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February 27, 2012

Ms. Yvonne Franco

CITY OF LA QUINTA

P.O. Box 1504

78-495 Calle Tampico

La Quinta, California 92253

Subject: Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (ECN/CRN 10075 VUP 2010-044)
Response to Comments

Dear Mr. Jonasson:

Urban Crossroads, Inc. has prepared responses to City of La Quinta Public Works Department comments
on the Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (dated November 10, 2010). The responses are
reflective of revisions made to the current traffic impact analysis, pursuant to discussions with City staff.
The most recent staff comments (dated November 10, 2010) and responses are denoted in green text.
The City’s comment letters, dated August 12, 2010, August 23, 2010 and November 10, 2010 are attached

to this letter for your reference in Attachment “A”.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

8/12/10 Comment #6

1.0 Executive Summary; Section B: Do not use project buildout year for the cumulative. The scenarios out
lined in EB 06-13 should be followed.

10/4/10 Response #6

In conjunction with providing an analysis for project buildout year (2011) conditions, an additional analysis

has also been conducted for the City’s Horizon Year (2025) for without and with project conditions. It
should be noted that the analysis of the City’s Horizon Year (2025) has been conducted based on
discussions with City staff on September 7, 2010 and is also consistent with EB 06-13. It should be noted
that project fair share calculations and determination of significantly impacted locations were performed

based on the Horizon Year (2025) analysis.

07290-11 Letter



Ms. Yvonne Franco
CITY OF LA QUINTA
February 27, 2012
Page 2

11/10/10 Comment #6

Please insert the date of the Engineering Bulletin 06-13 that is being referenced in the Executive Summary

Section B.

2/23/12 Response #6

Date has been inserted on page 1 (line 2 of the 2™ paragraph) of the revised TIA for the Engineering
Bulletin #06-13.

8/12/10 Comment #8

1.0 Executive Summary; Section C: Engineering Bulletin EB 06-13 calls for adding a growth rate. Please

see attachment for further explanation.

10/4/10 Response #8

The text has been revised to clarify the methodology behind the development of the traffic volumes.
11/10/10 Comment #8

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find

where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report.
2/23/12 Response #8

Section C (previously titled “Study Area Analysis Scenarios”) has been stricken from this revision in

response to the City’s previous comment related to shortening Section 1.0 Executive Summary.

8/12/10 Comment #9
1.0 Executive Summary; Section D: This section needs to be more project specific. Please see additional

comments in the attachment.

10/4/10 Response #9

The text has been revised to be consistent with EB 06-13.
11/10/10 Comment #9

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find

where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report.
2/23/12 Response #9
Section D (previously titled “Criteria for Determining Significant Impacts”) has been stricken from this

revision in response to the City’s previous comment related to shortening Section 1.0 Executive Summary.
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8/12/10 Comment #10

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E: Please reword the first paragraph of section E, as shown in the

attachment.

10/4/10 Response #10
The text has been revised.
11/10/10 Comment #10

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find

where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report.
2/23/12 Response #10

Section E previously, is not Section C. See lines 3 and 4 of the first full paragraph on page 4 of the revised

TIA under Section C Summary of Findings.

8/12/10 Comment #12

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E.2: Needs to state that the impact of the additional trips from the project

is less than the number of minutes of delay specific in EB 06-13 for the HCM LOS threshold of impacts
criteria and therefore does not create a project specified impact.

10/4/10 Response #12

The text has been revised.

11/10/10 Comment #12

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find

where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report.

2/23/12 Response #12

See lines 3 through 8 of the first full paragraph on page 4 of the revised TIA under Section C.2. Project
Opening Year (2013) Conditions.

8/12/10 Comment #13

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E: Please see the attachment. Is Exhibit C the site plan comments? If it

is, Urban Crossroads should address the fact that the driveway onto Avenida Bermudas needs to be either
one-way or widened to 35 feet. | am assuming that the attachment covers all of the other concerns

expressed by David Sawyer.
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10/4/10 Response #13

The exhibit and on-site circulation recommendations text has been revised to indicate that the driveway is

recommended to be widened to 35-feet in order to meet full access criteria.
11/10/10 Comment #13

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find

where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report. Also, the Site Plan is still under
view by the Planning Department because it does not meet the requirements of the City of La Quinta. The
changes needed to the Site Plan will be addressed during the project review process.

2/23/12 Response #13

As shown on Exhibits 1-C (page 7) and 7-A (page 93), the revised site plan included as part of this TIA

shows a 35-foot driveway on Avenida Bermudas and assumes full access.

8/12/10 Comment #14

For the cumulative analysis, the scenarios outlined in EB 06-13 should be followed and the growth rates

for the cumulative analysis projects need to be consistent with EB 06-13.
10/4/10 Response #14

A cumulative analysis of 2025 has been included in the analysis. As noted in the report, the volumes have

been derived by increasing the existing base volumes by a growth rate of 1% per year and include the
addition of cumulative project traffic.
11/10/10 Comment #14

Please identify the page numbers where the text revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find
where this was completely addressed in the new version of the report.

2/23/12 Response #14

See Section 4.0 Projected Traffic B.3. Ambient Growth Rate on page 37 of the revised TIA.

8/12/10 Comment #15

The Eisenhower Drive and Washington Street LOS calculations should assume that there are three left-

turn lanes on Eisenhower Drive.
10/4/10 Response #15

As shown on Page C-9 of Appendix “C”, the eastbound leg of Eisenhower Drive consists of two dedicated

left turn lanes and a shared left-through-right turn lane. Based on discussions with City staff on September

7, 2010, the southbound direction on Washington Street has been revised to reflect the recently
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programmed right-turn overlap phasing. Based on discussions with City staff, it is our understanding that
the City is concerned with the LOS results for the intersection of Washington Street at Eisenhower Drive.
The intersection currently operates at LOS “E” during the peak hours and is anticipated to continue to
operate at LOS “E” under Horizon Year (2025) conditions. Further review suggests that the intersection is
anticipated to operate at LOS “D” during both peak hours under existing and Horizon Year (2025) traffic
conditions, without the seasonal adjustments to the existing volumes. The traffic impact analysis utilizes
the existing count data with a seasonal factor applied, consistent with the requirements in EB 06-13. The
HCM analysis worksheets which show the intersection operating at acceptable LOS “D” during both peak
hours has been provided in Attachment “B” of this letter.

11/10/10 Comment #15

Revise the text to state “reflect the right-turn lane overlap phase recently programmed in the City’s Capital

Improvement Program.”
2/23/12 Response #15

Text revisions are not necessary as the right-turn overlap is represented as part of the baseline (existing)

traffic condition.

8/12/10 Comment #18

The traffic study needs to address the project’s fair share cost. The intersection of Calle Sinaloa and

Eisenhower Drive meets the warrants for a traffic signal. This project will impact this intersection. The
study should identify its fair share cost for the improvements planned for this intersection and any other
intersections impacted by the project on a project specific and cumulative basis.

10/4/10 Response #18

A project fair share analysis has been provided in the revised traffic impact analysis. However, the project

fair share assessment has only been performed for study area intersections. The intersection of
Eisenhower Drive at Calle Sinaloa was not identified as a study area intersection at the time of scoping
with City staff.

11/10/10 Comment #18

Even though the intersection of Eisenhower Drive and Calle Sinaloa was not identified in the study area

intersection at the time of scoping with City staff, the Traffic Impact Study must identify the level of impacts
from the project on the Eisenhower Drive and Calle Sinaloa intersection or include a statement in the traffic

study from the Traffic Engineer preparing the study that, based on her professional engineering judgment,
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she does not believe that this project would cause a project specific potentially significant impact at this
intersection.
2/23/12 Response #18

The intersection of Eisenhower Drive and Calle Sinaloa was included in the analysis as part of this revision

to the TIA. As shown on Table 1-1 (page 5) the project is not anticipated to significantly impact this

intersection.

11/10/10 New Comment

Provide D responses to the following comments that were in the Transmittal Memo from the Public Works

Department to the Planning Department dated August 12, 2010 (These sections may no longer exist but
the responses to the comments should have been included):

e Section D needs to be more project specific: See additional comments in the attachment.

e Please reword the first paragraph as Section E, as shown in the attachment.
2/23/12 Response
Both the items listed above were addressed in the response to comments letter from Urban Crossroads,
Inc. (dated October 4, 2010). Specifically, responses #9 and #10 were provided in the October 4, 2010

response to comments letter. At the City’s request, additional responses have been provided in this letter
as well (see 2/23/12 Response #9 and 2/23/12 Response #10 above).

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11/10/10 Comment #1

Page 3, Section 4, PARKING: Change the word “can” in the third sentence to “may”.

2/23/12 Response #1

Correction made; see Section C.5. Parking, line 4 of page 6; and Section F. Parking, line 4 of page 96 of
the revised TIA.

11/10/10 Comment #2

The site plan analysis is unacceptable as it still recommends a one-way access drive exiting the property

by way of a two-way (ingress and egress driveway), as shown on page 6.
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2/23/12 Response #2
As shown on Exhibits 1-C (page 7) and 7-A (page 93), the revised site plan included as part of this TIA

shows a 35-foot driveway (the City's minimum driveway width required for full access) on Avenida

Bermudas and assumes full access in the analysis.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me directly at (949) 660-1994, ext. 204.

Respectfully submitted,
URBAN CROSSROADS, INC.

2l A CARH=,

Aric Evatt, PTP Charlene S. Hwang, PE
Principal Senior Transportation Engineer

AE:CH
JN: 07290-11 Letter

Attachments
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Cityy of Lo Quintt;

La QuiNnTa, CaLiForN1a 92247-1504
78-495 CaLLe Tamrico (760) 777-7000
La Quinta, CarLirornNia 92253 FAX (760) 777-7101

November 10, 2010

Ms. Charlene Hwang

Urban Crossroads

41 Corporate Park, Suite 300
Irvine, CA 92606

SUBJECT: VILLAGE USE PERMIT 2010-044 VILLAGE MARKET #912
Dear Ms. Hwang:

We have reviewed the resubmitted Traffic Impaet-Analysis for the subject project. The
following comments are from the Public Works and Planning Department.

Public Works Department

¢ Response to Comment Number 6: Please insert the date of the Engineering Bulletin
06-13 that is being referenced in the Executive Summary Section B.

e Response to Comment Number 8: Please identify the page numbers where the fext
revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find where this was completely
addressed in the new version of the report.

e Response to Comment Number 9: Please identify the page numbers where the text
revisions were made. City Traffic engineer could not find where this was completely
addressed in the new version of the report.

¢ Response to Comment Number 10: Please identify-the page numbers where the text
revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find where this was completely
addressed in the new version of the report. ' ' '

e Response to Comment Number 12: Please identify the page numbers where the text
revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find where this was completely
addressed in the new version of the report. :

e Response to Comment Number 13: Please identify the page numbers where the text
revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find where this was completely
addressed in the new version of the report. Also, the Site Plan is still under review
by the Planning Department because it does not meet the requirements of the City
of La Quinta. The changes needed to the Site Plan will be addressed during the .
project review process.

e Response to Comment Number 14: Please identify the page numbers where the text




revisions were made. City Traffic Engineer could not find where this was addressed
in the new version of the report.

Response to Comment Number 15: Revise the text to state “reflect the right _turn
lane and overlap phase recent!y programmed in the Cltys Capital Improvement
Program.”

Response to Comment Number 18: Even though the intersection of Eisenhower

~Drive and Calle Sinaloa was not identified in the study area intersection at the time

of scoping with City staff, the Traffic Impact Study must identify the level of
impacts from the project on the Eisenhower Drive and Calle Sinaloa intersection or
include a statement in the traffic study from the Traffic Engineer preparing the
study that, based on her professional engineering judgment, she does not believe
that this project would cause a project specific potentially S|gn|f|cant 1mpact at this
intersection.

,Pr'ovide D responses to the following comments that were in the Transmittal Memo

from the public Works Department to the Planning Department dated August 12,
2010 (These sections may no longer exist buy the responses to the comments
should have been included): :

o Section D needs to be more pl‘OJEC't specific: See additional comments in the
attachment.
o Please reword the first paragraph of Section E as shown in the attachment.

: Planning Department

Page 3 Section 4, PARKING: Change the word “can” in the third sentence to
“may”.

The site plan analysis is unacceptable as it still recommends a one-way access drive
exiting the property by way of a two-way (ingress and egress driveway), as shown
on page 6.

We recommend that before submitting a revised Traffic Impact Analysis, you schedule a
meeting with both the Planning and Public Works Departments to discuss the project as
soon as possible. Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at
{760) 777-7131.

"John Walling, Architect
Ed Wimmer, Public Works Department
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CITY OF LA QUINTA (PLANNING DEPARTMENT) COMMENT LETTER, DATED AUGUST 23,
2010



41 Corporate Park, Suite 300 Irvine, CA 92606  949.660.1994 main  949.660.1911 fax ~www.urbanxroads.com

October 4, 2010

Ms. Yvonne Franco

CITY OF LA QUINTA

P.O. Box 1504

78-495 Calle Tampico

La Quinta, California 92253

Subject: Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (ECN/CRN 10075 VUP 2010-044)
Response to Comments

Dear Ms. Franco:

Urban Crossroads, Inc. has prepared responses to City of La Quinta Planning Department comments on
the Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (dated July 7, 2010). The responses are reflective of
revisions to the traffic impact analysis. The City’'s comment letter has been attached to this letter for your

reference.

Comment #1

Page 3, Section C: Why was the 30% seasonal variation used to factor used to apply traffic counts? Was
the approved Traffic Bulletin followed?

Response #1

EB 06-13 was followed in regards to the application of a seasonal factor (see page 4 of EB 06-13). The
season factor of 30% was selected at the direction of City staff during the scoping process due to the
proximity of the count date to the month of June. Count data was collected on May 25, 2010.

Comment #2

Page 5, Section D: The second sentence in the first paragraph seems incomplete.

Response #2
The sentence has been revised.
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Comment #3

Page 5, Section E: Is the referenced current peak season adjusted with or without the 30 percent? How
does the 20% or 30% adjustment relate to that section?

Response #3

The text has been revised to reflect that the count data collected has been factored by 30 percent to
represent a seasonal adjustment. In addition, the future cumulative volumes were derived by applying a
1% per year growth rate to the 30 percent adjusted existing volumes along with the traffic from cumulative

projects.

Comment #4

Page 6, Table 1-1: Are all intersections included on table?

Response #4

No all intersections were not included on the table. However, Table 1-1 has been revised to include all off-

site intersections that would be subject to fair share.

Comment #5
Page 7: The section “Project Buildout (2011) conditions”, states that there will not be a result in direct
project impacts to any of the study area intersections. This counters Table 1-1.

Response #5
Table 1-1 has been revised to reflect project and cumulative impacted locations.

Comment #6

Pages 8 & 9: The “Site Access and On-Site Circulation” section is inadequate and needs to be re-
evaluated. For example, Driveway 3 is identified with ingress and egress access, while the drive aisle that
leads to the Driveway 3 is limited to one way exit traffic only.

Response #6

The site access and on-site circulation has been re-evaluated and revised to reflect the correct on-site

circulation recommendations.

Comment #7
Page 10: Please remove the parking requirement analysis, as the parking demand will be based on

existing grandfathered uses and what is being proposed.
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For the parking Analysis please include the following:

“Parking will be calculated based on the existing pumps and retail store area as an existing use with 11
existing parking spaces (including pump spaces). Therefore, expanded retail space must provide eight
additional spaces per code for retail share footage (1/250) for a total of 19 spaces. Any shortage can be

made up by the ‘In Lieu Fee’.

Response #7
The text has been revised.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me directly at (949) 660-1994, ext. 204.

Respectfully submitted,

URBAN CROSSROADS, INC.

el o CARHS

Aric Evatt, PTP Charlene S. Hwang, PE
Principal Senior Transportation Engineer
AE:CH

JN: 07290-06 Letter

Attachments
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P.O. Box 1504

La QuinTta, CALIFORNIA 92247-1504

78-495 CarLLe Tamrico (760) 777-7000
La QuinTa, Cavirornia 92253 FAX (760) 777-7101

August 23, 2010

Ms. Ina Cover

Urban Crossroads

41 Corporate Park, Suite 300
Irvine, CA 92606

SUBJECT: VILLAGE USE PERMIT 2010-044 VILLAGE MARKET #912
Dear Ms. Cover:

We have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis for the subject project. Attached is a
memo prepared by the Public Works Department on the Traffic impact Analysis for
Village Market #912. Along with the comments included in the Public Works memo, the
Pianning Department has the following comments.

PAGE 3
Section C
Why was the 30% seasonal variation used to factor used to apply traffic counts?
Was the approved Traffic Bulletin followed?

PAGE 5
Section D
The second sentence in the first paragraph seems incomplete.
Section E
Is the referenced current peak season adjusted with or without the 30 percent?
How does the 20% or 30% adjustment relate to that section?

PAGE 6
Table 1-1
Are all intersections included on table?

PAGE 7
- The section “Project Buildout (2011) Conditions”, states that there will not be a
result in direct project impacts to any of the study area intersections. This



counters Table 1-1.

PAGE8 &9

The “Site Access and On-Site Circulation” section is inadequate and needs to be
re-evaluated. For example, Driveway 3 is identified with ingress and egress
access, while the drive aisle that leads io the Driveway 3 is limited to one way
exit traffic only. : _

Page 10

Please remove the parking requirement analysns as the parking demand will be
based on existing grandfathered uses and what is being proposed.

For the Parking Analysis please include the following:

“Parking will be calculated based on the existing pumps and retail store
area as an existing use with 11 existing parking spaces (including pump spaces).
Therefore, expanded retail space must provide eight additional spaces per code
for retail square footage (1/250) for a total of 19 spaces. Any shortage can be

‘made up by the “In Lieu Fee”.

We recommend that before submitting a revised Traffic Impact Analysis, you schedule a
- meeting with both the Planning and Public Works Departments to discuss the project as
soon as possible. Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me
at (760) 777-7131.

A53|stant Planner

Encl.

C:

John Walling, Architect
Ed Wimmer, Publlc Works Department
File
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41 Corporate Park, Suite 300 Irvine, CA 92606  949.660.1994 main  949.660.1911 fax ~www.urbanxroads.com

October 4, 2010

Mr. Timothy Jonasson, P.E.
CITY OF LA QUINTA

P.O. Box 1504

78-495 Calle Tampico

La Quinta, California 92253

Subject: Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (ECN/CRN 10075 VUP 2010-044)
Response to Comments

Dear Mr. Jonasson:

Urban Crossroads, Inc. has prepared responses to City of La Quinta Public Works Department comments
on the Village Marketplace #912 Traffic Impact Analysis (dated July 7, 2010). The responses are reflective
of revisions to the traffic impact analysis, pursuant to discussions with City staff. The City’'s comment letter

and redlines are attached to this letter for your reference in Attachment “A”.

Comment #1

1.0 Executive Summary; Section A: Explain why the word “Project” is in parentheses.

Response #1

The word “Project” was provided in parentheses to indicate that the Village Marketplace would be referred
to as “Project” throughout the remainder of the document. This has been clarified in the text.

Comment #2

1.0 Executive Summary; Section A: The Executive Summary is too lengthy. It should not be more than a
couple of pages.

Response #2

The Executive Summary has been shorted to three pages and all tables and exhibits have been moved to
the end of Chapter 1.0. Pursuant to discussions with City staff, the revised Executive Summary provides

an overview of the analysis contained within the body of the report.

07290-06 Letter



Mr. Timothy Jonassan, P.E.
CITY OF LA QUINTA
October 4, 2010

Page 2

Comment #3

1.0 Executive Summary; Section A: The second paragraph of phase 1 needs to reflect that this is an
Urban Crossroads assumption and not City of La Quinta staff's assumption.

Response #3

The text has been revised to reflect that the findings and recommendations contained within the report

adhere to current acceptable engineering practices and reflect Urban Crossroads’ professional judgment.

Comment #4
1.0 Executive Summary; Section B: Eliminate “to accommodate City of La Quinta input”, and reword the
sentence.

Response #4
The text has been stricken and the sentence has been revised.

Comment #5

1.0 Executive Summary; Section B: The analysis should be based on what the developer is proposing,
which is 4,687 square feet, not 5,000 square feet.

Response #5

Based on a conference call with City staff on September 7, 2010, the sentence has been revised to
indicate that change to the site plan reducing the square footage to 4,687 square feet occurred subsequent
to the analysis. As such, the analysis has been based on the previous square footage of 5,000 square
feet. It is important to note that the slightly higher square footage of 5,000 square feet has resulted in a

more conservative analysis.

Comment #6

1.0 Executive Summary; Section B: Do not use project buildout year for the cumulative. The scenarios out
lined in EB 06-13 should be followed.

Response #6

In conjunction with providing an analysis for project buildout year (2011) conditions, an addition analysis
has also been conducted for the City’s Horizon Year (2025) for without and with project conditions. It
should be noted that the analysis of the City’s Horizon Year (2025) has been conducted based on

discussions with City staff on September 7, 2010 and is also consistent with EB 06-13. It should be noted
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that project fair share calculations and determination of significantly impacted locations were performed

based on the Horizon Year (2025) analysis.

Comment #7
1.0 Executive Summary; Section B: For the second paragraph of page 3, replace the word “vehicles” with
“trips.”

Response #7
The text has been revised.

Comment #8
1.0 Executive Summary; Section C: Engineering Bulletin EB 06-13 calls for adding a growth rate. Please
see attachment for further explanation.

Response #8
The text has been revised to clarify the methodology behind the development of the traffic volumes.

Comment #9
1.0 Executive Summary; Section D: This section needs to be more project specific. Please see additional
comments in the attachment.

Response #9
The text has been revised to be consistent with EB 06-13.

Comment #10

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E: Please reword the first paragraph of section E, as shown in the
attachment.

Response #10

The text has been revised.

Comment #11

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E: Table 1-1: Please identify the other seven intersections on the table.

Only four were included.
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Response #11

The other off-site intersections have also been included on Table 1-1. Project driveway locations have not
been included as they are considered to be the responsibility of the project and would therefore not be

eligible for fair share.

Comment #12

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E.2: Needs to state that the impact of the additional trips from the project
is less than the number of minutes of delay specific in EB 06-13 for the HCM LOS threshold of impacts
criteria and therefore does not create a project specified impact.

Response #12

The text has been revised.

Comment #13

1.0 Executive Summary; Section E: Please see the attachment. Is Exhibit C the site plan comments? If it
is, Urban Crossroads should address the fact that the driveway onto Avenida Bermudas needs to be either
one-way or widened to 35 feet. | am assuming that the attachment covers all of the other concerns
expressed by David Sawyer.

Response #13

The exhibit and on-site circulation recommendations text has been revised to indicate that the driveway is

recommended to be widened to 35-feet in order to meet full access criteria.

Comment #14

For the cumulative analysis, the scenarios outlined in EB 06-13 should be followed and the growth rates
for the cumulative analysis projects need to be consistent with EB 06-13.

Response #14

A cumulative analysis of 2025 has been included in the analysis. As noted in the report, the volumes have
been derived by increasing the existing base volumes by a growth rate of 1% per year and include the

addition of cumulative project traffic.

Comment #15

The Eisenhower Drive and Washington Street LOS calculations should assume that there are three left-

turn lanes on Eisenshower Drive.
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Response #15

As shown on Page C-9 of Appendix “C”, the eastbound leg of Eisenhower Drive consists of two dedicated
left turn lanes and a shared left-through-right turn lane. Based on discussions with City staff on September
7, 2010, the southbound direction on Washington Street has been revised to reflect the recently
programmed right-turn overlap phasing. Based on discussions with City staff, it is our understanding that
the City is concerned with the LOS results for the intersection of Washington Street at Eisenhower Drive.
The intersection currently operates at LOS “E” during the peak hours and is anticipated to continue to
operate at LOS “E” under Horizon Year (2025) conditions. Further review suggests that the intersection is
anticipated to operate at LOS “D” during both peak hours under existing and Horizon Year (2025) traffic
conditions, without the seasonal adjustments to the existing volumes. The traffic impact analysis utilizes
the existing count data with a seasonal factor applied, consistent with the requirements in EB 06-13. The
HCM analysis worksheets which show the intersection operating at acceptable LOS “D” during both peak

hours has been provided in Attachment “B” of this letter.

Comment #16

Urban Crossroads needs to show that the analysis is consistent with the Engineering Bulletin EB 06-13
(attached).
Response #16

The HCM assumptions as outlined in EB 06-13 have been followed and can be confirmed in the HCM
analysis worksheets for each intersection and on the screenshot provided in Appendix “B” of the traffic
impact analysis. If City staff requires the actual analysis software file for review, it can be sent over upon

request.

Comment #17

The study needs to verify that all LOS HCM calculations were based on the input parameters identified in
EB 06—13. Please print out the parameter summary sheet for the runs so staff can check that these input
parameters are correct. No other study has reported LOS “E” or “F” at Washington and Avenue 52 as well

as Avenue 52 and Avenida Bermudas.
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Response #17

The HCM assumptions as outlined in EB 06-13 have been followed and can be confirmed in the HCM
analysis worksheets for each intersection and on the screenshot provided in Appendix “B” of the traffic
impact analysis. If City staff requires the actual analysis software file for review, it can be sent over upon
request. Similar to the intersection of Washington Street at Eisenhower Drive, further review suggests that
the intersections of Avenida Bermudas at Avenue 52 and Washington Street at Avenue 52 are anticipated
to operate at acceptable levels of service during both peak hours under existing and Horizon Year (2025)
traffic conditions, without the seasonal adjustments to the existing volumes. The only exception is the
intersection of Avenue Bermudas at Avenue 52 which is anticipated to operate at LOS “E” during the AM
peak hour under both existing and Horizon Year (2025) traffic conditions. The traffic impact analysis
utilizes the existing count data with a seasonal factor applied, consistent with the requirements in EB 06-
13. The HCM analysis worksheets which show the intersection peak hour operations without adjusted

existing volumes have been provided in Attachment “B” of this letter.

Comment #18

The traffic study needs to address the project’s fair share cost. The intersection of Calle Sinaloa and
Eisenhower Drive meets the warrants for a traffic signal. This project will impact this intersection. The
study should identify its fair share cost for the improvements planned for this intersection and any other
intersections impacted by the project on a project specific and cumulative basis.

Response #18

A project fair share analysis has been provided in the revised traffic impact analysis. However, the project
fair share assessment has only been performed for study area intersections. The intersection of
Eisenhower Drive at Calle Sinaloa was not identified as a study area intersection at the time of scoping
with City staff.

Comment #19

Urban Crossroads needs to coordinate with the Public Works Department and the Planning Department to
address the parking analysis.

Response #19

The Planning Department’s comments on the parking analysis has been reflected in the revised traffic

impact analysis.

07290-06 Letter



Mr. Timothy Jonassan, P.E.
CITY OF LA QUINTA
October 4, 2010

Page 7

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me directly at (949) 660-1994, ext. 204.

Respectfully submitted,

URBAN CROSSROADS, INC.

el

Aric Evatt, PTP
Principal

AE:CH
JN: 07290-06 Letter
Attachments

CABHR

Charlene S. Hwang, PE
Senior Transportation Engineer
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ity of L Quinfi

LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA $2247-1504 - PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

78-495 CALLE TAMPIGO ' _ -(760) 777-7075
LA QuUINTA, CALIFORNIA 92253 o o FAX (760) 777-7155
TRANSMITTAL MEMO
TO:  Project Planner

- SUBJECT: ECNI/CRN 10075 VUP 2010-044 - Tower Energy Groilp Vllla'ge Market
912 ( Corner of Montezuma & Navarro)-Prelim Hydro, Prelim WQMP Prelim
Precise Gradmg and Traffic Impact Study

DATE: August 12, 2010
lNSTRUCTIONS TO APPLICANT:

1) .Please prowde a written response to each comment on the followmg pages of in
green line on the redlined plans.

2) Please revise originals and reprint Plans andlor Calculations as necessary fcr

. cotrections.

3) Please return all red—marked Plans, Back-Up Documents, Specifi catlons,
Calculations or Reports with the resubmittal.

4) Please assure that each sheet of the resubmitted Plans and the title, cover or .

- signature shest of the Documents, Specifications, Calculations or Reporis
include the preparer's name and telephone number and are wet-signed and
stamped by the licensed preparer as prescribed by California Business and
Professions Code Section 5536 (Architects) and Section 6735 (Civil Engmeers)
Resubmittals will not be accepted with signatures missing.

5) Please return this list, your written responses and all documents listed above with
your resubmittal.

'REQUESTED CORRECTIONS

These comments represent a summary of the requested corrections. Please consuit -
the red lines for additional clarity. Also, please return the red lines wuth the next
submittal of this report. :

For 1.0 Executive Summary

) Sectton A. o

» Explain why the word “Pro;ect” is in parentheses. '

» The Executive Summary is foo lengthy. It should not be more than a couple of
pages.

+ The second paragraph of page 1 needs to reflect that this is an Urban
Crossroads assumption and not City of La Quinta staff's assumption.




Section B. | . - |
» Eliminate “to accommodate City of La Quinta input”, and reword the sentence.
¢« The analysis should be based on what the developer is proposing, which is

4,687 square feet, not 5,000 square feet. o

- = Do not use project build out year for the cumulative. The scenarios outlined in

- EB 06-13 should be followed . 3

. Forthe second paragraph of page 3, replace the work “vehicles” with “trips.”

Section C,

* Engineering Bulletin EB 06-13 calls for adding & growth rate. Please see
attachments for further explanation. '

Section D.

e This section needs to be more project specific. Please see additional comments
- in the attachment. : o - '

Section E. o : - :
- » Please reword first paragraph of Section E, as shown in the attachment.
«  Table 1-1: please identify the other seven intersections on the table. Only four
were included. : S o
» Section E 2, needs fo state that the impact of the additional trips from the
project is less than the number of minutes of delay specified in EB 06-13 for the
HCM LOS threshold of impacts criteria and therefore does not create a project
specific potential impact. ' . _ :
» Exhibit 1-C; Please see attachment. Is Attachment C the site plan comments? If
it is, Urban Crossroads should address the fact that the driveway onto Avenida
Bermudas needs to be either one-way or widened to 35 feet. | am assuming that
the attachment covers all of the other concerns expressed by David Sawyer.

In addition to the items mentioned above and the comments aftached, the
_ analysis needs to include the following: 3 , -

o For the cumulative analysis, the scenarios outlined in EB 08-13 should be
followed and the growth rates for the cumulative analysis projects need to be
consistent with EB 06-13. _ ' _ T . -

s The Eisenhower Drive and Washington Street L OS calculations should assume
that there are three left-turn lanes on Eisenhower Drive. R ‘

* Urban Crossroads needs to show that.the analysis is consistent with the
Engineering Bulletin EB 06-13 (attached). - _ . _

» The study needs to verify. that all LOS HCM calculations were based on the
input parameters identified in EB 06-13. Please print out the parameter
summary sheet for the runs so staff can check that these input parameters are
correct. No other study has reported LOS E or F at Washington and Avenue 52
as well as Avenue 52 and Avenida Bermudas. '

» - The traffic study needs to address the project's fair share cost. The intersection
of Calle Sinaloa and Eisenhower Drive meets the warrants for a traffic signal.
This project will impact this intersection. The study should identify its fair share
cost for the improvements planned for this intersection and any other
intersections impacted by the project on a project specific and cumulative basis.




+ Urban Crossroads needs to coordlnate with the Public Works Department and
the Plannlng Department to address the parking analysm

Sincerely, -

Timothy R/ Joné&son, P.E.
Public Works Director/City Engineer
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VILLAGE MARKET #912
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
CiTy OF LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY _
A.  Introduction

The purpose of this traffic im is is to evaluate the potential. traffic impacts from the
proposed Village Market #9 roj A The'Pnoject is generally located south of Avenida
Montezuma and bounded by Avenida Navarro to the west and Avenida Bermudas to the eastin
the OIld Town area of the City of La Quinta. Exhibit 1-A illustrates the locahon of the ijedAj-é/

re!atlon to the mtersections addressed in thls study. ! - (,_)Cﬂ"‘!( D ,V'O’F?,r

~ Urban Crossroads, Inc. prepared this traffic analysis in accopdance with theé(;eo'f La Quinta’s
Engineering Bulletin #06-13. Through coordination with City’of La Quinta staff, Urban Crossroads,

‘Inc. has discussed key traffic impact stu jéhs to ensure that City requirements are
addressed in the report. The findings and the recomme dations in this report adhere to current
acceptable engineering practices and reflect Wclfesaona! engineering judgment.

Un.ew Cﬂos‘s (’0/‘:6:{5

The existing proje_ct site currently consists of a gas station_ (8 vehicle fueling ‘positions) with a 2,000

B.  Description of Proposed Project

square foot convenience market and a 1,000 ‘square foot high-turnover sit-down restaurant. The
i _proposed Project is to consist of a gas station with 8 vehicle fueling posmons (consnstent with the
" existing condxtlon) and an expanded convenience market totallng approxlmate{y 5,000 square feet.
T_he high-tumover sit-down restaurant will be removed in order to acoommdate the expanded

convenience market.

"It should be noted that subsequent to the ‘traffic study 'being scoped with the lead jurisdiction,

changes to the site pla resulted in a slight reduction in

proposed building square footage from 5,000 square feet to 4 ,687 square feet. The traffic analysis

- contained i in this-report should therefore be considered worst case as-it would tend to overstate ag:« s

opposed to understate potermal project related i lmpactsW %g/ _

LAstah -~
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Exhibit 1-8

@) ogeo

| At buildout of the proposed Project (2011), the site is anticipated to generate an estimated -1',142

rowdes a site plan of the proposed Pnoject Year 2011 is the an’acupated Project

net additional lnps per day with an addlttonal 7

. during the AM peak hour and an additional

a and An s Soenan ' _ : ' @??M\J{‘Q’ b\g/
gﬁ \—AQAB/ UKS
The studly i ersectlons aluated were sglasied with City of La Quinta Staff

d r d S
based orrferofesm nftg"mee %dgment regarding the most likely geograph;c area to be

_ :mpacted by the additional traffic the project would generate and the conﬁguration of the streets

in the area. Eleven mtersectlons on Avenida Montezuma, Avenida Bermudas and Washington

' Street were analyzed along with 33 roadway segments.

Since ftraffic volumes in the City of La Quinta correlate to seasonal ﬂuctuatlons in population, - |
appmpnate factors should be applied to the traffic. oounts dependmg on when they were collected.
This approach ensures that the peak traffic conditions - are evaluated For example, the C:ty

' _'requn'es that traffic counts oonducted dunng the peak seasonal penod from January 2 to March 31
© require no seasonal adjustmen’s In contrast, trafﬁc counts conducted dunng the off season period

-from July to August should be mcreased by 40% from measured levels. The trafﬁc counts
conducted for this- study were collected during the off-peak season in May 2010, which based on
City traffic study guidelines requires that a 20% __seasonal variation factor be applied to exustmg
traffic counts. However, as the counts_ were taken fewards the end of May 2010, a 30% seasonal

~ - variation factor has been applied to existing traffic counts to be conservative.

In addition to existing conditions, other scenarios that were studied include existing plus project
traffic to determine direct project related impacts. In order to determine cumulative impacts, the
addition of traffic from other related projects in the area and an annual growth rate in traff ic

volumes were eualuated

- Village Market #912 Traffic Impact Analysis _ ' ; '
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Criteria for Determining Significant Impacts

The City of La Quinta criteria indicates that a project is considered to have a potential project
-specrﬁc s.fgmﬁcant impact if an intersection is nperatlng at LOS ‘E” and the pro;ect causes an
mcnease in delay of two seconds or more (note: this criteria is specific to anatys;s performed using
the nghway Capacity Mam_ia! or HCM).  The criteria further indicates that if the intersection is

i « ject causes an | i d H
Mg at LOS “F" and the project causes an increase in defay of one second or more (HCM)

during the AM and PM Peak Hours at existing plus project or opening year condmons A potential

0 g
Q@"\"‘ \g

:?cumu!awe s:gmﬁcant impact is rdentlﬁed if an mtersecton is operating at LOS ¥ = and the project

causes an increase in delay of two seconds or more (HCM). Furthermore, a potentlal cumulatlve
significant impact is defi ned if an intersection is operation at LOS “F” and the project causes an
increase in delay of one second or more (HCM) during the AM and PM Peak Hours at existing plus -
amblent pIus cumulative plus prcuect conditions. : '

For road segments a project is considered to have a potential project specific significant rmpacf if
the pro;ed would cause the exls'ang LOS to fall below MLOS ‘D% or.if a road segment is-
operating at LOS “E” or LOS “F” and project traffic will i increase the peak hour volume to capacity
(v/c) ratio in the peak direction by 0.02 or -more at exas’nng plus pro;ect condmcms A potential
cumulative significant fmpact on a road segment is identified if a roadway is operatlng worse than
LOS “D" and project traffic will i increase the peak hour v/c ratio in the peak d1rect|on by 0. 02 ormore -
at existing plus ambient plus cumulahve plus project condmons '

E Summary of Findings
The results of the potential project Sheciﬁc- and cumulative significant impacts for the study area
‘intersections for near term conditions are summarized in Table 1-1. As shown in Table 1- 1, 1he
" proposed F'ro;ect is not. annctpated to contribute addrhonal traffic resulting elthe -dwst pro;ecl _
0 © Qe W Gomelehe - N o
1 Exlstmg Conditions ( R“‘J‘_ 1=
The mtersection analysls forexlstmg ‘conditions T repres€r1’ts current peak season intersection < WA\
Ievel of ser\uce operatlons Al study area mtersecﬂons are. currenﬂy operating - at
Village Market #912 Traffic Impact Analysis '
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acceptable levels of service, LOS “D" or better, with peak season traffic volumes and the
existing roadway-conﬁgurations, with ihe exception of the following intersections:

. Avenida Bermudas (NS) at:

' : : ™ Avenue (EW) -~ - - \/@ <
- Washington Street (NS)at: X~ M 7 Cad
e . Eisenhower Drive (EW) "

e 52" Avenue (EW) s -'\_(\ay_ &

Roadway segments are analyzed by comparing the existing peak season daily traffic
volumes to the capacity of the particular roadway. The analysis indicatés that all studied
“ roadway segments are currently operating at acceptable levels of service with existing

| ~configurations. All of the road segments are operating at LOS “A". - -

2. Project Buildout (2011) Conditions =

With the addition of project traffic to existing traffic volumes, all of the intersections and road
segments studied will operate at LOS “D” or better with the exception of three intersections
- 'identified under existing conditions. - However, the difference in delay at those intersections -
-+ ‘does not meet the Cify of La Quinta’s significant impact criteria. Therefore, the prdposed
| Project does not result in direct project impacts to any of the study area intersections and « - {/J(

roadsegments N Zgigm o)( )((,W

The naly5|s of potentlal cumula Stgnrﬁwnt impacts in 201‘1 whlch considers traffic from ’ﬂ

' Village Market #912 Traffic Impact Analysis : ' ' ' URBAN
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&2 - EXHIBIT 1-C

CIRCULATION REC ENDATIONS

. | DIRECT VEHICULAR ACCESS FROM AVENIDA NAVARRO WILL
BE ELIMINATED AND THE ACCESS TO AVENIDA MONTEZUMA
WILL BE REDUCED FROM 3 TO 2 DRIVEWAYS, WHICH BASED.
ON PARKING CONFIGURATION AND DRIVE AISLE WIDTH
ADJACENT TO AVENIDA MONTEZUMA THE MOST WESTERLY
DRIVEWAY SHOULD BE SIGNED FOR OUTBOUND TRIPS ONLY

CWILL FULL ACCESS. A FULL ACCESS DRIVEWA

-| ONE-WAY DRIVE AISLES, APPROPRIATE ONE-WAY

‘| VEHICLE PATHS SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED IN

AS THE SITE'S PHYSIC
THE USE OF ANGLED PM'QNG'STALI.S WITH

At |Jre o Pehae
CAL-DHASITSIONS BEQUNRE -

SIGNAGE AND STRIPING INDICATING DESIGNATED

CONJUNCTION WITH DETAILED CONSI'RUCTION
PLANS.

TERLY DRIVEWAY ON AVENIDA MOM@
1

ON AVENIDA BERMUDAS.

WL B R 3

THE PLANNED ANGLED PARKING STALLS I.OCATED

E AISLE WIDTH OF 143" SATISFIES
OR ONE-WAY DRIVE AISLE WIDTHS
BH"TO ANGLED PARKING BETWEEN 044
DEGREES (CITY CODE IS 14°0"). THE ONE-WAY
DRIVE AISLE SHOULD BE STRIPED AS SUCH. )

SPACES
BOUNDARY

THE PLANNED PARALLEL PARKINE
PROVIDED ADJACENT TO THE SI

ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN P8 THE SITE
APPEAR TO ADHERE TO C AT THEY
ARE 90" WIDE AND 240" € ’ RIVE AISLE

WIDTH ADJACENT TO THE PARALLEL SPACES DOES
NOT MEET CURRENT CITY CODE FOR TWO-WAY |
TRAVEL (i.e., 26 ft.), THEREFORE, THE DRIVE AISLE
SHOULD BE STRIPED FOR ONE-WAY TRAVEL. AS A
ONE-WAY DRIVE AISLE THERE WOULD APPEAR TO
BE SUFFICIENT ROOM FOR VEHICLES TO SAFELY
NAVIGATE THE PUMP ISLANDS.

Village Market #912 Traffic Impact Analysis
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each 250 sq. ft, the total number of required parking spaces would be reduced o 19. The
- City'sin lieu parking fee program could be used to address the 2 spaces not provided by the
Project. E | T

It should also be noted that additional public parking is located on the north side of Avenida -
- Montezuma, less than 100 feet from the convenience store. The public parking ot is
ihtended to serve the Old Town La Quinta area, and could easily accommodate any
overflow parking requirements that might occur during peak periods. Pedestrian access is
already accommodated by. existing crosswalks located at the site adjacent intersections of
_ Avenida Navarro at Avenida M'ontezuma_and Avenida Bermudas at 'Avenida Momez_uma.
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ENGINEERING BULLETIN #06-13

. TO: Al Interested Parties o R
_FROM:- o ‘ mothy R. Jonasson, Public Woiks Director/City Engineer

_ REVISED EFFECTIVE DATE:  April 7, 2010
ORIGINAL EFFECTIVE DATE:  Dacember 19, 2006

SUBJECT:  Traffic Study Guidelines

This bulletin establishes traffic study specifications. All traffic studies submitted to -
the City of-La Quinta shall be completed by a Traffic Engineer registered in the
‘State of California and- shal[ follow these guidslines- unless othervwse dlrected by

. the City Eng[neer. ' - :

" SCREENING CRITERIA

Traffic studies for the Clty of La Quinta_shall -be performed ' for pro;ects that
produce 50 of more peak hour trips as calculated by the screening criteria below.

'The screemng caiculation. of the ‘peak hour- trips shall atilize the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE} p.m. peak hour trip generatlon rates per the most
© : recent Trip Genération Manual. Selected 8% Edition “Trip Generation rates are
provided below in Tabia 1.0 for convenlence and reference only.” Additional land
" ‘'use categories -and trip generation regressmn curves are avaiiable in the Tnp

: Generat:on Manuai and shou!d be used as appllcable R, :




Land Use o . Unit - Average Rate “Threshold -
P.M. Weekday Peal Developmant
_ : ~ Hour of the intensity
- . : ' . ' | GeneratorTrips! Unit
- | Light Industry {Code110) . 1,000 - 1.08 46,296
- GFA GFA
Industrial Park {Code 130) = . 1,000 0.86 | 58,140
. ' 1 @aFA - GFA .
Manufacturing (Code140) - 1,000 0,76 66,667
: ' GFA GFA
{ Single Famity Residential (Code 210) |~ DMY. - |- 1.02 . 49 D.U.
Apartment (Code 220} . D.U. -0.67 - 75.D.U°
High-rise Apartment (Code 222) _ DU, . - 0.40 125 D.U.
Residential Condominium {Code 230) | - D.U.. . 0.62 96 DU,
General Office (Code 710} I 1,000 o 1.49 33,557
- . GFA : : - GFA -
{ Corporate Headquarters {(Code 714) 1,000 ' 1.40 | 35,714
- - : GFA . _ .| GFA
Office Park (Code 750) ; 1,000 1.48 33,333 .
a . GFA o : - GFA
Ressarch & Development (Code 760) | * 1,000 1.07 - 46,296
' _ _ , S GFA . - GFA
| Drive-In Bank (Code 912} o 1,600 ' 2669 | 93BGFA.
Gasoline Service w/ Market {Code - |Fuel Position| = 13.57 1 4 Pumps
945) : ‘ : - b
Discount Superstore (Code 813) " 1,000 . 4.68 © 12,407
L .GFA B GFA
- - | Shopping Center {Saturday Peak 1000 | =~ 489 . | 10,060
/| Hour) (Code 820) |l o G6A | . GLA
Quality Restaurant {Code 931) | 1,000 .. 9.02 5543 GFA
. . GFA - -
| Fast Food w/ Drlve-Thru {Code 934} 1,000 46,14 1071 GFA

FORMATTING CRITERIA

TABLE 1.0 — Trip Generatlon Rates Excerpted from ITE Trip Generation 8“‘ Edition

Bl

Traffic Study réports should provide a comprehenswé review of any. potenﬁalhj _
significant project specific impact(s). Included-in each report should be a project

. description, ‘a project schedule and an explanation of the analysis. methodology

used. - Ex&stmg, existing plus project, project opening phases and City build-out
conditions should be evaluated based on collected and projected volumes. Each of

these stenarios should have a Level of Serviees (LOS) analysis, verification of

traffic counts. utilized and a list of significant impacts along with recommended
mitigation measures. Reports should inciude fully numbered pages with a table of
contents and other standard report: formatting. measures including Executive
Summary and Recommendation sections. Recommendations for mitigation of the -

- _potentially significant project specmc impacts are -required for all potentlally




significant impacts for each scenario analyzed in the report. Traffic Study reports in '
tetter format are acceptable with City approval when a ilmlted scope analysis or
g update study is desired. . . .

- SCOPING FORM APPROVAL & DRAFT REPORT APPROVAL

- Preparation of traffic studres for the City of La Quinta should begm with the
-submittal of a completed scoping form (see Attachment 4} by the traffic engineer
preparing the study for City approval. Included with the submittal should be a

- figure graphically depicting the report’s proposed study intersections and

distribution assumptions. The scope should also identify what specific ITE land use
- codes, trip generation rates, pass-by reduction factors, time petiods {e.g. a.m. .
- peak, p.m. peak, weekend peak} and development scenarios. (e.g. existing, existing
. plus project, project phase, project build-out, City build-out} are proposed to be
studied. A draft cumulative projects list, if applrcable, should also be. included with
the scoping submittal. This list of planned: or entitied projects that could affect the
development under review can be obtained from the Planning Department

B The traffic study should only be Initiated after the scoping submittal is approved by o
the Public Works Departmont. A draft traffic study report is aiso requested for City
review and approval prior to finalization of report conclusions.

. The scope of the Traffic Impact Study shali address all applicable requirements of
the Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} and the = Traffic Enginesr
performing the work should be familiar with these requirements. The scope may be

“expanded after the initial Scope of Work is ‘approved by the City to address CEQA
compliance issues, Questions with regard to' CEQA compliance should -be
addressed to the Planmng Department '

. GENERAL SPEC!FIGATIONS

. Traffic Studies for the City of La Quinta shall conform to the general specifications
contained within the Riverside County Transportation Department guidefines {latest
edition) unless otherwise authorized by the Clty Engrneer - These guidelines are
located at the following hyperiink: L : -

http://www.rctima.org/rans/gen_info pamphlets himl

Specific exceptions to the Riverside County specrficatlon document for the City of
La Quinta are as outl[ned in thls bullet:n ' :

MINIMUM STUDY RADIUS

. At a minimum, the fraffic report shall analyze roadways and mtersecttons within
the following study radius based on the ‘Average Daliy Traffrc (ADT) the pro;ect is -
'pro;ected to generate: .

~ TABLE 2.0 - Minimum Study Radius

1 ADT's between 0-100 . 025 mile from “the ad;acerzt penmetar of the :
project




ADT's between 1071-__5,000 1 0.50 mile from  the adjacent perlmeter of the '
' : S B progect '

ADT's .~ between 5,001- | 1.0 mile from the adjacent penmeter of the project
10,000 R :

{ADT's  between - 10,001-| 1.5 miles from the adjacent perimeter of the project
15,000 : : ' -

| ADT's over 1'5,0_00' -_ ] Radius to be determined by the City.

. If, in the judgment of the City or the Traffic Engineer, project irips may cause
~ potentizlly significant project specific impacts to road segments or intersections
‘beyond the study radius, those road segments or intersections are also required to

~ be studied. The study scope should also identify intersections and streets from

' ad;acent mumclpaht:es to be included in the traffic study, if appropriate.

- No adjustments for diverted trips should be assumed when analyzing mtersections
"~ or road segments along H:ghway 11%, Washmgton or Jefferson Street Pass by
trips can ba utilized, lf ]UStlfin ) S

LEVEL OF SERVICE

- The City of La Qumta has established LOS D' as the mmtmum Ieve! of service for
its intersections and. street segments : : :

ROAD SEGMENTS

. The maximum daily volume to capacity {V/C} ratio of 0.90 shalt be used for ail road
- segments’ being. -studied. The maximum daily capacity of a roadway shall be
determmed based on |ts functional GlaSSIficatIOi‘l as fcllaws )

Classification - Lang Conflguratmn ) ‘ Cagacity {ADT)

- Local B 1T Lo .1 8,000

" Collector S 2w . 14,0007
- Modified Secondary S i » - -0 19,000

Secondary - AU S : 28,000

Primary .o ap ; 38,000 .

' Augmented Major . 8D ' R . 76,000 -

,- SIGNALIZED !NTERSECTIONS

~Signalized intersections shall have an overall intersection defay that equates to a
. LOS.'D* or better based on the delay methodology in the latest version: of the
-Highway Capacity Manual {HCM) or. Intersection Capacity Utilization {ICU). Input
parameters for the HCM analysis shall comply with Attachment 2 of this document.
‘Alternatively, the Intersection Capacity Utilization Method (ICU} may be used to
calculate LOS for s:gnallzed intersections.




" UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Unsignalized intersections shall have a LOS ‘D’ or better for alt critical movements
at an all-way stop controlled intersection and a LOS ‘B’ for a side street on a two-.
way stop controlled intersection based on thé latest HCM delay methodology.

TRAFFIC COUNTS

TIVE OF DAY

Required traffic -counts should measure mormng peak volumes between tha hours

of 6:00 to 8:30 .a.m. and afternoon peak volumes between the hours of 2:30 to
5:30 p.m. Time frames for Saturday counts, if required, should be agreed upon
with the City prior to their collection. The City of La Quinta experiences peak traffic
volumes at atypical times of day as a result of heavy gonstruction and maintenance
worker trlp volumes with early start/end work schedules.

SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT

The City of La Quinta hfstoncally expertences significant ‘variations in seasonal
population. To compensate for these cyclical fluctuations, adjustments should be -
made to traffic counts based on the time of year they are taken. Counts taken from

AJanuary 2 to March 31 require no seasonal adjustments. Use of traffic counts

taken in the period between Thanksgiving and New Years Day will generally not be
allowable given the wide variation in traffic volumes during this period. . Counts o
taken in the months of April and November shall be increased by 10%. Those.

taken in May and October shall be increased by 20%. Those taken in June and
September shail be increased by 30%, while those taken in July and August shall
be increased by 40% over measured levels. With the City-approval, historical traffic
counts may be utilized for a period no greater than 1_year-from the initial submittal

- of the full traffic study. A request to use historical traffic counts should be included -

as part of the scoping package submltted to the Cxty

" FUTURE TRAFFIC voLUMEs N

'CUMULATIVE GROWTH VOLUMES

For estimating future traffic voiume growth for time periods between existing and

- the City’s horizon year, a comblnatnqn of cumulative pr_ojects and a percentage .
growth factor shall be used. A cumulative projects list, compiled by the City's

Planning Department, will be used for this purpose. As a minimum, future projects
located within a radius that is twice that indicated in Table 2.0 should be included.
Additional cumulative projects Iocated outsidé that radius should -be included if
prolected traffic from that project is antrclpated to combine with other traffic to -
mgmﬂcantly impact a study intersection .or road segment. If applicable, neighboring
agencies will be contacted by City staff for additional cumulatNe prolects located .
in their jurisdiction that may effect study locations.




- In addition,; a percentage growth rate for regional trafffc shall be mcluded in these
- future traffic volumes. This percentage will normally be 1%. per year but may be '
adjusted by the City based on project location and historical data. The methodology -
described in NCHRP Report 255 may be used to estimate mtersection Aurning -
rnovement counts. : ‘

. TRAFFIC VOLUME BENCHMARBKS

Traffic counts and studies should benchmark against current peak season trafﬁc
voluine levels: available from the Coachella Valley Association of Governments at:

. http:/iwww. cvag_g/’i'rans!pdfflIes/2007Trafthap pdf

Studies should review current traffic census mformatlon to ensure that actual or
theoretical counts are of the proper magmtude

TRIP GENERAT!ON RATES

ITE trip generatmn rates should utilize. approprlate land use categones for peak‘-
“hour assumptions as described in ‘the “Screening Criteria” section of this
" Engineering Bulletin unless other rates are authorized by the City Engineer. If the
ITE Trip Generation Report provides an equation for calculating trip generation that
- has a good regression curve fit'to the data points (R2>0.7), the equation should
be used in place of the avérage rate. For-high weekend use. facilities such as _
shopping centers and restaurants, the traffic study should utilize the higher tiip
- generation values assigned to these time petiods as well as an analysis of
weekday -trip generation conditions, AM peak hour analysis is not generally
applicable for commercial sites. The ITE rate of the peak hour of the generator
. NOT the peak hour of the adjacent street should generaily ba utilized.

Reduction factors may be applied to the ftraffic that is added to the streets
adjacent to the projsct to. account for non-diverted pass-by traffic. The reduction
. factors, outlined. in the latest edition of the Institute of Transportatlon Engineers

Trip Generation Informational Report Users Handbook are to be approved by the
City during the scoping process. .

In addition to average peak hour rates, increases in average ratas to mcorporate

one {1) statistical standard deviation {1 sigma) for commaercial projecis such as

discount superstores, shopping centers, quality and fast-food restaurants, gasolme

. service stations and drive-in- banks, should be reviewed for worst case sensitivity
 analysis. The analysis is requested 10 |dent|fy marginai traffic issues with potential
~ additional traffic volumes

The statistical standard dev:at:on trip generatlon increase analysis should review all
site access intersections and adjacent. arterial intersections. While the details of this .
analysis can be focated in the report ‘appendix, a supplemental table and diagram
should be provided within the traffic study to document standard deviation’
maximum trip distributions ‘and_the potential traffic lmpacts occurrmg at the
margins of the tnp generation estimates.




‘The standard deviation trip generation rates are not intended to define standard
mitigation measures, but to provide a sensitivity review for possible traffic impacts
adjacent to the development, glven the inexact nature af traffic study assumpt[ons
and results. ‘ .

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASS!GNMENT |

A typical trip distribution for a proposed pl"OjeG‘t is illustrated in Attachment 3. This
information should be attached to the proposed scope of work (see Attachment 4}
. for a traffic impact study, as well as in the final study -report. The basis used to -
" determine the percentage distribution should bé identified in the scoping form and
approved by the City. The percent of trips assigned to the road network can be
- based on the relative location of population, commercial, recreational and
employment centers; existing peak hour link and turning movement volumes; ADT
.. volumes; proximity to regional transportation corrldors andlor knowledge of ioc:al
' and regional traffic circulation.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL GUIDANCE | |
A Traffic 'Signal Warrant Analysis should be performed. at all unsignalized study
intersections for each study scenario. Warrant analysis should utilize the most

appropriate of eight warrarts listed in section 4-of the latest edition of the
California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices {CA MUTCD),

The need for traffic signals should also include an analvsus for Warrant 6
{Coordinated Signal Systems). This warrant should be applied to locations where
adjacent traffic signals do not provide the necessary degree of pla’zoumng and
. where the addition of a new traffic signal will assist in providing progressive signal
- cperation. Normally, this should be considered only at locations which are between
- 1300 and 2600 feet from existing or future traffic sugnal mstallatlons. At locations
"which are less than 1300 feet from adjacent trafflc signals, new traffic signals will
nhot generally be permltted - :

Where appllcable, the need for trafﬂc signals should also include an analysis for
" Warrant 8 {Roadway Network). The signal warrant.may be met by an intersection .

© which has a total existing or immediately projected entering volume of at least

1,000 vehlcles per hour during the peak hour of a typical weekday or has & total
existing or immediately projected entering volume of at least 1,000 vehicles per
hour fo'r each of any 5 hours of a non-normal business day (Saturday or Sunday).

EXCLUSIVE LEFT & RIGHT TURN LANES

~ As part of the analysis of Study interseciions, avan!able storage capacaty of exlsting and
-propesed - auxiliary lanes (i.e. left and right furn pockets) should be reviewed for
capacity. At their 95th percentile traffic volume demand level left-turn lanes shouid not
exceed their storage capacity. :

Traffic study recommendations for dual Ieft tumn lanes should be based on a threshold

. volume of 250 vehicles per peak hour. Traffic study recommendations for an exclusive

right tum fane at an intersection should be. based on-a threshold volume of 200 vehicles
per peak hour. :




SITE ACCESS

Auxiliary lanes shal! be installed on il primary arterial, secondary arterial and higher
order street classifications according to the followmg criteria:

A left-turn deceleration lane with taper and storage length is required for any
© driveway with a projected peak hour left i ingress turning volume estimated to be 25
vehicles per hour (vph) or greater. The taper length shall be included as part of the
requ:red deceleration tane length.

A right~turn decereratlon lane is required for any dnveway with a pro;ected peak .
hour right ingress turning volume estimated to be 50 vph or greater. The taper
fength shall be included as part of the required deceEeratlon lane length. Pocket
storage length- -requirements shall be based on rndmdual project charactenstics

A right-turn deceleration lane should be considered for lower turning volumes on
- hlgh volume streets {e.g. Washington Avenue, Hwy. 111).

A left-turn decelerat:on lane should be considered for locations where left tum;ng
~ vehicles would be required to queue- inl a high speed (> 40mph) through lane.

Installation recommendations for decelerat:on lanes and related intersection turning
movement distributions shown in the fmal traffic study report will be subject io
approval by the City Engineer. -

Auxﬂlary lanes wiill also be reqmred to meet the followmg cnterla
The minimum lane length shall be 100 feet plus taper- Iength for deceleration lanes, -

_The left-turn deceleration lane should include storage for the left turn pocket using . . -

the Nomograph provided (see attachment 1).

_ The. design length for deceleration lanes should be determined based on the tables
3,0 and 3.1 {see helow). Deceleration lengths are based on the assumption that
- motorists will decrease their travel speed by 10 mph prior to entering the trarnsition -
taper and will decelerate at 6.5 ft/sec. The right-turn deceleration Iengths also
assume that the motorist's final speed will be 10 mph as they turn. the corner. ‘

TABLE 3.0 - Design Length for Left-Turn Deceleration Lanes

'POSTED' | DECELERATION | TRANSITION [ STORAGE LENGTH
SPEED. | . LENGTH LENGTH -
LIMIT Y R .

40 mph 248 feet " 120feet | TO BE CALCULATED*

45 mph | 319 feet 120 feet | TO BE CALCULATED*

50 mph 397 feet - 150 feet | TO BE CALCULATED*
55 mph 484 feet | 150 feet. | TO BE CALCULATED*

- *Please see minimum distances identified in Nomograph (Attachment #1}




“TABLE 3.1 - Désign Length for Right-Turn Deceleration Lanes

POSTED | DECELERATION | TRANSITION | STORAGE LENGTH*
SPEED LENGTH LENGTH
LiMIT .

40 mph - 132feet = | 120 feet 0

45 mph -186 feet © 120 feet - 0 -

50 mph 248 feet 150 feet 0

55 mph - 319 feet 150 feet 0

*Assumes free flow for right turn moyement

TABLE 3.2 - Desrgn Length far Wldemng to Dual Left-turn Lanes

I POSTED APPROACH BAY TAPER -STORAGE LENGTH*
. SPEED TAPER . : : : T :
LIMIT L ‘ -
40 mph 320 feet . - | 200 feet 0
45 mph | 540 feet 220 feet 0 .
50 mph 800 fest - 240 feet’ 0
55 mph | 860 fest 265 feet -0

*Please see minimum distances identlﬂed in Nomograph {Attachment #1)
;1 In. general, the nght— of-way {with a bike Iane) must be WIdened to 8 to 10
faet in order to accommodate the 12-foot wide aux:hary lane.

2. The bike lane width should be reduced to_4 feet when it is adjaeent to a -
" deceleration lane, per the’ Caln‘omla Manual of Unn‘orm Traffic Control
~ Devices {CA MUTCD), :

3 No reductions in the width of the’ requlrad landscape buffers w|l| be
permitted to construct the auxiliary Iane

Other access issues that should be reviewed, as appilcabie in the Trafflc Impact

~ Study include intersection sight distance, driveway throat distances, gated access

-issues, corner - clearance from adjacent mtersectuons and drstances between
- driveways, :




ON SITE CIRCULATION

On site circulation shall be evaluated as part of the trafflc impact study anaIVSIS
This shall- include a rewew of the fmal site’ plan and speclfically address the

' followmg ' \
1. Total parking spaces, shared parking and récipro_ca] parking agreemé_nts.

Parking sba,ce and circulation aisle dimensions.
Provision of accessible parking spaces. -
Provision of compact parking space.
Delivery truck access and circulation.
‘Pedestrian and blcyc.le acdess, circulation. and connectlon 10 offsﬁ:e faczlmes.'
Prov:sxon of access to adjacent transit facllrties '
Drwe thry facility design. '
Stacking at the exits to the site
‘[0 Access and circulation into and out of parkmg structures _
11.Design of roads wuthm the srte '
12.Sight d!stance at intefsections efc,
13. Pedestrian and bicycle circutatidn and parking for bicycles-
14. The configuration and efficiency of valet parking faclhtres '
15, Shuttlmg of employees from remote facilities. .

S°s=°:~f's=>‘s>1.¢-~wro

 POTENTIALLY S_IGN[FiCANT TRAFFIC I__MPACT CRITERIA

Pdtentiqlly significant traffic impacts are divided - into two divis‘i_uns:_ 17
“intersections and 2) road segments. Both divisions must be evaluated for existing -

plus project, -opening year(s} and City General Plan build out {if the City General o

Plan Build-out scenarxo is required by the City Engineer}..

Traffic volumes used for the opening year (or years if phased opening) shall use the
method outlinéd under “Cumulative Growth Volumies” in the Future Traffic Volumes .
. section of this document. Analysis for the City build-out scenario shall use volumes

. generated using the methodologv found in-the Analysis of General Plan- Bun!d‘out )
Conditions section. . - A

Subject to the City Councrls final “determination and fmdlngs, a potent:aliy-
significant project speclﬁc traff:c impact may become a traffic impact Whlch
'reqmres mitigation. '




INTERSECTIONS

Existing Plus Project "Ogening Year(s) — A potentially significant project spedfic traffic
.impact is defined to occur at any signalized intersection if the project trips will result in

the LOS for that intersection exceeding the criteria established in. Table 4.0. if HCM

- - analysis is used, the input parameters for the analysis shall comply with Attachment 2 of

this document. Alternatively, the Intersection Capagcity Utilization Method (ICU) may be

used to calculate LOS for signalized intersections, For this analysis scenario,

improvements fully funded by City's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) are assumed
“to be in place. If ICU analysis is used, the input parameters for the analysis shaII comply
- with Attachmentz of this Bulletin. .

" TABLE 4.0: Impact Criteria for Existing Intersections
' Already Operating at' LOS E orEOS F

SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN LOS , _
LOSE - Either an increase in delay of 2 seconds
' ot more {HCM} or 30 peak hour trips or
more ({ICU} on critical movements per
lane*
LOSF ' Either an increase in delay of 1 second or.
' more (HCM) or 15 peak hour trips or-
more {1CU) on critical movements per
lang®
. -*Crmcal movements are the conirolling movements when the sums df"- :
the maximum volumes per lane for conflicting. movements on- gach -
rcadway are compared. Typically there are two  pairs of cntlcal
movements {one Teft with its opposmg through movement) for a four
legged intersection. :

A potentially significant impact at an unsignalized study intersection s defined to

- occur when, with project traffic included, an intersection has a projected LOS ‘F
" on a side street for two-way stop controi or LOS ‘E’ or worse for the intersection atr .
an all~way stop contro[led intersection and the addition of project traffic results in - B
an addition of 3 seconds or more of delay for any movement. Delay shall be

.. calculated for all unszgnabzed study mtersectmns to demonstrate this condition.

Cumulative Impacts - A potentially significant pro;ect traffic impact is defined to
oceur at any sugnanzed intersection if the project trips will result in the LOS for that
_Intersection exceeding the critaria established in Table 4.0 for cumulative growth
volunes which should be forecast using the methodology identified in the Fufure
Traffic’ Volumes section of this Bulletin . If HCM analysls Is used, the lnput )
" parameters for the analysis shall comply with Attachment 2 of this document.
Alterndtively, the Intersection Capacity Utilization Method (ICU) may be used to
cajculate LOS for signalized intersections. If ICU analysis is used, the input parameters
for the analysis shall comply with Attachment 2 of this Bulletin. For this analysis
' 'scenarto, |mprovements fuliy funded by the Clty s Cap:tai !mprovement Program




(C!P), the Development Impact Fee Program (DIF) and the Transportatton Umform
Mltsgatlon Fee Program (TUMF} are assumed to be in place.

A potentially significant impact at an unsrgnahzed study lntersectlon is defined to

- ocour when, with the, addition of project traffic included, an intersection has a

~ projected LOS ‘F’ on a side street for two-way stop contro! or LOS ‘E’ or worse for -
“the intersection at an all-way stop contro! at City build-out and the addition of
project traffic results in an addition of 3 seconds or more of delay for any
movement. Delay shall be. calculated for all unstgnallzed mtersectxons in the study’
-area to demonstrate this. : :

Addltlonally. the Traffic Engineer shall report any Intersections that change from one
LOS- to another LOS. This information will be used to ensure that. the City's CIP is

. responsive to the needs.of the. mctonng pubnc '
ROAD SEGMENTS '

. Ex:st ing plus’ Prolect/Pro;ect Openmg Year(s} - A potentlailv mgmﬁcant prolect
traffic impact is defined to occur on any road segment if the segment is projected
- to be operating at LOS E or L.OS F with project traffic included and the peak hour
V/C in the peak direction is increased by 0.02 or more by addition of project traffic

" - at existing plus project’ or at project openirig year(s). The V/C ratic shall be

calculated for all studied road segments to demonstrate this. For this analysis

scenario, improvements fully funded by the City's Capital Improvement Program

(CIP} are assumed to be in place. Additionally, the Traffic Engineer shall report any

road segments that change from one LOS to another LOS. This information will be

.used to ensure that the Clty s CIP is responswe to the needs of the motoring
: pubhc : :

. Cumulatrve Impacts - A potentially mgmﬁcan’f project specific trafﬂc |mpact is
" defined to occur on any- studied road segment if the project would cause the
- existing LOS to fall to worse than LOS D for cumulative growth volumes which
- should be forecast using the methodology identified in the Future Traﬁnc Volumes
" section of this Bulletin. A potentially &gmfrcant project specific’ traffic impact is
also defined to oceour on any studied road segment that is already operating at LOS
- 'E or LOS F, if the project traffic will increase the peak hour V/C in the peak
~ direction by more than 0. 02 with cumulative traffic volumes. The V/C ratio shall be
calculated” for all stud:ed road segments 1o demonstrate this. For ‘this analysis
‘sceniario, improvements fully funded by the City's Capital Improvement Program,
the DlF and the TUMF are assumed to be in place o :

- Additionally, the Trafflc Engmeer shall report any road segments that change from
“one LOS to another LOS. ‘This information will be used 10 ensure ’chat the Clty s CIP
Program is responsive to the needs of the motoring pubhc ' : i

ANALYSIS OF GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT CONDITIONS .

A general pian build out analys:s ‘may be required if deemed necessary by the Ctty
Engmeer .




DT & T

INTERSECTIONS . |
If a general plan build out analysis is required, a potentially significant project traffic

- impact is defined to occur at any signalized intersection if the project trips will.

result in the LOS for that intersection exceeding the criteria established:in Table 4.0
by the addition of project traffic to the General Plan build out traffic. The time
horizon for General Plan build out cond|t|ons wull be mdentlﬁed in the scope of work
‘approved by the C:ty Engineer. -

If HCM analysis is used, the input parameters ‘for the analys:s shall comply with

 Aftachment 2 of this document. Alternatively, the Intersection Capacity Ulilization

Method (ICU) may be used to calculate LOS for signalized intersections. If ICU analysis
‘Is used, the input parameters for the analysis shall comply with Attachment 2 of this
Bulletin. or more by the addition of project traffic to the General Plan build out

- traffic. The time horizon for General Plan build out conditions will be indentified in

the scope of work a_pproved by the City Engineer.

ROAD SEGMENTS : .
If a general plan bmld out analySIS is required, a potentially mgmftcant pro;ect specsflc

- traffic impact is also determined fo occur on any studied road segment that is

already operating at LOS E or LOS F, if the project traffic will increase the peak

-hour V/C in the peak direction by more than 0.02 with cumulative traffic volumes.

The V/C ratio shall be calculated for all studied road segments to demonstrate this.
For this analyms scenario, improvements identified in the Ctrculatlon Element of the
General Plan are assumed to be in place. : :

Projected build-out volumes for City of La Quinta roadwav segments shouid be
obtained from the City’s approved General Plan Circulation Element. To calculate
projected turning movement counts for City build-out, the exlstmg turning
movement counts should be multiplied by the ratie of General Plan build-out-
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) divided by the existing ADT on the intersection legs .
‘associated with that turning movement. For this analysis, the methodology in the
Future Traffic Volumes section of this Bulletin is not to be used. The time horizon |

" for General Plan build out conditions will be indentified in the scope of work
. approved by the City Engineer. For this analysis scenario, improvements ldentn‘red

in the Circulation Element of the General Plan are assumed to be'in place

MITIGATION MEASURES

The Traffic Impact Study shall recommend measures to mitigate potentially

. significant traffic impacts caused by the project individually or cumulatively, under -
. ‘each scenario, to the levels found prior to the addition of project traffic under that -

~scenario.- These measures could include, but are not limited to,- the addition of

. .lanes, increasing the length of turn pockets, intersection sngnahza‘tlon or by

changmg the project descriptlon to reduce project impacts.

For proposed |mprovements to mtersectlons or road segments !ocated outside the

. City of La Quinta, if an agency suich as another City orthe County of Riverside has . .
. adopted a program to mitigate impacts from future development that commits that




dgency to construct the improverent projects included in the program or to obtain
-the balance of the funding needed to construct the improvements through some
* other means, the applicant or financial sponsor for the development in the Clty of
- La Quinta shall be required to pay its fair share into the program of that agency. .

For non-residential developiments, mitigation measures: should consider
Transportation Demand Management Strategies which are des]gned to reduce the
overall trip generation for the project and the need for road related improvements,
Such strategles may lnciude the followsng : :

. Estabhshmg preferential patking for carpool or vanpool vehlcles
» - Providing bus pass or Vanpool subsidies.
* . Establishing a coordinated pragram for a Guaranteed Ride Home In
cases of emergencies, or in case of unantlcnpated work time
‘ extensions.
.= Allowing employees that arrive o work by altemative modes some
levetl of leeway on their arrival tlmes due to the unforeseen transst
delays. :
= Implement altemate work schedules to reduce emp!oyee tnps
during peak houts.
= Provide shower facllities and !ockers for employees that arrive to
~ work by walkang, bicycling, or other alternative modss.
* Providing bicycle parking where bicycles can be locked to an
appropnate davice or lockable bxcycie fockers.

PROJECT FAIR SHARE

For projects that create sagnrﬁcant impacts to City facilities, a percentage of fair
-share shall be determined for each location impacted. Fair share for intersections -
shall be calculated as the ratio of the increase in peak hour ‘turning movement
volumes from the project divided by the sum of the existing peak hour turning
movements- plus peak hour turning movement volumes generated by the
' cumu!atwe develfopment projects : : R

Farr share for. street segments shall be calculated as the ratio of the increase in
average daily trips from the project divided by the sum of the existing average daily .
trips plus average daily trips generated by the cumulative development pro;ect_s

Fair share cost of mztlgatnon shall - be calculated using the Pro;ect Falr Share
percentage (P) mult:p!:ed by the tota! cost of mltlgatson




ATTACHMENT 1 -
Nomographs ~ Left turn storage at signalized and qoqisigna!izéd inte‘r'gections
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ATTACHMENT 2 -
HCM METHOLODGY

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION ANALYSIS INPUT PARAMETERS

A'RAM"

Bage Saturation Flow Rate |

Heavy Vehicle factor

" Grade

Exctusive left turn lane

Dual left turn lanes

 Protected Left Tum Phasing

. Minimum green time

. Cycle length- -

Lost time

E 'Mai_or-street_ :
" Protected -

Protected

- Permitted
. Permltted

i Penmtted

. VALUE -
- 1850 pofhr/in

. Determiné % heavy vehicle In existing traffic stream based on.
. count data or consuttation with County Transportaticn Dept.

Projects with truck intensive uses must convert project trips to
passenger car equivalents (PCE=3). Truck infensive uses
include heavy industrial, warehousing or as determined by the
Transportation Department

. Include as appropnate

Peak hour volume >100

Peak-hoz._tr' volume > 300

" Left turn volume > 240 vph

| 7 seconds each movement in areas of light pedesirian activity, .-

{n areas of heavy pedestrian activity, the minimum green shall
he calculated based on the methodology in the HCM

60secto 120sec

. Per HCM Exhlblt 10-17 (be[ow)

" Minor Street . Numberof Phases o ls)y
Protected ' 4 D | < I
. Permitted 3 12
Protected -3 12
2, 8

» Al above values are from HOMZOOO Chapters 10 and 16. Any devietion from these
‘parameters requires prior approval from La -Quinta Public Works Department Referto
HCMZDOO Tfor any default values not specifically identified here :

!ntersectlon analyses should be conducted utilizing acceptabte software based on HCM

'methodology. Closély spaced intersections are to be analyzed using analysis tools capable of

acoountmg fortum tane storage, queue length, blockage, etc. such as Synchro. .

" Actual signal timing and peak hour factors should be collected in the field and uttllzed inthe
. -existing and near-term analyses. In cases where traffic is added from a significant number of
- cumulative projects, the constiltant shall use their engineering judgment in the application of
_-peak hour factors to.maintain consistency with the existing conditions analyses. A peak hour
. Tactor of1 .0 shall be applted to build out traffic conditions. LT




Icu METHOLODGY

" Level of Service (LOS) for signalrzed mtersectlens on the CMP network shail be
“calculated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method. LOS on freeway

and select road segments will be measured using methods described in the nghway
Capacity Manual.

The ICU method includes a number of variables whrch dependmg on the value
assigned to each, can have a dramatic effect on LOS. For CMP monitoring purposes,

- the following guidelines are to be used to calculate LOS using the ICU method:

Phasing/split phasing Shared leﬁfthrough lanes will be treated as split phased- '

'nght-turn overlap: The overiapping left-tutn volume will be subtracted from the
right-turn volume and then compared .to the opposing through volume to-
determrne the crttical move.

Rrght-tum on Red: An average of 40% right- turns on red should be used for
LOS calculations. If a separate righttum lane is provided, the through lane .
should be used as the critical movement even if the right-turn volume is higher.
Where a right-turn overlap phase is provided, the overlapping lefi-turn. volume
should be subtracted from the right-tum volume and then the remalning right-tum -

- volume would be compared to the through volume per lane to determine the
critical movement.

Lane Distnbutron It should be assumed that traff" icis evenly d;strrbuted among
all the lanes. . _

Split Phasing: When an rntersectron approach has a shared Ieﬁlthrough Iane o
should be treated as havrng split phasmg for the purpose of calculatmg LOS.

LOS threshold LOS will be caEcuiated to 2 decrmai points. -

Intersection proximity: Each Intersaction wr!l be analyzed separately.
'Multiple left-turn lanes: Assume uniform lane distribution.

Base Saturation flow rate: 1,850 vehicles per lane per hour with an adjustment
factor of. 14%-15% (thé adjustment factor represents a combination of stari-up
delay, unequal lane -distribution, and lost fime during clearance. Appllcatton of

" this factor effectively reduces the saturatron flow rate to approxlmately 1,600
vehlc!es per lane per hour) -
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ATTACHMENT 4

CITY OF LA QUINTA

- TRAFFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS SCOPE

Work to be done per Enginsering Bulletin 06-13 :

Proje‘ct N.am'e:

DATE

~ Project Location;

‘Project Description:

Developer

Traffic Engineer

Name

" [Address

Contact

Phone

Email

Study Intersection

Study Segments -

ITE Land Use Code.

ITE Trip
Gen. Rate

Unit of Daily Ti'ips
1 Measure

Pasé b§
%

Time periods to be analyzed:

| Year(s) td be anaivzed: _

OAM O PM O Sat

O Other

Special issues to be addressed:

- Attachments: . - [1 Site Plan _ :
-0 Study Intersections/Segments Map .
{J Distribution Assumption Map
.. 1 Cumulative Impacts '




City Apprpval E ‘ B S Date -




ATTACHMENT “B”
HCM CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

07290-06 Letter



Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:28:42
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

*hkhkkhkAxx

* Xk EE R e

Intersection #8 Avenida Bermudas / Avenue 52

* Xk

EE R *hkhkkdkAxx

Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.637
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 41.2
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D
Street Name: Avenida Bermudas Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: ovl Include Include Include
Min. Green: 24 24 24 24 24 24 10 20 20 10 20 20
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 1 01 0 1 1 0 1 1 O 2 01 1 0
———————————— R | R et | B | B
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 4 66 790 29 27 12 17 317 3 146 150 20
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 4 66 790 29 27 12 17 317 3 146 150 20
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
PHF Volume: 4 69 824 30 28 13 18 331 3 152 156 21
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 4 69 824 30 28 13 18 331 3 152 156 21
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 4 69 824 30 28 13 18 331 3 152 156 21
——————————————————————————— B e |
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.06 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.98 0.02 2.00 1.76 0.24
Final Sat.: 106 1744 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 3665 35 3700 3265 435
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.04 0.45 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.05
Green/Cycle: 0.42 0.42 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.08 0.17 0.17 0.08 0.17 0.17
Volume/Cap: 0.09 0.09 0.89 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.54 0.54 0.49 0.29 0.29
Delay/Veh: 21.3 21.3 37.8 39.1 39.1 38.7 51.2 46.8 46.8 53.8 44.0 44.0
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 21.3 21.3 37.8 39.1 39.1 38.7 51.2 46.8 46.8 53.8 44.0 44.0
LOS by Move: C C D D D D D D D D D D
HCM2kAvgQ: 2 2 30 1 1 0] 1 6 6 3 3 3
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE



EXAM Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:28:42 Page 3-1
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
Intersection #9 Washington Street / Eisenhower Drive
Cycle (sec): 115 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.714
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 43.6
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D

* Xk

Street Name:

EE R e

Washington Street

*hkhkkhdkAxx

Eisenhower Drive

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L T - R
———————————— R e L e rirrrral | Rl |
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 10 23 23 10 23 23 32 32 32 32 32 32
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 2 0 110 O 0 1 0 0 1
——————————————————————————— R e | B R
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 110 839 59 53 833 46 152 123 184 166 123 149
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 110 839 59 53 833 46 152 123 184 166 123 149
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
PHF Volume: 121 922 65 58 915 51 167 135 202 182 135 164
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 121 922 65 58 915 51 167 135 202 182 135 164
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 121 922 65 58 915 51 167 135 202 182 135 164
——————————————————————————— R | B B
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 2.15 0.34 0.51 0.57 0.43 1.00
Final Sat.: 1850 5550 1850 1850 5550 1850 3962 636 952 1063 787 1850
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.07 0.17 0.04 0.03 0.16 0.03 0.04 0.21 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.09
Green/Cycle: 0.09 0.21 0.21 0.09 0.22 0.50 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
Volume/Cap: 0.75 0.79 0.17 0.34 0.76 0.06 0.15 0.76 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.32
Delay/Veh: 69.1 46.4 37.2 50.2 45.2 15.1 31.2 43.1 43.1 38.4 38.4 33.2
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 69.1 46.4 37.2 50.2 45.2 15.1 31.2 43.1 43.1 38.4 38.4 33.2
LOS by Move: E D D D D B C D D D D C
HCM2kAvgQ: 6 12 2 2 12 1 2 14 14 10 10 5
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE



EXAM Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:28:42 Page 4-1
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Intersection #11 Washington Street / Avenue 52
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.433
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 55.9
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: E
Street Name: Washington Street Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 26 26 26 26 26 26 10 28 28 10 28 28
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 110 O 11 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1
——————————————————————————— e e | Lo | ]|
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 2 10 4 170 8 169 729 344 0] 22 154 196
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 2 10 4 170 8 169 729 344 0] 22 154 196
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
PHF Volume: 2 10 4 177 8 176 761 359 0 23 161 205
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 2 10 4 177 8 176 761 359 0] 23 161 205
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 2 10 4 177 8 176 761 359 0] 23 161 205
——————————————————————————— R e | L | ]|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.12 0.63 0.25 1.91 0.09 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 231 1156 463 3534 166 3700 3700 3700 1850 1850 3700 1850
———————————— o L | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.21 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.11
Green/Cycle: 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.42 0.20 0.32 0.00 0.11 0.23 0.23
Volume/Cap: 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.23 0.23 0.11 1.03 0.30 0.00 0.11 0.19 0.47
Delay/Veh: 37.2 37.2 37.2 38.9 38.9 21.5 88.530.9 0.0 47.9 37.0 40.5
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 37.2 37.2 37.2 38.9 38.9 21.5 88.5 30.9 0.0 47.9 37.0 40.5
LOS by Move: D D D D D C F C A D D D
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 0 0 3 3 2 20 5 0] 1 2 7
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE



EXPM Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:30:49 Page 2-1
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Intersection #8 Avenida Bermudas / Avenue 52
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.297
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 32.4
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: C
Street Name: Avenida Bermudas Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: ovl Include Include Include
Min. Green: 24 24 24 24 24 24 10 20 20 10 20 20
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 1 01 0 1 1 0 1 1 O 2 01 1 0
———————————— R | R et | B | B
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 0 42 316 21 86 40 19 170 5 465 355 22
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 42 316 21 86 40 19 170 5 465 355 22
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
PHF Volume: 0 45 336 22 91 43 20 181 5 495 378 23
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0O 45 336 22 91 43 20 181 5 495 378 23
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0 45 336 22 91 43 20 181 5 495 378 23
——————————————————————————— R | B B
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.94 0.06 2.00 1.88 0.12
Final Sat.: 0 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 3594 106 3700 3484 216
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.02 0.18 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.13 0.11 0.11
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.20 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.30 0.31 0.31
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.12 0.36 0.06 0.25 0.12 0.07 0.30 0.30 0.45 0.35 0.35
Delay/Veh: 0.0 39.5 18.6 38.9 40.7 39.4 43.4 44.2 44.2 34.2 32.1 32.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 39.5 18.6 38.9 40.7 39.4 43.4 44.2 44.2 34.2 32.1 32.1
LOS by Move: A D B D D D D D D C C C
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 1 7 1 3 1 1 3 3 7 6 6
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE



EXPM Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:30:49 Page 3-1
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
Intersection #9 Washington Street / Eisenhower Drive
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.567
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 45.5
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D

* Xk

Street Name:

EE R e

Washington Street

*hkhkkhdkAxx

Eisenhower Drive

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T R L T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R e L e rirrrral | Rl |
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 10 23 23 10 23 23 32 32 32 32 32 32
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 2 0 110 O 0 1 0 0 1
——————————————————————————— R e | B R
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 202 978 95 19 622 62 98 67 194 85 68 16
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 202 978 95 19 622 62 98 67 194 85 68 16
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
PHF Volume: 214 1038 101 20 660 66 104 71 206 90 72 17
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 214 1038 101 20 660 66 104 71 206 90 72 17
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 214 1038 101 20 660 66 104 71 206 90 72 17
——————————————————————————— R e | B B
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 2.11 0.23 0.66 0.56 0.44 1.00
Final Sat.: 1850 5550 1850 1850 5550 1850 3906 422 1222 1028 822 1850
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.12 0.19 0.05 0.01 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.17 0.17 0.09 0.09 0.01
Green/Cycle: 0.14 0.23 0.23 0.10 0.19 0.46 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
Volume/Cap: 0.82 0.81 0.23 0.11 0.62 0.08 0.10 0.63 0.63 0.33 0.33 0.03
Delay/Veh: 68.0 47.3 37.7 49.3 45.6 18.3 33.2 41.0 41.0 35.8 35.8 32.6
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 68.0 47.3 37.7 49.3 45.6 18.3 33.2 41.0 41.0 35.8 35.8 32.6
LOS by Move: E D D D D B C D D D D C
HCM2kAvgQ: 10 14 3 1 8 1 1 11 11 5 5 0
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE



EXPM Sat Oct 2, 2010 20:30:49 Page 4-1
VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Existing 2010 Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
Intersection #11 Washington Street / Avenue 52
Cycle (sec): 110 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.282
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 33.4
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: C
Street Name: Washington Street Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 26 26 26 26 26 26 10 28 28 10 28 28
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 01 O 11 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 13 9 186 15 431 252 221 4 4 299 135
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 13 9 186 15 431 252 221 4 4 299 135
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
PHF Volume: 0 15 10 208 17 482 282 247 4 4 334 151
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol : 0 15 10 208 17 482 282 247 4 4 334 151
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0 15 10 208 17 482 282 247 4 4 334 151
——————————————————————————— e | L | |
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850 1850
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.59 0.41 1.85 0.15 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 1093 757 3424 276 3700 3700 3700 1850 1850 3700 1850
———————————— o L | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.08
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.36 0.13 0.28 0.28 0.10 0.25 0.25
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.36 0.60 0.24 0.01 0.02 0.36 0.32
Delay/Veh: 0.0 32.6 32.6 34.3 34.3 25.8 47.5 30.6 28.5 44.7 33.8 33.7
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 32.6 32.6 34.3 34.3 25.8 47.5 30.6 28.5 44.7 33.8 33.7
LOS by Move: A C C C C C D C C D C C
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 1 1 3 3 6 5 3 0 0 5 4
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)

* Xk EE R e *hkhkkhkAxx

Intersection #8 Avenida Bermudas / Avenue 52

* Xk EE R *hkhkkdkAxx

Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.724
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 51.8
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D
Street Name: Avenida Bermudas Avenue 52

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: ovl Include Include Include
Min. Green: 24 24 24 24 24 24 10 20 20 10 20 20
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 1 01 0 1 1 0 1 1 O 2 01 1 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 4 66 790 29 27 12 17 317 3 146 150 20
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 5 76 908 33 31 14 20 365 3 168 173 23
Added Vol : 0 17 0 6 10 1 2 0 0 0 1 10
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 5 93 908 39 41 15 22 365 3 168 174 33
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
PHF Volume: 5 97 947 41 43 15 22 380 4 175 181 34
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol : 5 97 947 41 43 15 22 380 4 175 181 34
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 5 97 947 41 43 15 22 380 4 175 181 34

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.95
Lanes: 0.05 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.98 0.02 2.00 1.68 0.32
Final Sat.: 90 1810 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 3576 34 3686 3033 577
———————————— o L e | L | B ]
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0-11 0-11 0.05 0.06 0.06

Green/Cycle: 0.42 0.42 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.08 0.17 0.17 0.08 0.17 0.17
Volume/Cap: 0.13 0.13 1.00 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.14 0.64 0.64 0.57 0.36 0.36
Delay/Veh: 21.6 21.6 58.4 39.4 39.4 38.8 51.4 48.9 48.9 55.5 44.7 44.7
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 21.6 21.6 58.4 39.4 39.4 38.8 51.4 48.9 48.9 55.5 44.7 44.7
LOS by Move: C C E D D D D D D E D D
HCM2kAvgQ: 2 2 42 1 1 0 1 8 8 4 4 4

* Xk EE R e *hkhkhdkAxx

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)

Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)
Intersection #9 Washington Street / Eisenhower Drive
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.778
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 49.3
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D

* Xk

Street Name:

EE R e

Washington Street

*hkhkkhdkAxx

Eisenhower Drive

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R T | el | R | Bl
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 10 23 23 10 23 23 32 32 32 32 32 32
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 2 0 110 O 0 1 0 0 1
——————————————————————————— e e | L | |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 110 839 59 53 833 46 152 123 184 166 123 149
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 126 965 68 61 958 53 175 141 212 191 141 171
Added Vol : 0 11 1 0 8 0] 0 0] 0] 2 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 126 976 69 61 966 53 175 141 212 193 141 171
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
PHF Volume: 139 1072 76 67 1061 58 192 155 233 212 155 188
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 139 1072 76 67 1061 58 192 155 233 212 155 188
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 139 1072 76 67 1061 58 192 155 233 212 155 188
——————————————————————————— e et | L | B el
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 2.15 0.34 0.51 0.58 0.42 1.00
Final Sat.: 1900 5187 1900 1900 5187 1900 3954 651 973 1096 804 1900
———————————— o L e | e | By
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.07 0.21 0.04 0.04 0.20 0.03 0.05 0.24 0.24 0.19 0.19 o0.10
Green/Cycle: 0.09 0.24 0.24 0.08 0.23 0.51 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.27
Volume/Cap: 0.78 0.86 0.17 0.42 0.89 0.06 0.18 0.86 0.86 0.73 0.73 0.37
Delay/Veh: 73.1 50.1 36.3 54.1 53.5 15.1 33.0 52.3 52.3 45.2 45.2 36.3
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 73.1 50.1 36.3 54.1 53.5 15.1 33.0 52.3 52.3 45.2 45.2 36.3
LOS by Move: E D D D D B C D D D D D
HCM2kAvgQ: 7 17 2 3 17 1 3 19 19 13 13 6
Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
AM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)

Intersection #11 Washington Street / Avenue 52
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.501
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 78.6
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: E
Street Name: Washington Street Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 26 26 26 26 26 26 10 28 28 10 28 28
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 110 O 11 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1
——————————————————————————— e e | Lo | ]|
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 2 10 4 170 8 169 729 344 0] 22 154 196
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 2 12 5 195 9 194 838 396 0] 25 177 225
Added Vol : 1 8 2 0 3 0] 0 6 0] 1 10 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 3 20 7 195 12 194 838 402 0] 26 187 225
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
PHF Volume: 3 20 7 204 13 203 875 419 0] 27 195 235
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 3 20 7 204 13 203 875 419 0] 27 195 235
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 3 20 7 204 13 203 875 419 0] 27 195 235
——————————————————————————— B | ] | ]|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Lanes: 0.11 0.67 0.22 1.88 0.12 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 213 1260 427 3577 223 3344 3686 3610 1900 1900 3610 1900
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.24 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.12
Green/Cycle: 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.42 0.20 0.32 0.00 0.11 0.23 0.23
Volume/Cap: 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.26 0.26 0.15 1.19 0.36 0.00 0.13 0.23 0.53
Delay/Veh: 37.5 37.5 37.5 39.2 39.2 21.8 145.5 31.7 0.0 48.1 37.4 41.5
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 37.5 37.5 37.5 39.2 39.2 21.8 145.5 31.7 0.0 48.1 37.4 41.5
LOS by Move: D D D D D C F C A D D D
HCM2kAvgQ: 1 1 1 3 3 3 28 6 0] 1 3 8

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)
Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)

* Xk EE R e *hkhkkhkAxx

Intersection #8 Avenida Bermudas / Avenue 52

* Xk EE R *hkhkkdkAxx

Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.367
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 33.6
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: C
Street Name: Avenida Bermudas Avenue 52

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— .| ol | el
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: ovl Include Include Include
Min. Green: 24 24 24 24 24 24 10 20 20 10 20 20
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 1 01 0 1 1 0 1 1 O 2 01 1 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 42 316 21 86 40 19 170 5 485 355 22
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 0 48 363 24 99 46 22 195 6 558 408 25
Added Vol : 0 13 0 16 14 5 5 0 0 0 0 15
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 61 363 40 113 51 27 195 6 558 408 40
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
PHF Volume: 0 65 387 43 120 54 29 208 6 593 434 43
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol : 0 65 387 43 120 54 29 208 6 593 434 43
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0 65 387 43 120 54 29 208 6 593 434 43

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.95
Lanes: 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.94 0.06 2.00 1.82 0.18
Final Sat.: 0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 3507 103 3686 3286 324
———————————— e L e | L | B ]
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.03 0.20 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.16 0.13 0-13

Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.20 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.30 0.31 0.31
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.17 0.41 0.11 0.32 0.14 0.10 0.36 0.36 0.54 0.42 0.42
Delay/Veh: 0.0 40.0 19.1 39.4 41.5 39.7 43.6 44.7 44.7 35.6 33.1 33.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 40.0 19.1 39.4 41.5 39.7 43.6 44.7 44.7 35.6 33.1 33.1
LOS by Move: A D B D D D D D D D C C
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 2 9 1 4 2 1 4 4 10 7 7

* Xk EE R e *hkhkhdkAxx

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)

Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)
Intersection #9 Washington Street / Eisenhower Drive
Cycle (sec): 120 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.655
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 52.4
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: D

* Xk EE R e *hkhkkhdkAxx

Street Name: Washington Street Eisenhower Drive

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R T | el | R | Bl
Control: Protected Protected Split Phase Split Phase
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 10 23 23 10 23 23 32 32 32 32 32 32
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 2 0 110 O 0 1 0 0 1
——————————————————————————— e e | L | |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 202 978 95 19 622 62 98 67 194 85 68 16
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 232 1125 109 22 715 71 113 7 223 98 78 18
Added Vol : 0 5 5 0 7 0] 0 0] 0] 5 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 232 1130 114 22 722 71 113 77 223 103 78 18
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
PHF Volume: 247 1199 121 23 767 76 120 82 237 109 83 20
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 247 1199 121 23 767 76 120 82 237 109 83 20
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 247 1199 121 23 767 76 120 82 237 109 83 20
——————————————————————————— e | L B ]|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 2.11 0.23 0.66 0.57 0.43 1.00
Final Sat.: 1900 5187 1900 1900 5187 1900 3897 432 1251 1079 821 1900
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.13 0.23 0.06 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.03 0.19 0.19 0.10 0.10 0.01
Green/Cycle: 0.14 0.25 0.25 0.09 0.19 0.46 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
Volume/Cap: 0.92 0.94 0.26 0.14 0.77 0.09 0.12 0.71 0.71 0.38 0.38 0.04
Delay/Veh: 84.3 58.4 36.8 50.9 49.8 18.4 33.3 43.6 43.6 36.4 36.4 32.6
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 84.3 58.4 36.8 50.9 49.8 18.4 33.3 43.6 43.6 36.4 36.4 32.6
LOS by Move: F E D D D B C D D D D C
HCM2kAvgQ: 12 20 4 1 12 2 2 13 13 6 6 1
Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE
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VILLAGE MARKET #912 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (JIN 07290)

Horizon Year 2025 With Project Conditions
PM PEAK HOUR
Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)
Intersection #11 Washington Street / Avenue 52
Cycle (sec): 110 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.332
Loss Time (sec): 16 Average Delay (sec/veh): 34.5
Optimal Cycle: OPTIMIZED Level Of Service: C
Street Name: Washington Street Avenue 52
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R .| e rreraal | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include ovl Include Include
Min. Green: 26 26 26 26 26 26 10 28 28 10 28 28
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 01 O 11 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 13 9 186 15 431 252 221 4 4 299 135
Growth Adj: 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.151.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Initial Bse: 0 15 10 214 17 496 290 254 5 5 344 155
Added Vol : 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 16 0 1 15 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 17 10 214 20 496 290 270 5 6 359 155
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
PHF Volume: 0 19 12 239 23 554 324 302 5 6 401 174
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 0 19 12 239 23 554 324 302 5 6 401 174
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0 19 12 239 23 554 324 302 5 6 401 174
——————————————————————————— R | e | B
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.62 0.38 1.83 0.17 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 0 1180 720 3471 329 3344 3686 3610 1900 1900 3610 1900
———————————— o L e | e | B
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.07 0.17 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.-11 0.09
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.36 0.13 0.28 0.28 0.10 0.25 0.25
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.29 0.29 0.46 0.69 0.30 0.01 0.03 0.44 0.36
Delay/Veh: 0.0 32.7 32.7 34.6 34.6 27.0 50.3 31.2 28.5 44.7 34.7 34.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 32.7 32.7 34.6 34.6 27.0 50.3 31.2 28.5 44.7 34.7 34.1
LOS by Move: A C C C C C D C C D C C
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 1 1 4 4 8 7 4 0 0 6 5
Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to URBAN CROSSROADS, IRVINE





