2 

0.96 0.96 0.96 
2 2 2 

143 70 1502 
0.24 0.04 0.42 
587 1774 3539 
192 55 439 

1759 1774 1770 
7.3 2.4 6.4 
7.3 2.4 6.4 

0.33 1.00 
429 70 1502 
0.45 0.78 0.29 
672 203 1502 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.2 37.4 14.9 
0.7 17.1 0.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.6 1.5 3.2 

25.9 54.5 15.4 
c D 8 

654 
18.6 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

40.0 8.3 23.2 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

36.0 9.0 30.0 
13.5 5.3 9.3 
9.0 0.0 4.7 

I"' \.. 
NBR SBL ., 1lj 
154 97 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

1863 1863 
160 101 

1 1 
0.96 0.96 

2 2 
672 130 
0.42 0.07 
1583 1774 
160 101 

1583 1774 
5.1 4.4 
5.1 4.4 

1.00 1.00 
672 130 
0.24 0.77 
672 271 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
14.5 35.8 
0.8 9.4 
0.0 0.0 
2.3 2.5 

15.3 45.1 
8 D 

1/13/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

tf+ 
577 137 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

601 143 
2 0 

0.96 0.96 
2 2 

1301 309 
0.46 0.46 
2839 674 
374 370 

1770 1744 
11.4 11 .5 
11.4 11.5 

0.39 
811 799 
0.46 0.46 
811 799 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
14.6 14.6 

1.9 1.9 
0.0 0.0 
5.9 5.9 

16.5 16.6 
8 B 

845 
19.9 

B 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

/' ---+ .,. .f 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations "i tt+ "i 
Volume (veh/h) 83 182 14 21 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 91 200 15 23 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 120 390 29 38 
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.12 0.12 0.02 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3340 249 1774 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 91 105 110 23 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1819 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.9 3.2 3.3 0.7 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 3.2 3.3 0.7 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.14 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 120 207 213 38 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.76 0.51 0.52 0.61 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 768 981 1008 338 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.4 23.9 24.0 28.0 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 9.2 1.9 1.9 14.6 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile Back0fQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 1.7 1.8 0.5 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 35.7 25.9 25.9 42.6 
LnGr~ LOS D c c D 
Approach Vol, veh/h 306 
Approach Delay, s/veh 28.8 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 36.4 5.2 10.7 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 30.0 11.0 32.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 2.8 3.9 2.7 5.3 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.5 0.0 1.5 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.9 
HCM 2010 LOS 8 

Ex.+ App. +Amp (OUT)- Weekday 10-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

+-

WBT 

tt+ 
33 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

36 
2 

0.91 
2 

190 
0:07 
2704 

23 
1770 

0.7 
0.7 

125 
0.18 
552 
1.00 
1.00 
25.3 

0.7 
0.0 
0.4 

26.0 
c 

70 
31.5 

c 
5 
5 

4.8 
4.0 
8.0 
2.4 
0.0 

"' ~ f 
WBR NBL NBT 

"i tt 
10 12 225 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

11 13 247 
0 1 2 

0.91 0.91 0.91 
2 2 2 

56 23 1985 
0.07 0.01 0.56 
789 1774 3539 

24 13 247 
1723 1774 1770 

0.8 0.4 1.9 
0.8 0.4 1.9 

0.46 1.00 
121 23 1985 
0.20 0.56 0.12 
537 246 1985 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.3 28.3 6.0 
0.8 19.6 0.1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.3 1.0 

26.1 48.0 6.1 
c D A 

369 
7.6 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

37.0 7.9 8.1 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

33.0 25.0 18.0 
2.7 4.9 2.8 
2.6 0.2 1.2 

r \. 
NBR SBL ., "i 

99 24 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
109 26 

1 1 
0.91 0.91 

2 2 
888 42 

0.56 0.02 
1583 1774 
109 26 

1583 1774 
1.9 0.8 
1.9 0.8 

1.00 1.00 
888 42 
0.12 0.62 
888 338 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
6.0 27.9 
0.3 14.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.9 0.6 
6.3 41.9 

A D 

1/13/2016 

+ -t/ 
SBT SBR 

tt+ 
77 7 
6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 

85 8 
2 0 

0.91 0.91 
2 2 

1872 174 
0.57 0.57 

3274 304 
45 48 

1770 1809 
0.7 0.7 
0.7 0.7 

0.17 
1011 1034 
0.04 0.05 
1011 1034 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
5.4 5.4 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.3 0.4 
5.5 5.5 

A A 
119 

13.5 
8 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

/' -+ ,. .r 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations ~ ttt ., 
Volume (veh/h) 69 266 78 207 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 71 274 80 213 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 92 413 118 258 
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2717 778 1774 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 71 177 177 213 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1725 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.2 7.5 7.8 9.3 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.2 7.5 7.8 9.3 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.45 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 92 269 262 258 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.78 0.66 0.68 0.82 
Avail Cap(c_a}, veh/h 199 353 345 487 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.5 32.0 32.1 33.2 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 13.0 2.7 3.4 6.5 
Initial Q Delay(d3},s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 3.9 3.9 5.0 
LnGrp Delay(d).s/veh 50.5 34.7 35.5 39.8 
LnGrE LOS D c D D 
Approach Vol , veh/h 425 
Approach Delay, s/veh 37.7 
Approach LOS D 

Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.0 38.2 15.7 16.2 
Change Period (Y+Rc). s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 34.0 22.0 16.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 6.6 8.4 11.3 9.8 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 9.8 0.4 2.4 

Intersection Summa[Y 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 25.4 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. +Amp (IN)- Friday PM Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

+-

WBT 

ttt 
328 

8 
0 

1.00 
1863 
338 

2 
0.97 

2 
728 
0.25 

2960 
201 

1770 
7.7 
7.7 

435 
0.46 
640 
1.00 
1.00 
25.7 
0.8 
0.0 
3.9 

26.5 
c 

617 
31.1 

c 
5 
5 

7.3 
4.0 
9.0 
4.6 
0.0 

' "\ t 
WBR NBL NBT 

~ tt 
64 55 423 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

1900 1863 1863 
66 57 436 
0 1 2 

0.97 0.97 0.97 
2 2 2 

141 73 1513 
0.25 0.04 0.43 
572 1774 3539 
203 57 436 

1762 1774 1770 
7.9 2.6 6.4 
7.9 2.6 6.4 

0.32 1.00 
433 73 1513 
0.47 0.78 0.29 
638 199 1513 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
25.8 38.1 15.0 
0.8 16.4 0.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.9 1.6 3.2 

26.6 54.4 15.5 
c D B 

664 
18.9 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

41 .0 8.1 23.7 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

37.0 9.0 29.0 
14.3 5.2 9.9 
9.3 0.0 4.5 

~ \.. 
NBR SBL ., ., 
166 101 

12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

1863 1863 
171 104 

1 1 
0.97 0.97 

2 2 
677 134 
0.43 0.08 
1583 1774 

171 104 
1583 1774 

5.6 4.6 
5.6 4.6 

1.00 1.00 
677 134 
0.25 0.78 
677 266 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
14.7 36.4 
0.9 9.3 
0.0 0.0 
2.6 2.6 

15.6 45.6 
B D 

1/13/2016 

! ~ 

SBT SI3R 

ttt 
626 134 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
645 138 

2 0 
0.97 0.97 

2 2 
1340 286 
0.46 0.46 

2903 620 
393 390 

1770 1753 
12.3 12.3 
12.3 12.3 

0.35 
817 810 
0.48 0.48 
817 810 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
14.9 14.9 
2.0 2.1 
0.0 0.0 
6.5 6.4 

16.9 17.0 
B B 

887 
20.3 

c 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

~ ........ ..,. .f 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations ""i +~ ""i 
Volume (veh/h) 90 212 16 39 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 100 236 18 43 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 133 445 34 61 
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.13 0.13 0.03 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3335 253 1774 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 100 124 130 43 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1818 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.1 3.7 3.8 1.4 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.1 3.7 3.8 1.4 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.14 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap( c), veh/h 133 236 243 61 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.75 0.53 0.53 0.70 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 778 963 989 374 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.8 23.0 23.0 27.2 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 8.3 1.8 1.8 13.4 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile Back0fQ(50%),veh/ln 1.8 2.0 2.0 0.9 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 34.2 24.8 24.8 40.6 
LnGr~ LOS c c c D 
Approach Vol, veh/h 354 
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.5 
Approach LOS c 
Timer 2 3 4 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.7 33.7 6.0 11.6 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 29.0 12.0 31.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1 ), s 3.1 4.5 3.4 5.8 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 3.2 0.0 1.8 

Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.1 
HCM 2010 LOS 8 

Ex. + App. + Amp (OUT) - Friday 1 0-11 PM 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

+-

WBT 

tf+ 
47 
8 
0 

1.00 
1863 

52 
2 

0.90 
2 

269 
0.09 
2877 

31 
1770 

0.9 
0.9 

165 
0.19 
559 
1.00 
1.00 
23.8 
0.5 
0.0 
0.5 

24.4 
c 

107 
30.9 

c 
5 
5 

5.4 
4.0 

11.0 
2.9 
0.0 

"-. 

"" 
f 

WBR NBL NBT 

""i tt 
11 24 269 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1900 1863 1863 

12 27 299 
0 1 2 

0.90 0.90 0.90 
2 2 2 

60 43 1842 
0.09 0.02 0.52 
642 1774 3539 

33 27 299 
1749 1774 1770 

1.0 0.9 2.5 
1.0 0.9 2.5 

0.37 1.00 
163 43 1842 
0.20 0.62 0.16 
553 343 1842 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
23.9 27.5 7.2 
0.6 13.7 0.2 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.6 1.3 

24.5 41.3 7.3 
c D A 

456 
9.4 

A 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

34.0 8.3 9.3 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

30.0 25.0 18.0 
3.0 5.1 3.0 
3.3 0.2 1.5 

I'" '. 
NBR SBL ., ""i 
117 32 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
130 36 

1 1 
0.90 0.90 

2 2 
824 54 

0.52 0.03 
1583 1774 

130 36 
1583 1774 

2.4 1.1 
2.4 1.1 

1.00 1.00 
824 54 
0.16 0.67 
824 374 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

7.1 27.3 
0.4 13.2 
0.0 0.0 
1.2 0.8 
7.5 40.5 

A D 

1/13/2016 

+ .I 
SST SBR 

t~ 
110 8 

6 16 
0 0 

1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1900 
122 9 

2 0 
0.90 0.90 

2 2 
1761 129 
0.53 0.53 
3345 244 

64 67 
1770 1820 

1.0 1.0 
1.0 1.0 

0.13 
932 958 
0.07 0.07 
932 958 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 

6.6 6.6 
0.1 0.1 
0.0 0.0 
0.5 0.5 
6.8 6.8 

A A 
167 

14.0 
8 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

/ ........ ..... .f ......... 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT 
Lane Configurations "'i t~ "'i +~ 
Volume (veh/h) 46 192 58 186 283 
Number 7 4 14 3 8 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 49 204 62 198 301 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 62 381 113 249 743 
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.25 
Sat Flow, vehlh 1774 2694 797 1774 3015 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 49 132 134 198 175 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1722 1774 1770 
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.9 4.8 5.0 7.5 5.8 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.9 4.8 5.0 7.5 5.8 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.46 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 62 250 243 249 436 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.78 0.53 0.55 0.80 0.40 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 281 458 446 613 790 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(!) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.3 27.7 27.8 28.9 21.9 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 19.0 1.7 1.9 5.7 0.6 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 2.5 2.5 4.1 2.9 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.2 29.4 29.7 34.6 22.5 
LnGre LOS D c c c c 
Approach Vol, veh/h 315 552 
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.1 26.9 
Approach LOS c c 
Timer · 2 3 4 5 
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 
Phs Duration {G+Y+Rc), s 7.9 34.0 13.7 13.8 6.8 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 30.0 24.0 18.0 11.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 5.0 6.6 9.5 7.0 4.2 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 6.5 0.5 2.8 0.0 

Intersection Summati: 
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.3 
HCM 2010 LOS c 

Ex. + App. +Amp (IN)- Saturday MD Peak Hour 12/11/2015 Baseline 
LDH 

'- "\ t 
WBR NBL NBT 

"'i +t 
50 53 270 
18 5 2 
0 0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

1900 1863 1863 
53 56 287 
0 1 2 

0.94 0.94 0.94 
2 2 2 

129 71 1528 
0.25 0.04 0.43 
525 1774 3539 
179 56 287 

1770 1774 1770 
5.9 2.2 3.5 
5.9 2.2 3.5 

0.30 1.00 
436 71 1528 
0.41 0.79 0.19 
790 281 1528 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
21.9 33.0 12.2 
0.6 17.1 0.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.0 1.4 1.7 

22.6 50.2 12.5 
c D B 

508 
16.9 

B 

6 7 8 
6 7 8 

35.1 6.4 21.1 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

31.0 11.0 31.0 
9.7 3.9 7.9 
6.3 0.0 3.8 

!" \. 
NBR SBL ., "'i 
155 72 
12 1 
0 0 

1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1863 1863 
165 77 

1 1 
0.94 0.94 

2 2 
684 100 
0.43 0.06 
1583 1774 
165 77 

1583 1774 
4.6 3.0 
4.6 3.0 

1.00 1.00 
684 100 
0.24 0.77 
684 306 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
12.5 32.3 
0.8 11.8 
0.0 0.0 
2.2 1.8 

13.4 44.2 
B D 

1/13/2016 

+ .; 
SBT SBR 

t~ 
413 132 

6 16 
0 0 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 
1: Geer Rd/Aibers Rd & Yosemite Blvd 

,;. ........ ,. ... 
Movement EBL EST EBR WBL 
Lane Configurations llj t~ llj 
Volume (veh/h) 89 203 22 50 
Number 7 4 14 3 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 96 218 24 54 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 127 406 44 71 
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.13 0.13 0.04 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3220 351 1774 
Grp Volume(v) , veh/h 96 119 123 54 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1801 1774 
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.1 3.7 3.8 1.8 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.1 3.7 3.8 1.8 
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 127 223 227 71 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.76 0.53 0.54 0.77 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 659 747 760 479 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.0 24.2 24.3 28.2 
lncr Delay (d2), s/veh 8.8 2.0 2.0 15.7 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.2 
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Project History  

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) prepared a noise analysis for the Fruit Yard project 
dated August 31, 2015.  On November 6, 2015, comments were received from Stanislaus County 
on the BAC noise analysis.  The specific comments provided by the County in November 2015, 
are as follows: 

1) A method for verifying compliance with the measures identified on page 12 needs to be
incorporated into the project.  The method may include a system for monitoring and
recording sound levels for the duration of events in order to allow for enforcement.  Simply
identifying sound output limits without a means of monitoring is not sufficient.

2) The noise consultant should make an initial attempt to identify crowd noise based on
previous work/other projects.  Any error in the initial attempt will be captured when the
evaluation of actual concerts occurs.  If this type of initial attempt is not feasible, the
analysis should clearly state such.

3) The noise analysis needs to define “large concert” and “small events” based on an actual
measurable scale (such as crowd size).

4) The noise analysis provided only evaluates noise levels generated from the amphitheater.
Unless all amplified noise will be limited to the amphitheater, an additional noise
assessment needs to be conducted for amplified noise events to be conducted elsewhere
on the site.  A simple assumption that smaller events are expected to generate
considerably lower sound levels then a concert event is not an adequate assessment and
does not qualify in addressing the noise analysis needed for compliance with the 2008
approval.

5) The noise analysis provided only focuses on A-weighted sound levels expressed in dBA.
An analysis of the bass or dBC levels generated from any sound event occurring in the
park/amphitheater areas is needed.   The bass "thump" is commonly the source of noise
complaints.

6) The mapped contour lines provided in the noise analysis are very helpful and should be
revised to incorporate the expanded evaluation of the park area.

7) The noise analysis needs to consider changes that may occur to intervening orchards
which are identified as helping to absorb sound.   Orchards are subject to removal and
cannot be relied upon for long term sound mitigation.  If the model used is accurate, what
would the sound be without the orchards?  Is mitigation needed to address changes in
future conditions if the orchards are removed?

8) The noise analysis should clarify if the existing ambient noise environment factored in any
nut harvesting activities, or other seasonal activities, that may have been occurring during
the test period, but are not a constant factor.
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9) The noise analysis needs to more specifically define the size and construction of the
“sound wall along the rear of the stage” as identified on page 8 (of the original analysis).

Based on the County’s November 2015 comments, additional analysis was conducted by BAC to 
expand the scope of the noise study beyond the original focus of the amphitheater, and to develop 
responses to the above comments provided by the County.  The original noise study report was 
revised to include the supplemental information requested by Stanislaus County and the revised 
report date was February 3, 2016. 

Following the release of the revised February 3, 2016 noise study, Stanislaus County 
commissioned j.c. brennan & associates (JCB) to prepare a peer review of that study.  That peer 
review was completed with the results presented in a letter from JCB to BaseCamp Environmental 
dated November 15, 2016.  That peer review letter is incorporated into this report by reference. 

In response to the JCB peer review, BAC prepared a letter to Associated Engineering Group (Jim 
Freitas) dated December 30, 2016 which contains BAC’s responses to the peer review comments. 
In addition, BAC revised the February 3, 2016 noise study to incorporate changes and to include 
additional information where appropriate based on the JCB peer review.  This report, dated 
December 30, 2016, contains those revisions and additional information.  

Introduction 

The proposed Fruit Yard project site is located at the southwest quadrant of the intersection of 
Yosemite Boulevard (SR 132) and Geer Road, in unincorporated Stanislaus County, California. 
The project site address is 7948 Yosemite Boulevard, on Assessor’s Parcel Number 009-027-
004. The site is zoned Planned Development (PD) and is surrounded by agricultural land uses
and dispersed rural residences.  Figure 1 shows the project site location and surrounding land
uses.  Figure 2 shows the proposed amphitheater site plan.

Due to the presence of rural residences in the general project vicinity, the Stanislaus County 
project conditions of approval (COA) contain provisions with respect to allowable noise generation 
of the proposed amphitheater.  The specific COA’s which are applicable to noise are as follows: 

8. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared in accordance with the Noise Element of the
Stanislaus County General Plan prior to any outdoor use of amplified sound or blasting
devices to insure noise levels do not exceed the maximum allowable noise levels as
allowed by the Noise Element.

72. In accordance with the Noise Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan, noise levels
associated with all on-site activities shall not exceed the maximum allowable noise levels
as allowed by the Noise Element.  The property owner shall be responsible for verifying
compliance and for any costs associated with verification.
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In response to these conditions, as well as November 2015 comments made by Stanislaus 
County, and November 2016 peer review comments made by j.c. brennan, Inc., the project 
applicant has retained Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc.  (BAC) to prepare this revised analysis 
of potential noise impacts associated with the project.  

Specifically, this analysis has been prepared to quantify pre-project ambient noise levels in the 
immediate project vicinity, to identify the appropriate Stanislaus County noise level standards, to 
predict amplified music sound levels occurring anywhere on the site at the nearest potentially 
affected noise-sensitive land uses to the project site, to predict changes in off-site traffic noise 
levels, to predict noise and vibration levels caused by project construction, and to compare those 
levels against the applicable noise and vibration standards of Stanislaus County, and to 
recommend additional noise control measures if it is determined that those standards would be 
exceeded.  This report contains the results of the sound study. 
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Figure 1 
Project Area, Monitoring Sites, and Representative Receptor Locations 
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Figure 2 
Project Site Plan 
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Acoustic Fundamentals & Terminology 

Noise is often defined simply as unwanted sound.  Loudness is the human impression of the 
strength of a sound pressure waves impacting the eardrum. The loudness of a noise does not 
necessarily correlate with its sound level.  

The human ear does not perceive all frequencies equally.  For sound levels in the normal range 
of human hearing, the human ear does not perceive very low and very high frequencies as well 
as mid-range frequencies.  In other words, for two sounds of equal intensity in the normal range 
of human hearing, a mid-frequency sound is perceived as being louder than a low-frequency or 
very high frequency sound.  This may seem counterintuitive as often times we may hear only low-
frequency sounds, such as the bass of music being played in a nearby car or the sound of a 
distant concert.  But this phenomenon is due to the fact that, due to their longer wavelengths, low-
frequency sounds pass through barriers more efficiently than mid and high-frequency sounds, as 
well as the fact that low frequency sounds are not absorbed into the atmosphere as readily as 
higher frequency sounds (i.e. low frequency sound “carries” further over distance).   

To account for the differences in perception of human hearing to different frequencies, the A-
weighting scale was developed.  A-weighted noise levels are basically linear, or flat, sound 
pressure levels shaped by a filter.  The A-weighting filter adjusts the linear measurement to 
account for the way in which the ear responds to different frequencies of sound. Measurements 
in dBA are decibel scale readings that have been adjusted using the A-weighting filter to attempt 
to take into account the varying sensitivity of the human ear to different frequencies of sound. 
Researchers have generally agreed that A-weighted sound pressure levels (sound levels) are 
very well correlated with community reaction to noise for sound levels in the normal range of 
human hearing.  Figure 3 provides examples of maximum sound levels associated with common 
noise sources.  

At very high noise levels, the human ear perceives very low and very high frequency sounds 
better than at the more moderate ranges of noise levels commonly encountered in society.  To 
better represent the loudness of very high noise levels, the C-weighting scale was developed. 
The C-weighting scale is quite flat, and therefore includes much more of the low-frequency range 
of sounds than the A scale.  The effect of using a C-weighting scale vs. an A-weighting scale is 
that the C-weighting scale will report higher noise levels (due to less low-frequency sound being 
filtered as compared to the A-weighting filter).   

The decibel notation used for sound levels describes a logarithmic relationship of acoustical 
energy, so that sound levels cannot be added or subtracted in the conventional arithmetic manner. 
For example, a doubling of acoustical energy results in a change of 3 decibels (dB), which is 
usually considered to be barely perceptible.  A 10-fold increase in acoustical energy yields a 10 
decibel change, which is subjectively like a doubling of loudness. 

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 to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent sound level (Leq), 
usually measured over a one-hour period.  
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Figure 3 
Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Noise Sources 
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Stanislaus County Criteria for Acceptable Noise Exposure 

Stanislaus County General Plan Noise Element 

The Stanislaus County General Plan Noise Element establishes acceptable noise level limits for 
new projects affected by both transportation and non-transportation noise sources.  The primary 
objective of the Noise Element is to prescribe policies that lead to the preservation and 
enhancement of the quality of life for the residents of Stanislaus County by securing and 
maintaining an environment free from excessive noise. 

For stationary noise sources, such as the proposed amphitheater, Stanislaus County regulates 
the level of noise that may impact adjacent noise-sensitive uses.  For this project, the evaluation 
period is considered to be the worst-case hour during which amplified music would be in use. 
Noise generated by the project which exceeds the County’s noise exposure limits at the closest 
noise-sensitive uses would require noise mitigation.  The County’s General noise exposure limits 
applicable to this project are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure1 for Stationary Noise Sources 

Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan 

Daytime Standard 

(7 a.m.-10 p.m.) 

Nighttime Standard 

(10 p.m.-7 a.m.) 

Hourly Leq, dBA 55 45 

Maximum Level (Lmax), dBA 75 65 

1. Each of the noise level standards specified in Table 1 shall be reduced by five (5) dBA for pure tone noises, noise
consisting primarily of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. The standards in Table 1 should be applied at
a residential or other noise-sensitive land use and not on the property of a noise-generating land use. Where measured
ambient noise levels exceed the standards, the standards shall be increased to the ambient levels.

Source:  Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan 

As noted in the footnote to Table 1, a -5 dB adjustment is applied to the County’s noise standards 
for sounds consisting of music.  In addition, in areas with elevated ambient conditions, the noise 
standards are increased to match ambient conditions.  While it is clear that a -5 dB offset to the 
Table 1 standards is warranted because the noise source is music, an ambient noise survey was 
required to determine if existing ambient conditions are sufficiently elevated so as to warrant 
increasing the noise level standards.  Ambient conditions in the immediate project vicinity are 
described in the following section. 

Stanislaus County Code (Noise Ordinance) 

Section 10.46 of the Stanislaus County Code (Noise Ordinance) contains the County’s noise 
standards for existing land uses.  The Noise Ordinance standards are generally similar to, but not 
identical to, the County’s General Plan noise standards described above.  While the Noise 
Element standards shown in Table 1 are provided in terms of hourly average (Leq) and individual 
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maximum (Lmax) noise level limits, the Noise Ordinance standards contain more categories and, 
as a result, are more complex to apply.  Specifically, the Noise Ordinance standards are 
graduated depending on the percentage of the hour the noise source in question is present at a 
given level.  Table 2 shows the County Noise Ordinance exterior noise standards for residential 
uses. 

Table 2 
Exterior Residential Noise Standards 

Stanislaus County Noise Ordinance 

Jurisdiction Metric 
Minutes per Hour 
Sound is Present 

Daytime 
(7 am – 10 pm) 

Nighttime 
(10 pm – 7 am) 

Stanislaus County Lmax 0 70 65

L02 1 65 60

L08 5 60 55

L25 15 55 50

L50 30 50 45
Stanislaus County Code Section 10.46.050 

1. Pure Tone Noise, Speech and Music. The exterior noise level standards set forth in Table 2 shall be reduced by five
dB(A) for pure tone noises, noises consisting primarily of speech or music, or reoccurring impulsive noise.

2. In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard above, the ambient noise
level shall become the applicable exterior noise level standard.

Comparison of Tables 1 and 2 indicates that the Noise Ordinance nighttime standard of 65 dB 
Lmax is identical to the County Noise Element nighttime standard of 65 dB Lmax.  However, the 
daytime maximum noise level standards differ by 5 dB, with the Noise Ordinance standard being 
lower (more restrictive).   

Both the County Noise Element and Noise Ordinance require increasing the noise level standard 
equal to ambient conditions in cases where the measured ambient noise levels already exceed 
the County’s noise standards.  For this project, because measured daytime maximum noise levels 
exceeded the noise ordinance standards by a wide margin, both the Noise Element and Noise 
Ordinance maximum noise level limits would be increased to equal the ambient levels.  (A detailed 
discussion of ambient conditions in the project vicinity follows in the next section).  As a result, 
the maximum noise level allowed by both the Noise Ordinance and Noise Element would be 
identical for this project during both daytime and nighttime periods after adjusting for ambient 
conditions.  Therefore, analysis of impacts associated with project-generated maximum noise 
levels using the County General Plan noise standards would ensure compliance with the County’s 
maximum Noise Ordinance standards as well. 

The most restrictive noise standard metric contained in the County’s Noise Ordinance is the 
median, or L50, standards.  The median, or L50, noise metric represents the noise level limit 
applicable to sound levels present for 50% of the hour.  If a noise source is not present for 50% 
of the hour (30 minutes), it would not be captured by the L50 metric.   
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As shown in Table 2, the Noise Ordinance median daytime and nighttime noise standards are 50 
and 45 dB L50, respectively.   As shown in Table 1, the Noise Element average daytime and 
nighttime noise standards are 55 and 45 dB Leq, respectively.  After accounting for the fact that 
median noise levels are typically 5 dB lower than average noise levels for time-varying noise 
sources (such as concerts), the differences between the County’s General Plan Noise Element 
and County Code Noise Ordinance standards are essentially equivalent.  However, because the 
Noise Ordinance median noise standard only applies to sources of noise which are present for at 
least 30 minutes out of the hour, whereas the General Plan Noise Element average noise level 
standard pertains to all noise generated during the hour, the County’s General Plan noise 
standards could result in a more conservative assessment of project noise impacts than use of 
the County Noise Ordinance median noise level standards.  

The County Noise Ordinance also contains intermediate noise standards for sound levels present 
for 1 minute, 5 minutes, and 15 minutes per hour.  The purpose of these standards is to allow 
higher levels of noise at the nearest residences provided that noise is present for shorter durations 
of the hour.  Because this analysis uses the hourly average and maximum noise level descriptors 
to bracket all of the noise generation of the project, this analysis is believed to provide a 
conservative assessment of project noise impacts at the nearest residences.  Additional analysis 
of the intermediate Noise Ordinance metrics is not expected to result in either greater noise 
protection at the nearest residences or different findings from those reached in this analysis.  

Discussion of Alternative Noise Standards for Amplified Music 

Pursuant to the County’s adopted noise level standards shown in Table 1, the original noise 
analysis focused on A-weighted sound levels expressed in dBA.  As noted in Stanislaus County 
Comment #5 (see Page 1), the County is requesting that this revised report include an analysis 
of the bass (low frequency) levels generated from any sound event occurring in the 
park/amphitheater area using the C-weighting scale  This request was made because the bass 
"thump" is commonly the source of noise complaints in the County.  

As noted in the Acoustic Fundamentals and Terminology section of this report, sound levels 
measured using the C-weighting scale will always be higher than levels measured using the A-
weighting scale.  This is because the C-weighted filter is much flatter than the A-weighted filter. 
The result is that more low-frequency sound is included in a C-weighted measurement than in an 
A-weighted measurement.  The numeric difference in measured A and C-weighted sound levels
associated with amplified music at the project site will depend on the level of low-frequency sound
generated by the sound systems utilized at the site.

To evaluate potential noise impacts of the proposed amplified music at the project site in terms of 
C-weighted levels, appropriate C-weighted noise standards must be considered.  Stanislaus
County recently conditioned an event center in the County to comply with C-weighted sound level
limits within the entertainment venue.  However, these limits were applied inside an enclosed
venue whereas amplified music at the Project site will occur outdoors.

For guidance in developing exterior C-weighted noise level standards for this project, the City of 
Roseville Noise Ordinance was consulted.  Section 9.24.110 of the Roseville Municipal Code 
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(Noise Regulation), contains exterior noise level limits for amplified sound in terms of A and C-
weighting scales, as well as one-third octave band thresholds.  Those standards indicate that the 
C-weighted noise level standards are 25 dB higher than the corresponding A-weighting standards
for amplified music during both daytime and nighttime periods.  For example, the daytime A-
weighted standard for amplified music is 50 dBA and the daytime C-weighted noise standard is
75 dBC.

On the surface, the use of a C-weighted noise level standard that is 25 dB higher than the 
corresponding A-weighting noise standard might appear to indicate the C-weighted standard is 
less restrictive than the A-weighted standard.  However, in the 31.5 hertz 1/3 octave frequency 
band, the difference between A and C weighting filters is 35 dB.  Therefore, if the sound source 
in question contains considerable content in that low frequency band, the use of a C-weighted 
standard which is 25 dB greater than the A-weighted standard would result in a 10 dB reduction 
in very low frequency sound at the receiver.  A 10 dB reduction is substantial, representing a 
halving of perceived loudness.  

In BAC’s professional opinion, the most effective means of controlling sound in the community 
resulting from amplified sound at the Project site would be to place logical limits on the level of 
the low-frequency sound originating at the source.   Specific recommendations for such limits are 
included in the Conclusions and Recommendations section of this report.  To provide additional 
protection to the residences located in the project vicinity, this revised noise study report also 
recommends C-weighted noise level standards applicable at the nearest residences as follows: 

 Daytime: 80 dBC Leq 
 Nighttime: 70 dBC Leq 

As with the County’s Noise Element and Noise Ordinance standards cited in Tables 1 and 2, the 
C-weighted noise level standards cited above should be adjusted upward or downward to reflect
local ambient conditions at the nearest residences.  Because the ambient noise survey originally
conducted for this project was prepared to address compliance with the County’s A-weighted
General Plan Noise Element standards, C-weighted ambient noise level data has not been
collected for this project.  Such C-weighted data can be collected in the days immediately prior to
and following the first amphitheater events, and the C-weighted noise level standards shown
above can, and should, be adjusted accordingly based on C-weighted ambient conditions.

Existing Ambient Noise Environment 

The ambient noise environment in the immediate project vicinity is primarily defined by traffic on 
Yosemite Boulevard and Geer Road, as well as by local agricultural-related activities.  To 
generally quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the immediate project vicinity, 
continuous hourly noise level measurements were conducted at four locations surrounding the 
project site from Friday, June 19 through Sunday, June 21, 2015.  The noise measurement 
locations are shown on Figure 1. 
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Larson-Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound levels meter were used 
to complete the noise level measurement survey.  The meters were calibrated before use with an 
LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy off the measurements.  The 
equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute 
for Type 1 sound level meters (ANSI S1.4).   

The noise level measurement survey results are summarized below in Table 3.  The detailed 
results of the ambient noise surveys are contained in Appendix B in tabular format and graphically 
in Appendix C.  The Table 3 noise level data is reported in terms of average (Leq) and maximum 
(Lmax) noise levels, as those are the descriptors contained within the County’s General Plan 
Noise Element.  However, median (L50) and 90th percentile (L90) noise levels are also included 
in Appendix B.   

Table 3 
Summary of Ambient Noise Measurement Results 

Fruit Yard Project Vicinity 

Site 

Dist. to  

Roadway C/L 

Daytime (7 am - 10 pm) Nighttime (10 pm - 7 am)

Date Ldn Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 

1 100 ft. SR 132 Friday, June 19 67 65 96 59 83 

Saturday, June 20 66 63 90 58 81 

Sunday, June 21 64 62 93 56 83 

Average 66 63 93 58 82

2 125 ft. SR 132 Friday, June 19 71 66 94 64 92 

200 ft. Geer Rd. Saturday, June 20 71 66 97 64 94 

Sunday, June 21 69 66 98 61 86 

Average 70 66 96 63 91

3 95 ft. Geer Rd. Friday, June 19 67 64 93 60 83 

Saturday, June 20 66 62 91 60 82 

Sunday, June 21 65 61 90 57 86 

Average 66 62 91 59 84

4 1,300 ft. SR 132 Friday, June 19 58 58 94 49 67 

1,500 ft. Geer Rd. Saturday, June 20 55 49 80 49 74 

Sunday, June 21 53 48 73 47 74 

Average 55 52 82 48 72

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 2015 ambient noise survey results. 

The Table 3 data indicate that measured ambient noise levels in the immediate project vicinity 
currently exceed the Stanislaus County noise level standards shown in Table 1 at the existing 
residences located adjacent to Both Yosemite Boulevard and Geer Road (Representative 
Receptors A, B, C, D, E and F on Figure 1).  As a result, the County noise standards for those 
receptors were adjusted upwards based on the ambient noise level data collected at Sites 1 and 
2. At the residences which are more removed from the local roadways (Receptors G, H and I),
ambient noise levels are lower.  As a result, the County noise standards for those receptors were
adjusted downwards based on the ambient noise level data collected at measurement Site 4.
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It should be noted that, while Receptor B is located approximately the same distance from SR-
132 as noise measurement Site 1, Receptor C is located 250 feet from the SR-132 centerline. 
Given this additional distance, ambient noise levels at Receptor C are predicted to be 5 dB lower 
than levels at Receptor B.  A similar situation exists at Receptor E. 

After adjusting the County noise standards to reflect local ambient conditions, a -5 dB offset was 
applied to the adjusted standards to account for the fact that the noise source in question consists 
of music.  Table 4 provides the adjusted noise level standards for the two types of residential 
receptors in the immediate project vicinity. 

Table 4 
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project 

After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of Music 

Receptor Noise Metric 

Adjusted Daytime 

Standard 

(7 a.m.-10 p.m.) 

Adjusted Nighttime 

Standard 

(10 p.m.-7 a.m.) 

A, B, D, F Hourly Leq, dBA 60 55 

(near busy roadways) Maximum Level (Lmax), dBA 80 70 

C, E 

(setback from roadways 250-350 

feet) 

Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50 

Maximum Level (Lmax), dBA 75 65 

G, H, I Hourly Leq, dBA 50 40 

(isolated from busy roads) Maximum Level (Lmax), dBA 65 55 

Source:  Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan adjusted for ambient conditions and music noise source. 

It should be noted that the dominant noise source during the ambient survey period was local 
traffic on SR-132 and Geer Road.  This was particularly evident at measurement Sites 1-3, which 
represented existing residences located in the immediate vicinity of those roadways. 
Measurement Site 4 was removed from the local roadways, but distant roadway noise remained 
the major noise source affecting that location.   

No orchard harvesting operations were observed by BAC staff during the noise survey in the 
vicinity of Measurement Site 4.  Although the passing of farm vehicles near measurement Site 4 
resulted in brief periods of elevated noise levels, Appendices C10-C12 indicate that average 
daytime noise levels at that location did not fluctuate in a manner consistent with nearby 
harvesting operations.  

308



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
Fruit Yard Project, Stanislaus County, California 

Page 14

Project-Generated Amplified Music Analysis 

Pursuant to Stanislaus County Comments 3 and 4 shown on Page 1, this revised analysis 
includes an evaluation of the sound generated by larger concerts and events held at the 
amphitheater as well as smaller events held in the park area.  A separate discussion of potential 
impacts of amplified music played at both locations follows. 

Amplified Music Originating in Amphitheater 

The proposed amphitheater site plan is shown on Figure 2.  That figure illustrates that the 
amphitheater stage will face southeast, away from the nearest existing residences located 
immediately opposite the project site on Yosemite, Boulevard.  With the exception of stage 
monitors, the speakers used during a concert at this venue would similarly face towards the 
southeast.  Due to the directionality of speakers, this measure will substantially reduce the noise 
exposure at existing residences to the north of the project site.  In addition, the project applicant 
is proposing a solid wall along the rear of the stage, which would further attenuate sound from 
both main and monitor speakers in the northerly direction.   

The earthen berm which forms the amphitheater, is estimated to be approximately 20 feet tall 
around the rear of the amphitheater.  See Appendix D for photographs of the existing site grading 
which indicate the amphitheater slope.  This earthen berm will provide substantial shielding of 
music noise in the south and east directions.   

To quantify the sound propagation from the amphitheater during a concert event, BAC utilized the 
SoundPLAN 7.1 model.  SoundPlan is a state-of-the-art, three-dimensional, sound propagation 
model.  Inputs to the model included site aerial photography, existing earthen berm elevations, 
the proposed sound barrier at the rear of the stage, and inputs pertaining to speaker locations 
and sound output of those speakers.  Atmospheric conditions modeled using SoundPlan 
consisted of a cool evening/nighttime temperature of 60 degrees F and relative humidity of 70%. 
While atmospheric conditions will vary, the atmospheric inputs to the SoundPlan model are 
considered to be reasonably representative of conditions which will be present during 
evening/nighttime concert conditions at the amphitheater.   

To provide a reasonably worst-case assessment of amphitheater sound generation, reference 
sound pressure levels of 90 dBA Leq and 100 dBA Lmax were assumed at a distance of 100 feet 
from the front of the stage.  The results of the SoundPlan Model run are shown in Figure 4a for 
average (Leq) sound levels, and in Figure 5 for maximum (Lmax) noise levels.  Figure 4b shows 
predicted amphitheater music sound levels with worst-case modelled sound levels from crowd 
noise superimposed.  Crowd noise is discussed in the following section of this report. 

The modeling results shown on Figure 4a indicate that the average music noise levels generated 
during concert events would range from approximately 29 to 51 dB Leq at the nearest residences. 
The modeling results shown on Figure 5 indicate that the maximum noise levels generated during 
concert events would range from approximately 39 to 61 dB Lmax at the nearest residences.   
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The SoundPlan results shown in Figures 4 and 5 indicate that, with the exception of Receptor I, 
project noise generation would be acceptable at all of the nearest residential receptor locations 
relative to the adjusted noise level standards shown in Table 4.   

At the Residence represented by Receptor I, the predicted average and maximum noise levels 
are predicted to be approximately 52 dB Leq and 62 dB Lmax, respectively.  While these predicted 
noise levels would exceed Table 4 noise standards, the SoundPlan Model did not account for the 
considerable sound absorption provided by the approximately 1,000 feet of intervening orchards. 
As a result, the Figure 4 and 5 noise levels are predicted to be overstated at Receptor I by 
approximately 10 dB.   

Table 5 shows the predicted music sound levels at each of the sensitive receptor locations shown 
on Figure 1, and the relationship of those levels to the Stanislaus County Noise Element 
standards.   Because the adjusted maximum noise level standards are 15-20 dB higher than the 
adjusted average noise level standards, and because maximum sound levels generated during 
concert events are predicted to be 10 dB higher than average levels, compliance with the average 
noise level standards would result in compliance with the maximum noise level standards as well. 
Therefore, the focus of the Table 5 data is on predicted average sound levels at the nearest 
residences. 

Table 5 
Predicted Music Sound Levels at Nearest Residences Relative to Adjusted Noise Standards 

Fruit-Yard Amphitheater Events  

Receptor 

Predicted Music Level 

Leq, dBA 

Day / Night Leq 

Standard, dBA 

Exceedance of 

Standards? 

A 29 60 / 55 No 

B 37 60 / 55 No 

C 40 55 / 50 No 

D 42 60 / 55 No 

E 51 55 / 50 Nighttime (1 dBA) 

F 47 60 / 55 No 

G 44 50 / 40 Nighttime ( 4 dBA) 

H 42 50 / 40 Nighttime (2 dBA) 

I1 42 50 / 40 Nighttime (2 dBA) 

Source:  BAC using SoundPlan Noise Prediction model with directional source level of 90 dBA Leq at 100 feet from speakers. 
1. An additional 10 dBA was subtracted from SoundPlan model results to account for attenuation provided by intervening 

orchards.

The Table 5 data indicate that sound generated by music during amphitheater events would be 
satisfactory relative to the County’s adjusted daytime noise level standards, but that it could 
exceed the County’s nighttime noise level standards at 4 of the nearest representative residential 
receptor areas.  As a result, amphitheater events should be limited to daytime hours (7 am to 10 
pm) until it can be determined through monitoring of daytime concerts that compliance with the 
recommended nighttime noise level standards can be achieved.  
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To check the accuracy of the SoundPlan model in predicting amphitheater-generated sound 
levels at the nearest receptors, an event simulation was conducted at the project site on Thursday, 
June 18, 2015.  The methodology and results of that simulation are provided in the following 
section of this report. 

Amphitheater Event Simulation 

To check the accuracy of the SoundPlan Model in predicting amphitheater sound levels at the 
nearest potentially affected receptor locations, BAC conducted an event simulation at the 
amphitheater site on June 18, 2015.  The simulation consisted of playing amplified music at high 
sound levels through four (4) Yamaha MSR 400 watt concert speakers with built-in amplifiers and 
a Yamaha MSR 800 watt sub-woofer with built in amplifier, using an MP3 player as the source. 
The sound system was placed at the graded stage area of the proposed amphitheater with the 
speakers oriented to the southeast.  Appendix D shows photographs of the event simulation 
speaker array. 

While sound was played through the sound system to a reference level of 85-90 dBA at 100 feet 
from the speakers, noise level measurements were conducted at eight (8) locations in the vicinity 
of the amphitheater.   Those locations included the following: 

 A reference location 100 feet from the speaker array.
 Three locations on top of the amphitheater berm 225 feet from the speaker array

corresponding to the left, middle, and right side limits of amphitheater seating.
 A position directly south of the amphitheater berm.
 A position at long-term noise monitoring Site 1 shown on Figure 1.
 A position adjacent to Receptor H shown on Figure 1.
 A position adjacent to Receptor I shown on Figure 1.

The results of the simulation are as follows: 

 The amphitheater berm was measured to reduce music levels by approximately 15 dB at
the position directly behind (south of) the berm relative to sound levels measured on top
of the berm with direct line of sight to the speakers.  This is generally consistent with the
SoundPlan model predictions.  Appendix E-1 shows the results of the simulation at this
location directly shielded by the amphitheater berm.

 The amphitheater berm orientation is in the optimum direction to reduce event-related
sound levels at the largest concentration of existing residences on Weyer Road and
beyond.  Without the amphitheater berm, event sound levels in that direction would be
considerably higher at those residences (approximately 10+ dB higher).

 After considering the proposed sound barrier at the rear of the sound stage (which was
not present during the simulation), sound levels measured at Receptor B, the nearest
residence on the north side of Yosemite Boulevard (SR-132), were consistent with the
simulation results.  The specific barrier modeled for this assessment was the backstage
building identified as being 100 feet wide.  BAC assumed this building would be 20 feet
tall relative to the stage.

314



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
Fruit Yard Project, Stanislaus County, California 

Page 20

 At Receptor I, which is the nearest residence to the southwest of the amphitheater, sound
levels measured during the event simulation were nearly inaudible, and were
approximately 10 dB lower than levels predicted using the SoundPlan Model.  This is
believed to be due to the considerable absorption of sound provided by the intervening
1,000 feet of orchards between the amphitheater and this receptor.  Appendix E-2 shows
the results of the amphitheater simulation for this receptor.  As a result of this shielding, a
-10 dB offset was applied to levels predicted at Receptor I, resulting in projected
compliance with the County’s daytime noise standards at this receptor.

In Stanislaus County Comment #7 on page 1 of this report, the County requested that the 
analysis evaluate potential noise impacts should intervening orchards be removed.  If the 
intervening orchards are removed at some point in the future, the -10 dB of attenuation 
identified during the simulation would no longer apply, and additional analysis of potential 
noise mitigation measures would be required to ensure compliance with the applicable 
County noise standards at Receptor I.   

 At Receptor H, which represents the mobile home park at the southeast corner of Jantzen
Road and Geer Road, the simulation sound levels were completely inaudible.  Based on
this finding, exceedance of the County’s noise standards is not anticipated at this location
despite the reported 2 dB exceedance of the nighttime noise level limit for this receptor in
Table 5.

Amphitheater Crowd Noise Evaluation 

As stated previously, the proposed amphitheater has been oriented such that the stage speakers 
would be directed away from the nearest residential receptors location on the north side of State 
Route 132 (Yosemite Boulevard).  While the amphitheater speakers would generally face 
southeast, amphitheaters crowds would face predominately northwest, towards the residences 
on the north side of SR 132.   

Crowd noise would be generated by a combination of patrons clapping and verbally expressing 
their appreciation for the performers (cheering).  The level of crowd noise received at the existing 
residences located on the north side of SR 132 (Receptors B and C on Figure 1), would depend 
on the size and enthusiasm of the crowd, as well as the duration of the hour during which the 
crowd is clapping and cheering. 

Regarding crowd cheering, the Handbook of Noise Control (Harris, Acoustical Society of America, 
1998), provides average A-weighted sound levels of speech for different vocal efforts (Table 16.1, 
p16.2.).  Those vocal efforts are categorized as casual, normal, raised, loud and shouting.  BAC 
utilized these reference levels in the computations of crowd noise at the nearest potentially 
impacted residences.  

During a normal event such as a concert, it is BAC’s experience that the crowd noise is 
intermittent, peaking in intensity at the beginning of a popular song, and at the end of nearly every 
song.  The percentage of the hour during which a crowd is cheering/applauding is also a function 
of the duration of the song being played and the duration of time between songs.  For a 
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conservative estimate of crowd noise generation, this analysis assumed the crowd would be 
cheering/applauding during approximately 10% of a given hour during a concert performance. 
The volume level of cheering patrons during that time is expected to vary from “raised” to “loud” 
to “shouting”.  

Based on a maximum capacity crowd of 3,500 patrons in the amphitheater and the above-
described assumptions, BAC computed a worst-case hourly noise level of 57 dBA Leq the nearest 
residence, located approximately 750 feet to the northwest of the center of the amphitheater 
seating area.  This level does not include shielding by other patrons or the building at the rear of 
the stage which will serve as a sound barrier.  After consideration of that shielding, BAC estimates 
that worst-case hourly average crowd noise level would be approximately 55 dB Leq or less at the 
nearest residences to the north.   

BAC file data for patrons clapping also varies depending on the intensity of the applause. 
Applause generally ranges from “polite” to “normal” to “enthusiastic”.  At a concert, applause 
normally falls within the normal to enthusiastic categories.  Assuming comparable durations of 
clapping as cheering during a given hour of a concert event, the computed noise level at the 
nearest residence from crowd applause also computed to be 55 dB Leq or less.   

Combined level for worst-case crowd cheering and applause was conservatively modelled to be 
58 dBA Leq or less at the nearest residences to the north.  Actual daytime combined crowd 
cheering and applause sound levels are predicted to be approximately 55 dBA Leq at the nearest 
residences to the north.  This level would be considered satisfactory relative to County daytime 
noise criteria but would exceed the County’s nighttime noise standards at those nearest 
residences to the north.  As a result, initial daytime amphitheater events should be monitored to 
determine more precisely the range of crowd noise levels which can be expected prior to the 
allowance of nighttime events.   Depending on the results of that monitoring, it may be necessary 
to limit events with higher numbers of patrons to daytime hours to ensure crowd noise does not 
exceed acceptable limits.   Once concert events have been held at the amphitheater site, noise 
level data collected during the event can be correlated with crowd sizes to confirm these 
assumptions.   

Amplified Music Originating in the Park Area 

According to project representatives, larger events generally consisting of crowd sizes of 500 or 
more would typically be held in the amphitheater, whereas smaller events with crowd sizes below 
500 would typically be held in the park area.    

The park area is shown on Figure 2.  That figure also shows a proposed banquet tent located in 
the central portion of the park, just west of the lake feature.  It is likely that receptions with amplified 
music would occur within the banquet tent, but the park area could accommodate amplified music 
at other locations as well.  It was assumed that the speakers could be positioned in a variety of 
locations and oriented to the north, south, east or west.   

To quantify the sound propagation from the park area during an amplified sound event, BAC 
utilized the same SoundPLAN 7.1 model previously used to model amphitheater sound levels. 
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Given the smaller size of the park events relative to events held in the amphitheater, a reference 
sound pressure level of 75 dBA Leq was assumed at a distance of 100 feet from the front of the 
speakers.  This level of sound is consistent with that generated during a wedding reception or 
small concert.  The results of the SoundPlan Model run are shown in Figures 6-9 for speaker 
positions facing north, east, south and west, respectively.   The SoundPlan model runs also 
conservatively assume a crowd of 500 persons facing directly opposite the speaker orientation. 
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The modeling results shown on Figures 6-9 indicate the directionality of sound speakers as well 
as the directionality of the crowd noise.  Evaluation of those figures indicate that the average noise 
levels generated during small amplified music events in the park area would be satisfactory 
relative to the Table 4 noise standards are all of the nearest residences to the project site during 
both daytime and nighttime hours.  Figure 8 shows that the south-facing speaker orientation would 
result in the lowest off-site noise levels.  Therefore, if small event sound levels are to exceed 75 
dBA Leq at a reference distance of 100 feet, a south or southwest-facing speaker orientation is 
recommended.   

As with amplified music generated at the amphitheater area, low frequency sound generated 
during amplified music events within the park area is also a concern to Stanislaus County. 
Specific recommendations for control of low-frequency sound are provided in the following 
section. 

Increases in Traffic Noise Levels Resulting from the Project 

During events held at either the amphitheater or park area, traffic volumes on the local roadway 
network would increase.  BAC utilized traffic data provided by the project transportation consultant 
with the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) to 
evaluate changes in both 24-hour weighted average sound levels (Ldn) and peak hour average 
sound levels (Leq).  FHWA Model Inputs are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 6 shows the predicted worst-case traffic noise generation of the project based on maximum 
amphitheater trip generation in terms of both Ldn and Leq.  

The Table 6 data indicate that traffic noise levels would increase on the local roadway network 
from 0.2 to 0.9 dB Ldn, and 1.1 to 3.3 dB Leq  during the  peak hour.  Although the Table 6 data is 
presented at a distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline, which represents the 
approximate exposure of the nearest residences to the local roadway network, the increases 
shown in Table 6 would be applicable at more distant residences as well.   

Relative to baseline traffic noise levels without the project, the short-term project-related traffic 
noise increases on the days of large amphitheater events are predicted to be less than significant. 
Furthermore, smaller events held at the park area would generate considerably lower increases 
in both daily and average traffic noise levels, and would similarly be considered less than 
significant.  

Although future (cumulative) traffic data was not available, it is logical to conclude that future 
baseline traffic volumes on the local roadway network would be higher than existing volumes due 
to general growth in the region.  Since the Table 6 data includes evaluation of worst-case project 
trip generation during a large amphitheater event, a similar increase in future project traffic noise 
levels resulting from large amphitheater events is not anticipated.  As a result, the relative increase 
of project traffic noise generation would be smaller when compared to a greater future baseline. 
Therefore, the project’s contribution to the future traffic noise environment is not expected to be 
cumulatively considerable.  
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Table 6 
Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Traffic Noise Levels

(100 feet from roadway centerlines) 
The Fruit Yard – Stanislaus County, California 

Day/Night Average Level (Ldn) Peak Hour Average Level (Leq)

Roadway  Segment Existing 
Existing 
+ Project Change

Substantial 
Increase? Existing 

Existing 
+ Project Change

Substantial 
Increase? 

Yosemite Blvd West of Project Site 61.2 62.1 0.9 No 51.2 54.5 3.3 No 

Yosemite Blvd East of Project Site 62.9 63.1 0.2 No 52.9 54.0 1.1 No 

Albers Road North of Project Site 63.7 63.9 0.3 No 53.7 54.9 1.2 No 

Geer Road South of Project Site 64.1 64.4 0.3 No 54.1 55.4 1.4 No 

Sources:  FHWA-RD-77-108, project traffic study, and Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
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In addition to indicating that the project would not result in a significant noise level increase on 
the local roadways, Table 6 also indicates that the project would not result in exceedance of the 
County’s traffic noise standards at the nearest residences where those standards are not already 
exceeded.   

Noise and Vibration Generated During Project Construction 

Construction Noise Levels 

During the construction of the proposed project, noise from construction-related activities would 
add to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity.  Activities involved in construction 
would vary by site, but heavy construction equipment would generate maximum noise levels, as 
indicated in Table 7, ranging from 73 to 85 dB Lmax a distance of 50 feet.  The level of project 
construction noise exposure received at existing noise-sensitive land uses in the project vicinity 
will depend primarily on the proximity of the construction activities to those residences.  It should 
be noted that the majority of the site grading and amphitheater berm construction has been 
completed.  As a result, substantial construction noise associated with heavy earthmoving 
equipment is not anticipated. 

The nearest existing sensitive uses (residences) to the project site are located on the north side 
of SR-132 (Receptors B and C on Figure 1).  Those residences are located approximately 125+ 
feet from onsite construction activities.  At that distance, the levels shown in Table 7 would be 
reduced by approximately 8 dB based on spherical spreading of sound alone.  Resulting 
maximum noise levels would range from approximately 65 to 77 dB Lmax.  This range of 
maximum noise levels is well below measured maximum noise levels resulting from existing traffic 
on SR-132 (See Table 1 and Appendix B & C data), so adverse noise impacts associated with 
project construction are not anticipated provided construction activities are limited to daytime 
hours. 
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Table 7 

General Construction Equipment Noise Levels at 50 feet 

Type of Equipment Lmax, dBA 

Backhoe 80 

Compactor (ground) 80 

Compressor (air) 80 

Concrete mixer truck 85 

Concrete pump truck 82 

Concrete saw 90 

Crane (mobile or stationary) 85 

Dozer 85 

Dump truck 84 

Excavator 85 

Flatbed truck 84 

Front end loader 80 

Generator (25 kilovolt-amperes [kVA] or less) 70 

Generator (more than 25 kVA) 82 

Grader 85 

Jackhammer 85 

Paver 85 

Pneumatic tools 85 

Pumps 77 

Scraper 85 

Tractor 84 

Vibratory concrete mixer 80 

Welder/Torch 73 

Source: Federal Highway Administration’s Construction Noise Model, V1.1, December 8, 2008. 

Construction Vibration Levels 

To quantify reference vibration levels generated by heavy equipment typically utilized in 
construction, BAC vibration measurement data pertaining to heavy equipment were utilized. 
Table 8 summarizes that vibration data.   
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Table 8 
Reference Heavy Equipment Vibration Levels 

Vibration Source Measurement Distance, ft. 
Peak Particle Velocity 

(in/sec) 
Bulldozers 35 0.0209
Front-Loaders 100 0.0047
Haul Truck 100 0.0062 
Water Truck 100 0.0070 
Pneumatic Tools 50 0.0187 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc.  

The nearest residences would be located approximately 125+ feet from project construction 
activities.  At that distance, construction vibration levels are predicted to be well below 0.01 inches 
per second, which would be imperceptible.  As a result, no adverse vibration impacts associated 
with project construction are identified for this project. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

This analysis concludes that events at the Fruit Yard Amphitheater and Park Area utilizing 
amplified music can comply with the applicable Stanislaus County noise standards with 
appropriate noise mitigation measures incorporated into the project design and operation.  The 
following specific recommendations are provided to ensure the project is both within compliance 
with those County noise regulations and to reduce the potential for nuisance noise complaints 
associated with audible low-frequency sound even if it is within compliance with County noise 
standards:   

Amphitheater Event Recommendations 

1. Amplified music events at the amphitheater should be limited to daytime hours (ending
prior to 10 pm) until it can be demonstrated through noise level measurements of concert
events that nighttime operations could occur without resulting in adverse nighttime noise
impacts.  BAC recommends that the first two large concerts held at the amphitheater be
limited to daytime hours (music ending at or before 10 pm) to provide an opportunity to
evaluate facility noise generation, including crowd noise, at the nearest residences during
the less sensitive daytime hours.

2. To ensure compliance with County noise standards, amphitheater sound system output
should be limited to an average of 90 dBA Leq averaged over a 5 minute period and a
maximum of 100 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage.

3. To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood, C-weighted sound
levels should be limited to 100 dBC Leq averaged over a 5 minute period and a maximum
of 110 dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage.  In addition,
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amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave 
band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.  

4. In addition to the noise level limits shown in Table 4, daytime and nighttime C-weighted
noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq and 70 dBC Leq should be applied at the nearest
residences, respectively.  These standards should be adjusted upwards or downwards as
appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient noise level data near the existing
residences immediately before and after the first 2 large amphitheater events.

5. During the first 2 large concerts held at the amphitheater, noise levels should be monitored
by a qualified acoustical consultant.  The monitoring should be conducted continuously
from the sound stage, with periodic noise monitoring near the closest residences in all
directions surrounding the amphitheater.  The noise measurements should include the
sound check prior to the concert so the event promoters understand the noise thresholds
to be satisfied during the concert event.  The purpose of the measurements is to verify
compliance with the project’s noise standards.  If the measurement results indicate that
the music levels exceed the appropriate noise standards, additional sound controls should
implemented prior to the following concert.  Such measures could include reducing the
overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use
of acoustic curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound energy into
the amphitheater seating area, and limiting amplified music to before 10 pm.

6. Portable sound level meters should be procured and used at the soundstage as well as at
the nearest residences to periodically monitor the sound system output during all
subsequent amphitheater events.  Only by being aware of the instantaneous sound levels
can the sound technicians make the appropriate adjustments to the sound mixing board.
The meter should meet a Type/Class 1 or 2 compliance and be capable of monitoring in
both A and C weighting Scales.  In addition, the meter shall be fitted with the
manufacturer’s windscreen and calibrated before use.  A cost-effective option for noise
monitoring equipment would be an iOS option available in combination with an
iPad/iPhone using microphone and acquisition hardware from AudioControl and software
from Studio Six Digital.  SSD software would include the AudioTools and several in-app
purchases including SPL Graph and SPL Traffic Light.

7. If the results of the initial event noise monitoring is determined to approach or exceed the
noise standards developed for this project, a permanent noise monitoring system should
be installed at the mixing board area and used to monitor all subsequent amphitheater
events until such a time as it is determined that adequate noise controls have been
implemented to render permanent monitoring unnecessary.

8. For simplification and to minimize equipment costs, sound level limit triggers shall be set
to Leq, C-weighting.  The sound technician shall locally check both C-weighted and 1/3-
octave band results during sound check prior to an event to establish system gain limits
and ensure compliance with the specified limits.
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9. The amphitheater owner should make it very clear to event producers what the sound
level limits are at the sound stage and the time at which music is required to cease.
Suitable measures should be implemented to both ensure the limits are maintained and
penalties established if producers fail to comply with the noise level limits.

10. Although sound generated by concert activities at the amphitheater are predicted to be
satisfactory relative to Stanislaus County noise standards following implementation of the
recommendations cited herein, music will likely be audible at some of the nearest
residences to the project site at times.  This audibility will vary depending on atmospheric
conditions and size of concert, but audibility is not a test of significance for noise impact.
Nonetheless, a mechanism should be developed whereby residents concerned about
concert sound levels can reach a Fruit Yard representative during the concert so that
appropriate investigation of those concerns can be accommodated.  Typical smaller
events, such as weddings, charity auctions, etc., are expected to generate considerably
lower sound levels than a concert event.

11. To maintain crowd noise at acceptable levels, amphitheater events exceeding 2,000
attendees should be concluded by 10 pm.  Noise monitoring of crowd noise during the first
two events can be utilized to determine if this measure will be necessary long-term.

Park Event Recommendations 

1. To ensure compliance with County noise standards, park sound system output should be
limited to an average of 75 dBA Leq averaged over a 5 minute period and a maximum of
85 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the sound system speakers.  Sound
levels up to 80 dBA Leq at the 100 foot reference distance would be acceptable provided
the sound system speakers are oriented south or southwest.

2. To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood, C-weighted sound
levels should be limited to 85 dBC Leq averaged over a 5 minute period and a maximum
of 95 dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the speakers.  In addition, amplified
music shall be limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave band
center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.

3. In addition to the noise level limits shown in Table 4, daytime and nighttime C-weighted
noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq and 70 dBC Leq should be applied at the nearest
residences, respectively.  These standards should be adjusted upwards or downwards as
appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient noise level data near the existing
residences immediately before and after the first 2 large amphitheater events.

4. If monitoring of representative amplified music events in the park area indicates that those
events are within compliance with the County’s noise standards and the C-weighted
standards recommended in this report, consideration should be given to eliminating the
requirement for routine monitoring of all park events.
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This concludes BAC’s analysis of amplified sound generated during events held at the Fruit Yard 
project in Stanislaus County, CA.  Please contact Paul Bollard at (916) 663-0500 or 
PaulB@bacnoise.com with any questions regarding this report. 
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Appendix A
Acoustical Terminology

Acoustics The science of sound.

Ambient The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources
Noise audible at that 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 an acoustic signal.

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal
to approximate human response.

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell 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 Bell.

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with
noise occurring during evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and
nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging.

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per
second or hertz.

Ldn Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting.

Leq Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level.

Lmax The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time.

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound.

Masking The amount (or the process) by which the threshold of audibility is for one sound is raised
by the presence of another (masking) sound.

Noise Unwanted sound.

Peak Noise The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given
period of time.  This term is often confused with the Maximum level, which is the highest
RMS level.

RT6060 The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been
removed.

Sabin The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident
sound has an absorption of 1 sabin.

SEL A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train passby, that
compresses the total sound energy of the event into a 1-s time period.

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally 
of Hearing considered to be 0 dB for persons with perfect hearing.

Threshold  Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing.
 of Pain
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Appendix B-1

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 55 78 42 37
1:00 54 78 41 35 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 54 76 41 35 Leq    (Average) 71 61 65 63 54 59
3:00 56 76 46 39 Lmax (Maximum) 96 77 86 83 75 78
4:00 58 75 50 43 L50    (Median) 61 56 58 57 41 49
5:00 63 83 57 50 L90    (Background) 50 43 47 50 35 42
6:00 63 78 57 50
7:00 63 82 57 48 Computed Ldn, dB 67
8:00 65 90 56 45 % Daytime Energy 86%
9:00 63 85 56 44 % Nighttime Energy 14%
10:00 63 85 56 43
11:00 66 96 57 45
12:00 66 95 58 45
13:00 63 82 58 46
14:00 64 84 60 50
15:00 71 95 61 49
16:00 64 89 59 46
17:00 64 83 60 48
18:00 63 83 57 45
19:00 61 77 56 46
20:00 61 80 56 50
21:00 62 81 56 50
22:00 61 78 56 46
23:00 59 83 51 43

Friday, June 19, 2015

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
Statistical Summary
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Appendix B-2

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 56 77 46 40
1:00 55 77 44 37 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 55 76 44 38 Leq    (Average) 64 61 63 62 55 58
3:00 56 80 43 38 Lmax (Maximum) 90 76 83 81 74 77
4:00 57 74 49 41 L50    (Median) 59 53 57 56 43 48
5:00 61 79 56 48 L90    (Background) 47 43 45 48 37 42
6:00 62 81 54 47
7:00 61 80 53 46 Computed Ldn, dB 66
8:00 61 76 54 44 % Daytime Energy 82%
9:00 62 80 57 45 % Nighttime Energy 18%
10:00 64 87 58 45
11:00 63 83 59 46
12:00 64 87 59 47
13:00 63 81 58 47
14:00 62 80 58 47
15:00 63 86 57 46
16:00 63 79 59 47
17:00 64 85 58 45
18:00 62 84 56 45
19:00 62 90 55 43
20:00 61 78 55 44
21:00 63 90 53 43
22:00 59 78 52 43
23:00 57 74 48 43

Saturday, June 20, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 56 83 46 41
1:00 57 81 44 37 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 53 74 41 36 Leq    (Average) 66 58 62 60 52 56
3:00 52 73 41 34 Lmax (Maximum) 93 77 83 83 69 77
4:00 52 69 42 36 L50    (Median) 59 49 56 51 41 45
5:00 58 81 51 43 L90    (Background) 47 42 44 43 34 39
6:00 57 74 48 43
7:00 58 79 49 42 Computed Ldn, dB 64
8:00 61 90 50 42 % Daytime Energy 87%
9:00 61 81 55 43 % Nighttime Energy 13%
10:00 61 80 56 44
11:00 63 81 59 46
12:00 64 88 59 45
13:00 61 77 58 44
14:00 62 82 57 44
15:00 62 83 57 45
16:00 61 81 56 44
17:00 66 93 56 45
18:00 61 80 56 46
19:00 62 82 56 45
20:00 61 83 55 45
21:00 66 92 59 47
22:00 60 81 51 43
23:00 54 76 44 38

Sunday, June 21, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 59 86 53 45
1:00 60 85 51 42 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 63 92 53 40 Leq    (Average) 71 64 66 68 59 64
3:00 61 80 56 47 Lmax (Maximum) 94 80 86 92 80 86
4:00 63 80 59 52 L50    (Median) 67 60 62 65 51 58
5:00 67 86 64 59 L90    (Background) 62 56 58 61 40 50
6:00 68 91 65 61
7:00 71 91 67 62 Computed Ldn, dB 71
8:00 67 89 63 59 % Daytime Energy 73%
9:00 65 82 63 58 % Nighttime Energy 27%
10:00 66 82 63 58
11:00 65 83 62 58
12:00 66 86 63 58
13:00 66 86 63 59
14:00 67 90 63 59
15:00 65 81 62 58
16:00 65 86 62 57
17:00 65 80 63 59
18:00 66 94 61 57
19:00 64 85 60 56
20:00 64 83 61 57
21:00 65 87 60 57
22:00 66 90 60 56
23:00 64 86 58 52

Friday, June 19, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 66 94 56 50
1:00 61 86 53 42 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 61 82 56 45 Leq    (Average) 69 64 66 69 61 64
3:00 61 89 51 43 Lmax (Maximum) 97 81 88 94 81 86
4:00 62 84 56 49 L50    (Median) 63 59 61 66 51 57
5:00 64 81 60 55 L90    (Background) 58 54 56 61 42 50
6:00 69 88 66 61
7:00 66 84 62 58 Computed Ldn, dB 71
8:00 65 82 61 56 % Daytime Energy 69%
9:00 66 90 61 56 % Nighttime Energy 31%
10:00 65 91 61 56
11:00 64 84 60 56
12:00 66 90 61 57
13:00 66 89 61 57
14:00 64 85 60 56
15:00 65 85 61 56
16:00 66 88 63 58
17:00 69 94 61 56
18:00 65 88 60 55
19:00 65 87 60 55
20:00 64 81 60 55
21:00 68 97 59 54
22:00 63 85 59 54
23:00 63 83 59 53

Saturday, June 20, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 62 86 56 48
1:00 60 80 55 47 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 59 80 54 42 Leq    (Average) 71 62 66 64 58 61
3:00 58 80 51 40 Lmax (Maximum) 98 79 86 86 72 82
4:00 58 72 54 44 L50    (Median) 61 60 60 61 51 56
5:00 62 84 57 52 L90    (Background) 57 55 56 57 40 48
6:00 64 85 61 57
7:00 62 81 60 55 Computed Ldn, dB 69
8:00 62 79 60 56 % Daytime Energy 81%
9:00 66 88 61 56 % Nighttime Energy 19%
10:00 64 91 60 56
11:00 64 85 61 56
12:00 64 83 61 57
13:00 63 81 60 55
14:00 64 83 60 56
15:00 65 87 60 55
16:00 63 81 60 56
17:00 71 98 61 56
18:00 64 84 60 55
19:00 65 87 61 56
20:00 66 89 61 56
21:00 70 94 61 56
22:00 64 86 58 52
23:00 62 85 55 47

Sunday, June 21, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 55 74 45 39
1:00 55 75 42 37 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 54 75 42 36 Leq    (Average) 69 61 64 64 54 60
3:00 58 79 48 41 Lmax (Maximum) 93 77 82 83 74 77
4:00 60 79 52 43 L50    (Median) 60 57 59 60 42 51
5:00 62 75 58 48 L90    (Background) 53 47 50 51 36 44
6:00 64 78 60 51
7:00 63 77 60 50 Computed Ldn, dB 67
8:00 63 85 59 51 % Daytime Energy 79%
9:00 69 93 60 51 % Nighttime Energy 21%
10:00 62 79 57 47
11:00 61 78 58 47
12:00 62 77 58 48
13:00 61 77 58 49
14:00 62 77 58 49
15:00 62 79 58 49
16:00 62 80 60 49
17:00 63 78 60 51
18:00 64 90 60 51
19:00 63 83 59 51
20:00 63 80 60 53
21:00 65 92 59 53
22:00 62 83 57 51
23:00 60 78 55 49

Friday, June 19, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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Appendix B-8

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 59 82 51 48
1:00 57 79 49 47 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 57 80 49 48 Leq    (Average) 65 60 62 61 57 60
3:00 57 77 49 47 Lmax (Maximum) 91 77 82 82 77 79
4:00 60 81 52 48 L50    (Median) 60 56 58 57 49 53
5:00 61 79 56 50 L90    (Background) 53 48 50 50 46 48
6:00 61 78 57 50
7:00 61 78 56 49 Computed Ldn, dB 66
8:00 61 79 57 48 % Daytime Energy 75%
9:00 61 77 58 50 % Nighttime Energy 25%
10:00 61 82 58 51
11:00 62 81 58 50
12:00 61 83 58 50
13:00 60 78 57 50
14:00 61 82 57 50
15:00 63 90 58 51
16:00 62 81 59 51
17:00 65 87 60 53
18:00 64 91 60 50
19:00 62 79 59 49
20:00 63 87 59 49
21:00 61 77 58 48
22:00 61 80 56 47
23:00 61 77 55 46

Saturday, June 20, 2015

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
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Appendix B-9

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 57 77 49 44
1:00 56 75 48 43 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 55 72 46 42 Leq    (Average) 65 58 61 60 55 57
3:00 56 79 46 43 Lmax (Maximum) 90 74 80 86 72 77
4:00 55 75 46 44 L50    (Median) 60 52 57 54 46 48
5:00 57 74 48 45 L90    (Background) 50 45 48 47 42 44
6:00 60 86 50 45
7:00 58 74 52 45 Computed Ldn, dB 65
8:00 59 75 55 45 % Daytime Energy 81%
9:00 61 85 57 48 % Nighttime Energy 19%
10:00 61 85 57 48
11:00 61 75 58 49
12:00 60 76 58 50
13:00 60 77 57 48
14:00 61 76 58 49
15:00 61 82 57 49
16:00 61 78 58 49
17:00 62 86 58 49
18:00 62 75 59 49
19:00 63 85 59 50
20:00 62 82 60 50
21:00 65 90 58 49
22:00 59 75 54 47
23:00 59 85 50 45

Sunday, June 21, 2015

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

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 42 57 40 37
1:00 42 59 40 36 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 43 61 41 36 Leq    (Average) 69 46 58 53 42 49
3:00 46 58 43 39 Lmax (Maximum) 94 60 67 67 57 61
4:00 47 59 46 41 L50    (Median) 56 44 47 52 40 45
5:00 52 64 51 48 L90    (Background) 45 41 43 49 36 41
6:00 53 66 52 49
7:00 48 60 48 45 Computed Ldn, dB 58
8:00 48 68 46 43 % Daytime Energy 92%
9:00 51 72 45 41 % Nighttime Energy 8%
10:00 49 71 45 41
11:00 50 66 48 44
12:00 51 64 47 42
13:00 69 94 56 45
14:00 49 62 47 43
15:00 48 63 46 42
16:00 48 70 44 41
17:00 47 63 45 42
18:00 46 64 44 41
19:00 48 65 45 42
20:00 49 68 47 44
21:00 49 60 48 45
22:00 52 67 50 44
23:00 48 61 46 42

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

Friday, June 19, 2015
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 46 64 44 39
1:00 44 59 42 37 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 44 59 42 37 Leq    (Average) 55 45 49 55 43 49
3:00 43 59 40 37 Lmax (Maximum) 80 57 66 74 57 62
4:00 44 59 43 39 L50    (Median) 48 42 44 51 40 44
5:00 55 74 51 48 L90    (Background) 45 38 41 48 37 41
6:00 52 64 50 47
7:00 53 80 48 45 Computed Ldn, dB 55
8:00 46 63 45 42 % Daytime Energy 66%
9:00 47 69 44 41 % Nighttime Energy 34%
10:00 46 63 43 40
11:00 47 65 43 40
12:00 47 62 43 39
13:00 55 76 43 39
14:00 45 60 42 38
15:00 46 57 44 40
16:00 49 71 45 41
17:00 49 68 46 42
18:00 49 68 47 43
19:00 50 71 46 42
20:00 46 61 44 41
21:00 45 63 43 40
22:00 44 57 43 40
23:00 46 65 44 41

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

Saturday, June 20, 2015
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Appendix B-12

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4

Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 44 60 43 39
1:00 44 58 41 36 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 42 60 39 35 Leq    (Average) 51 43 48 53 40 47
3:00 41 59 39 34 Lmax (Maximum) 73 58 66 74 52 61
4:00 40 52 39 35 L50    (Median) 46 41 44 49 39 42
5:00 53 74 49 44 L90    (Background) 42 38 40 44 34 38
6:00 48 64 46 43
7:00 48 64 44 41 Computed Ldn, dB 53
8:00 46 65 43 40 % Daytime Energy 70%
9:00 47 66 43 39 % Nighttime Energy 30%
10:00 44 60 43 39
11:00 49 70 44 40
12:00 51 73 42 39
13:00 43 58 41 38
14:00 44 59 42 38
15:00 45 64 43 39
16:00 45 62 43 40
17:00 51 71 45 41
18:00 50 70 45 41
19:00 49 72 45 41
20:00 47 71 44 41
21:00 48 68 46 42
22:00 45 59 43 40
23:00 45 67 41 37

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

Sunday, June 21, 2015
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Ldn: 67 dB

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1

Friday, June 19, 2015

Appendix C-1
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Ldn: 66 dB

Appendix C-2
2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1
Saturday, June 20, 2015
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Ldn: 64 dB

Appendix C-3
2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 1
Sunday, June 21, 2015
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Ldn: 71 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2
Friday, June 19, 2015
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Ldn: 71 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2
Saturday, June 20, 2015
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Ldn: 69 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 2
Sunday, June 21, 2015
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Ldn: 67 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3
Friday, June 19, 2015
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Ldn: 66 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3
Saturday, June 20, 2015
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Ldn: 65 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 3
Sunday, June 21, 2015
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Ldn: 58 dB
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Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4
Friday, June 19, 2015
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Ldn: 55 dB
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Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4
Saturday, June 20, 2015
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Ldn: 53 dB
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2015-129 The Fruit Yard Project

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site 4
Sunday, June 21, 2015
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Appendix D 
Event Simulation and Noise Monitoring Photos 

The Fruit Yard Project- Stanislaus County, Califomia 
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Appendix E-1
Measured Noise Levels Directly Behind Ampitheater Berm

The Fruit Yard Amphitehater Simulation - June 18, 2015
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Appendix E-2
Measured Noise Levels at Receptor G (see Figure 1)

The Fruit Yard Event Ampitheater Simulation - June 18, 2015
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Yosemite Boulevard West of Project Site 3,533 80 20 2 1 55 100
2 Yosemite Boulevard East of Project Site 5,247 80 20 2 1 55 100
3 Albers Road North of Project Site 6,300 80 20 2 1 55 100
4 Geer Road South of Project Site 6,887 80 20 2 1 55 100

Appendix F-1

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Events

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Existing

Data Input Sheet
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Yosemite Boulevard West of Project Site 936 80 20 1 0 55 100
2 Yosemite Boulevard East of Project Site 351 80 20 1 0 55 100
3 Albers Road North of Project Site 468 80 20 1 0 55 100
4 Geer Road South of Project Site 585 80 20 1 0 55 100

Appendix F-2

2015-129 The Fruit Yard Events

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Project

Data Input Sheet
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April 10, 2017 

Kristin Doud 
Senior Planner 
Stanislaus County  
Planning and Community Development 
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Subject:     Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130 
 The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

We have lived on Weyer Road for 26 years. We have had the opportunity to read the 
application for the purposed use permit for amphitheater located at The Fruit Yard property 
and have many concerns and questions.  

During the past few years we have attended numerous county planning commission meetings, 
met with Planning Commission staff and have met with Joe Traina in a small group setting 
regarding the amphitheater and our concerns. We also attended the noise workshop put on by 
the Planning Commission in January 2016. 

Through all these meetings we have expressed our ongoing concerns and questions regarding 
the use permit for the amphitheater.  

The areas of concern are: 

1. E.I.R. Report – Our understanding is that the applicant maintains that this project qualifies as
Categorially Exempt from requiring an E.I.R. Report. We would like to request that an E.I.R.
Report be done because in truth, we question that the Health Department Guidelines would
pass an additional well in this location because of the magnitude of this project and existing
water conditions. To operate 59 days or more you have to have a quality water source.

2. Updated Noise Ordinance – An updated County Noise Ordinance is needed, consistent with
Turlock and Roseville, to address current day noise issues and make enforcement possible, set
boundaries for venue events, and address the effect on surrounding properties. In the original
application, dated August 2008, for the development of The Fruit Yard property an
amphitheater was not included. In the ensuing years approval has been given to build the
amphitheater including acoustic music.  Now in 2017, the application has progressed to asking
for a use permit for approval to include amplified music. We understand there was an incident
at the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds recently involving noise issues. There was a question of
who had the jurisdiction over the property and enforcement of noise violations. Also, who wil
be responsible for events when a third party rents the venue?
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3. We don’t believe that amplified concerts should be approved. We would also like to see, in
writing, the stipulation of only 6 non-amplified music concerts per year between May to
September and only during daylight hours. There have been several different and varying time
frames requested in the many applications, so we believe the times need to be clear, the
number of concerts allowed and all and any activities have to be over by 10:00PM.  Also, no
concerts can be held during the week.

4. Parking - This is currently a problem whenever there is an activity at The Fruit Yard. Cars park
along Geer Road, Albers Road and Yosemite Blvd. They have also historically parked in the
surrounding orchards and along the canals. We don’t believe that the stated parking lots with
approximately 1,300 spaces will be able to accommodate the 3,500 people projected to attend
events.
The Gallo Center for the Arts, in downtown Modesto, has a seating capacity of 1,600 people
(Rogers Theater 1,200 seats, Foster Theater 400 seats) and they use two multistory parking
structures plus street parking. I would like to have permanent No Parking signs placed for one-
half mile from The Fruit Yard going South on Geer Road, North on Albers Road, East on
Yosemite Blvd. and West on Yosemite Blvd.

5. Traffic – This is currently an issue whenever there is an activity at The Fruit Yard. Cars make
unsafe U-turns in the middle of the street and have even have been observed running the light.
When there is a large number of cars leaving The Fruit Yard propertythey use Jantzen Road and
Weyer Road as a short cut to avoid the long lines at the signal. This creates an unsafe
environment for the property owners of Weyer Road. Weyer Road is a very straight road and it
becomes a race track for those trying to save time and avoid traffic. I don’t believe the current
traffic study can accurately project the effect the added number of cars that will be using the
surrounding roads because of the large number and the study was done during average times
of use.

6. Pylon Freestanding Pole Sign with an Electronic Reader Board – We are opposed to an even
brighter sign with an electronic reader board. This is an agriculture area and by allowing a sign
of this nature to be installed will set a precedent for future requests. Signs of that magnitude
belong in urban settings not agriculture/country environments.

7. Fireworks – To our knowledge this has not been addressed to date in any discussions. We
would like to ask that, no firework displays will be allowed, stipulated in the guidelines of the
use permit.

8. Noise and light pollution – We believe we will be negatively impacted by the noise of any
event that has the potential of drawing 3,500 people. The amount of light that will be
generated with parking lot lights and the proposed new illuminated sign will also negatively
impact us. We also use our outdoor patio areas during the months of May – September and
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have always enjoyed the peace and serenity of our beautiful sunsets. That is one of the main 
reasons we choose to live out here in a country environment. That enjoyment will be 
diminished with the amplified music and added lights and noise and we will no longer be 
allowed, our right as property owners, to enjoy our own endeavors. We have nine 
grandchildren and they enjoy coming to our home playing and sleeping outside during the 
summer months. We sincerely feel that the experience we would like them to enjoy when 
being here will be taken from them if amplified music and the proposed twelve plus concerts 
per year are approved. This is still an agricultural rural area that does not have industrial 
businesses that contributes to the noise factor.  

We sincerely hope you will take in consideration our concerns regarding The Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and the impact it will have on us as property owners. 

Sincerely, 

W. Richard Heckendorf  Barbara Heckendorf 

679 Weyer Road, Modesto, CA 95357 
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April 10, 2017 

Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development 

1010  10
th

 Street, Suite 3400 

Modesto, CA 95354 

SUBJECT:  PLN 2015-0130 – Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed mitigation measures for the proposed 

amphitheater. We have participated in the process from the very beginning and want to acknowledge 

the excellent work that has been done by the applicant and the Stanislaus County staff in preparing the 

mitigated negative declaration. The information provided here is a definite improvement over the initial 

studies I previously reviewed. 

I hope my comments will help make this project an asset to this community. The Fruit Yard is one of my 

favorite restaurants and fruit stands. I buy gas there quite frequently. My wife and I participated in the 

public hearings on the General Plan Amendment that allowed for the expansion of the existing use to 

allow for weddings and other events to be held on the 40 acre site. We expressed our concerns about 

expanding the use of the facility for more weddings as we were already being exposed to bass level 

noise from much smaller wedding events on the site. As originally proposed, weddings were to be 

moved to an indoor banquet hall with only occasional outdoor wedding venues. There was no discussion 

about developing an amphitheater for up to 3,500 people to attend music events. Had this been 

included in the original project description, I am certain our comments would have been much more 

extensive. 

I own a home roughly 1 ½ miles from the project site. My wife and I have lived there for almost 20 years 

so we are very familiar with the events that have been held on this site. Although we live well beyond 

the study area described in the noise study prepared by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., my wife and 

I have been exposed to the negative impacts of bass level noise from small weddings held in the evening 

hours after 8 PM. The bass noise prevented me from going to sleep at night. I typically go to bed at 9 

PM, Sunday through Thursday, and 10 PM on Friday and Saturday nights. While I am retired, my wife 

works during the week and has to get up at 5 AM to get to her workplace. It is important for our health 

and well-being to get at least 7 to 8 hours of sleep at night, at a minimum.  

I will say that Mr. Traina has effectively monitored the noise levels on the site such that I have not been 

exposed to bass level noise since that initial public hearing. I do believe that Mr. Traina is concerned 

about the community and the perceptions of his neighbors, and does what he can to ensure that he is 

being a good neighbor. What concerns me is what will happen when Mr. Traina is no longer in the 

picture and we are dealing with someone who is less concerned about their stature in the community.  

My comments are intended to help refine the proposed mitigation measures, particularly those related 

to noise, to improve clarity for enforcement purposes. Mitigation measures may sound good on paper, 

but, if there is no enforcement mechanism or the mechanisms are unclear, the result will be negative 

impacts on me and my neighbors. In addition, CEQA requires that mitigation measures be clear, precise 

and enforceable. Because these events will be operated by private promoters that are not a part of the 

Fruit Yard company or business, consequences for failure to comply with the mitigation measures will 
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need to be handled immediately and the consequences for failure by the Fruit Yard to ensure 

compliance with the measures by private promoters needs to be meaningful and impactful. 

Below are my comments by Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation Measure #4: The measure allows for an adjustment to the C-weighted noise standards but it 

is unclear how this is to be accomplished. The measure uses terms such as “immediately before and 

after the first two large amphitheater events (with 500 or more in attendance)”. Is the data to be 

collected at the same time of day and day of the week as the event? How much of an adjustment can be 

made? Who ultimately decides what the adjusted standard will be? Will the report be available to the 

public to review prior to making the adjustment to the standard? All of these issues should be 

addressed. I feel fairly strongly that C-weighted standards should not be adjusted unless there are 

guarantees that the ambient conditions that allow for an adjustment occur regularly and predictably in 

all future cases. 

Mitigation Measure #5: The measure calls for a qualified noise consultant to monitor the first two 

amplified music events but establishes no standard for the size of the crowd. The noise study clearly 

indicates the need to evaluate the noise levels for both music and crowd noise. I request that 

monitoring occur for both the first two events as well as at least two events with 500 attendees or more, 

and for another two events where crowds are expected to be over 2,000 people. This will allow crowd 

noise to be evaluated along with the music noise.  

Mitigation Measure #5, #6 and #7: Monitoring data and training records should be made available to the 

public upon request. 

Mitigation Measure #9: Weekday events should not go past 9 PM and weekend events should stop at 10 

PM. Extending the hours of operation to 11 PM should not occur without a formal public hearing where 

me and my neighbors are given the opportunity to provide public input to the Planning Commission. 

Administratively extending the hours should not be permitted. 

Mitigation Measure #11: Will neighbors be involved in reviewing the “good neighbor” policy? How will I 

and my neighbors be informed of the final policy? 

Mitigation Measure #12: It is unclear who is going to implement this measure and how effective it would 

be? Compliance with the noise standards need to occur for each individual event. Since each event will 

be unique, operated by a separate promoter, the proposed measures to move speakers and so on may 

or may not be applicable from one event to the next. It is also unclear who is going to provide recourse if 

the Fruit Yard staff are not responsive. Is it the County Sheriff? If so, under what circumstances will they 

simply “shut down” an event?  

Mitigation Measure #14: The measure discusses potential consequences when new noise studies are 

required stipulating that events will be “limited” until the noise study is completed. What does this 

mean? 

Generally, I am concerned there is no meaningful deterrent to an individual promoter to violate these 

noise standards or the limitations on the event operating hours. I am also concerned that the 

consequences to the Fruit Yard are not clearly defined. Since events are operated by individual, 

unconnected promoters, failure to comply would have little effect on that promoter unless the event is 
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limited promptly and effectively. In my opinion, the current mitigation measures lack clarity and 

precision. Evaluation after the fact does not effectively mitigate the potential impacts of the project. 

The mitigation measures should be written such that any change in the County’s noise ordinance that 

would be more stringent would supersede the standards in these mitigation measures.  

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Douglas 

548 N. Hopper Rd. 
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July 25, 2016 

Miguel Galvez 

Deputy Director 

Planning and Community Development 

Stanislaus County 

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 

Modesto, CA 95354 

To the County Planning Department: 

RECEIVED 

JLJL 2 5 2016 

STAI-.JnLI\US Co PLANNING & 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT, 

We have had the opportunity to review the CEQA REFERAL EARLY CONSULTATION of the USE PERMIT 
APPLICATION NO. PLN 2015-0130 (The FRUIT YARD AMPHITHEATER). The documents that were 
provided do not give a very complete picture of the potential impacts of the project and do not address 
a number of concerns regarding the project. 

We belong to a group of concerned citizens who live near the project site. For many years, we have 
experienced traffic and noise impacts from the events that have been held at the Fruit Yard. Concerns 
that were based on noise generated by wedding amplified music and small band concerts outside the 
Fruit Yard Bar. First of all, the application itself only asks for adjacent land use within X mile (1,320 feet), 
but there is a far greater area that will be impacted by the proposed project. The application also does 
not explain how many events will be held, the nature of those events, or the operating hours of the 
events. The application talks about "typical year" and additional events could be authorized for larger 
events simply by applying to the Sheriffs Department. As such, the request establishes no limit on the 
number of events or describe when or what types of impacts would occur. Finally, none of the analyses 
provided address the impact of the full project which includes an RV Park, banquet facility, tractor sales 
and expanded gasoline facilities. 

The Planning Commission asked all of us to meet with Mr. Traina to see if he could address our 
concerns. We have met with him to express our concerns, specifically with regard to traffic, noise and 
security particularly in light of the full project that has been approved through the General Plan 
Amendment. We do not feel that our concerns have been addressed or if they had been addressed they 
have been so in a perfunctory manner. These concerns have been raised repeatedly to the County 
Planning Commission since 2007. \.-/ 

In addition to these impacts, we also want to know what impacts this project will have on water 
availability and water quality. Given the current drought and water quality issues, we would like to see 
an analysis of how this facility will affect these areas as well. Given that we are in an air quality non
attainment area, any air pollution impacts should be addressed as well 

The studies attached to the early consultation and application appears to suggest that there will be no 
traffic, parking or concert noise impacts of the Amphitheater use permit. Our experience, as residents, 
of the Fruit Yard Community for far smaller performances has proven otherwise. We have experienced 
the thumping sound of the bass used by relatively small up to 3 piece bands playing outdoors and simply 
do not believe that a facility of this size will be able to mitigate these effects. What is being proposed 
here is on the same scale as a Greek Theatre in terms of traffic generation and music. We believe that 
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the documents and studies do not consider or simply avoid discussing our experience with concerts and 
weddings at the Fruit Yard. 

The Noise study itself recommends that amphitheater events with more than 2,000 be limited to 
daytime hours to assure minimizing the impact on nearby residents, yet the application requests up to 
3,500 people is authorized. We find the 2,000 attendance limit rather arbitrary and suggest that all 
amplified concerts be held at day time hours so that all concert music is terminated before 10:00 PM. 
As a matter of scale, we should note that the Modesto Gallo Center only seats 1,200 concert patrons in 
its largest venue and those seem like a large event. Most venues across the state end their events 
around 10:00 PM to avoid impacting surrounding resident communities. We have not found any that 
run until mid-night. 

The study suggests that the model needs to be verified by analyzing noise levels at the first two 
concerts. We would suggest that if the permit is granted that all future concerts and events needed to 
be monitored by an independent expert acoustic engineer and real-time adjustments to music 
amplification need to be made as a matter of course BEFORE a complaint has to be filed after the impact 
has occurred. This type of enforcement mechanism is NOT mitigation. The impact has to occur in order 
for the complaint to be made. The enforcement of noise limits should not be dependent on the 
neighbors having to file complaints with either the Fruit Yard or the County Sheriff but should be 
monitored and controlled by the operator to ensure that impacts do not occur. Also, there should be an 
automatic process for shutting down events when they are unable to comply and to suspend the 
operation of the facility when the operator has failed to monitor events properly. None of these 
provisions are suggested in the reports attached to the application. 

Our experience is that vibration noise, crowd noise and music can have a definite noise impact on the 
enjoyment of our homes and sometime make it very difficult for neighborhood children and ourselves to 
just sleep at night. Our experience with the Fruit Yard management of these noise impacts has not been 
positive. The impact of vibration noise is something that is of paramount importance to our positive 
experience of our homes. 

We do not believe that these impacts are properly evaluated in the current set of studies provided by 
the applicant and feel that a full CEQA EIR be conducted for this use permit managed directly by County 
Planning Department. The applicant is clearly directing the results of these studies by consultants that 
he is paying for. We would like a definite recourse procedure defined as part of the use permit if the 
noise exceeds the county limits. We would like the permit to be reviewed annually by the Planning 
Commission for at least five years and longer if there is any change in the lease or ownership of the 
arena is made. Every future operator should be evaluated. The use permit should not be a blank check 
to allow neighborhood impacts. We have heard at the Planning Commission that the existing noise 
ordinance is not enforceable. We need a real recourse to assure compliance. 

A definite complaint procedure needs to be established by the County. The renewal of the operating 
permit should be based on meeting the various standards discussed here and the prompt positive 
handling of resident complaints related to these standards. 

The application does not address the issue of crowd security. We have seen fights break out in the Fruit 
Yard parking lot in past weddings. Yet here we are going up a magnitude in scale with the proposed 
concerts and do not see a definite plan to address any ofthese issues. 
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The other aspect of these studies is that they fail to evaluate the project in light of either the full 
improvements planned with the General Plan Amendment or changes that will occur in the future. 
Typically, traffic studies look at cumulative conditions including the broader project and future traffic, 
noise, etc., conditions. Highway 132 and Geer/Aibers roads have high levels of traffic that are getting 
worse as growth occurs in the cities and county. We are here for the long haul. Most of us have been 
residents for over ten to fifteen years. We plan to be here longer. The County allowed resident 
development around the SR 132 corridor. It should not interrupt our enjoyment of country life by 
imposing land use impacts more suited to an urban environment. Or if it does the County does permit 
this use, the impacts including water quality, air quality, traffic, parking management, and security 
should be suitably mitigated. 

Sincerely, 
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Date: July 24, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

REC IVE 
JUL 2 5 2016 

Stanislaus County- Plcmning &, 
Community Developr-nent Dept. 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendment to P-D 31 7 applJcabon no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were offiCially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted i:n 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. 7raina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the FruitY ard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments tci P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

I/We Robe..( t (0ouJ et ~ 00\th-e\\e. ~L\dent s) of ::D\ UJwcr Ret. 
Modest , CA 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQ~mption for 
the following reason(s): 

)rGL# ·c Cond ,'±\ o \l g ~~ Md t.±ioru\ C\ow 
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fe.J.he.uved. U2e Ov<i, resiolw.h GJre n110vml =to ;- J\_ . 

i~\~!rJ£fh_~ ~et ~ ~~ -\be :\hQ. ~;~ 
-:\nQ oo~ ·1bS1,l..L 'if .e..U\Ci :\11/Y\ os are., n.ci: reso)\J ed . 
Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: __ --.---~---

T\ru? 1m ro..d!.i= 1o A\Aa.. \ Ia M ~ ~ ro 0, v'k£fVJ.oj' ltij 

Sincerely, 
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Date: July 24, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11,2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions-for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
faeility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the FruitY ard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it . 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

I/We 1(.fttl)ofo.-f/ '"-f ..St.-t5.o.JJ ... =;·te.1..e ,resident(s)of 4lt·'1. &.Jeve-f' Kd, 
M odesto, CA 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for 
the following reason(s) : 

L~ >~ e 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows : _____ _________ _ 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): ~AAQoei }J;-~ 
' I 

Address :_----llf_.L{--=2 =---LJ_ · ~~-'-----'--=~-~------------
Phone Number: & Otf - 3 9/ 0 
Email Address.:__: ----.,f-Jh~"~=~'--=~:::..=...!="""~"'--------';;r=--t.._v~()=-'-, =L!J'-'-~ _';il ______________ _ 
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Date: July 24, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning pr.ocess, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice,. we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by-Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the FruitY ard facilities . 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

IfW e cSJ &01(' '1 L e:_; { ~ -+-A <N:,Y rt_11 resident(s) of 1&J.0~,7 /l (2 tr-cl--
Modeslo. CA 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for EQA exemption for 
the following reason(s) : 

1 ) / c I I -' ) l - IL( !,.-

) 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: ______________ _ 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): _ _,.L.......,...J:<Ac=::..:..:l _'r....-+(-· _c_~__,G...__./__..:.(__;_.:..0:_ .. '-_'€_=· _f.__-+-·b"--=-'l'S"'-'~ .f&_. _~ _,____,, _________ _ _ _ 

Address:_---'-/.-~_-s_~__:L:....::'-:::_) __ .e_--_''-·(t-----="=--·_,_\"__:)c._'~--- (_-=-----------------

.r: ·7 ?;_;· I / _,-:; 1 Phone Nwnber: '7 .- -:J ~! ::< 

EmailAdmess~: _________________________________ __ 

Sincerely, 

- J 
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Date: July 24, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the FruitY ard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our c-ommunity. 

!!We MAN cc.e..L + KtWl .Q_,.~ resident(s) of 2G<;" Lu e.e_ {i!.[) . 
M desto, A 95357, feel that the proposed at 1endments do not meet the conditiOns for CEQA exemption for 
the following reason(s) : 

Lvc:. aJU) f\.e'~ (;~ <-+"--- -tLA-e s-t~~q- "(\'\e_v~.:-non.e_c£ a_ ~ve qJ 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: ______________ _ 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): i\A-A.VwzL +-~~ glT'1 
Address: 2 S S W.cy ed-- 12--b 

I 

Phone Number: Sl'l ,-'2'=?:,'1 :\ 
~-~~----~-------------------------------

Email Address.~: _M_~_~ __ cu_~_._· _\(i-_._.·~ __ @_._.=jJ-~--·-- _._Lv_f¥\ ___________ _ 

Sincerely, 

- ·. 
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Date: July 23,2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval ofthe Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event c.~nter. The ~mphitheater was :..co~struct_ed with9ut proper plapning commission ·. 
approval and therefore circum enting all due process. We believe Mr. Traina- at~d his team had no intentions of 
complying with the count)' p lanning process, whi h h · has proven on several occasions, and therefore' prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. Tn August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
oontact with the Plmming and Cominunity Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate om 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendmen~ s:ubmitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any fwther by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 3 I 7. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the sunounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our conununity. 

1/We L'.Eei--c/A@ / C'"/A.JTf{iA 6..ci({cl-fli. , resident(s) of ~2+ W£ys.R., RD. 
Modesto. 1\ 95357. feel that the proposed a~1endments 9:,o not mec;tJ.he conditions for I::QA exemption for 
the following reason(s): -

7#,£ Abur&::e c9t=: ~v.e~rr.s f ?17$ .411a .du;¢£Aq=p .O~s...TrC~i 

Z"x eArJ£H&sT'f 72;J &"""~ Eo.+D AM .\L}Las¥ "1tr::E.. fA:. pose l.> "Ln 11-r+tv ~ 
Ttl~ hM'Areo ~rr:±G f' /7R.e!fo&>C>f ? 

'• 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follo\vs : __________ _ _ _ _ 

J.(/.6 Ltv.&. h.J A~ A if~ .. Zou E ,N.JV SJ-Icc.Ji...D .oo!- ~ SvS.r-£~ · 
7lF vge,~ N USE:$, 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): ~Jf~J!.l) { C''/~T/i~r,A. 0-i} [ ~-1-k:_ 

Address: $ 2 f W:Ey~ &o H.o~ 

Phone Number: ~q) , 4/J. -17oO 

Sincerely, 
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Date: July 23, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no . 
PLN201 5-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater \Vas constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our in1mediate and surrounding areas. 

On August I 1, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its constn1ction. Jn August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly I 00 signatures from our 
small commwuty of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his tean1, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality oflife 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the sun-ounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

I/We LLk~ 4 ·"'14..,.. ~..£.4~ frl .-.::Z:lt ~.$§ resident(s) of -¥<-'CJ&.~::.....!:::f:L.~~~~~:_-.: 
Modesto, A 95357. feel L~Llthe proposed a~erldments do not meet the conditiOns for EQ . exemptiOn for 
the following reason(s) ; 4 , " 

~~~*~ ~----«:r .A. 7) 4<~ ---zd~~ so<V"'/?ii~ ,. tl4-Li?~ 
~d:J q. ~-<.R~·Ln-/~€.-~4-....p~ d~L 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: ___________ _ _ _ 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): t,.t.2/ Lft-Avn .Ecf{fh Q a)en e /1)~"'""""cd~s ....... · ____ _ 
Address:(/; fy /.4~ef(L/)d, 1 VYkde~1 {Jfi, CfE3SL 
Phone Number: ~7-:d£;t; -z? .75"5£ 

Email Address: c/Jadie...r:e..bdjC)_~h.t?fWl:::L.c f.. @/Jkkl,~------

Sincerely, 
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Date: July 23, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and ~vent center. The amphitheater was cqnstructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no int.entions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on' several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater ·and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Platming and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nem·ly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our conununity. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. , 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any fmther by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather thatl one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as \Veil as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

1/We ,.ftc~acrJ 'i' Darll-t(r"-' !lec.i:.eAlc£;,-[ resident(s) of &7e1 w~er- ;Cd. 
Modesto. 'A 95357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for 
the following reason(s) : 

".~ 
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Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

~ 

£, cA CL0= J .Y 8tY:.ku--a.., Namc{s): 

Address : £. 77 ~ Lf£ 

Phone Number: 

Email Address: 

Sincerely. 
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Date: July 23,2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due proce!:is. We believe Mr. Train and h.is team had no intenti ns of 
complying with the cowtty planning process, which he has prove n on se era l occasions, and there lore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

! • : 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr: Traina's intent'to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to it$ con$truction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Plruming and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Deprutment staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any \vay exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that 'now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure ~are protecting our commun~. , 

1/We \~~6/2.:'(' (1vo b\WLIN Dwlfi __ Sresident(s)of (<?~<j_ ~Glftn_ Ro .. 
Modesto, CA 95357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for 
the following reason(s): 
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Furthermore, the proposec}-4,mendmenls would affect me/us as follows: 

() A..l J) E"" --1 t==(L i.4A.Q ~ \ f0 UL c;:.t"\ G::-0 

_, 

Lu..rn~ u?~t.A..- r.AA--V 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): J?o~GO-\ 1\vo ~H4VcJ ~t~r 
Address: G,) <;{ WG:Ilf1L ~ 

1 
tv'-.D 0 ~..9 b cA 

Phone Number: 2CJ9-~2 Ll_~ l ~\\ 

(j ~ 
) I ) 
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Date: July 23,2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the suiTounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the platming and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11 , 2015, we were officially'made aware ofMr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions ofnn amphithe.-1ter facility ~nd othei· miscellaneous projects re lated to its construction_ Tn Au •u. t 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had beell'in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Depa1iment staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any fm1her due process designed by Stanislaus· 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to er~joy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the suiTounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our commtmity. 

1/We ----=;.~~c.c~~-.=:........:::::=::::~lf_l,c_ ____ _ 
Modesto. 
the following reason(s ): 

~{.. U•VIt .. vk. J ......-,•·H&' I c~ ./ /(;;j,.f)-i- f-£ <-....., c.'""-/ l.-U UJpr../ f { ~ vtl ,. 
-1# ~ .a..-.-...z'.t..-.41 t,~ <) '1~ b./1 (i~ J.....£.. C:.)t.t « ri<-..L .!--= 0 . ~ J T J I ) ' 
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Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Name(s): 

Address: 

Email Address: 

Sincerely, 
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Date: July 23, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department's request 
for response, however; 

We the reside.pts of Weyer Road anq surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constmcted without proper planning commiss.io.o., .. 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no inteiit,ions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. Tn August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the suuounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 

1/We rLA/-'(&- {1/1 CCC? 45 , resident(s) of 6l..j?- --L<I C"-('C',..- ·i2J'J 
Modesto. C ,- .S357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for 
the following reason(s)j/ . . . ~ ( 

--------------~,~tf£~~--~~~~~.s~~~~~e~· tic~~R~=,?~t~t~~~- ~b~e~,---------------------
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:_lJJ] Oo:Lrc2bf /hiLs'~ 
·+mo.«_, . .£. 12; • • 

Thank you for your consideration and should you nee ntac t me regarding the information I have provided 
you may do so at: 

Phone Number: 

Email Address: 

Sincerely. 

I 



389

Date: July 24, 2016 
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development: 
Subject: 

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no. 
PLN20 15-01 30. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your depattment' s request 
for response, however; 

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard 
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission 
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of 
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented 
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and 
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily 
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. 

On August 11,2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina's intent to amend P-D 317 to include the 
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August 
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in 
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After 
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our 
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several 
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community 
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting 
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff. 

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of 
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our 
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and 
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. 

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further Glue process designed by Stanislaus 
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina 
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life 
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by :Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities. 
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it 
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the 
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the 
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to 
ensure we are protecting our community. 
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would a{fect me/us as follows : _____ ----;---------

~- dt~ If~~~ ~ Uuz~ -c:p~--
f.J.;ltt&n 

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided 

you may do so at: ~ 

NameCsl '--//M7 ~ 
Address: tfJ 1..2 \_) (/,h-1'1 oRA ed M dde>do & 45o51 
Phone Number: Qd :2 .,.. It q 62--

Email Address:. ,I{)J)t// fJ7h:iJh;itm.J/.C6fh 
u 

Sincerely, 
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Tom Douglas 

548 North Hopper Road 

Modesto, CA 95357-1818 

Miguel A. Galvez, Senior Planner 

Planning and Community Development 

Mr. Galvez: 

RECEIVED 

i'IOV 0 3 20\5 

Stanislaus County - Planning & 
Community Development Dept. 
----~··-------~ 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the TIME EXTENSION APPLICATION NO. 

PLN2015-0075- THE FRUIT YARD for the public hearing scheduled for December 3, 2015. 

Having participated in the approval of the original General Plan Amendment and Planned Development, 

it is my understanding that the Planned Development expired in 2011 and that the currently proposed 

amphitheater that is being processed under a separate Staff Approval Application is a significant change 

in the scope of the projects that had been approved as part ofthe General Plan Amendment. 

In the original approval, Phase One of the project would have resulted in the construction of banquet 

facility, upgrades to the park, landscaping and parking for the operation of the banquet facility. That 

phase of the project was to have been completed within 1 to 3 years of the approval of the Planned 

Development (July 17, 2008). This phase expired in July 2011 and an extension should have been 

required prior to the authorization of any permits for improvements related to Phase One of the existing 

Planned Development schedule. Furthermore, the last phase of the project for the relocation and 

expansion of the fueling facilities, which was given a 3 to 7 year development schedule, expired July 17, 

2015. 

In my opinion, the proposed amphitheater is not the same as "park improvements" and contains no 

element of the original Phase One project which was primarily about the construction of a banquet 

facility and the associated parking, landscaping and park improvements requested to hold special events 

and weddings. When I provided my testimony at the original hearing, I already had significant concerns 

about noise for a banquet facility due to the fact that I had been disturbed by noise from significantly 

smaller events. I am located roughly 1.5 miles away from the Fruit Yard. At that time, the applicant 

assured me that events would occur within the building with some events occurring in the park during 

normal business hours. Typically that means that events end around 10 PM on weekdays and 11 PM on 

weekends. 

The prospect of a 5,000 person amphitheater is a pretty significant change in scope, in my mind . The 

originally approved banquet building would not have come close to accommodating that many people. 

Furthermore, the type of music events that are attracted to an amphitheater will be primarily conducted 

outside of a building, the music will be substantially more amplified than any of the current events being 

held at the Fruit Yard , the traffic generated by an amphitheater is concentrated during specific times 

where current events are spread out over a day or two, the type of parking demand and traffic 
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management required to accommodate the traffic is very different than the smaller banquet facility 

would have been, and a much higher level of security is required to manage crowds of this size. These 

are all environmental impacts that were never addressed in the original approval because a facility of 

this magnitude was not included in the project description and could not have possibly been analyzed 

properly for CEQA purposes. Prior to the approval of the amphitheater or this extension of the schedule, 

the County should prepare the environmental studies to ensure that these impacts are analyzed and 

that proper mitigation measures are put in place to reduce the impacts to a less than significant level or 

prepare an environmental impact report if the impacts cannot be adequately mitigated. 

The applicant argues that the amphitheater construction that is currently occurring on the site under a 

grading permit was to create a drainage basin for the parking lot that was to have accompanied the 

banquet facility and that the construction of the amphitheater was intended to reduce the impacts of 

the activities that are currently occurring in the park area . 

I DISAGREE. The construction of the amphitheater is not equivalent to having a park-like setting for 

holding weddings and events like Graffiti Days. Weddings are much smaller and the other events held at 

the Fruit Yard occur over the course of an entire day. These events already create significant noise and 

traffic impacts, but don't come close to the level of traffic, noise, parking and security concerns of a 

large amphitheater that brings 5,000 people together at the same time over the course of a few hours 

and then releases them again . Not to mention the fact that these types of facilities attract performances 

that generate much louder noise. I also understand that the applicant wishes to change the original 

banquet building into a tent that has far less noise attenuating features. This change runs counter to the 

assurances that were made to me at the original hearing. 

Although the December 3, 2015 hearing is on the extension of the project, I believe that the extension is 

tied to the future proposed changes in the development plan. I attended the origin<JI 2008 planning 

commission meeting that approved the general plan amendment and rezone. I also had the opportunity 

to comment on the original development plan. Due to the changes in the scope of the project as well as 

the potential en~ironmental impacts of the proposed changes in both the scope of the Planned 

Development and its development schedule, I respectfully request that the extension be denied and 

that the County require that the proper environmental impact studies be prepared to provide the public 

with a better understanding of the potential impacts of the proposed changes in the scope and schedule 

of the project. 

I am concerned that the proposed development plan is substantially different than the original proposal. 

I believe that these changes require additional CEQA considerations. I can identify six specific areas that 

need to be addressed through either additional CEQA mitigation or operation restrictions. 

NOISE. Although the developers have agreed to abide by all of the County Noise Ordinances as part of 

their development proposal and have conducted a noise study to assess the impact of the amphitheater, 

the study looked at noise generated by a special event at the floor of the amphitheater but it did not 
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consider crowd noise as part of the analysis or what impact a concrete stage may have on the analysis. 

Measurements made at the top of the amphitheater may provide a more accurate assessment. 

The noise study proposed that the developer employ a professional acoustic firm to measure the sound 

levels at the first year of operation to evaluate the noise mitigation measures. I believe that a condition 

of the extension and the amendment should include this noise monitoring as a permanent requirement. 

The results should be provided to county planning on a continual basis. The continued maintenance of 

these noise levels should a requirement of the continued operation of the facility. 

The applicant also proposes to have weddings at this facility, any event should be regulated by the 

County Noise Ordinance and a noise study should be conducted for the tented wedding facility. Noise 

levels and time period constraints should be recognized and monitored through regular reports 

available to the public for review. Lower noise levels after 10 PM should be maintained. 

TIME LIMITS TO WEDDINGS AND SPECIAL EVENTS. Originally the developer proposed to allow special 

events or weddings to go to midnight. At a community meeting recently held by the developer he 

proposed to limit events to no later than 10:00 p.m. In any case, the timing of events and weddings 

should recognize the timing and noise restrictions noted in the County Noise Ordinance. 

A review of most of the major amphitheaters suggest that these operations all have a firm shut down 

time as a consideration to neighboring community. Not one reviewed extended their operation to 

midnight at any time. 

TRAFFIC CONTROL. The orderly egress and exit of 5,000 attendants at a special event is no small 

endeavor. This operation may have considerable impacts on traffic on State Route 132 and county 

roads. This issue has not been considered in the plan. A traffic plan should be a requirement of the 

extension or rezone. 

PARKING. In past special events held at the Fruit Yard parking has been at a premium. People attending 

parked on the sides of State Route 132 and Geer Road. Both SR 132 and Geer/ Albers are busy traffic 

corridors. This parking has created a traffic and public safety problem with people jaywalking with 

limited visibility across traffic. Although Caltrans has installed a pedestrian crossing at this intersection, 

this will probably not solve the jaywalking problem. 

The plan needs a parking ;mr.~lysis and mitigating measures to assure the continued free flow of traffic on 

the two major streets. Are there sufficient parking spaces for a 5,000 customer venue? Any deficit 

could be addressed through a shuttle program from nearby parking lots. A no parking posting program 

on SR 132 and Geer may be necessary to assure pedestrian safety. 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPLAINT PROCESS. I understand that the applicant has argued that he has not 

received any complaints about noise from the community. Personally I know that I have complained 

several times both to the Fruit Yard staff and to the sheriff department about noise levels past 10 PM. 
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In the past when I have complained to Fruit Yard Staff about noise from weddings, I was either told that 

they were exempt from the noise ordinance or had special permission to continue until midnight. In 

short no one was registering the complaints or even addressing them. I had contacted the sheriff 

department a number of times and have been told that it would be addressed on a non-emergency 

basis when staff was available. This was true even when events were permitted under a sheriff's permit. 

To the applicant's credit there have not been any issues during the last year. I believe that weddings 

were conducted inside. The addition of a tent space for weddings could create another noise issue that 

should be monitored . 

At the very least a responsible staff member should be available at all times during any event or 

wedding. The contact telephone number to address issues should be available at all times to the 

members of the surrounding community. Any event exceeding the noise standard should be 

terminated. 

SECURITY. The applicant should have a detailed security plan in place. Any event that has 5,000 

attendees should have identifiable security program for crowd control. This requirement should be 

defined for both weddings and special events where the number of attendees should set the number of 

security staff. 

In the past, when I was going to the Fruit Yard Restaurant for a late dinner, I was accosted by a drunken 

individual from a wedding. When I asked the Fruit Yard employee I was told that there was no security 

at the wedding and that there was no employee responsible for monitoring the wedding. I was also told 

that staff left at 10:00 p.m. and the wedding could continue as long as it wanted. The wedding was 

essentially left to run on its own. This is clearly unacceptable, particularly for the substantial changes to 

the property proposed by the applicant. 

IN SUMMARY, the County has allowed and even encouraged neighborhoods to develop near the Fruit 

Yard . People who live in these neighborhoods have an expectation that, while not the same as in an 

urban environment, is also not the same as in a farming area with 40-acre parcels. Development and 

activities at the Fruit Yard have caused problems in the past for the neighbors. Should the extension be 

granted-and I request that it be denied-1 ask that the County consider the compatibility of this 

potential development as if it were in any other neighborhood. Any mitigation measures that are 

applied should be fully enforceable and enforced and penalties for failure to comply should be adequate 

to ensure compliance. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me at 209-409-

4912 



Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development 

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 Phone:  (209) 525-6330 
Modesto, CA 95354 Fax:  (209) 525-5911 

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines sec. 15097 Final Text, October 26, 1998

March 3, 2017

1. Project title and location: Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130 – 
The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

7924 & 7948 Yosemite Blvd. (Hwy 132), at the 
southwest corner of Yosemite Blvd. and Geer 
Road, between the cities of Modesto, Waterford, 
and Hughson.  (APN: 009-027-004) 

2. Project Applicant name and address: The Fruit Yard - Joe Traina 
7948 Yosemite Blvd. 
Modesto, CA   95357 

3. Contact person at County: Kristin Doud, Associate Planner (209) 525-6330 

MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING PROGRAM: 

List all Mitigation Measures by topic as identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and complete the 
form for each measure. 

I. AESTHETICS

No. 1 Mitigation Measure: All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) 

to provide adequate illumination without a glare effect.  This shall include 

but not be limited to: the use of shielded light fixtures to prevent skyglow 

(light spilling into the night sky) and to prevent light trespass (glare and 

spill light that shines onto neighboring properties).  Amphitheater lighting 

shall be shut off by 11:00 p.m. on Sunday – Thursday, and by midnight 

on Friday and Saturday evenings. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Ongoing. 

When should it be completed: Ongoing. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

XII. NOISE

No. 2 Mitigation Measure: Prior to onset of any amplified music events at the amphitheater, a noise 

berm shall be constructed.  Specifically, the noise berm shall consist of a 

100 foot long by 40 foot wide and 20 foot tall building, labeled on the 

Planning Commission approved project site plan as a “storage building” 

EXHIBIT J395
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to be located directly behind (northwest) of the stage, as identified on the 

project site plan.  A certificate of occupancy shall be obtained for the 

noise berm prior to the onset of any amphitheater activity.  If the storage 

building changes in size or shape, or is proposed to be replaced with a 

backstage soundwall or other construction to create an adequate noise 

berm, the modified facility will need to be reviewed and approved by an 

acoustical consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, and 

a determination made that it has adequate sound dampening 

characteristics so that sound will fall within the noise levels described 

within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the 

amphitheater. 

When should it be completed: Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the 

amphitheater. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department.  

No. 3 Mitigation Measure: Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet hall, and prior to 

onset of any amplified music event held at the banquet hall, the banquet 

hall shall be designed and constructed with sound proofing (including 

sound proofing for the roof, windows, and walls).  Sound proofing plans 

shall be reviewed for full compliance with the approved plans by a noise 

consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet 

hall. 

When should it be completed: Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the 

banquet hall. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 4 Mitigation Measure: All amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events shall maintain the noise 

levels described in Table 1 of the December 30, 2016, Environmental 

Noise Analysis, conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., and 

the C-weighted standards described below:

396



Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 3 
GPA REZ PLN2016-0031 Don’s RV Center September 21, 2016  

Table 1 
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project 

After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of Music 

Adjusted Daytime  Adjusted Nighttime 

Standard        Standard 

Receptor (See Figure 1)  Noise Metric  (7 a.m.-10 p.m.)  (10 p.m.-7 a.m.)

A, B, D, F Hourly Leq, dBA 60 55 

(near busy roadways) Maximum Level 
(Lmax), dBA 

80 70 

C, E Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50 

(setback from roadways 
250-350

feet) 

Maximum Level 
(Lmax), dBA 

75 65 

G, H, I Hourly Leq, dBA 50 40 

(isolated from busy roads) Maximum Level 
(Lmax), dBA 

65 55 

Source: Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan adjusted for ambient conditions and music noise source. 

In addition to the Table 1 standards, low-frequency noise shall be limited 

to daytime and nighttime C-weighted noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq 

and 70 dBC Leq shall be applied at the nearest residences, existing at 

the time of the event. These standards may be adjusted upwards or 

downwards as appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient 

noise level data near the existing residences immediately before and 

after the first two large amphitheater events (with 500 or more in 

attendance). Before any adjustments are made, a report documenting 

existing C-weighted ambient noise levels shall be reviewed by a noise 

consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and approved by 

the Planning Department.  

Who Implements the Measure: Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 5 Mitigation Measure: To ensure compliance with County noise standards, amphitheater sound 

system output shall be limited to an average of 90 dBA Leq averaged 

over a five minute period and a maximum of 100 dBA Lmax at a position 

located 100 feet from the amphitheater stage. 
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Park and banquet hall sound system output shall be limited to an 

average of 75 dBA Leq averaged over a 5-minute period and a maximum 

of 85 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the sound system 

speakers.  Sound levels up to 80 dBA Leq at the 100 foot reference 

distance would be acceptable provided the sound system speakers are 

oriented south or southwest. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each 

event space (banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by 

a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property 

owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to 

measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring 

Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. The 

operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning 

Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by 

the County.  Noise measurements and training records shall be subject 

to peer review in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon 

request by the County.  

Who Implements the Measure: Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No.6 Mitigation Measure: To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during 

amphitheater events, C-weighted sounds levels shall be limited to 100 

dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 110 dBC 

Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage.  In 

addition, amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB (Linear) 

in each of the 1/3 octave band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz. 

To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during 

park events, C-weighted sound levels shall be limited to 85 dBC Leq 

averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 95 dBC Lmax at a 

position located 100 feet from the speakers.  In addition, amplified music 

shall be limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave 

band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each 

event space (banquet hall, park, and amphitheater) shall be conducted 

by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property 

owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to 
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measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring 

Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly.  The 

operator/property  

owner shall make available to the Planning Department noise 

measurements and training records, upon request by the County.  Noise 

measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in 

accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon request by the County. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 7 Mitigation Measure: Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet hall, or 

amphitheater the operator/property owner shall obtain a sound 

monitoring system; which shall be reviewed and approved by a Noise 

Consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, prior to first use.  

Sound levels shall be monitored during sound check and during each 

amplified music event occurring at the park, banquet hall and 

amphitheater.  Measurement microphones should be placed 100 feet 

from the midpoint of the main speaker array. 

Monitoring equipment options include 1) an iOS option available in 

combination with an iPad/iPhone using microphone and acquisition 

hardware from AudioControl and software from Studio Six Digital (SSD).  

SSD software would include the AudioTools and several in-app 

purchases including SPL Graph and SPL Traffic Light; or 2) an 

alternative system recommended by noise consultant, in accordance 

with Mitigation Measure No. 14. 

A Type/Class 1 or 2 (per ANSI S1.43) measurement microphone system 

shall be used and laboratory calibrated prior to first use and field-

calibrated at regular intervals (a minimum of 4 times a year).  The system 

shall be laboratory calibrated at intervals not exceeding two years. The 

system shall be capable of measuring and logging Leq statistics over 

consecutive five minute intervals in both A and C weighted levels.  The 

system shall also be capable of capturing and logging 1/3-octave band 

data.  For simplification and to minimize equipment costs, sound level 

limit triggers shall be set to Leq, C-weighting. The sound technician shall 

locally check both C-weighted and 1/3-octave band results during sound 
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check prior to an event to establish system gain limits and to ensure 

compliance with the specified limits. Data shall be maintained for 30 days 

and made available to the County upon request. 

The amphitheater operator/property owner shall make it very clear to 

event producers what the sound level limits are at the sound stage and 

the time at which music is required to cease.  Suitable measures shall be 

implemented to both ensure the limits are maintained and penalties 

established if producers fail to comply with the noise level limits. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each 

event space (banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by 

a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property 

owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to 

measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring 

Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly.  The 

operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning 

Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by 

the County.  Noise measurements and training records shall be subject 

to peer review in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon 

request by the County. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet 

hall, or amphitheater. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 8 Mitigation Measure: During the first two large concerts (with 500 or more in attendance) held 

at the amphitheater, noise levels shall be monitored by a qualified noise 

consultant, to be procured by the operator/property owner.  The 

monitoring shall be conducted continuously from the sound stage (100-

feet from stage), with periodic noise monitoring near the closest 

residences, existing at the time of the event, in all directions surrounding 

the amphitheater.  The noise measurements shall include the sound 

check prior to the concert so the event promoters understand the noise 

thresholds to be satisfied during the concert event.  The purpose of the 

measurements is to verify compliance with the project’s noise standards.  

If the measurement results indicate that the music levels exceed the 

noise standards described in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, additional 

sound controls shall be developed by a noise consultant in accordance 
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with Mitigation Measure No. 14.  Implementation of additional sound 

controls shall be implemented and verified prior to the following concert. 

Such measures could include reducing the overall output of the amplified 

sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic 

curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound 

energy into the amphitheater seating areas, and limiting amplified music 

to before 10:00 p.m. 

Who Implements the Measure: Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to the first two large events (with 500 or more in 

attendance). 

When should it be completed: Following the second large event (with 500 or more in 

attendance) 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 9 Mitigation Measure: All amplified music events (including the amphitheater, park, and 

banquet hall events), occurring Sunday through Thursday shall end at or 

before 10 p.m. All patrons shall be off the premises (including the 

amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) as of 11:00 p.m.  

Employees and contract staff, associated with the amplified music 

events, shall be off the premises (including the amphitheater, park, and 

banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held.  

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 10 Mitigation Measure: The first two large amplified music events (with 500 or more in 

attendance) held at the amphitheater Friday and Saturday, shall end at 

or before 10:00 p.m., as described in Mitigation Measure No. 9.  If 

monitoring results of the first two large amphitheater events show that 

such events are able to maintain levels at or lower than those required in 

this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, then amphitheater events on Friday and 

Saturday may be extended to 11:00 p.m.  All patrons shall be off the 

premises (including the amphitheater, park and banquet hall events) by 
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12:00 a.m.  Employees and contract staff, associated with the amplified 

music events, shall be off the premises by 1:00 a.m. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. After it is 

demonstrated through noise level measurements of 

concert events that nighttime operations will not result in 

adverse nighttime noise impacts. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 11 Mitigation Measure: Operator/property owner shall establish a written “Good Neighbor Policy” 

to be approved by the Planning Department, which shall establish the 

permittee’s plan to mitigate any ancillary impacts from amplified music 

events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) on surrounding properties.  

The plan shall include means for neighbors to contact management 

regarding complaints and steps management will take upon receiving a 

complaint.  The policy shall be submitted and approved 30 days prior to 

the first amplified music event.  No changes to the policy shall be made 

without prior review and approval by the Planning Department. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to amplified music events (park, banquet hall, or 

amphitheater). 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 12 Mitigation Measure: In the event that documented noise complaints are received for bass 

thumping, microphones/public address systems, etc., associated with 

any use of the property (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the remainder 

of parcel map 56-PM-083), such complaints shall be investigated to 

determine if the noise standards contained in this mitigation monitoring 

program were exceeded.  In the event that the complaint investigation 

reveals that the noise standards were exceeded at the location where 

the complaint was received, additional sound controls shall be developed 

by a noise consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14.  

Implementation of additional sound controls shall be implemented and 
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verified prior to the following concert.  Such measures could include 

reducing the overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating 

and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic curtains along the sides of 

the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the amphitheater 

seating areas and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.   

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Upon onset of amplified music events. Work shall begin 

within 30 days of notification by the County. 

When should it be completed: Prior to holding an amplified music event, after 

notification by the County. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 13 Mitigation Measure: Following removal of orchard trees located on the project site (inclusive 

of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083) 

potential changes in noise impacts shall be evaluated by a noise 

consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and additional 

noise mitigation measures shall be implemented, if determined to be 

necessary, to ensure compliance with the applicable County noise 

standards. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Following removal of orchard trees located on the project 

site  

When should it be completed: Prior to any amplified music event, after orchard trees 

have been removed.  

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

No. 14 Mitigation Measure: Any future additional noise analysis required to be conducted, including 

review, acceptance, and/or inspection associated with noise mitigation, 

shall be conducted by a noise consultant, whose contract shall be 

procured by the Planning Department, and paid for by the 

operator/property owner.  A deposit based on actual cost shall be made 

with the Planning Department, by the operator/property owner, prior to 

any work being conducted.  The applicant may choose to procure the 

noise consultant provided they pay the costs for the County to have all 

work peer reviewed by a third party.  If future noise analysis is required, 
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amplified music events will be limited, as determined by the Planning 

Department, until the noise consultant verifies to the Planning 

Department that all recommended noise control measures have been 

completely implemented. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: When a noise consultant is specified within this 

Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

When should it be completed: Prior to any amplified music event, as specified within 

this Mitigation monitoring Plan. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

No. 15 Mitigation Measure: Within sixty (60) days of project Use Permit approval, the 

operator/property owner shall submit for approval a security plan for 

amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) to the 

Sheriff’s Department.  The plan shall be approved prior to any use of the 

amphitheater.  Any changes to the security plan shall be approved by the 

Sheriff’s Department. 

 Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Sixty (60) days after Use Permit approval. 

When should it be completed: On an on-going basis, when events are held. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Department of Environmental 

Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus 

County Sheriff’s Department. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

No. 16 Mitigation Measure: Prior to issuance of a building permit, all applicable traffic impact fees 

shall be paid to the Department of Public Works. 

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to issuance of a building permit 

When should it be completed: Prior to issuance of a building permit 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Department of Public Works 

Other Responsible Agencies: Stanislaus County Planning and Community 

Development Department  
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No. 17 Mitigation Measure: An Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted and approved four 

(4) weeks prior to holding the first event at the amphitheater.  Both

County Planning and Public Works shall review and approve the plan.

a. The Event Traffic Management Plan shall include a westbound

left turn lane from Highway 132 to the fourth driveway from the

intersection (at Geer and Highway 132);

b. This plan shall include all event traffic circulation into and out of

the site, including a description of how the different on-site

parking areas will be filled;

c. Event Staff and signs shall not be in the State or Stanislaus

County Right-of-way without an encroachment permit.  This shall

be addressed as part of the Event Traffic Management Plan.

Each individual event shall have an encroachment permit from

both the State and Stanislaus County, if applicable;

d. If the Event Traffic Management Plan requires updating, the

updates shall be accepted both by County Planning and by

Public Works, six (6) weeks prior to the next event being held at

the amphitheater.  This update can be triggered either by the

applicant or by Stanislaus County;

e. Fees may be collected for amphitheater event parking, provided

no queuing of vehicles occurs.  Parking fees may be collected as

part of the fee collected for the price of the ticket for the event, or

may be collected at a stationary electronic machine, installed in

the parking area.  Parking fees may not be collected while

vehicles are waiting to enter the parking lot;

f. Prior to the implementation or construction of any additional

phases of the approved Plan Development No. 317, a revised

Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and

approved by County Planning and Public Works;

g. A left turn lane shall be installed on Geer Road for the driveway

into the project labeled as D Drive.  The plans shall be

completed prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management

Plan.  This driveway is roughly 575 feet south of the intersection

of Geer Road and Yosemite Blvd;

i. Improvement plans are to be submitted to County Public

Works for approval.  These improvement plans shall

meet standards set forth within the Stanislaus County

Standards and Specifications and the Caltrans Highway

Design Manual;

ii. An acceptable financial guarantee for the road

improvements shall be provided to County Public Works
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prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management 

Plan; 

iii. An Engineer’s Estimate shall be provided for the road

improvements so that the amount of the financial

guarantee can be determined;

iv. The left turn lane shall be installed before the first event

is held at the amphitheater.

Who Implements the Measure:  Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Four (4) weeks prior to any amphitheater event.

When should it be completed: Prior to amphitheater event, as specified in the mitigation

measure.

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Department of Public Works and

Stanislaus County Planning and Community

Development Department.

Other Responsible Agencies: CalTrans.

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that I understand and agree to be responsible for implementing the 

Mitigation Program for the above listed project. 

Person Responsible for Implementing Date 
Mitigation Program 

(I:\PLANNING\STAFF REPORTS\UP\2015\UP PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD\CEQA-30-DAY-REFERRAL\MITIGATION MONITORING 
PLAN.DOCX)
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

NAME OF PROJECT: Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130 – The Fruit Yard 

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 7924 & 7948 Yosemite Blvd. (Hwy 132), at the southwest 
corner of Yosemite Blvd. and Geer Road, between the cities 
of Modesto, Waterford and Hughson.  Stanislaus County. 
 APN: 009-027-004 

PROJECT DEVELOPER: The Fruit Yard – Joe Traina 
7948 Yosemite Blvd 
Modesto, CA   95356 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Request to expand an existing Planned Development with an 
outdoor, fenced, 3,500 person capacity amphitheater event center, a 5,000 square-foot stage, a 
5,000 square-foot roof structure, a 4,000 square-foot storage building, a parking lot to the rear of the 
stage, and an additional 1,302-space temporary parking area.  A maximum of 12 amphitheater 
events are proposed to take place per year.  This use permit also includes a covered seating area of 
approximately 4,800 square-foot and a 1,600 square-foot gazebo in the eastern half of the park 
area, east of the outdoor amphitheater, and replacement of the existing pylon freestanding pole sign 
with an electronic reader board sign. 

Based upon the Initial Study, dated March 1, 2017, the Environmental Coordinator finds as follows: 

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, nor to
curtail the diversity of the environment.

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term
environmental goals.

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable.

4. This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects
upon human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures (if indicated) 
which shall be incorporated into this project: 

1. All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate

illumination without a glare effect.  This shall include but not be limited to: the use of shielded light

fixtures to prevent skyglow (light spilling into the night sky) and to prevent light trespass (glare and

spill light that shines onto neighboring properties).  Amphitheater lighting shall be shut off by 11:00

p.m. on Sunday – Thursday, and by midnight on Friday and Saturday evenings.

2. Prior to onset of any amplified music events at the amphitheater, a noise berm shall be constructed.

Specifically, the noise berm shall consist of a 100 foot long by 40 foot wide and 20 foot tall building,

labeled on the Planning Commission approved project site plan as a “storage building” to be located

directly behind (northwest) of the stage, as identified on the project site plan.  A certificate of

occupancy shall be obtained for the noise berm prior to the onset of any amphitheater activity.  If the
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storage building changes in size or shape, or is proposed to be replaced with a backstage soundwall 

or other construction to create an adequate noise berm, the modified facility will need to be reviewed 

and approved by an acoustical consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, and a 

determination made that it has adequate sound dampening characteristics so that sound will fall 

within the noise levels described within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet hall, and prior to onset of any amplified music

event held at the banquet hall, the banquet hall shall be designed and constructed with sound proofing

(including sound proofing for the roof, windows, and walls).  Sound proofing plans shall be reviewed

for full compliance with the approved plans by a noise consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure

No. 14.

4. All amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events shall maintain the noise levels described in Table 1 of

the December 30, 2016, Environmental Noise Analysis, conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants,

Inc., and the C-weighted standards described below:

Table 1 
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project 

After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of Music 

 Adjusted Daytime  Adjusted Nighttime 

  Standard          Standard 

 Receptor (See Figure 1)  Noise Metric  (7 a.m.-10 p.m.)  (10 p.m.-7) 

A, B, D, F Hourly Leq, dBA 60 55

(near busy roadways) Maximum Level 
(Lmax), dBA

80 70

C, E Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50

(setback from roadways 
250-350

feet)
Maximum Level 

(Lmax), dBA
75 65

G, H, I Hourly Leq, dBA 50 40

(isolated from busy roads) Maximum Level 
(Lmax), dBA

65 55

Source: Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan adjusted for ambient conditions and music noise source. 

In addition to the Table 1 standards, low-frequency noise shall be limited to 

daytime and nighttime C-weighted noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq and 70 

dBC Leq shall be applied at the nearest residences, existing at the time of 

the event.  These standards may be adjusted upwards or downwards as 

appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient noise level data near 

the existing residences immediately before and after the first two large 

amphitheater events (with 500 or more in attendance).  Before any 
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adjustments are made, a report documenting existing C-weighted ambient 

noise levels shall be reviewed by a noise consultant, as described in 

Mitigation Measure No. 14, and approved by the Planning Department. 

5. To ensure compliance with County noise standards, amphitheater sound system output shall be

limited to an average of 90 dBA Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 100 dBA

Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the amphitheater stage.

Park and banquet hall sound system output shall be limited to an average of 75 dBA Leq averaged

over a 5-minute period and a maximum of 85 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the sound

system speakers.  Sound levels up to 80 dBA Leq at the 100 foot reference distance would be

acceptable provided the sound system speakers are oriented south or southwest.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall,

park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the

operator/property owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the

noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored

during each event properly. The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning

Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County.  Noise

measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation

Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

6. To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during amphitheater events, C-

weighted sounds levels shall be limited to 100 dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a

maximum of 110 dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage.  In addition,

amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave band center

frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.

To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during park events, C-weighted

sound levels shall be limited to 85 dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 95

dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the speakers.  In addition, amplified music shall be

limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave band center frequencies from 31.5 to

80 Hertz.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall,

park, and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the

operator/property owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the

noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored

during each event properly.  The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning

Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County.  Noise

measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation

Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

7. Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet hall, or amphitheater the operator/property

owner shall obtain a sound monitoring system; which shall be reviewed and approved by a Noise

Consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, prior to first use.  Sound levels shall be
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monitored during sound check and during each amplified music event occurring at the park, banquet 

hall and amphitheater.  Measurement microphones should be placed 100 feet from the midpoint of 

the main speaker array. 

Monitoring equipment options include 1) an iOS option available in combination with an iPad/iPhone 

using microphone and acquisition hardware from AudioControl and software from Studio Six Digital 

(SSD).  SSD software would include the AudioTools and several in-app purchases including SPL 

Graph and SPL Traffic Light; or 2) an alternative system recommended by noise consultant, in 

accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14. 

A Type/Class 1 or 2 (per ANSI S1.43) measurement microphone system shall be used and laboratory 

calibrated prior to first use and field-calibrated at regular intervals (a minimum of 4 times a year).  The 

system shall be laboratory calibrated at intervals not exceeding two years. The system shall be 

capable of measuring and logging Leq statistics over consecutive five minute intervals in both A and 

C weighted levels.  The system shall also be capable of capturing and logging 1/3-octave band data.  

For simplification and to minimize equipment costs, sound level limit triggers shall be set to Leq, C-

weighting. The sound technician shall locally check both C-weighted and 1/3-octave band results 

during sound check prior to an event to establish system gain limits and to ensure compliance with 

the specified limits. Data shall be maintained for 30 days and made available to the County upon 

request. 

The amphitheater operator/property owner shall make it very clear to event producers what the sound 

level limits are at the sound stage and the time at which music is required to cease.  Suitable 

measures shall be implemented to both ensure the limits are maintained and penalties established if 

producers fail to comply with the noise level limits. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall, 

park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the 

operator/property owner.  The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the 

noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored 

during each event properly.  The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning 

Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County.  Noise 

measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation 

Measure No. 14, upon request by the County. 

8. During the first two large concerts (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the amphitheater, noise

levels shall be monitored by a qualified noise consultant, to be procured by the operator/property

owner.  The monitoring shall be conducted continuously from the sound stage (100-feet from stage),

with periodic noise monitoring near the closest residences, existing at the time of the event, in all

directions surrounding the amphitheater.  The noise measurements shall include the sound check

prior to the concert so the event promoters understand the noise thresholds to be satisfied during the

concert event.  The purpose of the measurements is to verify compliance with the project’s noise

standards.  If the measurement results indicate that the music levels exceed the noise standards

described in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, additional sound controls shall be developed by a noise

consultant in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14.  Implementation of additional sound

controls shall be implemented and verified prior to the following concert. Such measures could include
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reducing the overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use 

of acoustic curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the 

amphitheater seating areas, and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.  

9. All amplified music events (including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events), occurring

Sunday through Thursday shall end at or before 10 p.m. All patrons shall be off the premises

(including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) as of 11:00 p.m.  Employees and contract

staff, associated with the amplified music events, shall be off the premises (including the

amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m.

10. The first two large amplified music events (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the amphitheater

Friday and Saturday, shall end at or before 10:00 p.m., as described in Mitigation Measure No. 9.  If

monitoring results of the first two large amphitheater events show that such events are able to

maintain levels at or lower than those required in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, then amphitheater

events on Friday and Saturday may be extended to 11:00 p.m.  All patrons shall be off the premises

(including the amphitheater, park and banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m.  Employees and contract

staff, associated with the amplified music events, shall be off the premises by 1:00 a.m.

11. Operator/property owner shall establish a written “Good Neighbor Policy” to be approved by the

Planning Department, which shall establish the permittee’s plan to mitigate any ancillary impacts from

amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) on surrounding properties.  The plan shall

include means for neighbors to contact management regarding complaints and steps management

will take upon receiving a complaint.  The policy shall be submitted and approved 30 days prior to the

first amplified music event.  No changes to the policy shall be made without prior review and approval

by the Planning Department.

12. In the event that documented noise complaints are received for bass thumping, microphones/public

address systems, etc., associated with any use of the property (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the

remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083), such complaints shall be investigated to determine if the noise

standards contained in this mitigation monitoring program were exceeded.  In the event that the

complaint investigation reveals that the noise standards were exceeded at the location where the

complaint was received, additional sound controls shall be developed by a noise consultant, in

accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14.  Implementation of additional sound controls shall be

implemented and verified prior to the following concert.  Such measures could include reducing the

overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic

curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the amphitheater

seating areas and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.

13. Following removal of orchard trees located on the project site (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the

remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083) potential changes in noise impacts shall be evaluated by a

noise consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and additional noise mitigation

measures shall be implemented, if determined to be necessary, to ensure compliance with the

applicable County noise standards.

14. Any future additional noise analysis required to be conducted, including review, acceptance, and/or

inspection associated with noise mitigation, shall be conducted by a noise consultant, whose contract
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shall be procured by the Planning Department, and paid for by the operator/property owner.  A deposit 

based on actual cost shall be made with the Planning Department, by the operator/property owner, 

prior to any work being conducted.  The applicant may choose to procure the noise consultant 

provided they pay the costs for the County to have all work peer reviewed by a third party.  If future 

noise analysis is required, amplified music events will be limited, as determined by the Planning 

Department, until the noise consultant verifies to the Planning Department that all recommended 

noise control measures have been completely implemented. 

15. Within sixty (60) days of project Use Permit approval, the operator/property owner shall submit for

approval a security plan for amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) to the

Sheriff’s Department.  The plan shall be approved prior to any use of the amphitheater.  Any changes

to the security plan shall be approved by the Sheriff’s Department.

16. Prior to issuance of a building permit, all applicable traffic impact fees shall be paid to the Department

of Public Works.

17. An Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted and approved four weeks prior to holding the

first event at the amphitheater.  Both County Planning and Public Works shall review and approve the

plan.

a. The Event Traffic Management Plan shall include a westbound left turn lane from Highway

132 to the fourth driveway from the intersection (at Geer and Highway 132);

b. This plan shall include all event traffic circulation into and out of the site, including a

description of how the different on-site parking areas will be filled;

c. Event Staff and signs shall not be in the State or Stanislaus County Right-of-way without an

encroachment permit.  This shall be addressed as part of the Event Traffic Management

Plan.  Each individual event shall have an encroachment permit from both the State and

Stanislaus County, if applicable;

d. If the Event Traffic Management Plan requires updating, the updates shall be accepted both

by County Planning and by Public Works, six weeks prior to the next event being held at the

amphitheater.  This update can be triggered either by the applicant or by Stanislaus County;

e. Fees may be collected for amphitheater event parking, provided no queuing of vehicles

occurs.  Parking fees may be collected as part of the fee collected for the price of the ticket

for the event, or may be collected at a stationary electronic machine, installed in the parking

area.  Parking fees may not be collected while vehicles are waiting to enter the parking lot;

f. Prior to the implementation or construction of any additional phases of the approved Plan

Development No. 317, a revised Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and

approved by County Planning and Public Works;

g. A left turn lane shall be installed on Geer Road for the driveway into the project labeled as D

Drive.  The plans shall be completed prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management

Plan.  This driveway is roughly 575 feet south of the intersection of Geer Road and Yosemite

Blvd;

i. Improvement plans are to be submitted to County Public Works for approval.  These

improvement plans shall meet standards set forth within the Stanislaus County

Standards and Specifications and the Caltrans Highway Design Manual;
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ii. An acceptable financial guarantee for the road improvements shall be provided to

County Public Works prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management Plan;

iii. An Engineer’s Estimate shall be provided for the road improvements so that the

amount of the financial guarantee can be determined;

iv. The left turn lane shall be installed before the first event is held at the amphitheater.

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the 

Department of Planning and Community Development, 1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, 

California. 

Initial Study prepared by: Kristin Doud, Associate Planner 

Submit comments to: Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development Department 
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, California   95354 

(I:\PLANNING\STAFF REPORTS\UP\2015\UP PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD\CEQA-30-DAY-REFERRAL\MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION.DOC)
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 CA DEPT OF FISH & WILDLIFE X X X X

 CA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION X X X X X X X

 CA DEPT OF HIGHWAY PATROL X X X X X X X

 CA OPR STATE CLEARINGHOUSE X X X X X X X

 CA STATE LANDS COMMISSION X X X X

 CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB X X X X

 CITY: MODESTO & WATERFORD X X X X

 COOPERATIVE EXTENSION X X X X

 FIRE PROTECTION DIST: CONSOLIDATED X X X X X X X

 IRRIGATION DISTRICT: MODESTO X X X X X X X

 MOSQUITO DISTRICT: EASTSIDE X X X X

 MT VALLEY EMERGENCY MEDICAL X X X X

 PG&E X X X X

 SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY APCD X X X X

 SCHOOL DISTRICT 1: EMPIRE X X X X

 SCHOOL DISTRICT 2: MODESTO X X X X

 STAN CO AG COMMISSIONER X X X X

 STAN CO BUILDING PERMITS DIVISION X X X X X

 STAN CO CEO X X X X

 STAN CO DER X X X X X X X

 STAN CO ERC X X X X X X X

 STAN CO FARM BUREAU X X X X

 STAN CO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS X X X X

 STAN CO PARKS & RECREATION X X X X

 STAN CO PUBLIC WORKS X X X X X X X

 STAN CO SHERIFF X X X X

 STAN CO SUPERVISOR DIST #1: OLSEN X X X X

 STAN COUNTY COUNSEL X X X X

 STANCOG X X X X

 STANISLAUS FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU X X X X

 STANISLAUS LAFCO X X X X

 SURROUNDING LAND OWNERS & 

RESPONDING NEIGHBORS     X X X X X X

 TELEPHONE COMPANY: AT&T X X X X

 TRIBAL CONTACTS: TULE RIVER INDIAN 

TRIBE, NORTH VALLEY YOKUTS TRIBE, 

SOUTHERN SIERRA MIWUK NATION X X X X

TUOLUMNE RIVER TRUST X X X X

 US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS X X X X

US FISH AND WILDLIFE X X X X

US MILITARY X X X X

USDA NRCS X X X X

WATER DISTRICT: MODESTO (DEL ESTE) X X X X

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REFERRALS
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MITIGATION 

MEASURES
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 PROJECT:   USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2016-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD
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ATTACHMENT 8 
Stanislaus County Planning Commission 
Minutes 
April 20, 2017 
Pages 2 & 3 

B. USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD 
AMPHITHEATER- Request to amend an existing planned development to allow 
a 3,500 person capacity amphitheater, with a 5,000 square foot covered stage, a 
4,000 square foot storage building and parking lot to the rear of the stage, and an 
additional 1 ,302-space temporary parking area, for a maximum of 12 
amphitheater events per year. The use permit also includes a request for a 
covered seating area of approximately 4,800 square feet and a 1,600 square foot 
gazebo to be developed in the existing park area and replacement of the existing 
pylon freestanding pole sign with an electronic reader board sign. The project is 
Iaeated at the southwest corner of Geer Road & Yosemite Boulevard (HWY 132). 
The Planning Commission will consider adoption of a CEQA Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the project. APN: 009-027-004. 
Staff Report: Kristin Doud, Senior Planner, Recommends APPROVAL. 
Publie hearing opened. 
OPPOSITION: Michelle Belle, Weyer Road, Modesto; Kent Johnson, 566 
Wellsford Road, Modesto; Barbara Heckendorf, 679 Weyer Road, Modesto; 
Thomas Douglas, N. Hopper Road, Modesto; Richard Heckendorf, 679 Weyer 
Road, Modesto; Alex Walden, Goodwin Road, Modesto; Judy Crisp, 601 Weyer 
Road, Modesto 

8:08 p.m. - Recessed 
8:18p.m.- Reconvene 

FAVOR: Dave Romano, Engineer, 1034 12'h Street, Modesto, CA; provided a 
handout to the Planning Commission, dated January 28, 2015. 
Paul Bollard, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, lnc., 3551 Bankhead Road, Loomis, 
CA 
Publie hearing closed. 
COMMISSIONER GIBSON MOTIONED DENIAL OF USE PERMIT 
APPLICATION NO. PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD AMPHITHEATER. 
DUE TO LACK OF A SECOND, MOTION FAILED. 
Hicks/Boyd (4/1) APPROVED THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION AS 
OUTLINED IN THE STAFF REPORT, INCLUDING APPROVAL OF THE 
ELECTRONIC READER BOARD SIGN, AMENDING DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARD NO. 8, TO READ AS FOLLOWS: 

8. A sign pian for all proposed on-site signs indicating the location, height, 
area of the sign(s), and message must be approved by the Planning 
Director or appointed designee(s) prior to installation. Flashing, 
animated, or electronic reader board signs are not permitted. 

EXCERPT 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 

Signature on file. 
Angela Freitas, Secretary 

May17,2017 
Date 
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-- -- -- Let Us Know How We Are Doing -- -- --

Please take a moment and complete the Customer Satisfaction Survey by clicking on the following link: 

http://www.co.stanislaus.ca.us/SurveyChoice.htm 

> > > janice musso <jcmusso@outlook.com> 4/18/2017 3:30PM > > > 

To Whom lt May Concern; 
As neighbors of this proposed project, we would like to voice our concerns over the traffic and trash 
that will result from the events held at the proposed amphitheater. We live on Albers Road just north 
of the project and already encounter so much traffic that it is difficult and dangerous to get in and out 

of our driveway. We feel that we could be trapped in or out of our property during these events and 
hope this project has a solutien for this problem. We would also like to ask that Mr. Traina provide 
trash pick up within a few miles in every direction. My husband currently picks up trash along our road 
at !east once a week. Although this isn't Mr. Traina's personai responsibility, we do notice that there is 
an increased amount of trash when large events occur at The Fruityard. 1 would like to ask, on behalf 
of our local schools in Waterford and Hughson, that Mr. Traina allow for fundraising opportunites 
during these events to support our agricultural/vocational programs. 
Thank you for the chance to respond to this proposal. 

Respectfully 

Janice Musso 
63 7 Albers Road 
Modesto, CA 95357 

file:///C:/Users/doudk/AppData/Locai!Temp/XPgrpwise/58F64575STANCO _1 sbtpo51 001 ... 4/18/2017 
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DRAFT 

NOTE: Approval of this application is valid only if the following conditions are met. This permit shall 
expire unless activated within 18 months of the date of approval. 1 n order to activate the permit, it 
must be signed by the applicant and one of the following actions must occur: (a) a valid building 
permit must be obtained to construct the necessary structures and appurtenances; or, (b) the 
property must be used for the puipose for which the permit is granted. (Stanislaus County 
Prdinan9e 2t1!M,030) -------~-------------------

DEVELOPMENTSTANDARDS 

USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2015-0130 
THE FRUITYARO AMPHITHEATER 

Deoartment of Planoing and Communit,y Deyelopment 

1. Use(s) shall be conducted as described in the application and supporting information 
(including the plot pian) as approved by the Planning Commission and/or Board of 
Supervisors and in accordance with other iaws and ordinances"-~~C2§P_L'ftLe hours of 

2. Pursuantto Section 711.4 ofthe California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1,2017), 
the applicant is required to pay a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (formerly the 
Department of Fish and Game) fee at thetime offiling a "Notice of Determination." Within 
five (5) days of approval ofthis project bythe Planning Commission orBoard of Supervisors, 
the applicant shall submit to the Department of Planning and Community Development a 
check for $2.273.25, made payable to Stanislaus Coynty, for the payment of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Clerk Recorder filing fees. 

Pursuant to Section 711.4 (e) (3) ofthe California Fish and Game Code, no project shall be 
operative, vested, or final, nor shalllocal government permits for the project be valid, until 
the filing fees required pursuant to this section arepaid. 

3. Deveioper shall pay all Publie Facilities impact Fees and Fire Facilities Fees as adopted by· 
Resolution of the Board of Supervisors. The fees shall be payable at the time of issuance of 
a building permit for any construction in the development project and shall be based on the 
rates in effect at the time of building permitissuance. 

4. The applicant/owner is required to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its 
officers, and ernployees from any clairn, action, or proceedings against the County to set 
aside the approval ofthe project which is brought within the appiicable statute of limitations. 
The County shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding to set 
aside the approval and shall cooperate fully in thedefense. 

5. During any future construction, if any human remains, significant or potentially unique, are 
found, aH construction activities in the area shall cease until a qualified archeologist can be 
consulted. Construction activities shall not resume in the area until an on-site archeological 
mitigation program has been approved by a qualified archeologist. The Central Califomia 
lnformation Center shall be notified if the find is deemed historically or culturally significant. 
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Development Standards and Mitigation Measures 
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Page 2 

6. Pursuant to Section 404 of the C!ean Water Act, prior to c-anstruction, the deve!oper sha!! be 
responsible for contacting the US Army Coips of Engineers to determine if any '\vetiands," 
"waters of the United States," or other areas under the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers 
are present on the project site, and shall be responsible for obtaining all appropriate permits 
or authorizations from the Corps, including all necessary water quality certifications, if 
necessary. 

7. Any construction resulting from this project shall comply with standardized dust controls 
adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and may be 
subject to additional regulations/permits, as determined bythe SJVAPCD. 

8. A sign pian for all proposed on-site signs indicating the location, height, area of the sign(s), 
and message must be approved by the Planning Director or appointed designee(s) prior to 
instaiiation. Flashing, animated, or electronic reader board signs are not permltted. 

9. Pursuant to Sections 1600 and 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code, prior to 
construction, the developer shall be responsible for contacting the California Oepartment of 
Fish and Game and shall be responsible for obtaining all appropriate stream-bed alteration 
agreements, permits, or authorizations, if necessary. 

10. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall record a Notice of 
Administrative Conditions and Restrictions with the County Recorder's Office within 30 days 
of project approval. The Notice includes: Conditions of Approvai/Development Standards 
and Schedule; any adopted Mitigation Measures; and a project area map. 

11. Pursuant to the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, prior to construction, the 
deveioper shafi be responsible for contacting the US Fish and \tVildlife SeNice and Caiifornia 
Department of Fish and Game to determine if any specialstatus plant or animal species are 
present on the project site, and shall be responsible for obtaining all appropriate permits or 
authorizations from these agencies, ifnecessary. 

12. Pursuantto State WaterResources Contra! Board Order99-08-DWQ and National Pollutant 
rv,--h-rg- r=•:-:-at'ton S··--'-m ('"Pr"'\t:S) Gene~a• p---:• '"o ,...Asonnoo2 ~r:-- •o U ;:)1..1 Cl <;; CIIIIIIIICI 1 y;:,L<;;II 1'1 UI::: 1 1 vllllll 1'1 , \J VV 1 tJ !UI L 

construction, the developer shall be responsible for contacting the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board to determine if a "Notice of lntent" is necessary, and shall prepare all 
appropriate documentation, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Pian (SWPPP). 
Once complete, and prior to construction, a copy of the SWPPP shall be submitted tothe 
Stanislaus County Department of Publie Works. 

13. All Development Standards from Planned Development (317) shall remain in effect. The 
Development Standards set forth in this Staff Report are considered to be an amendment to 
the Development Standards from Planned Development (317), and apply in addition to the 
Development Standards from Planned Development(317). 

14. No street parking associated with the site is permitted. Customers and event attendees 
shali be made aware via signage that parking ls limited to on~site parking only. 

15. No alcohol consumption ortail gating is permitted in the parking areas designated foron-site 
events. Any sale of alechoi on-site m ust obtain and comply with all of the necessary Alechoi 
Beverage Control (ABC) Ucensing. 
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16.. Priorto final of any new bui!ding permit all outstanding building and grading permits sha!l be 
finalsd. 

17. Pareels 2, 3, 8, 9, and the remainder pareel of Pareel Map 56-PM-83 may not be 
independently sold until permanent parking is developed. Prior to development of 
permanent parking facilities, all applieable permits shall be obtained, ineluding but not limited 
to a Staff Approval or Use Permit, and Building and/or Grading Permit. Proposed permanent 
parking faeilities shall be reviewed and approved by both the Planning and Publie Works 
Departments prior ta development. 

18. Events are limited to what are allowed under the Planned Development, ineluding the 
amendments included in this Use Permit. No Outdoor Entertainment Activity Permit may be 
obtain ed. _fif:·:'{~S~(/ ~; 21\"~L~f!Gtb/ "'L"'~"'""·'· ''""··:::::._;:o ..• ~::::...:.:: :.:::. .. ·.:.::~:.:~ .;_;::::::::.::.::: ... :.:.:~: •• :< 

19. Hours of operatien may not be extended f)k1'r,_g.:vJ 

without a publie hearing. 

20. Prior to aeeeptanee of the "Good Neighbor Poliey", the Planning Department will referthe 
draft doeument to all surrounding residents, for a two week eomment period. The referral 
will be sent to all surrounding residents included on the projeet referral "Landowner Notiee" 
list from Use Permit No. PLN2015-0130- The Fruit Yard. Any eomments received willbe 
taken into eonsideration. However, the Planning Department maintains the ultimate 
approval authority. 

Department of Publie Works 

21. No parking, Ieading or unloading of vehieles will be permitted within the Geer Road and 
Aibers Road rights-of-way. The appiieant wiii be required to instaii or payforthe installation 
of any signs and/or markings, eoordinating the installation of the signs with Publie Works 
Traffic Section. 

22. The applieant shall obtain an eneroaehment permit prior to any work being done in the 
Stanislaus County road right~of-way. 

23. Publie Works shall approve 1he location and width of any new driveway approaehes on any 
County maintained roadway. 

24. A grading, drainage, and erosion/sedimenteontrol pian forthe projeet site shall be submitted 
before any grading occurs or building permit for the site is issued whieh ereates a new or 
larger footprint on the pareel. Publie Works will review and approve the drainage 
calculations. The grading and drainage pian shall include the following information: 

A. Drainage caleulations shall be prepared as perthe Stanislaus County Standardsand 
Specifieations that are eurrent at the time the permit is issued. 

B. The pian shall eontain enough information to verify that all runoff will be kept from 
going onto adjacent properties and Stanislaus County road right-of-'vvay. 

C. The grading, drainage, erosion/sediment eontrol pian shall eomply with the eurrent 
State of California National Pollutant Diseharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
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General Construction Permit. 
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D. An Engineer's Estimate sha!l be submitted for the grading and drainage work. 

E. The grading, drainage, and associated work shall be accepted by Stanislaus County 
Publie Works prior to a final inspection or occupancy, as required by the building 
permit. 

F. The permlt applicant shall pay the current Stanlslaus County Publie Works weighted 
!abor rate for the pian revie\•J and a!l on-site inspections required for the grading, 
drainage, erosion/sediment contra!, or building permit pian. The Publie Works 
inspector shall be contacted 48 hours prior to theonset of any grading or drainage 
work on-site. 

25. Prior to onset of amphitheater events, and prior the installation of any water infrastructure for 
the amphitheater, the property owner shall provide to the Department of Environmental 
Resources an application for amended water supply permit along with a full technical report 
demonstrating that the water system will meet all requirements of a Non-transient Non
communitywatersystem: capacity, sourcewater, drinking watersource assessment, water 
works standards, and the Californfa Environmental QuaHty Act (CEQA). 

26. Ali food facilities must operate under a Health Permit, issued by the Department of 
Environmental Resources. 

27. Prior to issuance of any building permit for the construction of the preparation and serving 
kitchen in the banquet haii, the owner/operator shail provide construction plans to the 
Department of Environmental Resources for review and approval as required in accordance 
with California Health and Safety Retail FoodCode. 

28. Ali food service offered at The Fruit Yard complex, including but not limited to the 
amphitheater events area, banquet hall, restaurant, and convenience stores, shafl be 
conducted in compiiance vvith the requirements of Catifornia Health and Safety Retail- Food 
Code and shall obtain and compiy with all applicable permits through the Department of 
Environmental Resources. 

29. Prior to onset of amphitheater events, On-site Wastewater Disposal System (O.W.T.S.) for 
amphitheater events must be reviewed and approved by the Department of Environmental 
Resources. Due to the levels of the nitrates in the existing water system being higher than 
half of the maximum MCL, any expanslon of the onsite waste watei system (OWTS) can 
contribute to groundwater nitrate levels especially with individual OWTS. A wastewater 
management pian of anyflow of 5,000 gallons per day, or greater, must be submitted to the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) for review and approval. 
A Wastewater Management Pian of any flow of 5,000 gallons per day, or less, must be 
submitted to the Oepartment of Environmental Resources for review and approval. A 
centralized O.W.T.S. is highly recommended v.~th propertreatmentofthedischarge effluent. 
The quality ofthe discharge effluent shall meet EPA SecondaryTreatment levels. Thefocus 
will be on the ability to reduce nitrate, salt, and organic chemical levels, minimizing the 
impact upon the area's groundwatersupply. 
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Buildinq Permits D!visioq 

30. Building permits are required and the project must conform to the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24. 

Stanislaw;; ConsolidS!ted Fire Di~tris.:t 

31. Prior to onset of events at the amphitheater, an Event Traffic Management Pfan shail be 
reviewed and approved by the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire District. 

32. Ali proposed structures shall obtain building permits, and shall meet all applicable Building 
and Fire codes, and shall be reviewed and approved by the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire 
District. 

Modesto !r(igation Oistrict 

33. ln conjunction with related site/road improvement requirements, existing overhead and 
underground electric facilities within or adjacent to the proposed site shall be protected, 
relocated, or removed as required by the District's Electric Engineering Department. 
Appropriate easements for electric facilities shall be granted as required. 

34. Re/ocatfon or fnstaffation of electric facilities shalf conform to the District's Efectric Service 
Rules. 

35. Costs for relocation or installation of MID electrical facilities at the request of others will be 
borne by the requesting party. Estimates for relocating or installing MID electrical facilities 
will be supplied upon request. 

36. A 15-foot Publie Utllity Easement (PUE) is required adjacent to the existing 12,000 voit 
overhead Iinesalong Geer Road street frontage. The PUE is required in orderto protect the 
existing overhead electric facilities and to maintain necessary safety clearances. 

37. A 10-foot Publie Utility Easement (PUE) is required adjacent to existing street frontages, 
proposed streets and private ingress/egress easements as already shown on Parcel Map 
56-PM-83. The PUE's are required in order to protect the future electrical facilities and to 
maintain necessary safeiyclearances. 

38. Prior to onset of any construction, contractor shall verify actual depth and location of all 
underground utilities. Notify "Underground Service Alert" (USA) (Tali Free 1-800-227-2600) 
before trenching, grading, excavating, drilling, pipe pushing, tree planting, post-hole digging, 
etc. USA will mark the location of the MlO undergmund electrical facHities. 

39. The Modesto lrrigation District (MID) reserves its future right to utilize its property along the 
MID canal in a manner it deems necessary for the installation and maintenance of electric 
and telecommunication facilities. These needs, which have not yet been determined, may 
consist of new poles, cross arms, wires, cables, braces, insulators, transformers, service 
Iines, contrat structures, and any necessa!)l appurtenances, as may, in the District's opinion, 
be necessary ordesiiable. 

40. A 10 foot OSHA minimum approach distance is required adjacent to the existing 12,000 voit 
overhead high voltage Iines. 
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Pf'<AtJ. 

41. An eJght foot m!nimum ver!ical approach dJstance is required actjaceqt to ti'Je existing 
overhead 200 voit secondary Iines. 

42. Use extreme caution when operating heavy equipment, backhoes, using a crane, ladders, or 
any other type of equipment near overhead or Underground MID electric Iines and cables. 

43. Electric service to the proposed parcets is not available at this time. The Bectric 
Engineering Department has no objections to the proposed amphitheater at this time. 
However, specific requirements regarding construction issues will be addressed when the 
amphitheater construction plans are submitted for review to the District's Electric 
Engineering Department. Contact Linh Nguyen at (209) 526-7438. 

44. Prior to construction, a pre-consultation meeting a pre-consultation meeting to discuss M 10 
irrigation requirements is recommended. 

45. An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work within the State right-of-way. 

Qeaartment ofCalifornia H'jghway PatrQf 

46. Prior to onset of events at the amphitheater, an Event Traffic Management Pian shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of California Highway Patrol. 
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MITIGA T~ON 1\,EASURES 

(Pursuant to Ca/ifornia Publie Resources Code 15074.1: Prior to de/eting and substituting 
for a mitigation measure, the /ead agency sha/1 do both of the following: 

1) Hold a pub/ic hearing to consider the project;and 
2) Adopt a wrltten finding that the new measure is equivalent or more effective in 

mitigating or avoiding potential signfficant effects and that ft in itself Wl1f not cause any 
potential/y significant effect on the environment.) 

1. Ali exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate 
illumination without a glare effect. This shall include but not be limited to: the use of shielded 
iighi fixtures i.o prevent skygtow (Hght spiiting into the nig1it sky) and to prevent tigtrt trespass 
(glare and spilllightthatshines onto neighboring properties). Amphitheaterlighting shall be 
shut off by 11 :00 p.m. on Sunday - Thursday, and by midnight on Friday and Saturday 
evenings. 

2. Prior to onset of any amplified music events at the amphitheater, a noise berm shall be 
cons1ruc1erl. Speci'ficalty, 1he nolse berm shal~ consis1 O'f a 1 00foo1 ~9 by 40foo1 wide and 
20 foot tali buiiding, labeled on the Pianning Commission approved project site pian as a 
"storage building" to be Iaeated directly behind (northwest) ofthe stage, as identified on the 
project site pian. A certificate of occupancy shall be obtained for the noise berm prior to the 
onset of any amphitheater activity. lf the storage building changes in size or shape, or is 
proposed to be replaced with a backstage sound-wall or other construction to create an 
adequate noise berm, the modified f,gcHity will need to be reviewed and approved by an 
acoustical consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Maasure No. 14, and a determination 
made that it has adequate sound dampening characteristics so that sound will fall within the 
noise levels described within this Mitigation Monitoring Pian. 

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet hall, and prior to the onset of any 
amplified music event heid at the banquet haU, the banquet hall shall be designed and 
constructcd with sound proofing (including sound prooftng forthe roof, windows, and wa!!s). 
Sound proofing plans shall be reviewed for full compliance with the approved plans by a 
nolse consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No.14. 

4. Ali amphitheater, park, and banquet half events shall maintain the noise levels described in 
Table 1 of the December 30. 2016 .. Environmental Noise Analysis .. conducted by Bollard 
Acoustical Consultants, lnc., and the C-weighted standards described below: 
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Tab!e 1 
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project 

After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of 
Music 

DRAFT 

Adj Day AdjNight 

C,E 
( setback from roadways 

250-350 
feet) 

G,H, 1 
(isolated from busy 

roads) 

50 

65 

40 
55 

Source: Stanislaus County Noise Element af the General Pian adjusted for ambient 

ln addition ta the Table 1 standards, low-frequency noise shall be Jimited ta daytime and 
nighttime C-weighted noise levellimits af 80 dBC Leq and 70 dBC Leq shall be applied at 
the nearest residences, existing at the tlme of the event. These standards may be adjusted 
upwards or downwards as appropriate following collection af C-weighted ambient noise level 
data near the existing residences immediately before and after the first two large 
amphitheater events (with 500 or more in attendance). Before any adjustments are made, a 
report documenting existing C-weighted ambient noise levels shall be reviewed by a noise 
consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and approved by the Planning 
-Department. 

5. Ta en sure compliance with County nai se standards, amphitheatersound system output shall 
be limited ta an average af 90 dBA Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum 
af 100 dBA Lmax at a pasitien Iaeated 100 feet from the amphitheater stage. 

Park and banquet hall sound system output shall be Jimited ta an average af 75 dBA Leq 
averaged over a 5-minute period and a maximum af 85 dBA Lmax at a pasitien loca\ed tOO 
feet from the sound system speakers. Sound levels up ta 80 dBA Leq at the 1 00 foot 
reference distance would be acceptable provided the sound system speakers are oriented 
south or southwest. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space 
(banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant ta 
be procured by the operator/property owner. The (~consultant shall provide tralning to 
facility staff, on how ta measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation 
Monitoring Pian, ta ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. '···'"'··''·'·'·' 

operator/property owner 
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noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County. 

Noise rneasurernents and training records shafi be subjcci to pe~r revlev.; ln accordance 
with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon request by the County. 
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8~ T-x) -G!'r?trr:-.1 Jl)!~'-frA-q~}fN?r:~y .<;D!VJd .Jn the surrounding ne,ight,o:hot>d r;,lvr;ng t-;:;rry:).h-'!l?l~-:?!E:r 

ov0nts) C-~vveightcd sounds Jcve:ls shan bc Hmitcd to ·100 dBC Leq avcragod ~;v0r a fiV(: 
minute period and a rnaximum of 110 dBC Lmax at a position Ieeated 100 feet from the 
Amphitheater stage. ln addition, amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB 
(Linear) in eacll of the 1/3 octave band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz. 

T0..- <""J.3ntro\ taw-f.{~.r::p.~o?.P.~Y sound i,n th~ ·::,urm•,!~vJJ,n';,l ':l.~\ghl::v:::wl;v;:t0d dmi,0,g p~.~lr. •i'\'tf"Kits r:
v,;eighted sound 1evcl5 shall be Hrnitcd to BG dDC Leq averaged over a five minutc pcriod 
and a maximum of 95 dBC Lrnax at a position located 100 feet from the speakers. ln 
addition, amplified music shall be limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 
octave band center frequencies frorn 31.5 to 80Hertz. 

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space 
(banquet hall, park, and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to 
be procurect·uy me opercn:orrproperly owner. 

HLL~t:L_lLJ!:ZD.lLEL§Je.fL ::1Y. ~2J1Y~!YJlf~L~L.The consultant shall provide 
training to facility staff, on how to maasure the noise standards set forth within this 
Mitigation Monitoring Pian, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. 

Department noise 
measurements and training records, upon request by the County. Noise measurements 
and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure No. 14, upon request by the County. 

7. Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet hall, or amphitheater the 
operaiort'property ov11ner sf1a!i obi.ain a souncl monitoring sysiem; wfl\ch shaUtro Rviewed 
and approved by a Noise Consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, priorto first 
use. Sound levels shall be monitored during sound check and during each amplified music 
event occurring at the park, banquet hall and amphitheater. Measurement microphones 
should be placed 100 feet from the midpoint of the main speaker array. 

Menitming equipment op1iom. 1ndurle 1} c.rn \OS op1ron ava'tlab~e in comb}nahon wtth an 
iPadiiPhone using microphone and acquisitlon hardware from AudioControl and software 
fromStudio Six Digital (SSD). SSD software would incfude the AudioTools and several in
app purchases lncluding SPL Graph and SPL Traffic Ught; or 2) an alternative systern 
recommended by noise consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14. 

A T}1peJC!.ass 1 or 2 {per ANSl S ., . 43) measuremenf m!cmphone S}1Stem shalJ be !Jsed and 
lnboratory callbrated prior to first use and field-calibrated at regular intervals ( a rninimum of 4 
times a year). The system shall be laboratory calibrated at intervals not exceeding two 
years. The system shall be capable of measuring and logging Leq statistics over 
consecutive five minute intervals in both A and C weighted levels. The system shal! also be 
capable of capturlng and logging 1/3-octave band data. For simplification and to minlmize 
equipment costs, sound level limit triggers shall be set to Leq, C-weighting. The sound 
technician shalllocally check both C-weighted and 1/3-octave band results during sound 
check prior to an event to establish system gain Hmits and to ensure compliance with the 
specified !imits. Oata shal! be maintained for 30 days and made available to the County upon 
request l:'Ji::L:J 
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The amphitheater operator/property owner shall make it very clear to event producers what 
the sound fever rimits are at the sound stage and the time at which music is required to 
cease. 

Suitable measures 
sha11 be !mplemented i.o both ensure the 1imits are maintainea ano penalt:ies establlshe;d 
if producers fail to comply with the noise levellimits. 
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8. 

9. 

Noise measurements during the first two amp!ified music events for each event space 
(banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to 
be procured by the operator/property owner. The consultant shall provide training ta facility 
staff, on how to measure thenai se standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Pian, 
to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. The operator/property owner 
shall make available to the Planning Department noise measurements and training records, 

L!l'Oft 
...... :c:~c:c .. :c:=c:c:o .... : Noise measurements and training records shall be subject to peer 

review 1n accordance With'M\Hga\lon Measure No. '14, upon request by \he Coun\}1. 

During the first two large concerts (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the amphitheater, 
noise levels shall be monitored by a qualified noise consultant, to be procured by the 
operator/property owner. The monitoring shall be conducted continuously from the sound 
stage (100-feet from stage), with periodic noise monitoring near the closest residences, 
elm!mg ~me nme ot"che eveni, in att å'irecYrons surrourtaing fue amp>·flrnea·rer. Tneno"rsB 
measurements stialfindude the sound check prfor ta the concert so the event promoters 
understand thenai se thresholds to be satisfied during the concert event. The purpose af the 
measurements is to verify compliance with the project's noise standards. lf the 
measurement results indicate that the music levels exceed the noise standards described in 
this Mitigation Monitoring Pian, additional sound controls shall be developed by a noise 
consultant in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14. lmp!ementation of additional 
sound controls shall be implemented and verified prior to the following concert. Such 
measures could include reducing the overall output af the amplified sound system, relocating 
and/or reorienting speakers, use af acoustic curtains along the sides af the speakers ta 
further focus the sound energy into the amphitheater seating areas, and limiting amplified 
mus-te io -båtbre :H+:OO!:)JtQp:m. 

Ali amplified music events (including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events), 
occurring Sunday through Thursday shall end at or before :ftf..l!_p.m. Ali patrons shall be off 
the premises (including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) as af :f.:l !0:00 
p.m. Employees and contract staff. associated with the amplified music events, shall be 
rifffne preni!Ses f(nc'fuäing me amp'tiirneater.. par'K. andbanquetnän eventsjb_y .11:l:?:t7n 
Qa.m. 

10. The first two large amplified music events (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the 
amphitheater Friday and Saturday, shall end at or before 10~:00 p.m., as described in 
Mitigation Measure No. 9. lf monitoring results af the first two large amphitheater events 
struvv'tfiät suru evaits are to trmi1ntam 'fevds m· or'km-c;-rtftan mose fcl:fcirr~ 1rt 'fflfs 
Mitigation Monitoring Pian, then amphitheater events on Friday and Saturday may be 
extended ta l-·iJQ:OO p.m. Ali patrons shall be off the premises (including the 
amphitheater, park and banquet hall events) by :hlJJ:OO a.m. Employees and contract 
staff, associated with the amplified music events, shall be off the premises by 1§;:00 a.m. 
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made without prior review and approval by the Planning Department. 

12. ln the evcnt 1hat uocurnenteJ ;Ki\'3e Go;npf<~lnl.s ar-e received lor bass H'mrnpmg, 
microphones/public address systems, etc., associated with any use ofthe property 0nclusive 
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af parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the remainder of parcel map 56-PM-83), such complaints shall be 
investigated to determine if the noise standards contained in this mitigation monitoring 
program were exceeded. ln the event that the complaint investigation reveals that the noise 
standards were exceeded at the loeation where the complaint was received, additional 
sound controls shall be developed by a noise eonsultant, in accordance with Mitigation 

'! 

lmplementation of additional sound 
eontro!s shall be implemented and verified prior to the following coneert. Such measures 
eould include reducing the overall output ofthe amplified sound system, relocating and/or 
reorienting speakers, use of aeoustic eurtains along the sides of the speakers to further 

to beföre t}9:{10 p.m. 

13. Following removai of orehard trees Iaeated on the projeet site (inclusiveofpareels 1-3,7-12, 
and the remainder of pareel map 56-PM-83) potential ehanges in noise impacts shall be 
evaluated by a noise eonsultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and additional 

14. 

r'i iJii~Jirre itTJpiefllf:fiii.~~ 
eompTfanee Wiffi fhe appTfeable County noiseslandards .. 

Anyfuture additional noise analysis required to be conducted, including review, aeceptance, 
and/orinspection associated with noise mitigation, shall be eonducted bya noise eonsultant, 
whose eontract shall be procured by the Planning Department, and paid for by the 
operator/property owner. A deposit based on aetual eost shall be made with the Planning 
Department, by the operatorlproperty owner, prior to any work being conducted. The 
applieant mayehoase to proeure the noise consultant provided they pay the eosts for the 
County to have all work peer reviewed by a third party. lf future noise analysis is required, 

until the noise consultant verffies to the Planning Department that aJJ 
;'i,;i;otnmemfe(fnOise comrol' msasw'$s tiave been compfetely;imptementecJ. 

15. Within sixty (60) days of projeet Use Permit approval, the operator/property owner shall 
submit for approval a seeurity pian for amplified music events (park, banquet hall or 
amphitheater) to the Sheriff's Department. The pian shall be approved prior to any use of 
the amphitheater. Any changes to the security pian shall be approved by the Sheriff's 
Depmi.1rent. 

16. Prior to issuanee of a building permit, all applieable traffie impact fees shall be paid tothe 
Department of Publie Works. 

17. An Event Traffic Management Pian shall be submitted and approved four (4) weeks prior to 
holding the ftrst event at the amphiHrearec Bcth County Ptanning and Publie Works shall 
revlew and· approve tfie pfan. 

a. The Event Traffie Management Pian shall inelude a westbound left turn Jane from 
Highway 132tothefourth drivewayfrom theintersection (at Geerand Highway 132); 

b. This pian shall inelude all event traffie eireulation into and out of the site, ineluding a 
riescri"piibn 'Of.nowtfie ·dt'fferent OO"site parting areås wWibe firit::d; 

c. Event Staff and slgns shall not be in the State or Stanislaus County Rigtrt-df-way 
without an encroaehment permit. This shall be addressed as part of the Event 
Traffie Management Pian. Eaeh individual event shall have an eneroaehment permit 
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from both the State and Stanislaus County, ifapplicable; 
d. lf the Event Traffic Management Pian requires updating, the updates shall be 

EiCCGpteo'öoff1.6y (:'cum'y :4'c1nning amiby FuN1c vfJbrfr.s, siX wt:::eJ:{spriortoihe next 
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.9-vent .he.ir;.g .~e.lfJ at tw amr~hi'!heater This l..•pd.at.e .canbe !r.iggar.ed ei!her byth.e 
,,,.,,,,~ . .-,n orby 

e. Fees may be collected for amphitheater event parking, provided no queuing of 
vehicles occurs. Parking fees may be collected as part of the fee collected for the 
price of the ticket for the event, or may be collected at a stationary electronic 
machine, installed in the parking area. Parking fees may not be collected while 
vehides are. waitin(l.. to enter the ~Jarking,lot 

f. Priorto the impJemenfafion on::onsirucJJcm ofany 2dditi.cr:1al phastJ:i:i' of the at,Jpmved 
Pian Development (317), a revised Event Traffic Management Pian shall be 
submitted to and approved by County Planning and PublicWorks; 

g. A left turn lane shall be installed on Geer Road for the driveway into the project 
labeled as 0 Drive. The plans shall be completed prior to the approval of the Event 
Traffic Management Pian. This driveway is roughlv 575 teet south ofthe intersection 
nf Geer Road and Yosemite Bhnt, 

h. lmprovement plans are to be submitted to County Publie Works for approval. These 
improvement plans shall meet standards set forth within the Stanislaus County 
Standards and Specifications and the Caltrans Highway Design Manual; 

i. An acceptable financial guarantee for the road improvements shall be 
provided to Courtty Pub!lc Works prforto the approvar ofthe Eveni Traffic 
Managemenf Pfan; 

ii. An Engineer's Estimate shall be provided for the road improvements so that 
the amount af the financial guarantee can bedetermined; 

iii. The left turn Jane shall be installed before the first event is held at the 
amphitheater. 

P/ease note: lf Development Standards!Mitigation Measures are amended by the Planning 
Commission or Board of Supervisors, such amendments wi/1 be noted in the upper right-hand comer 
ofthe Development Standards!Mitigation Measures; new wording isin bold, and deleted wording 
wi/1 have a lmB-fhrmJghit~ 
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stanlslaus County P!<mning and commu11lty Development 
:1010 10th Street, Suito 3400, Mode5tv, CA 95354 

!3uildillg: (70CJ) 'i7.5-6557 Fax: (209)· 525.7759 

Planning: (209) 52.5--6330 Fa~: (209f52S-5911 

Fruityllrd Property Llc 
7948 YosemiteBlvd 
Modcsto, CA 95357 

Address: 7948 YOSE:MlTE BLVD 

01/28/2015 

Subject; GRADlNG AND·DRAINAGE BASIN FOR AMPill11lEATiill.@ ( FRl.nT YARD) C/S 
GEER1tn 

Pennit #: GRA2013-0002 

Dear Property Owncr; 

Yonr b11ilding pertnitis ready ro issue. The follo\ving items must be providsd pricr to issuance ofthe 
pcnnit. 

Release from tl1e MODESTO UNION lliGB. School Distrlct. 

Other Docmnents 

Building Permit .Fees; 

Grading Permif Pl.'ocessing l1ee 
Microftlm Fee- $5 + $1 per sheet 

Building Stnndards Fund · 
GlS Fee 
PW Grading Pem1it Plan Check 

TOTAL PER!vHT FEES 

County Impact Fee: 

TOTAL :PAYMEN'l'S DUE 

$30.00 

$6.00 

$1.00 
$0.72 

$4,108.75 

$4,146.47 

$0.00 

$4,146.47 

The property owner or licensed conlractor maY pick up the penn.it Mon ·· Fri 8;30am to 4:30pm. 
P1ease pick up before: 2/27/2015 

SC B Ready Len~r Olo 



SC B Ready Lette1· Old 
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Liz King - The Fruit Yard 
-- --::.~-- --~::-- -- ---- ---------:. ~:- --=.::--:: .. ~:.:::::·::===·=::.·::: :=~~-=·=···-·· -titihkrFof---s11~~rfvis::äR~:::=:=~=:·----= = ----;. 

' 
From: Dave Romano 
To: Liz King <kingl@stancounty.com> 

"flJJ '''V'?2 tu :li•it_ P12=5S 
Date: 5/22/2017 10:40 AM 
Subject: The Fruit Yard 
Cc: KristinOlsen <olsenk@stancounty.com> 

Ms. King: 

Mr. David Coufal is out of the area and unable to attend the Board of Supervisors meeting tomorrow, but 
he asked that 1 convey this to the Board of Supervisors, and have been authorized by him to do so. 1 am 
copying him with this email. 

Supervisors: 

My wife and /live at Weyer Road. We have lived at this location for almost 30 years, and 
consider The Fruit Yard to be a great neighbor. 

/n August of 2015, we signed a petition opposing a staff approva/ to permit amplified events at The 
Fruit Yard amphitheater. The intent behind this petition and the project itself were misrepresented 
to us at the time. Regardless, the petition requested 'Jull CEQA compliance and a thorough noise 
study." ln response to this petition, The Fruit Yard has prepared the studies requested. lf it wasn't 
our neighborhood's intent to ever accept the results of the studies, within reason, we shouldn't 
have asked for them to begin with. 

When asked by our neighbor to sign a petition makingsure adequate studies were prepared we 
did that, even though the project wasn'tfairly disclosed. We are grateful that The Fruit Yard has 
prepared studies in compliance with the requests of our neighborhood. Based on these studies, we 
can clearly see that a ba/ance has been achieved that deserves our support. The conditions and 
mitigation measures considered and approved by the Planning Commission are acceptab/e to us. 

Based upon the public process and studies that have been prepared, our understanding of the 
actual project, and the fact the we have been neighbors to The Fruit Yard for almost 30 years, and 
only can find good things to say about the operation and the fact that it has minimal if any impact 
on our neighborhood, we who/eheartedly support The Fruit Yard Use Permit project as proposed, 
and request that the Board of Supervisors deny the appeal before it and allow The Fruit Yard 
project to proceed. 

Mr. David Coufa/ 

file:///C:/Users/kingl/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/5922C033STANC0_1sbtpo41001... 5/22/2017 



Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors 
1010 l01h Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

2flJ7 ''·IV ')2 ~- 5 u i\H i 4 j-) ! 0 2 

For almost 30 years 1 have lived and farmed the property immediately adjacent to The Fruit Yard 
on the west side at Y osemite Boulevard. My parents, Dominic and Marie De Palma live at 
our family home across the street at Y osemite Boulevard and have since 1949. During this 
time, The Fruit Yard has held many major events including a Beach Boys concert, Graffiti events 
and the like. My property abuts The Fruit Yard, and my home is within about a quarter mile of 
the proposed amphitheater. 
Over the years, The Fruit Yard events have always been well run, and 1 am fully supportive of 
the amphitheater project. 

My parents also asked that 1 let you know oftheir support for the project. They have lived in 
their home and farmed in this area for 68 years, and have watched The Fruit Yard grow from the 
Old Foamy Drive-in, to the wonderful facility it is today. 

On behalf of our family, we respectfully request that the Board approve The Fruit Yard project. 

Gino DePalma 

Dominic and Marie DePalma 

.0"111<-- OQ t~.....i 
m".->i- a.r~ 



Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

llive at Wellsford Road, and have lived here for 38 years and support The Fruit Yard 

amphitheater project. 

Gary Fisher 

Ji"'?~~ 
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Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

Cj: ;)..O 

-: n A R D y· ·:; r 1\)t'- ;·1 't 1
• (' l·," ,. 

--- l '-""·;~ 1 ,, ) )r;.._: 

1')~17 ""'V "' ,u ;,AJ!.2 Ps:o2 

For the last 8 years 1 have lived at Yosemite Blvd. about a half mile east of The Fruit Yard. 

Yosemite Blvd. is a busy road. The intersection of Yosemite Blvd. and Geer Road is also busy, as 

it connects Waterford to Modesto, and Oakdale to Hughsan and Turlock. This corner lends 

itself well to projects like The Fruit Yard, Conlin's Feed Store, and the well drilling company. 

1 can tell you that the noise from the regular daily traffic on Yosemite Blvd. far outweighs the 

sound coming from intermittent events at The Fruit Yard. 1 ask that you approve The Fruit Yard 

project. lt will be a nice addition to our community. 

3 



Stanislaus County 

Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

2il17 y 2 2 p 5: 02 

!live at Wellsford Road and ask that you approve The Fruit Yard amphitheater project. 

Bob Gaskon 

4 



Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

BOARD OF SlWU\V!SOR~ 

2Dl7 i·L~ Y 2 2 P 5: 0 1 

My name is John Masellis. My Father and Uncle own and operate Masellis Drilling, and 1 farm for a 

living. Recently a property became available in the vicinity ofthe family business and as 1 am very 

familiar with the area, 1 wanted to move there. This property is Iaeated at the end ofTriangle Ranch 

Road just southwest of the proposed amphitheater. 1 was already familiar with the Fruit Yard and their 

historic events, but 1 also was aware that an amphitheater was coming to the area, and it had already 

been graded. 

1 met with Mr. Traina to discuss what he was going to do at the amphitheater. He shared with me what 

he proposed for the site. After working near The Fruit Yard for many years, and then understanding 

what was proposed for the site, 1 still chose to purchase the property and move there with my family. 

This property is the one shown in the Noise Report as the most sensitive to project noise. We are 

identified as Receptor G. 

1 am entirely confident in the ability ofThe Fruit Yard to properly operate events at the site, and we take 

no exception to the project or the proposed hours of operation. This is a great location for this use, and 

as someone who has spent a lot of time in and around this facility, even with knowing the amphitheater 

was proposed, 1 elected to purchase the property and move to a house right by it. 

1 respectfully request that the Board uphold the Planning Commission approval of this project. 

John Masellis 



Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

1 own and operate Masellis Drilling at 

SUAfW OF '3lJF'U\VISOf~~ 

2017 i<:\Y 22 1--' 5: 01 

Albers Road, and have lived at Albers Road, the northwest 

corner of Yosemite and Albers, just north and across the street from The Fruit Yard since 1950. 1 have 

been around for everything that has gone on at The Fruit Yard since Mr. Traina became the owner. This 

is a great business and a benefit to the community. 1 write to you to offer my wholehearted support of 

his project. 

Vic Masellis 



Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors 
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

2011 1":\Y 22 P 5:02 

llive at 

project. 

Yosemite Blvd, and have lived here since 1988 and support The Fruit Yard amphitheater 

Tom Keeney 



FAX (209) 341-0341 

D & S RANCH 
DWIGHT TRAMMELL 

602 WELLSFORD ROAD 
MODEST01 CA 95357 

Chairman Chi.esa and Boardmembers 
1010 10th Street1 Suite 6500 
Modesto1 CA 95354 

Re: The Fruit Yard Amphitheater 

Supervisors: 

Ph (209) 324 5465 

In 1978 I built my home on my property at Wellsford Road and have lived there ever since. 

This was about a year after Mr. Traina acquired the Old Foamy Drive~in. I have closely followed 

The Fruit Yard's efforts to construct and operate an amphitheater at the site. The opposition to 

the project comes as quite a surprise to me. 

The Fruit Yard has been an actively operated facility for many years providing services to our 

local community. Events from weddings to major concerts have been held at The Fruit Yard 
over the years. As someone who has lived near The Fruit Yard for almost the entire 40 years 

the Trainas have owned this property, I can say that I have never seen any negative effects 

from events they have held. I have never heard noise from the project site. Before and after 
events, I have not seen increased traffic on my road, or faced any safety or security issues 

which could be attributed to concerts or events at the site. 

The Fruit Yard is a community gem and I wish them the best as they continue to build on their 

success. Please deny the appeaf and allow The Fruit Yard to continue their operations. 
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