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<Brian_Aviies@nps.gov> 

10107/201104:50 PM 

please see attached . 

To <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

cc <Liz_Varnhagen@nps.gov>,<Steve_Ortega@nps.gov>, 
<Nancy-Homor@nps.gov> 

bee 

Subject NPS comments re Calera Parkway DEIR/EA 

(See attached file: NPS re Calera parkway DEIR-EA . pdf) 

Brian A. Aviles, Acting Chief of Planning 
National Park Service - Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Building 201, Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123 
(415) 561 - 4942 desk 
(415) 561 - 4939 fax 
(415) 624 - 9685 mobile 

~ 
NPS re Calera Parkway DEIR·EA.pdf 



United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, California 94! 23 

TN ~ EPl Y REfER TO 

A 7627 (GOGA-PLAN) 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thoma') Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 

Re: Calera ParkwaylHighway 1 Widening Project Draft EIRIEA 

Dear Ms. Rivas : 

National Park Service (NPS) at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) have 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the 
Calera Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project in Pacifica, California. 

NPS owns and manages property adjacent both sides of the project area, at Mori Point to the 
west, and Shclldance Nursery/Sweeney Ridge to the east. Because of the project's proximity to 
these two important parts of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, we offcr the following 
comments, articulated in the attachment to this letter. Several of the scoping comments from our 
letter dated March 18, 20 I 0 addressed to the San Mateo County Transportation Authority and 
copied to Caltrans, were not addressed in the DEIRIEA and are mentioned here. NPS areas of 
concern described here include the following: identification of NPS as owner of adjacent lands, 
restoring habitat connectivity, habitat mitigation, multi-modal access, context-sensitive design, 
access and signage to NPS land, construction li ghting, and revegetation. 

We appreciate having the opportunity to comment on this important project. If you have 
questions and for future correspondence with NPS on this project, please contact Steve Ortega at 
415-561-2841, steve _ortega@nps.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Nancy Hornor AC'TlNt:7 
Chief of Planning 

Attachment: NPS Comments 
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NPS Comments on the Calera Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project, October 2011 

NPS. an Adjacent Property Owner 
NPS owns and manages property adjacent both sides of the project area at Mori Point La the west, 
and Shelldance Nursery/Swceney Ridge to thc east. Figures in the DEIRIEA only label our 
property to the west and not show the Sweeney Ridge land east of the project. Also, the 
document does not identify the NPS as owners and managers ofGGNRA property. Further, NPS 
is not listed in Chapter 6 among the federal Agencies that will participate in the review and 
planning of this project. 

Habitat Connectivity 
The DEIS/EA states that the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on wildlife 
dispersal because the existing roadway already serves as a barrier to east-west migrations and 
therefore no mitigation is needed. GGNRA lands support wildlife and listed species habitat on 
both sides of the project corridor. NPS is concerned about barriers to natural small scale 
migrations of the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake, which is 
important to supporting genetic vigor and sustaining healthy populations. The proposed 
substantial widening of the highway corridor offers an opportunity for Ca!trans to rectify the 
blockage that was caused from past construction. We urge Caltrans to consider enlarging and 
enhancing the culverts underneath the highway to enable animal passage, and/or to consider 
constructing an overcrossing. 

Caltrans and UC Davis havc prcparcd guidance on how to address wildlife crossings in rclation 
to transportation decisions in California. The "Cal trans Wildlife Crossings Guidance Manual" is 
an excellcnt resource to inform the project team on ways to minimize road crossing impacts to 
wildlife. The manual describes methods to identify wildlife crossing conflicts, choose an 
effective avoidance, minimization, or compensatory mitigation strategy, and evaluate the results 
of mitigation actions. NPS staff contacted Amy PettIer, Senior Endangered Species Coordinator 
and Biologist with Caltrans Division of Environmental Analysis who urges the planning team to 
visit their interactive wildlife crossing website that is available to agencies and the 
conservation/wildlife community at http://www.dol.Ca.gov/hg/env/biolwi/d/ik crOSSings/. 

The Wildlife CrOSSings website facilitates agency and stakeholder participation in an interactive 
information environment to promote a common understanding of available infonnation and 
strategies for addressing wildlife crossing in project evaluation and design. The website also 
allows participants to comment, edit, revise , or add additional infonnation regarding wildlife 
crossing projects, issues, publications, and case studies. The NPS urges Calera Parkway Project 
team to consult with Ms. Pettier and Caltrans Division of Environmental Analysis in ordcr that 
they understand and are aware of the latest designs and concepts in order to mitigate potential 
wildlife crossing impacts from this project. 

We hope through careful analysis, and using the resources named above, that effective crossing 
solutions will still be incorporated into this project not only for these very sensitive species but 
for all wildlife species inhabiting the area. 

NPS reo Calera Parkway - 2 
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Mitigation for Unavoidable Impacts to Threattmed and Endangered Species 
Referencing mitigation, the DEIRIEA poorly explains what is meant by habitat enhancement or 
preservation. It is difficult for reviewers, including NPS slaff, to understand how adverse impacts 
to ,,:ildlife and listed species from permanent habitat loss would be adequately compensated with 
so httle detail about the mitigation. 

Page 168 of thc DEIRJEA notes that GGNRA Slarr has "approved. " in concept, the proposal to 
mitigate loss of dispersal habitat for the California red-legged frog and thc San Francisco garter 
snake, on our land at Mori Point While we have been exploring opportunities with Cal trans and 
SMCTA to offset unavoidable advcrse impacts to these species on NPS land, we would prefer 
the document say that NPS staff "agree in concept. " No options have been approved by NPS at 
this time. 

NPS requcsts that CaltransiFederal Highway Administration be sure to include NPS in the 
Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlifc Service (USFWS) over the Cal ifornia 
red-legged frog (CRLF) and the San Francisco garter snake SFGS). Our part icipat ion will be 
integral to offsetting incidental take from the project, and we will also need approval from 
USFWS to have work performed in habitat su itab le for these listed species. 

Multi-modal Access 
NPS urges Caltrans, SMCTA and City of Pacifica to explore more opportunities to create a 
connection for pedestrians via an overpass between Mori Point and Mori Ridge. We urge 
Cal trans to incorporate pedestrian and bicycle paths throughout the project corridor as 
practicable. The NPS feels a priority area along the corridor where a multi-use path needs to be 
incorporated is between Mori Point and the quarry property. Such a route wou ld help complete 
and complement the California Coastal Trail, benefit wildlife migration, and create ncw 
opportunities for recreation and alternative transportation in Pacifica. We request Caltrans look 
into safe pedestrianlbicycle access across the roadway in the vicinity of Mori Point and the 
Sweeney Ridge access road. 

Context Sensitive Design 
The project would result in a substantial ly wider, more impervious highway travel corridor and 
would likely result in higher speeds of vehicu lar travel. The DEIRIEA should describe how the 
proposed new 6-lane-wide Highway 1 would apply Cal trans context sensitive design as a rustic 
coastal roadway. NPS is concerned that the proposed improvements do not support the rustic 
character that attracts travelers to Highway I and is valued' by the community. Given the area 's 
proximity to NPS lands, the ocean, and a coastal community which values open space and rural 
values, the NPS requests Cal trans incorporate contcxt scnsitive design as part of the project. 
Cal trans has a number of policies that encourage designers to respond to community values 
where state highways serve as main streets. 

Also, the Visual Impacts Analysis in the DEIRIEA did not assess the view of the proposed 
substantially wider highway corridor from GGNRA vantages, where the public enjoys panoramic 
views of the coastline. NPS is concerned that the proposed project will be an even more di stinct 
manmade feature on the landscape. 

NPS reo Calera Parkway - 3 
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Access and Signage to NPS Lands 
The preliminary maps show an improved exit for Mari Point. We support this improvement. 
However, we do not see the same type of improvements proposed at the access road to the 
Sweeney Ridge trailhead, which is also the entrance to Shelldance Nursery. The existing 
configuration docs not have a dece leration or turning lane and exiting the site is difficult due to 
poor sight lines. Traffic to the site has been growing with increased public visitation and 
increased NPS use for restoration projects in the area, like Mori Point. This can be expected to 
increase in the future. We request the project team incorporate an improved design for the access 
road to Sweeney Ridge, i.e. provide for safe ingress and egress. Use of the undeveloped 2~acre 
parcel immediately north of the existing entrance, which was obtained by the NPS to enable such 
access improvements, should be cons idered in the parkway design. Also, wayfinding is an issue 
for recreational visitors trying to find their way to Mori Point and Sweeney Ridge lands. We 
request the project learn work with the NPS to place appropriate signage directing people to these 
locations. 

Construction r .ighting 
Among NPS Management Policies (2006) is guidance to protect dark night skies. NPS requests 
that Caltrans minimize night time construction to the greatest extent practicable, and if not 
avoidable, direct all construction lighting away from NPS land (include in 2.7.4.1). We note that 
the DEIRIEA tncludes a mitigation measure on p. 89 to minimize night time construction, but it 
is vague and general. 

Revegetation and other Assorted Comments. 
NPS recognizes that the details of how much ofthc habitat and natural resources mitigations 
have not yet been developed. For clarity in planning and as guidance, we offer the following 
comments, 

• Distinguish between temporarily and permanently impacted area in terms of treatment 
and effects. What activities are associated with the pennanent and the temporary impacts? 

• Recreating habitat of equal value to that lost (as stated on p. xli), may not be realistic 
within the anticipated one~year time frame, particularly when starting with seeds. A five 
year time frame is more realistic. (pg. 166) 

• The DEIRIEA indicates tbat locally collected seeds wi ll be used for revegetation, and 
Cal trans plans to use a seed mix that is clear of California noxious weeds. NPS supports 
the use of locally collected seeds from the same watershed adjacent to GGNRA land. 

• lfusing seed mixes, please ensure that no species are on the Cal-I PC weed list in addition 
to the state noxious weed list. Given the proximity ofNPS lands to the Project area, NPS 
would be please to help review and comment on the proposed planting palate so we might 
be able to flag potentially invasive planLS that might escape from the median or project 
margins and compromise the vegetation management efforts on GGNRA land. 

• Follow-up maintenance should occur for a minimum of 5 years. 
• Polygons on map show areas that include Monterey Pine and Monterey Cypress adjacent 

to Mori Point. Land managers of thi s area encourage thi s project to fund removing these 

NPS reo Calera Parkway - 4 
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trees, especially those with signs of pitch pine canker. This wi ll fac ilitate native 
conversion. 

• Table 2.16 - Please include sc ientific names in addi tion to common names to facilitate 
accuracy. 

• Table 2.17 - CRLF habitat description should include foraging; SFGS habitat description 
should include adjacent grasslands with rodent burrows. 

• Pg. 55 - "This subspecies was also recorded at Mori Poin! in } 990." is out of date. It has 
been seen multiple times per year at Man Point since 2006. 

• Pg. 163 - The document states that "most of the aquatic habitat north of the ridgeline is 
generally ephemeral except water features on the active golfeouTse and Calera Creek and 
associated ponds." Th is information is out of date. MOTi Point has 4 ponds, all of which 
have supported breeding of California red legged frogs and hold water throughout the 
CRLF breeding season in normal rain year. 

• Pg. 163 - The enhancements will include "depressions to collect water." Please clari fy if 
they are intended to be pennanent or ephemeral water sources? Furthermore, what 
mitigation measures are required for their construction? 

• Pg. 167 - Provide a timeline, budget, and responsible party for monitoring described for 
the Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Plan. 

• Sec. 2.20.2, pg. 169 - Define "noxious"--who determined this li st? Also, include 
scientific names. (Pampas grass should read jubata grass (Cortaderiajubata); prickly ox 
tongue should read bristly ox tongue, (Picris echiodes). 

• Pg. 170 .Vcrify presence of yellow star thistle. If it's there, we would like to know 
specific locations so we can follow up and determine areas of potential invasion. 

• Pg. 170 - AM TNV-4 Two years in insufflcicnt-NPS recommends 5. 

NPS rc. Calera Parkway 5 
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA-NAlU'W. RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 115060 
PHONE: (831) <12704863 
FA)(: (831) <12704877 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Plarming & Engineering 
CA Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 

EDMUND G. 8R~. JR .. ~ 

October 21, 2011 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for 
the Calera Parkway Widening Project, SCH #2010022042 

Dear Ms. Rivas: 

Thank you for forwarding the DEIRIEA for the Calera Parkway Widening to our attention for 
input and comment. The proposed project would widen a l.3-mile stretch of Highway I within 
the City of Pacifica from four lanes to six lanes to reduce existing, and future, peak-hour traffic 
congestion. As we have previously stated, the proposed project raises significant issues related to 
coastal resources and the site is constrained by sensitive habitat and important public views. We 
appreciate the effort Caltrans and the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) 
have put into early coordination with Commission staff, and the additional information that has 
been provided to us will be helpful in evaluating the proposed project during the coastal 
development permit (COP) process. However, the DElRlEA falls short of providing all of the 
information necessary to evaluate the project for consistency with the City's certified local 
coastal program (LCP) and the Coastal Act. We urge you to address the following comments in 
the final EIRIEA or are-circulated EIRfEA to allow for a more streamlined review of the project 
during the CDP process. 

The project site is located in both the City 's CDP jurisdiction and the Commission's retained 
CDP jurisdiction. The Commission has retained jurisdiction on the former quarry property just 
west of the project location, which includes portions of the widened roadway that would be 
located outside of the existing Cal trans right-of-way as well as any proposed mitigation on the 
fonner quarry property that meets the Coastal Act definition of development. Although a 
consolidated permit review process is possible in this case, it could only occur with the 
agreement of the Commission, the City and the applicant, and the fact that the majority of the 
project lies within the City's jurisdiction would weigh heavily into any consideration of 
potentially consolidating the permit review. The standard of review for those portions of the 
project in the City's jurisdiction is the Pacifica LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act, and the standard of review for those portions of the project in the Commission's jurisdiction 
is the Coastal Act. For a consolidated CDP review of the whole project, the standard of review 
would be the Coastal Act, with the City'S LCP providing non-binding guidance. Please note that 
the DEIRlEA, on page 41, erroneously states that an "encroachment permit" is required for work 
extending onto the Commission's jurisdiction; it is actually a CDP that would be required. 

Calera Par1twilY Widening DEIR comment letter 10.21 .11 
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Yolanda Rivas 
Calera Parkway Widening DEIR 
October 21, 2011 
Page 2 

In summary, the DEIRIEA does not provide all of the necessary information to evaluate the 
project for consistency with the Coastal Act and the certified LCP. First, the EIRIEA should fully 
evaluate a range of alternatives that could meet the purpose and need of the project, including 
alternatives that would reduce traffic congestion, but would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on coastal resources. In addition, the EIRIEA should provide all of the information 
necessary to fuily evaluate the proposed alternatives' impacts on biological resources, including 
on wet lands buffers, sens itive species habitat and native vegetation. The document must also 
analyze a range of feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate such impacts. Finally, the 
EIRJEA should include detailed infonnation about measures that would help reduce negative 
impacts on public views, including open and articulated designs for bridges and railings, 
landscaping, and aesthetic treatments ror medians and retaining walls that would help them iJ!.:nd 
with the surrounding environment. 

Moreover, given the standards of review described above, we strongly recommend that the 
project's EIRIEA include a table identifying the Coastal Act policies and LCP standards 
applicable to the project. Such a table should include a preliminary evaluation of the project's 
conformance with each of the applicable policies and standards. l Please consider the following; 

Alternatives Analysis 
As described in the DEIRlEA, and in this letter, the proposed project could cause adverse 
impacts to coastal resources, including biological and archaeological resources, public views and 
water quality. The EJRlEA should fully evaluate project alternatives that avoid these coastal 
resource impacts as much as possible, while implementing measures to reduce traffic congestion 
to acceptable levels. The DElRIEA provides an analysis of three alternatives: (1) the proposed 
widening project with a narrow median alternative; (2) the proposed widening project with a 
wide, landscaped median, and; (3) a no project alternative. The two 'build' alternatives both 
reduce traffic congestion substantially, but appear to result in significant adverse impacts to 
coastal resources, while the no build alternative would not incorporate any measures to reduce 
traffic congestion, and would not cause coastal resource impacts. The DEIRIEA also includes a 
cursory analysis of various alternatives that were considered but rejected without [Uithcr study 
because they were determined to be infeasible or ineffective. The EIRIEA should include the 
studies and analysis that were used to detennine these alternatives were infeasible or ineffective 
as an appendix to the document. In addition, although the rejected alternatives may not be 
effective enough on their own to make their implementation useful , it appears possible that some 
combination of the rejected alternatives might be used to create a project that adequately reduces 
traffic congestion while avoiding coastal resource impacts. Specifically, the following 
alternatives or combinations of them may be used under a no-build or reduced project 
alternative: Concept D, the partial widening at Reina Del Mar A venue; Concept H. signal timing 
improvements; Concept I, increased or modified public transit service; and Concept .I , increased 

I For an example of a previous table Ihal met this purpose, see the 2006 IS/MNDIEA for the Salinas Road 
Interchange Project, prepared by the U.S. Department ofTransponation. the Federal Highway Administration. and 
Caltrans, which can be accessed here: http://www.dol.ca.gov/djst05/projects/sa!inas rd/cnv doc pdf. 
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school bus service. The EIR/EA should explore the potential to consolidate these or other 
alternatives into a no-build or reduced project alternative that could utilize various measures to 
reduce traffic congestion while completely avoiding or substantially reducing impacts on coastal , 
resources. -

Biological Resources 
A primary focus of the California Coastal Act (including Public Resources Code sections 30230-
30231) and the Pacifica LCP is to protect coastal wetlands. In addition, Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act prohibits non resource-dependent development in environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (ESHAs) and prohibits resource-dependent development in ESHA that would significantly 
disrupt habitat values, and Section 30250 requires that new development be located where it 
would not have significant adverse effects, individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
Comparable policies are included in the Pacifica LCP. 

There is an existing creek with wetlands directly west of the project site that contains aquatic 
habitat for the California red-legged frog (CRLF), and although the currently proposed 
alternatives would have no direct impacts on these wetlands, the project would be constructed . 
within 100 feet of them. In addition, the proposed project would result in the loss of 1.27 acres of 
northern coastal scrub habitat as well as the loss of 4.13 acres of ruderal grassland and .95 acres 
of non-native/landscaped trees that may provide habitat for various sensitive species. The 
EIRIEA should provide a detailed description of the project's impacts to these biological 
resources, as well as proposed measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate them. 

First, the EIRIEA should describe the impacts caused by the project due to development within 
100 feet of the wetlands and CRLF habitat, including CRLF dispersal corridors, and it should 
include mitigation measures that could be used to reduce the significance of such impacts. For 
example, one mitigation measure would be the construction of the proposed retaining wall 
designed to prevent CRLF from entering the roadway. The ElRJEA should describe other 
potential mitigation, such as reduced scale project components and theremoval of invasive 
species and restoration of the area with native vegetation, and explain how such measures would 
enhance habitat values and minimize the impacts of developing in close proximity to these 
resources. 

In addition, the DEIRIEA indicates that the proposed project would impact potentially suitable 
nesting habitat for four special status bird species - loggerhead shrike, yellow warbler, San 
Francisco common yellowthroat and white-tailed kite. However, the DEIRfEA lacks any surveys 
for these species, and therefore, it is not clear what the habitat impacts would be. The EIRIEA 
should include surveys, performed during applicable breeding periods, to detennine the extent to 
which the project area is used by these species. The EIRJEA should also include an explanation 

2 Public comments have suggested the possibility of pursuing a staggered school schedule to reduce traffic 
congestion, and the EIRIEA should evaluate this alternative, and any other feasible traffic reduction measures 
raised through public comment, in addition to those listed above. 
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of avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures designed to protect these species, which 
may include limiting construction to speci fic windows of time, delaying construction if active 
nests are identified in close proximity to the project site, providing appropriate buffers between 
active nests and construction activities, restoring habitat that is temporarily impacted. and 
mitigating for any permanent loss of habitat. At a minimum, the measures should include 
installing or restoring native vegetation in all areas subject to temporary impacts and mitigating 
for the pennanent loss of native vegetation at least at a 2: 1 ratio. 

Finally, with regard to the proposed mitigation for the loss of dispersal habitat for CRLF, San 
Francisco Garter Snake and Western Pond Turtle, the EIRJEA should include detailed 
ip..formation detailing the impacts (including through maps and supporting survey data), and 
identifying why the mitigation is adequate to address the project ' s impacts and how the 
mitigation would work, including how the property would be protected, what entities would be 
responsible for ongoing implementation of the mitigation, how maintenance would be 
conducted, and what perronnanee criteria would be used to ensure the habitat functions as 
proposed. 

Visual Resources 
Coastal Act section 30251 requires that new development be sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. New development must also be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas. Consistent with this policy, the Pacifica 
LCP contains comparable standards to protect visual resources. 

Highway 1 at this location has views of the former quarry open space property to the west and 
urban development to the east. Although views of the ocean on the southern end of the project 
site are partially obstructed by a row of cypress trees, and at the nonhern end or the project site, 
views of the ocean arc blocked by the topography, the entire Highway 1 corridor is an important 
public viewshed unto its own. The proposed project would negatively impact visual resources by 
expanding paved roadway into an undeveloped area, adding new roadside development such as 
barriers and retaining walls, and removing existing trees and other vegetation. As previously 
requested, the EIRIEA should include an evaluation of potential measures 10 reduce visual 
impacts, including potential bridge and railing designs that are articulated and open so that public 
views may be maintained. The EIR/EA should also analyze potential bridge and wall alternatives 
for consistency with policies protecting both views and biological resources. The DEIRIEA 
shows several visual simulations that use a plain concrete barrier with a railing that is not 
articulated. The EIRIEA should evaluate alternative designs that are more aesthetically pleasing, 
while providing a barrier to prevent sensitive species from entering the roadway, in order to 
protect biological resources, consistent with the Coastal Act and the City's LCP. If possible, the 
EIRIEA should also provide information about the proposed railing for the nearby San Pedro 
Bridge, and evaluate the potential for creating a uniform appearance along this stretch of 
Highway 1. In addition, the ElR/EA should evaluate aesthetic treatments for other highway 
features, including above grade retaining walls and median barriers, that blend with the 
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surrounding coastal setting, In all cases, landscaping must be provided that addresses biological 
concerns and viewshed issues, including by providing screening, mottling, and softening of view 
impacts associated with the development. 

Water Quality 
Coastal Act sections 30230 and 30231 provide for protection of marine resources and water 
quality, and City LCP policies mimic these requirements, The proposed project has the potential 
to impact water quality through construction activity and through increasing the area of 
impervious surface that drains to the creek and out to the ocean, 

The DEIRIEA identifies biofi ltration strips or swales as the most feasible water quality BMP for 
the project and describes six locations within the project area that are suitable for their 
development. However, the DEIRIEA does not identify which of the potential swale locations 
would be utilized and fails to analyze the effect they would have on water quality, and their 
capacity to retain stormwater. The EIRIEA should evaluate proposed water quality BMPs in 
terms of feasibi lity and effectiveness, including determining where swales should be located and 
how they should be designed to ensure water quality is protected and peak wet weather flows are 
accommodated. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project raises significant coastal resource issues, especially biological and visual 
resource issues, that have not been adequately addressed in the DEIRIEA. We strongly 
recommend that these issues be more thoroughly discussed and analyzed in the final EIRIEA or a 
revised and re-circulated DETRIEA to allow for a complete analysis of the proposed project for 
consistency with the certified LCP and the Coastal Act. It will be particularly critical for the 
applicant to identify and analyze potential alternatives to the project, including permutations and 
combinations of alternatives that can achieve project needs and objectives at the same time as 
li miting coastal resource impacts as much as possible. If you have any questions or would like to 
discuss these issues further, p!ease contact me at (831) 427-4863. 

Sincerely, 

W Ma£r;Q:xJ---
Madeline Cavalieri 
Coastal Planner 
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Response Comment 
No. 

 
Commenter 

 
Date 

Government Agencies 

Local 

6 City of Pacifica 9-27-11 

7 Sue Digre – City of Pacifica Council Member 9-19-11 

8 Karyl Matsumoto - South San Francisco 
City Council and SMCTA Board Member 

9-5-11 

9 Courtney Conlon, CEO - Pacifica Chamber of Commerce 8-25-11 

10 Chris Porter, President - Pacifica Chamber of Commerce 9-29-11 

11 Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce 10-21-11 

12 North Coast County Water District 10-19-11 
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-Hur1ey, Joseph
<hur1eyj@samtrans.com> 

09/19/201 1 02:52 PM 

To 'Thomas Rosevear' <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

cc 'Yolanda Rivas' <yolanda_rivas@dot.ca.gov>, ~Hemandez, 
Irma" <hemandezi@samtrans.com> 

bee 

Subject FW: RE:Misleading Wording FYI - Complaint from Pacifica 
Councilwoman Digre About TA's Official News Release 

History: ,p This message has been replied to. 

Tom, 

Please add this comment to your list. 

Thanks 

Joseph M. Hurley, P.E . 
Director, San Mateo County Transportation Authority Program 
1250 San Carlos Avenue 
San Carlos, California 94070 
Tel: (650) 508-7942 
Fax: (650) 508- 7938 

From: Barbara Arietta [mailto:barietta@hotmail.com] 
sent: Monday, September 19, 20111:07 PM 
To: Sue Digre 
Cc: Hurley, Joseph; Barbara Arietta 
Subject: RE:Misleading Wording FYI - Complaint from Pacifica Councilwoman Digre About TA's Official 
News Release 

Dear Councilwoman Digre, 

Thank you for your recent email denying that the City of Pacifica is a Co-Sponsor of the Environmental 
Assessment for the State Route l/calera Parkway Widening Project and demanding that some other 
"proper" wording be used describing Pacifica's participation or lack of participation in this matter, 

As you can see, from the original news release to the news outlets, issued by Christine Dunn of the San 
Mateo County Transportation Authority, it has been stated that the City of Pacifica is a Co-Sponsor, along 
with the san Mateo County Transportation Authority. The original SMCTA news release also names 
caltrans as the Lead Agenc.y, 

I am forwarding your complaint and clarification demand to Mr. Joe Hurley, Program Director of the san 
Mateo County Transportation Authority. He is best equipped to answer your questions and concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Arietta 
Chair, San Mateo County Transportation Authority/CAC 
415-246-0775 

Date: Mon, 19 Sep 201111:03:24 -0700 
Subject: Misleading wording FYI 



From: suedigre@gmail.com 
To: barietta@hotmail.com 

Hi 
I am being demanding on proper wording regarding the highway 1 widening 
Pacifica is listed as a sponsor. 
We are not. For 9 years straight I ask in a city council meeting on clarification .. 
Response we have not voted on the widening, neither yay or nay. 
It is misleading when,we are portrayed as a co sponsor 
I am sure the English language can be used to clarify things appropriately. 
Anyway I am pursuing this language issue until I feel it is not misleading the public etc 

NEWS 
Media Contact: Christine Dunn, 650-508-6238 

Public Meeting for State Route llealera Parkway Envjronmental ReDort to 
be Held Sept. 22 

The public is invited to a meeting to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment for State Route l/Calera Parkway Widening 
Project. The meeting will be held at 6:30 p.m., Thursday, Sept. 22 at the Pacifica 
Community Center, 540 Crespi Drive. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce congestion on the segment of 
State Route 1 that extends approximately 2,300 feet north of Reina Del Mar Avenue 
to approximately 1,500 feet south of Fassler and Rockaway Beach avenues. 

All documents for the project can be reviewed on the TA website, www.smcta.com . 
The documents also are available at the Sanchez Library, the Sharp Park Library, 
the Pacifica City Hall and the Pacifica Community Center, as well as at other 
locations. 

Verbal or written comments on the Draft EIR,lEA can be submitted at the public 
meeting or at any time during the review period, which ends Oct. 7, 2011 at 5 p.m. 
Comments can be submitted via U.S. mail, fax, or e-mail to: 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4 
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Ave., Oakland, CA 94623 

Fax: 510-286-5600 

E-mail: thomas_ rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

The California Department of Transportation is the lead agency on the proposed 
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project; the San Mateo County Transportation Authority and the City of Pacifica are 
co-sponsors. 
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Response 
Comment No. 

 
Commenter 

 
Date 

Organizations 

13 Center for Biological Diversity 10-6-11 

14 San Mateo County Economic Development 
Association 

9-20-11 

15 San Mateo County Association of Realtors 10-12-11 

16 Climate Action Plan Task Force in Pacifica 8-27-11 
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Response 
Comment 

No. 

 
Commenter 

 
Date 

Businesses 

17 Pacific Coast Real Estate 10-11-11 

18 Starboard TCN Worldwide Real Estate 10-7-11 

19 Alain Pinel Realtors 10-14-11 

20 Pacifica Lenders LLC 10-14-11 

21A Pacifica Pet Hospital (Loring Slivinski) 10-5-11 

21B Pacifica Pet Hospital (Dr. Gary Hurlbut, DVM) 10-5-11 

22 Best Western Plus Lighthouse Hotel 9-2-11 

23 Lenci Cruise and Travel II 9-6-11 
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Response 
Comment 

No. 

 
Commenter 

 
Date 

Individuals 

24A Hal Bohner 9-23-11 

24B Hal Bohner 10-5-11 

24C Hal Bohner 10-18-11 

25A Todd Bray 10-22-11 

25B Todd Bray 10-21-11 

25C Todd Bray 10-19-11 

25D Todd Bray 9-1-11 

25E Todd Bray 8-24-11 

25F Todd Bray 10-10-11 
to 

10-22-11 

25G Todd Bray 10-28-11 

26A Bill Collins 10-13-11 

26B Bill Collins 9-24-11 

26C Bill Collins 9-2-11 

26D Bill Collins 8-18-11 

26E Bill Collins 9-5-11 

27 Eric Dreesman 8-11-11 

28 Forrest Parnell 8-25-11 

29 Ryan Sport 8-21-11 

30 Vasili Kim 8-21-11 

31 Richard Shafer 9-7-11 

32 William “Leo” Leon 9-14-11 & 
9-1-11 

33 Mathew Levie 9-14-11 

34 Norman & Karen Dutton 9-15-11 

35 Connie Kelley 9-17-11 

36 Maureen Falcone 9-17-11 

37 Judith Tugendreich 9-21-11 

38A Valarie Perez 9-20-11 

38B Valarie Perez 9-22-11 

39 Enid Emde 9-22-11 

40 Marisa & Anthony George 9-22-11 

41 Bill Haskins 9-22-11 
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42 Dan Robinson 9-26-11 

43 Sharon Muczynski 9-26-11 

44 Edward Barber -- 

45A Gil Anda 9-28-11 

45B Gil Anda 10-12-11 

45C Gil Anda -- 

46 Brian Gaffney 9-30-11 

47 Ken Shiokari 9-30-11 

48 Dan Underhill 10-4-11 

49 Jean McMartin 10-2-11 

50 Tom Kendall 10-1-11 

51 Ruth Reynolds 10-1-11 

52 William C. Provence -- 

53 Tod Schlesinger 10-4-11 

54 Samuel Casillas 10-4-11 

55 Catherine Barber 10-4-11 

56 Graham Brew 10-6-11 

57 Julio Pineda 10-5-11 

58 Janice Stoehr 10-5-11 

59 Bob Battalio 10-5-11 

60 Christian Ryvlin -- 

61 Ida Stuart 10-5-11 & 
10-14-11 

62 Jennifer Ball 9-21-11 

63 Michael Haase -- 

64 Dennis Norwood 10-6-11 

65A Michael Anda 10-5-11 

65B Michael Anda 10-5-11 

66 Bruce Kearns 10-5-11 

67 Spencer Rice 10-5-11 

68 Jasee Grubb 10-5-11 

69 Jody Webster 10-5-11 

70 Juliann Eskite 10-5-11 

71 Marilyn Foster 10-5-11 

72 Susan McCarthy 10-5-11 

73 Amy Sullivan 10-5-11 

74 Leif Klokkevold 10-4-11 

75 David Dozier 10-4-11 
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76 Margaret Brett-Kearns 10-6-11 

77 Susan Herring 10-6-11 

78 Karen Rosenstein 10-6-11 

79 Pete Shoemaker 10-6-11 

80 Elaine McKeen 10-6-11 

81 Michael Varney 10-6-11 

82 Kevin McGee 10-6-11 

83 Rudolf & Joan Gerusa 10-7-11 

84 Alice Whealey 10-7-11 

85 Laurie Frater 10-7-11 

86 Jerry Barrish 10-7-11 

87 Tobias Larson 10-12-11 

88 Matt Fuentes 10-12-11 

89 Ron Maykel -- 

90 Peter Loeb 10-3-11 

91 Jan Moughler 10-12-11 

92 Jeff Lintner 10-12-11 

93 Rosalyn Dean 10-12-11 

94 Laura Herold 10-12-11 

95 Nathalie Berwick 10-13-11 

96 Ken Pearson 10-12-11 

97 David Douglass 10-13-11 

98 Leslie Davidson 10-13-11 

99 Dave Crimmen 10-13-11 

100 William McLarty 10-13-11 

101 Ken Miles 10-13-11 

102 John Callan 10-15-11 

103 Jeneane Crawford 10-15-11 

104 Jack Hug 10-15-11 

105 Les Deman 10-16-11 

106 Ann Edminster 10-18-11 

107 Jeanette Hoffman 10-18-11 

108 Nancy Petersen 10-18-11 

109 Linda Oppenlander 10-19-11 

110 Kathy Miller 10-18-11 

111 The Pilgrims 10-4-11 

112 Elizabeth Monticue 10-19-11 
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113 Judy Borland 10-19-11 

114 Ellen Burgoyne 10-20-11 

115 Laurie Goldberg 10-20-11 

116 Ebhlaw@localnet.com 10-20-11 

117 Peggy Lucas 10-20-11 

118 Denise Kendall 10-20-11 

119 Maurie Martin 10-21-11 

120 Mark Stechbart 10-21-11 

121 Michael Northrop 10-21-11 

122 Sarah Northrop 10-21-11 

123 Kathy Meeh 10-21-11 

124 Erika Dyquisto 10-21-11 

125 Remi Tan 10-22-11 

126 Mary Keitelman 10-22-11 

127 Mitch Reid 10-22-11 

128 Julie Maykel 10-22-11 

129 Margaret Goodale 10-22-11 

130 Laura Bevington 10-22-11 

131 Mike Callan 10-22-11 

132 Celeste Langille 10-22-11 

133 Jka80@juno.com 10-22-11 

134 Casey Weber 10-22-11 

135 April Vargas 10-22-11 

136 Stan Zeavin 10-22-11 

137 Richard Campbell 10-22-11 

138 Kathleen McGuire -- 

139 Bettie Montague 10-22-11 

140 Victor Carmichael -- 

141 Eileen Carey & James Carey 10-21-11 

142A Roger Mascio 10-2-11 

142B Roger Mascio 10-5-11 

142C Roger Mascio 10-8-11 

143A Raymond Raymos 9-23-11 

143B Ray Ramos 8-26-11 

144A Jim Wagner 10-10-11 
& 

9-27-11 

144B Jim Wagner 10-13-11 
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145 Lisa McIntyre 10-17-11 

146 Judith Kell -- 

147 Deborah Runne 10-14-11 

148 Spence Yoes 10-14-11 

149 Pete Yoes 10-14-11 

150 Reena Cimellae 10-11-11 

151 Taryn Smith -- 

152 Victoria Gangi -- 

153 Sue Vaterlaus  

154 Richard Clark 10-11-11 

155 1412 Crespi Drive -- 

156 Marilyn St. Germain-Hall -- 

157 Frank Vella -- 

158 O’Neill -- 

159 Pete -- 

160 Serzan Gerhell-Wallace -- 

161 Neil Sofia -- 

162 Mike Ervin -- 

163 Mary T. Brown 9-1-11 & 
10-4-11 

164 William Moore 9-29-11 

165 Flo Derby 9-28-11 

166 Wanda Kirvin 9-28-11 

167 Scott Findlay 9-29-11 

168 David Weigert 9-27-11 

169 Cheryl Yoes 9-28-11 

170 Bill Meyerhoff -- 

171 Melissa Wagner -- 

172 Michelle Moore 8-29-11 

173 Kristine Foster 8-24-11 

174 Julian Boyle 8-25-11 

175 William Moore -- 

176 Cal Hintor -- 

177 Ted Garber 10-25-11 

178 Virginia Wick 10-7-11 

179 Edward & Susan Lujan 10-7-11 

180 Tara Atkins 10-12-11 
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Hal Bohner 
Attorney 

11 5  A n g e l i t a  A v e n u e  •  P a c i f i c a ,  C A  9 4 04 4  
ph/fax 650-359-4257 

hbohner@earthlink.net 
 
 

Sent by email to thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov 
September 23, 2011 

 
 
 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4  
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
 
 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment for State Route 
1 / Calera Parkway / Highway 1 Widening Project San Mateo County, California 04-SM-
1 / PM 41.7/43.0 / EA 04-254600 

 
 
Dear Ms. Rivas: 
 
 

I respectfully submit the following comments concerning the DEIR/EA for the Calera 

Parkway, Highway One in Pacifica.  I live in the Vallemar district of  Pacifica and am very 

familiar with Highway One in Pacifica. 

Preliminary Matters 

In 2010 there were two public meetings in Pacifica held by CalTrans and SMCTA 

concerning the proposed State Route 1 / Calera Parkway / Highway 1 Widening Project.  I 

attended those meetings and submitted written comments concerning the project to Mr. Joseph 

Hurley, Program Director for SMCTA in two letters dated March 11, 2010 and July 15, 2010.  In 

my letters I included  a number of comments directed to what at the time was the upcoming 
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DEIR/EA.  I am attaching copies of my letters to Mr. Hurley along with the attachments to them 

and request that they be included with this letter and responded to as part of the comments 

concerning the DEIR/EA. 

Summary 

To summarize my comments, in my opinion the DEIR/EA is not legally adequate, and it 

must be revised and recirculated.  I will explain the basis for my opinion below and will focus 

my comments on seven subject areas, namely: Species of Special Concern, Noise, Traffic 

Forecasts, Alternatives, Construction Schedule, Local Plans; and Other Unanswered Questions. 

 

I. Species of Special Concern 

A.  Errors which should be corrected 

The DEIR states, “California red-legged frogs are not known in Calera Creek east of SR 

1.”  DEIR, pg. 155)  This is a significant and erroneous assumption, and it should be corrected. 

In fact, the California red-legged frog has been found in the Calera Creek area east of 

Highway 1 near 200 Berendos Avenue.  I am including documentation of this fact in the form of 

a mitigated Negative Declaration prepared by the City of Pacifica  titled  MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST, Prepared For: Proposed 

Single-Family Dwelling at 200 Berendos Avenue Pacifica, CA (APN 022-330-150) Date 

Prepared: December 17, 2007.  (Mitigated Neg Dec.pdf)  This document can be downloaded 

from the web site of the government of the City of Pacifica at 

http://www.cityofpacifica.org/depts/planning/environmental_documents/200_berendos_avenue/d

efault.asp.  

The Mitigated Negative Declaration states at page 16, 
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 “ During inspection of the subject site, six species of birds were identified, one butterfly 
(Cabbage White), one amphibian (California red-legged frog (CRLF)) and 36 plants, half 
of which are considered non-native species.”   
 
The document further states at page 16,  
 
“As stated in the assessment, a subadult CRLF was spotted in the pond below the culvert 
by the biologist during the site inspection.  The CRLF is a federally threatened species 
and a California species of special concern.”  
 
Having erroneously concluded that there are no red-legged frogs east of Highway 1 the 

DEIR goes on to compound the error by stating, “The existing box culvert under SR 1 is 

considered a barrier or obstacle to the dispersal of California red-legged frogs to the east due to 

its length and concrete floor with a five percent slope over the eastern half.”  (DEIR at pg. 155).  

This conclusion as well is false and must be amended. 

First, the presence of a red-legged frog east of Highway 1 near Calera Creek is strong 

evidence that frogs can and do migrate through the culvert.  Moreover, as further evidence to 

support my point I am attaching a Biological Opinion from the United States Department of the 

Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dated December 18, 2000 

Subject: Formal Endangered Species Consultation on the Proposed Pacifica Police Station, 

California State Highway 1, Pacifica, San Mateo County, California.  The Biological Opinion 

discusses the Calera Creek restoration site which is to the west of  Highway 1 and a “proposed 

project” which is located at the Pacifica Police Station east of Highway 1 on Calera Creek.  The 

Biological Opinion states,  

“Calera Creek provides a direct surface water connection between [the] proposed project 
site, and the Calera Creek restoration site through a large culvert passing under Highway 
1.  Therefore it is reasonable to assume that garter snakes and red-legged frogs could 
migrate from the Calera Creek restoration site upstream through the culvert to utilize 1.05 
acres of waters/wetlands and dense riparian vegetation in and around Calera Creek on the 
proposed project.”   (Biological Opinion at pg. 11) 
 
The Biological Opinion further states,   
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“The restoration project will also provide suitable habitat that will allow garter snakes 
and red-legged frogs to move from the Recycling plant restoration site up into the 
watershed toward Crystal Springs to the east, San Pedro Creek and Shamrock Ranch to 
the south providing exchange of genetic material between populations.” (Biological 
Opinion at pg. 13) 
 
 
B. The DEIR must include additional analysis and mitigation 

 

The DEIR must provide a detailed discussion of the effects of the project on the culvert 

and on Calera Creek. For example would the project involve increasing the length of the culvert 

or otherwise altering it to reduce its effectiveness as a migration route?   

The DEIR must provide as mitigation the complete removal of the culvert and replacing 

it with a bridge while restoring Calera Creek which passes under it, which would thereby 

improve Calera Creek as a migration route. 

Highway 1 is an almost impenetrable barrier and a downright deadly threat to wildlife 

throughout practically all of its length.  The project would just make that worse, as is amply 

demonstrated in the DEIR which states, “It is expected that most or all red-legged frogs that 

attempt to cross SR1 in the project area are killed by traffic.”  (DEIR pg 155)  At an absolute 

minimum Calera Creek must be daylighted as mitigation. 

I note that CalTrans may have already done some analysis of removal of the culvert and 

replacing it with a bridge.  Figure 1.9 of the DEIR appears to show a “proposed bridge structure” 

indicated in orange near where the culvert apparently is presently located.   Unfortunately the 

DEIR includes nothing explaining this, and explanation must be provided. 
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II. Noise 

A. The DEIR incorrectly concludes that noise related to the project is less than significant 

under CEQA.  

The DEIR/EA concludes that, “traffic noise impacts of the proposed project are 

considered less than significant under CEQA.”   (DEIR pg 183) There are two serious problems 

with this conclusion:  1)  The DEIR indicates that noise resulting from the project would be 

sufficiently severe that noise barriers might be installed.  (DEIR pg 133)  It is absurd to conclude 

that noise impacts of sufficient severity to require consideration of noise barriers, if not actual 

construction of the barriers, are not significant under CEQA.  2) It is not clear whether the stated 

conclusion, i.e. less than significant impact,  applies to noise from construction activities as well 

as noise after construction has been completed.  The DEIR must discuss both time frames, and it 

is clear that noise from construction activities would be a significant impact under CEQA. 

Furthermore, the DEIR discusses noise during construction but it never states the 

conclusion that construction-related noise is a significant impact under CEQA.  The DEIR must 

so state. 

 

B. The DEIR has failed to properly address mitigation for noise impacts.   

For example, although the DEIR discusses the possibility of constructing sound walls it 

concludes that sound walls would be too expensive.  This is not the proper test under CEQA.  

Instead under CEQA the DEIR must address whether sound walls would be feasible.  Moreover, 

under CEQA it is not proper for the EIR to delay a decision concerning whether sound walls 

would be constructed.  Under CEQA the decision whether to construct a major mitigation 
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measure such as a sound wall may not be delayed but must be squarely addressed and resolved in 

the EIR.   

Also, mitigation of noise impacts should include providing improved insulation for 

residences and installing windows with low noise transmission.  However, this form of 

mitigation was not addressed in the DEIR.  This form of mitigation is clearly feasible.  It has 

been used extensively in Pacifica and elsewhere as mitigation for noise due to airplanes traveling 

to and from San Francisco International Airport. 

Regarding construction-related noise the DEIR identifies six mitigation measures. (DEIR, 

pg. 176).  However, in Table S-1 under the heading “Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 

Measures” those mitigation measures are not mentioned.  Instead all that is stated is the 

conclusory statement,  “The Department’s Standard Provisions to construction contracts would 

control and minimize noise.”  (DEIR Table S-1, pg. xliv)  

This is not proper under CEQA.  Instead, Table S-1 must state the conclusion that noise 

related to construction activities would be a significant effect and the mitigation measures must 

be stated.  One good reason for this is because normally when preparing a Mitigation  

Monitoring and Reporting Program under CEQA the responsible agency simply copies 

mitigation measures from a summary such as Table S-1.  By omitting mitigation measures the 

DEIR creates a risk that the six mitigation measures will not be incorporated in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program.  Moreover, it is confusing, at best, for the DEIR to state six 

specific mitigation measures in one part of the report while in the summary under the heading 

“Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures” not to state those mitigation measures.  

C. The Cumulative Impacts conclusion is plainly incorrect 

The DEIR states, 
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“The Narrow Median Build Alternative would incrementally contribute to overall noise 
levels; however, future increases in noise will not be substantial. Therefore, the 
cumulative noise impact would not be substantial.”  (DEIR Table S-1, pg. xlvi) 
 
This is obviously incorrect because CEQA analysis of cumulative impacts must consider 

all impacts, not just the impacts of the project in isolation, and the DEIR elsewhere states, 

“Projected noise levels would, however, approach or exceed FHWA’s noise abatement criteria at 

four locations, two of which also approach or exceed the criteria under existing conditions.” 

(DEIR pg 132) 

D. The DEIR’s analysis of noise-related impacts is erroneous or misleading in many 

other ways. 

The DEIR ignores Vallemar Elementary School in the noise analysis. 

Figure 2.4 of the DEIR (DEIR,  pg. 131) shows locations of 17 “receptors” which were 

studied for noise impacts.  However, Vallemar Elementary School is not one of those 17 

“receptors” even though the school is closer to Highway 1 than some of  the receptors which 

were studied, e.g. R15, and R16.  This is obvious from a comparison of Figure 2.4 (which 

conveniently omits the part of the map which would show the school) with Figure 1.3 (DEIR, pg. 

4) which does in fact show the school. 

E. Construction should be prohibited during nighttime. 

The DEIR states, “Construction of the project is anticipated to occur primarily during 

daytime hours.”  (DEIR, pg 176 )  In other words, construction may take place during the night.  

However, there are many residences very near where construction will occur.  Therefore 

construction should be prohibited during the night. 

F. The reported existing conditions are confusing and misleading, and possibly 

erroneous. 
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Table 2.14 reports Existing/No Project Noise Levels at various locations to be between 

60 and 68, and some of these locations are very near Highway 1.  On the other hand the DEIR 

states,  “During the daytime, ambient traffic noise levels are on average about 77 dBA Leq (hr) 

at the nearest unshielded locations.” (DEIR, pg 176)  It is not apparent why there should be such 

a large difference (77 versus 60-68), and this large difference should be explained. 

 

III. Traffic Forecasts 

There are many flaws in the traffic forecasts both during construction and for the “no 

build” scenario. 

A. During Construction 

The DEIR discuss some of the effects of construction on traffic.  (DEIR, e.g. at pg 171)  

Table S-1 of the DEIR vaguely states:  “However, there would be some temporary incremental 

delay in travel times through the site during construction activities.” (DEIR pg ix)  However, 

there is nothing specific about traffic delays either in terms of time or length of  backup.  

Moreover although Table S-1 refers the reader to “Traffic and Transportation (Section 2.6)” 

there is nothing in Section 2.6 about traffic delays.  

The DEIR admits that construction will continue for at least two years.  Residents of 

Pacifica deserve to know in detail and with specificity what traffic delays can be expected during 

that time.  Delay is obviously an environmental effect of the project and therefore must be 

discussed under CEQA.  CalTrans has considerable experience with projects similar to the 

present project and should be able to provide accurate estimates of expected traffic delays.  

The only mitigation proposed for delays that will result during the construction  phase is 

that a Transportation Management Plan will be prepared.  Pacifica residents deserve be informed 
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in the DEIR what that plan would be and its effect on them.  After all, the rationale behind the 

project itself is that traffic delays are a problem.  It is ridiculous for the DEIR to avoid a frank 

and thorough  discussion of traffic delays which would be caused by the project.    

Moreover, the EIR should include providing improved bus service as mitigation for 

delays. I will further discuss improved bus service below, but suffice it to say at this point that it 

seems likely that there will be considerable traffic delay during the construction phase and that 

providing improved bus service would reduce those delays.  This is especially true since if delays 

for commuters significantly increase during construction they will have added motivation to use 

public transportation if it is provided on a reasonable schedule.  An added public benefit is that if 

commuters try public transit during the construction phase they may like it and decide to 

continue using it after construction of the project is completed. 

Emergency vehicles may be delayed along Highway 1 due to construction.  Such delays 

must be discussed in the EIR and mitigation must be provided.  Highway 1 is the only route for 

many emergency vehicles in Pacifica -  to ignore them as the DEIR has done is not reasonable. 

B. No Build Scenario 

The traffic forecasts provided in the DEIR for the No Build scenario are confusing and 

misleading, and apparently inaccurate. 

During a scoping meeting for this project held June 22, 2010 SMCTA and CalTrans 

presented a document titled “State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project - Information Update Report 

- June 2010”.  I am including with this letter a copy of the Report - Information_Update 

Report_DRAFT_06-02-2010.pdf.  The Report states, 

“As a result, the Year 2007 northbound State Route 1 backup from Fassler Avenue south 
during the northbound morning commute averaged about one-third of a mile and 
extended up to one-half mile during the peak hour. This backup or “queue” is projected to 
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extend an average of one mile and as much as 1.7 miles south of Fassler Avenue by Year 
2035 without any improvements.”  (pages 1-2 )  
 
The DEIR includes essentially the same prediction of the average backup in 2035. ( 4,946 

feet in DEIR Table 1.3 at pg 7).  However, in my opinion this prediction is likely way too high as 

I explained on pages 3-4 of my letter to Mr. Joseph Hurley dated July 15, 2010. (Attached hereto 

with its attachments).   

The basis for your traffic projection is that between the present and 2035 the population 

will increase 0.75% per year, and this projection is based on ABAG Regional growth 

projections.  This is stated on your slide titled “Traffic Analysis” which is page 11 of the 

document Hwy-1-Calera_Public_Info_Mtg_6-22-10_v15_web.pdf. 

 I disagree with your assumption of  population growth.  In fact ABAG projects 

population growth of  0.75% per year for all of San Mateo County.  It seems absurd to me to use 

the population growth projection for the whole county.  It seems absurd to me to use the 

population growth projection for the whole county; growth in the county as a whole is 

completely irrelevant to traffic in Pacifica during commute hours.   Instead you should use the 

population projection for Pacifica and possibly the coast side south of Pacifica.  For Pacifica and 

the coastside ABAG projects much lower population growth than 0.75% - in fact, about 90% 

lower.  

 I have received from ABAG their current population figures and projections for 

2035 for Pacifica and for the unincorporated area between Pacifica and Half Moon Bay. To 

document these figures I am attaching my email exchange with ABAG wherein they supplied me 

their population projections (email from Hing Wong.pdf) and their Excel spreadsheet containing 

the population projections in the tab labeled “Projections 2009 (adopted)” (San Mateo Coast - 

What If (2).xlsx) .  The pertinent information is as follows as follows: 
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  Year 2010 Year 2035 

 Pacifica 39,100 39,800 

 Unincorporated Area 11,600 11,800 

  

 As you can see ABAG predicts Pacifica to grow only slightly - according to my 

calculations at the rate of about 0.07% per year.  The same is true for the unincorporated area.  

These projections are only about 10% of your projections.  If I am correct then your alarming 

predictions of future traffic congestion are unwarranted. 

The DEIR does not state the population projections which form the basis for its traffic 

predictions.  However, it should state those projections and explain why CalTrans disagrees with 

my analysis.  

C. There are numerous other misleading and inconsistent statements in the DEIR 

The data in Table 1.3 is not consistent with the data in Table 1.4. (DEIR pg.7)  The 

following are some examples:  

1) In Table 1.3 AM Northbound Travel Time = 5.9 minutes for Year 2015 and 12.6 

minutes for Year 2035.  The difference is 6.7 minutes.  On the other hand in Table 1.4 for 2015 

delay = 6.8 minutes and for 2035 delay = about 7.6 minutes, a difference of 0.8 minutes.  This is 

confusing at best.  Why would the travel time increase by almost 10 times the amount by which 

the delay increases?   

2) For 2015 the AM delay (68 seconds + 345 seconds = 413 seconds = 6.9 minutes, 

according to Table 1.4) is greater than the total travel time (5.9 minutes according to Table 1.3), 

which is obviously incorrect.  
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3) In Table 1.4 the difference in the AM delay between 2015 and 2035 is 0.8 minutes; 

whereas in Table 1.3 between 2015 and 2035 the total AM travel time will increase 6.7 minutes.  

Both of these values cannot be correct.  

4) According to Table 1.3 between 2015 and 2035 AM travel time will more than double 

(5.9 minutes to 12.6 minutes).  However, according to table 1.4 the AM delay will increase only 

11 % between 2015 and 2035 ([70+389] – [68+345]) / [68+345])  = 11% 

D. The DEIR’s alarmist predictions of future traffic delays are unwarranted and 

incorrect. 

The DEIR states, “With no improvements to the project area, the traffic projections 

forecast that by year 2035 the peak period maximum queues will grow from 1.15 miles to 2.28 

miles in the AM peak period and from 2.06 miles to 2.80 miles in the PM peak period.” (DEIR 

pg i )  However, as I explained above CalTrans has apparently incorrectly based its dire 

predictions on ABAG projections for all of San Mateo County; whereas, for Pacifica and the 

mid-coast ABAG predicts only a small population increase.   

 

IV. Alternatives 

A.  The analysis of alternatives is unclear, misleading and inadequate under CEQA. 

Regarding increased or modified transit service the DEIR states: 

“Additional transit analysis was conducted which evaluated how much transit service 
would be required to induce drivers to switch to transit such that the existing roadway 
could accommodate 100 percent of the forecasted demand through the project corridor. In 
order to accomplish this, an additional 88 buses per hour would be required in the AM 
peak hour and an additional 77 buses per hour would be required in the PM peak hour. 
These increases would be comparable to a completely new transit system, not just minor 
service increases, and would require substantial new ongoing funding for operations and 
maintenance costs.” (DEIR pg. 38) 
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First of all, this explanation of the “additional transit analysis” is confusing and unclear.  

What is meant by the phrase, “such that the existing roadway could accommodate 100 percent of 

the forecasted demand . . . ” ?   Does this mean that the analysis considered how much transit 

service would be required so that 100 % of the commuters who now use cars would switch to 

buses?  If so this is a very high bar indeed.  Moreover, common sense tells us that if even a 

reasonable percentage of drivers switched to buses the LOS of the intersections would be 

dramatically improved.   

The DEIR further states, “This alternative would likely have minimal environmental 

impacts . . .” (DEIR pg. 38)  This conclusion is simply absurd.  Putting 88 additional buses on 

the highway during commute hour and accommodating 100 percent of the forecasted demand 

would likely have many positive environmental benefits such as 1) significantly improving the 

LOS of the intersections; 2) reducing greenhouse gas emissions; and 3) reducing the number of 

cars on the freeway to the north of Pacifica. 

The DEIR also states, “This alternative was primarily rejected because of the high 

operating cost over time, the high initial cost for some transit options, and the minimal 

improvement in congestion relief.”  (DEIR pg. 38).  This is ridiculous.  1) To say that the 

alternative would provide minimal improvement in congestion relief directly contradicts the 

statement quoted above that the study evaluated a transit program which would, “accommodate 

100 percent of the forecasted demand through the project corridor.” 2) To reject the alternative 

based on cost is illogical when the proposed widening project is predicted to cost $35 - $45 

million.  Common sense tells us that many buses can be operated for that kind of money. 

B.  The analysis of school buses is incomplete and incorrect. 
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The DEIR includes an alternative titled, “1.4.8.10 School Bus Service to Elementary 

School at Vallemar”  (DEIR, pg. 38)  However, the DEIR ignores the fact that Vallemar school 

is only one of many schools in Pacifica, and the DEIR fails to consider an alternative of 

providing bus service at the other schools in Pacifica.  This is a serious omission. 

Many Pacifica residents, including myself believe that school traffic strongly affects 

delays on Highway 1, and if school buses were provided delays on Highway 1 would be 

substantially reduced.  In my letter dated July 15, 2010 to Mr. Hurley I discussed why providing 

buses to all of the schools in Pacifica should be analyzed in the DEIR as an alternative.  (My 

recommendation was ignored in the DEIR.)  I will not repeat that argument here and merely state 

that that alternative must be studied and discussed in the DEIR.   

Moreover, the DEIR does not include key information concerning when its traffic data 

was collected relative to when school was and was not in session.  CalTrans should disclose 

whether its data concerning traffic delays and back up as was collected either during summer, 

when school is not in session, or on a day when school is in session.  If CalTrans collected data 

during the summer when school was not in session, such data should be provided in the DEIR.  

The DEIR should also include analysis of the effect of school traffic related to traffic delays on 

Highway 1.  However, if CalTrans does not wish to perform such analysis at least is should 

present its data in a form which allows the public to conduct such an analysis. 

There is further and persuasive evidence that absence of school-related traffic results in 

drastically improved LOS at the key intersections.  I am attaching Appendix I “Traffic and 

Transportation” (Appendix I-1.pdf) which is part of a DEIR for the “Oddstad Assisted Living 

Center” in Pacifica dated May 2011.   On page 8 of the Appendix the results of a traffic study are 

reported, and at Route 1 and Fassler Avenue/ Rockaway Beach the Peak Hour AM LOS is C 
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while the peak hour AM LOS for Route 1 and Reina Del Mar Avenue is B.  According to the 

Appendix, “The LOS calculations reflect traffic conditions existing in the summer of 2009.”   (I 

am also including Appendix I-3 of the Oddstad DEIR which is a peer review of Appendix I.  The 

peer review agrees with the findings of Appendix I.)    

C. CalTrans’ discussion of Alternatives in the DEIR is fatally flawed and highly 

disrespectful to Pacificans 

CalTrans held two public meetings concerning the project before preparing the DEIR, 

and at each meeting many Pacificans requested that the DEIR provide a thorough and complete 

analysis of alternatives.  Pacificans went so far as to describe and suggest a number of 

alternatives.  We explained that we believe that school buses at all schools in Pacifica could 

solve the problem the project is intended to address.  However, CalTrans’ treatment of 

alternatives is a joke.  Most alternatives are dismissed in a few sentences, and the discussion 

which is provided makes it clear that CalTrans did not even bother to seriously consider the 

alternatives.  One example is the school bus alternative.  Even though we told CalTrans 

repeatedly that they should consider buses for all Pacifica schools the DEIR considers only one 

school and on that basis concludes that buses are not a viable alternative. 

CEQA demands a realistic and thorough discussion of alternatives and CalTrans has not 

even come close to meeting that standard. 

 

V.  Construction Schedule 

 

There is practically no information in the DEIR about the schedule for construction or 

funding contingencies.  However it is crucial that such information be included.  For example - - 
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There is no indication of when construction would begin. 

There is no indication of what issues might influence when construction would begin, 

such as required approvals from governmental agencies and the status of such approvals. 

There is no indication of whether funding has been approved for the project either 

completely or partially or what contingencies are involved if funding has not been completely 

approved.  There is no indication of whether construction would commence before funding is 

completely approved. 

The DEIR is incomplete and misleading at best on these issues.  In Section 2.21 the DEIR 

states, 

“As described in Section 1.3.3 Project Schedule and Construction, the duration of 
construction is estimated to be approximately two years. The proposed improvements 
would be constructed in several stages.” (DEIR pg 171) 
 
However, there is no Section 1.3.3 in the DEIR, or any section headed “Project Schedule 

and Construction” nor is there any explanation of the “several stages” of construction. 

VI.  The Project is not consistent with local plans 
 

The DEIR falsely states that the project is consistent with the Pacifica Local Coastal Land 

Use Plan and the City of Pacifica General Plan.  (DEIR pg 45-46) 

The DEIR indicates that the City of Pacifica is a co-sponsor of the project. (DEIR pg 

202)   Therefore stating that the project is consistent with the Pacifica Local Coastal Plan implies 

that the City of Pacifica has determined that the project is consistent with the Pacifica Local 

Coastal Land Use Plan and the Pacifica General Plan.  In fact the City has not made either such 
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determination.  Moreover, the DEIR’s broad conclusion of consistency implies that the 

California Coastal Commission has made a determination of consistency, which it has not.    

Even if one can interpret the DEIR to mean that the opinion concerning consistency is 

only that of CalTrans, it is ridiculous for CalTrans to have made such a determination.  First of 

all the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan is a detailed and complex document and to 

determine whether the project is consistent with it requires extensive analysis.  However, the 

DEIR provides almost no analysis at all, only a two sentence conclusion.  Similarly the Pacifica 

General Plan is a complicated and detailed document and the cursory analysis in the DEIR is 

completely inadequate.  Moreover, the Pacifica General Plan is presently undergoing major 

revisions but the DEIR does not state whether its conclusion of consistency is based on the old 

General Plan or the new one. 

Moreover, in fact the project is inconsistent with the Pacifica Local Coastal Plan in many 

ways too numerous to list here.  For example: 

1. Coastal Act Policy 18 requires protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas.  

However the project does exactly the opposite. 

2. Coastal Act Policy 24 requires protection of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal 

areas.  However, the project does exactly the opposite by including sound walls, for example. 

3. Coastal Act Policy 25 requires that new development should facilitate the provision or 

extension of transit service.  However, the project does exactly the opposite by building a larger 

highway instead of improving public transit. 

4. Coastal Act Policy 26 requires that new development minimize vehicle miles traveled.  

However, the project does exactly the opposite by building a larger highway instead of 

improving public transit. 
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VII.  There are many other questions which CalTrans ignored and must be addressed 

As I indicated above I have sent two letters during the scoping phase of this project 

asking a number of questions.  Although some of my questions were addressed in the DEIR 

many were not.  I will not repeat those questions in this letter.  Rather, I am attaching my two 

letters with my unanswered questions highlighted and numbered. (March 11 letter - Unanswered 

Questions.pdf and July 15 letter - Unanswered Questions.pdf.)  Please respond to my 

unanswered questions as part of the next steps of the environmental review process. 

VIII.  Conclusion 

Due to the deeply flawed nature of the DEIR CEQA requires that CalTrans correct the 

shortcomings and recirculate the DEIR and provide another opportunity for public comments. 

 

 

 Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Hal Bohner 

 

Accompanying documents: 

1)  letter dated March 11, 2010 from Hal Bohner to Mr. Joseph Hurley, Program Director 

for SMCTA  (Calera Parkway - letter to Joseph Hurley re scoping.pdf) 
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2) letter dated July 15, 2010 from Hal Bohner to Mr. Joseph Hurley, Program Director for 

SMCTA (Calera Parkway - second letter to Joseph Hurley re scoping-2.pdf) 

3)  attachments to July 15 letter: a) “Route 1/Calera Parkway Project – Preliminary 

Concepts Matrix (May 2010).” (Preliminary_Concepts_Matrix_06-02-2010.pdf)  b) Hwy-1-

Calera_Public_Info_Mtg_6-22-10_v15_web.pdf. 

4) Document titled “State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project - Information Update Report - 

June 2010”  ( Information_Update Report_DRAFT_06-02-2010.pdf ) 

5) email from Hing Wong.pdf 

6) Excel spreadsheet containing ABAG population projections in the tab labeled 

“Projections 2009 (adopted)” (San Mateo Coast - What If (2).xlsx) 

7) Appendix I-1 “Traffic and Transportation” (Appendix I-1.pdf) 

8) Appendix I-3 of the Oddstad DEIR (Appendix_I-3.pdf) 

9)  MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST, 

Prepared For: Proposed Single-Family Dwelling at 200 Berendos Avenue Pacifica, CA (APN 

022-330-150) Date Prepared: December 17, 2007 (Mitigated Neg Dec.pdf) and Attachments A-C 

(SCAN2631_000.pdf) 

10)  letter from Cay C. Goude, United States Department of the Interior, Fish and 

Wildlife Service to Mr. Calvin Fong, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dated December 18, 2000 

Subject: Formal Endangered Species Consultation on the Proposed Pacifica Police Station, 

California State Highway 1, Pacifica, San Mateo County, California.  (Biological Opinion 18-

Dec-2000.pdf) 

11) March 11 letter - Unanswered Questions.pdf 

12) July 15 letter - Unanswered Questions.pdf 



Hal Bohner 
Attorney 

1 1 5  A n g e l i t a  A v e n u e  •  P a c i f i c a ,  C A  9 4 0 4 4  
ph/fax 650-359-4257 

hbohner@earthlink.net 
 

Submitted by email March 11, 2010 

 

March 11, 2010 

 
Mr. Joseph M. Hurley,  
Program Director, SMCTA  
P.O. Box 3006,  
San Carlos, CA  94070-1306 

 Re: Calera Parkway Environmental Scoping 

 
Dear Mr. Hurley: 
 
 I respectfully submit the following comments concerning the proposed EIR/EA 
for the Calera Parkway, Highway One in Pacifica.  I live in the Vallemar district of  
Pacifica and am very familiar with Highway One in Pacifica. 

Preliminary Matters 

 
 I object to lack of proper notice.  The plan for the project was not publicly 
available before the March 3 scoping meeting.  Although parts of the plan were available 
a few days before the meeting, 1) much of the plan was not publicly available before the 
meeting or even during the meeting, and 2) the small parts of the plan – namely four 
drawings, were first available Monday March 1, only two days before the March 3 
meeting. 
 
 The only public information about the project was posted on the web site of the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority a few days before the public meeting held 
March 3, 2010. http://www.smcta.com/whatsNew/2010_02_24_route-
1_calera_parkway_project.asp.  Before the meeting all that was publicly available was 
four drawings and less than a page of text describing the project. 
 
 At the public meeting on March 3 a verbal description was provided explaining 
some information about the project which was not apparent from the drawings.  The fact 
that such verbal description was necessary highlights the fact that important information 
was not available before the public meeting.  However, many questions remain 
unanswered about the characteristics of the project.   
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Scope and Content of the EIR/EA 

 
 Based on the limited information about project which has been made available I 
have the following comments about the proposed EIR/EA. 

Alternatives 

 
 A number of alternatives should be considered and thoroughly discussed in the 
EIR/EA.  The Notice of Public Meeting stated: 
 

“The purpose of the project is to reduce congestion on the segment 
of State Route 1/Calera Parkway in the City of Pacifica. The 
segment extends approximately 2,300 feet north of Reina De Mar 
Avenue to approximately 1,500 feet south of Fassler and 
Rockaway Beach avenues.” 

 
 In addition to the proposed highway widening project there are other ways to 
reduce congestion.  Those ways should be explained and discussed as alternatives.  The 
explanation and discussion should not be cursory but instead should be detailed and 
thorough in order to allow decision makers and the public to understand the alternatives 
and realistically compare them with the proposed project.  The following are some 
examples of alternatives. 

School bussing program 

 
 Many members of the public who spoke at the March 3 meeting stated that the 
problem which the project is intended to address, namely congestion of Highway One, 
only occurs when school is in session, and the problem is caused by many parents driving 
their children to and from school.  They also recommended that a system for bussing 
students to school would take many cars off the road during the peak traffic period.  
  
 I live near Vallemar School and drive my son to school at Ocean Shore School.  
Based on my personal observations it is clear to me that considerable congestion is 
caused by parents driving their children to and from school. A school bussing program 
should be discussed as an alternative. Can funding allocated for the present Calera 
Parkway project be redirected to a school bussing program?  

Improved public transit for commuters 

 
 Another alternative which should be discussed is to improve public transit for 
commuters.  This could be accomplished in a variety of ways, for example by adding a 
commuter parking lot e.g. at Linda Mar or expanding the existing commuter lot.  Then 
bus service should be improved.  Service should be to BART and to downtown San 
Francisco and during main commute hours the service should be improved.   
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 I have tried to take SAMTRANS to BART during the commute hour and found 
the schedule to be quite poor which discourages commuters from taking public transit.  
The EIR/EA should discuss the expected effectiveness of improved public transit on 
getting cars off the road.  

Car Pooling 

 
 A program could be provided to expand car pooling.  E.g. a government 
sponsored web site to enable people to organize car pools. 

No project alternative 

 
 The alternative of “no project” should be realistically discussed and evaluated.  
What has been the trend in single-passenger commuters in recent years?  It will probably 
go down with increasing gas prices and improved public transit, and the “problem” may 
go away by itself.  What has been the trend of the “problem” in recent years? 

Energy Aware Planning Guide 

 
 The California Energy Commission recently released a report titled “Energy 
Aware Planning Guide”.  (Document CEC-600-2009-013, December 2009 - 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-600-2009-013/).  The Guide includes a 
section titled “Transportation Strategies” which includes a number of strategies to reduce 
commuting by automobile.  These strategies should be discussed as alternatives since 
they can reduce the need for highway widening.  For example, the Guide states: 
“By encouraging residents and workers to use mass transit instead of driving, local 
governments can help reduce the energy use and greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with transportation, as well as the maintenance and construction costs of road upkeep and 
widening.”  (Guide pg T.1.1 1) 
 
 Not only does the Energy Aware Planning Guide provide a variety of options to 
improve public transit it also gives examples of cities which have successfully 
implemented such improvements.  This is a strong indication that transit improvements 
and related strategies can and will result in reduced congestion on Highway One in 
Pacifica in the near future.  

Questions which should be addressed in the DEIR/EA 

What exactly is the proposed project and what would be its effect? 

 
 Four drawings of the project were presented at the March 3 public meeting and 
some verbal description of the project was provided.  However,  many questions remain, 
which should be answered in the DEIR.  For example: What would happen at the 
entrance to the GGNRA at Shelldance? Are sound barriers proposed?  The drawings 
which were presented at the March 3 meeting include lots of yellow lines.  The legend on 
the drawings indicates that the yellow lines are “proposed roadway improvements.”  
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What do the yellow diamonds on the yellow lines mean?  Do all the yellow lines really 
indicate the same thing – that seems unlikely. 
 
 What exactly would be done to the timing of the lights at all of the intersections 
affected by the project?  What exactly is the timing now? 
 
 If the project is built as proposed how much exactly would the problem be 
reduced?  It would not be adequate to simply state that the LOS would be improved.  
Rather, there should be a full discussion of the effect on traffic delay and LOS under a 
variety of circumstances and conditions.  On some days the delay is far less than on 
others.  On days and at times where the delay is small I would assume that the project 
would have little effect, if any.  Graphs should be provided similar to the graphs 
discussed below in the section titled “What Exactly is the Scope of the Problem Today?”  
 
 It appears that the plan is that Highway One would transition between four and six 
lanes around the intersection with Mori Point Road.  That means lots of merging and 
unmerging of traffic.  What exactly will occur?  Will there be a severe bottleneck ?  Will 
it be safe? 

What would be the environmental effects of further dividing Pacifica? 

 
 In the past the north end of Pacifica was divided by making Highway One a grade 
separated freeway.  It is plain that the effect of this division on Pacifica has been severe 
and adverse.  It is likely that the present proposed project would have similar adverse 
effects on Pacifica.  There should be a discussion of what exactly would be the effect on 
Pacifica of further dividing the town.  An urban planner should be engaged to do a 
realistic evaluation and report. 
   
 Instead of becoming more of a freeway Highway One should become less.  
Instead of limited access points to Highway One there should be multiple access points.  
In other words, between Reina Del Mar and Fassler additional access for cross streets 
should be provided. A good example is Highway One in the northern part of Santa Cruz 
where there is access to Highway One at each block.  If there is a major development in 
the Quarry it should not be restricted to only two access roads.  Instead there should be 
access each block like in Santa Cruz. 
 
 Also, there should be a discussion of the impact on Pacifica of adding frontage 
roads in the project area instead of simply widening the highway.  At present emergency 
vehicles can be stuck in traffic on Highway One between Reina del Mar and Fassler 
Avenue.  The effect of the proposed Calera Parkway on this situation should be 
discussed.   Adding frontage roads would provide alternative routes for emergency 
vehicles.  Similarly, if the Quarry is developed and there are multiple access points from 
Highway One to the streets in the Quarry project, emergency vehicles would have the 
option of multiple routes. 
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Effect on Other Intersections   

 
 What is the long-range plan for the intersections of Highway One with Westport 
St., Bradford Way and the GGNRA entrance and exit at Shelldance?  Presently they are 
dangerous intersections.  For safety, traffic on Highway One should be slower there not 
faster.  The effect of the proposed Calera Parkway on these intersections should be 
discussed.  Consideration should be given to providing stop lights or other types of 
improved access there.   

What is the exact scope of the problem today? 

 
 Past environmental impact reports which have addressed Highway One in 
Pacifica have not adequately discussed certain issues.  The presently proposed Calera 
Parkway EIR should not perpetuate these same shortcomings. 
 
 A recent example of an EIR which discusses the section of Highway One between 
Fassler Avenue and Reina del Mar Avenue is “Harmony @ 1 – Roberts Road 
Subdivision, Draft Environmental Impact Report – June 2007.”  
http://www.cityofpacifica.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=2637 
The Harmony DEIR discusses current traffic conditions in Section 9.1 “Existing 
Conditions” and in Appendix G.   The DEIR reports the delay and the LOS for Route 1 
and Fassler Ave/Rockaway Beach and Route 1 and Reina Del Mar Avenue.  However, it 
does not report the delay and LOS during the summer or at other times when school is 
not in session.  Moreover, it does not report the duration of the maximum delay and the 
lowest LOS.  In the proposed EIR for the Calera Parkway both of these subjects should 
be thoroughly discussed.   
 
 From my observations I would expect that when school is not in session the 
maximum delay is far less than when school is in session.  Moreover, I expect that that 
the maximum delay lasts for only a few minutes during the AM peak and the PM peak, 
and at other times the delay is far less.  Also, I have observed a wide variability in traffic 
delay from day to day at the same time of day for no apparent reason.   The DEIR for the 
Calera Parkway project should report delays for a number of randomly selected days and 
not report just one severe day and imply that the delays are always the same.  Providing 
data for only one day is misleading at best. 
 
 The DEIR should include graphs.  There should be one graph for each major  
intersection  showing on one axis the time of day and on the other axis the delay and the 
LOS.  My expectation is that such graphs would show that the maximum delay occurs 
only for a short duration; during most of the day there are only slight delays. Moreover, 
for each intersection there should be multiple graphs for different days selected 
randomly.  My expectation is that for many days the delay will not be severe at any time. 

Implied assumptions 
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 Assumptions about future traffic delays which I expect would be implicit in the 
DEIR should be made explicit.  In other words, I expect that the DEIR will report the 
present traffic delays, and there will be an implicit assumption that these delays will 
remain the same or will increase in the future.  However, this assumption should be stated 
explicitly.  Furthermore, there should be a realistic admission that in the future traffic 
delays will lessen if public transit service is improved, which would result in fewer 
drivers on the highway.   

Other Issues 

 
 Will Highway One be affected by ocean rise due to global warming? Will it have 
to be moved in the future?  When and to where? 
 Expansion of Highway One would encourage development of the Quarry.  
However, that would have serious adverse effects on endangered species.  There should 
be thorough discussion of this issue. 
 
 The Golden Gate National recreation Area may not allow widening through the 
cut just north of Reina del Mar.  Would an Act of Congress be necessary?  What is the 
policy of GGNRA on this?  Have they been asked?  If the Highway cannot be widened 
there then the project will not accomplish any reduction in congestion. 
 
 What is the overall plan for Highway 1 in Pacifica.?  How would this proposed 
project interact with the rest of Highway 1 in the future? 
 
 The proposed highway would be nearer to endangered species habitat than the 
existing highway.  What is the position of the Coastal Commission, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and other agencies on this?   

Project Funding 

 
 What will the project cost and is the money available? 
 
 Would Pacifica have to provide money for the project? 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Hal Bohner 
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Hal Bohner 
Attorney 

1 1 5  A n g e l i t a  A v e n u e  •  P a c i f i c a ,  C A  9 4 0 4 4  
ph/fax 650-359-4257 

hbohner@earthlink.net 
 

 
Submitted by email to 

 smcta_feedback@smcta.com July 15, 2010 

 

 
Mr. Joseph M. Hurley,  
Program Director, SMCTA  
P.O. Box 3006,  
San Carlos, CA  94070-1306 

 Re: Calera Parkway Environmental Scoping 

 
Dear Mr. Hurley: 
 
 I respectfully submit the following comments concerning the proposed EIR/EA 
for the Calera Parkway, Highway One in Pacifica.  I live in the Vallemar district of  
Pacifica and am very familiar with Highway One in Pacifica. 
 
 I submitted some comments March 11, and I request you to consider those earlier 
comments in addition to the present ones. 

Preliminary Matters 

 
 I object to lack of proper notice and opportunity to comment.   
 
 I have attended the two recent public meetings and studied the materials on your 
web site, and I have attempted to obtain additional information about the project by a 
request under the California Public Records Act (email dated June 9.)   In response to my 
request I received an email from Martha Martinez dated June 17, 2010 stating, “Many of 
the preliminary studies and reports that will be incorporated into the EA/DEIR 
preparation process are still in draft form . . . .  These documents are therefore not 
available for public review . . . .”  
 
 I object to the refusal to provide me documents which should be available under 
the Public Records Act.  At the scoping meetings you and others stated that one purpose 
of the meetings was to receive comments from the public concerning the project.  
However, by denying the public access to information concerning the project in advance 
of the scoping meetings you foreclose our opportunity to make fully informed comments.  
Furthermore, as I am sure you know, one of the main purposes of the CEQA process is 
transparency and openness of government processes to the public.  However by denying 
public access to the very documents which will be the basis of the EIR you are thwarting 
one of the main objectives of CEQA.    
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Scope and Content of the EIR/EA 

 
 You have, of course, held public meetings in Pacifica on March 3 and June 22, 
and you have posted some information concerning the project on your web site.  Based 
on the limited information about project which has been made available I have the 
following comments about the proposed EIR/EA. 

School bus program 

 
 I and many others have stated that the problem which the project is intended to 
address, namely congestion of Highway One, only occurs when school is in session, and 
the problem is caused by many parents driving their children to and from school.  We 
have recommended that a system for bussing students to and from school would take 
many cars off the road during the peak traffic periods.  
 
 I appreciate that at your June 22 meeting you addressed the school bus issue.  
However, you concluded that school bussing would not provide any significant reduction 
of congestion, and that you would therefore not study the option further.  Unfortunately 
that conclusion was based on drastically inadequate analysis. 
 
 At the June 22 meeting you presented the document titled “Route 1/Calera 
Parkway Project – Preliminary Concepts Matrix (May 2010).” 
(Preliminary_Concepts_Matrix_06-02-2010.pdf)  Row J discusses school buses and 
states in one column,  “Provide increased school bus service to the elementary school on 
Reina Del Mar Avenue.”  And in the adjacent column, “Could provide small benefit for 
portion of AM peak commute congestion (NB) but not enough to reduce backups 
significantly. Would not provide benefit for any of the PM commute congestion (SB).” 
 
 There are serious deficiencies in your analysis.  First, it fails to account for the 
other seven schools in Pacifica. Second, your results just plain do not conform to reality. 
 
 There are eight schools in Pacifica, not just the Vallemar School which you 
mention in your matrix.  The Pacifica School District and Jefferson Union High School 
District have open enrollment policies which means that children from anywhere in the 
district can attend any school in the district, regardless of where the student resides, as 
long as the school has space.  Each of the schools has a different character and emphasis 
which attracts parents having different interests.  The net result is that parents drive all 
over Pacifica taking their children to the grade schools and middle school during the AM 
commute hour and then drive home again.  Turning to the two high schools, parents 
living in Pacifica and also from other cities often drive their kids to one of those two 
schools and then drive home again during the AM commute hour.  Some kids drive 
themselves to and from school.  For your analysis to ignore almost all of the Pacifica 
schools is simply ridiculous. 
 
 Moreover, your conclusion that school buses would provide only a small 
reduction in congestion is just plain wrong.  At your scoping meetings you heard from 
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many Pacifica residents that on days when school is not in session but people commute to 
work, e.g. summers, congestion of  Highway One is considerably less than when school 
is in session.  Unfortunately, you have provided no information during your scoping 
meetings to indicate that you have done any studies to validate or refute the anecdotal 
information you received from many Pacificans. 
 
 You dismissed school busses as a solution because you feel they would not affect 
PM, southbound congestion.  However, the basis for this conclusion has not been made 
public and I must assume that it is not based on studies or data.   And I must assume that 
you have failed to consider the following: 
 

1) Some of the grade schools provide after school childcare which results in 
parents driving to pick up their kids during the PM commute period. 
2) High school students who have after school activities often drive during the 
PM commute period. 
3) Traffic congestion on Highway One during the PM commute period is not as 
severe as during the AM period.  Therefore reducing congestion during the PM 
period should have less priority than during the AM period. 
4) Even if school buses would only reduce AM congestion that is not a good 
reason not to consider them. 

 
Traffic Projections 
 
 You have predicted significant increases in congestion by 2035 if the proposed 
project is not completed.  However, I believe that you are drastically exaggerating the 
potential problem. 
 
 For example, in your document “State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project - 
Information Update Report - June 2010” (Information_Update Report_DRAFT_06-02-
2010.pdf) you state, 
 

“As a result, the Year 2007 northbound State Route 1 backup from Fassler 
Avenue south during the northbound morning commute averaged about 
one-third of a mile and extended up to one-half mile during the peak hour. 
This backup or “queue” is projected to extend an average of one mile and 
as much as 1.7 miles south of Fassler Avenue by Year 2035 without any 
improvements.” 

 
 Similarly the graph you presented titled “Peak Spreading – Year 2035 Travel 
Time Variations (7:30AM- 10:AM) NB SR1-Crespi Drive to Reina del Mar Avenue”  
shows dramatic increases in congestion by 2035. 
 
 However, in my opinion these dire predictions are not warranted. 
 
 The basis for your traffic projection is that between the present and 2035 the 
population will increase 0.75% per year, and this projection is based on ABAG Regional 
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growth projections.  This is stated on your slide titled “Traffic Analysis” which is page 11 
of the document Hwy-1-Calera_Public_Info_Mtg_6-22-10_v15_web.pdf. 
 
 I disagree with your assumption of  population growth.  In fact ABAG projects 
population growth of  0.75% per year for all of San Mateo County.  It seems absurd to me 
to use the population growth projection for the whole county.  Instead you should use the 
population projection for Pacifica and possibly the coast side south of Pacifica.  For 
Pacifica and the coastside ABAG projects much lower population growth than 0.75% - in 
fact, about 90% lower.  
 
 I have received from ABAG their current population figures and projections for 
2035 for Pacifica and for the unincorporated area between Pacifica and Half Moon Bay 
which are as follows: 
 

 Year 2010 Year 2035 
Pacifica 39,100 39,800 
Unincorporated 
area 

11,600 11,800 

 
 
 As you can see ABAG predicts Pacifica to grow only slightly - according to my 
calculations at the rate of about 0.07% per year.  The same is true for the unincorporated 
area.  These projections are only about 10% of your projections.  If I am correct then your 
alarming predictions of future traffic congestion are unwarranted. 
 
 
Increased or Modified Transit Service 
 
 At your June 22 meeting you indicated that you had considered “Increased or 
Modified Transit Service.”  In “Route 1/Calera Parkway Project – Preliminary Concepts 
Matrix (May 2010).” (Preliminary_Concepts_Matrix_06-02-2010.pdf)  Row I you 
described the option as: 
 

“Provide increased transit service to areas and points both north and south 
via additional bus routes, increased bus headways (more busses), 
additional park-n-ride lots, additional feeder shuttles, etc.” 

 
And you concluded that further study of the option was not warranted because: 
 

“High operating cost over time; high initial cost for some options; 
does not provide significant improvement in congestion relief.” 

 
 Your conclusion not to pursue this option is disappointing.  Unfortunately I am 
not able to comment on it in detail because you fail to provide any significant information 
to explain the basis for your conclusion.   
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 In your document “State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project – Public Information 
meeting - June 22, 2010” (Hwy-1-Calera_Public_Info_Mtg_06-02-2010_v15_web.pdf) 
you provide a graph titled “Concept I – Increased / Modified Transit.”  The meaning of 
the graph is not clear, but I interpret it to show essentially that if more people ride transit 
then fewer people would drive their cars.  There are points on the graph labeled “Needed 
PM” and “Needed AM” which correspond to about 80 buses per hour.  I assume this to 
mean that you have determined that you would have to run about 80 buses per hour to 
completely eliminate congestion. 
 
 If my assumptions about your analysis are correct, I have the following 
comments.  1) You are assuming that you need to run 80 buses per hour and that doing so 
would be prohibitively expensive.  However, there is nothing magic about 80 buses per 
hour.  If you run fewer than 80 you would reduce congestion, at least somewhat, which 
would be a good thing. 2)  You conclude that improving bus service would result in 
increased costs both initially and over time.  What about charging more to the riders to 
recover part or all of the costs?  3)  You predict that the proposed widening project would 
cost $45 million to $65 million.  Common sense indicates that you could make incredible 
improvements to the bus system for that amount of money.  
 
 In “Route 1/Calera Parkway Project – Preliminary Concepts Matrix (May 2010).” 
(Preliminary_Concepts_Matrix_06-02-2010.pdf)  Row I you state that improved transit, 
“does not provide significant improvement in congestion relief.”  On the other hand your 
graph suggests that adding 80 buses per hour would eliminate congestion and adding 
fewer buses would reduce congestion in direct relation to the number of buses.  Both of 
these things cannot be true; either buses could provide significant congestion relief or 
they could not.  Also, what exactly do you mean by “significant improvement?”  How 
much improvement would in fact be provided? 
 
 The San Mateo County Transportation Authority and many other organizations 
espouse the benefits of public transit for many good reasons.  (E.g. 
http://www.smcta.com/alternative_congestion_relief.html )  It is hypocritical, to say the 
least, to praise the benefits of public transit while rejecting any possibility of improved 
public transit in Pacifica. 
 
Other Questions 
 
 I request that some other issues be addressed in the DEIR/EA 
 
1) One column of your Preliminary Concepts Matrix is headed 

“Feasibility/Effectiveness”.  In that you column you make many qualitative 
judgments  such as, “does not appreciably enhance traffic operations’ (Row C); 
“Very high right of way cost. Minimal traffic benefit for highway thru traffic.” 
(Row G); “does not provide an appreciable benefit” (Row H).   In the EIR please 
quantify this information.  Does “not appreciably” mean 5% or 40%?   CEQA is 
intended to be a tool for decision makers and for the public to understand how 
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decisions are made.  Quantified information is essential to an informed public 
process. 

 
2) If the project is built - -  

How long would the construction phase be? 
What are the details of the construction phase – e.g. will traffic be re-routed - 
where?  What delays will drivers experience? 
Where will materials and equipment be stored? 
 

3) You have considered a pedestrian overcrossing at Reina del Mar and concluded 
that it, “does not appreciably enhance traffic operations and creates pedestrian 
safety problem since some people will still try to cross at grade but without a 
crosswalk and signal delay to protect them.”  Please explain exactly how much 
this alternative would reduce congestion.  Please provide your basis for 
concluding that there would be a safety problem and explain how serious the 
problem would be.   

 
4) Please discuss the alternative of a pedestrian undercrossing or tunnel at Reina del 

Mar.  How much would congestion be relieved?  Would it be safer than an 
overcrossing since pedestrians would tend to use it more than they would use an 
overcrossing? 

 
  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Hal Bohner 
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Route 1/Calera Parkway Project - Preliminary Concepts Matrix (May 2010)

Description Feasibility / Effectiveness Further 
Study

A Widen 4-lane to 6-lane
- 0.8 miles
(from 1999 PSR)

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 460 ft south of Fassler Ave to 660 ft north of Reina Del Mar Ave. (Exhibit A) Impacts wetlands and special status species habitat; only evaluated traffic growth out to Year 2010 
but now must evaluate to Year 2035 (Caltrans requires 20 year benefit from estimated construction 
year); does not provide traffic benefit to Year 2035 because third lane does not extend far enough 
south of Fassler Ave intersection or far enough north of Reina Del Mar intersection.

No

B Widen 4-lane to 6-lane
- 1.0 miles
(from preliminary studies)

Variations on the 1999 PSR version were explored in mid 2000s.  Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 500 ft south 
of Fassler Ave to 1,700 ft north of Reina Del Mar Ave. (Exhibit B1)
- A variation of this idea includes splitting NB and SB directions of roadway through Quarry Site to go around 
existing wetlands. (Exhibit B2)

Impacts wetlands and special status species habitat; evaluated traffic growth out to Year 2030; 
does not provide traffic benefit to Year 2035 because third lane does not extend far enough south 
of Fassler Ave intersection or far enough north of Reina Del Mar intersection.  Determined during 
Coastal Commission consultations that impacting wetlands is not allowed.

No

C Widen 4-lane to 6-lane
- 1.3 miles
(from current studies)

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 1,500 ft south of Fassler Ave to 2,300 ft north of Reina Del Mar Ave.  Shifted 
alignment east to eliminate wetland impacts.  Explored idea of restoring Calera Creek crossing. (Exhibit C1)
- A second variation of this idea included a pedestrian overcrossing at Reina Del Mar Avenue. (Exhibit C2)
- A third variation of this idea drops the 3rd southbound lane at Fassler Avenue and only two lanes continue 
south of Fassler.  Calera Creek restoration idea is dropped. (Exhibit C3)
- A fourth variation, similar to C3, includes a landscaped median between San Marlo Way and Reina Del Mar 
Avenue. (Exhibit C4)

Provides improvement in traffic operations over existing conditions out to Year 2035.   Does not 
impact wetlands like Concepts A and B.  Pedestrian overcrossing at Reina Del Mar does not 
appreciably enhance traffic operations and creates pedestrian safety problem since some people 
will still try to cross at grade but without a crosswalk and signal delay to protect them.  Landscaped 
median variation (C4) would have more impacts and cost than narrow median (C3) but same traffic 
operations.

C1  -  No
C2  -  No
C3 - Yes
C4 - Yes

D Partial Widening at
Reina Del Mar Avenue
(from 2004 Scoping Mtg)

Five-lane or six-lane widening for short segment north and south of Reina Del Mar intersection with 4-lane 
segment between the two intersections. (Exhibit D)
Variations of this idea analyzed widening for different length segments:
- 4 to 5 lanes for 800 ft (NB right-turn lane in/out of Reina Del Mar Avenue)
- 4 to 6 lanes for 1,100 ft
- 4 to 6 lanes for 1,700 ft
- 4 to 6 lanes for 2,300 ft

Would improve capacity at Reina Del Mar, but would shift the bottleneck to the south between 
Fassler and Reina Del Mar.

No

E Grade Separation at
Reina Del Mar Avenue
(from current studies)

Shift Route 1 alignment on top of embankments at Reina Del Mar Avenue to separate highway from Reina 
Del Mar and use retaining walls to minimize impacts.  Included creek crossing restoration idea.  Several 
variations on this theme were evaluated including:
- Tight diamond interchange with east side business driveways accessing directly to/from on and off ramps. 
(Exhibit E1)
- Tight diamond with one-way frontage road on the east side extending north from Harvey Way. (Exhibit E2)
- Southbound tight diamond with northbound hook ramps and two-way frontage road south of Reina Del Mar 
on east side. (Exhibit E3)

A grade separation would provide the most significant traffic operations benefit but would require 
on & off ramps with controlled access so driveways could not access directly to/from ramps. First 
variation with simple tight diamond would not be feasible due to controlled access of ramps.  Other 
two variations would have much higher cost due to additional frontage road requirements.  City not 
supportive of additional NB "out of direction" travel to access businesses on east side at Reina Del 
Mar Avenue with NB hook ramps option.  Raised highway would create additional visual and noise 
impacts.  Potential for additional cultural resource impacts.

No

F Roundabout (Traffic Circle)
(from 2004 Scoping Mtg)

Install roundabout in place of signal at either one or both intersections. (Exhibit F) Significant business and R/W impacts at intersections with roundabout/widening large enough to 
meet traffic demand.  Additional right-turn slip ramps needed.  Full six-lane widening still needed 
on Route 1 between Fassler and Reina Del Mar to make either or both roundabouts work.  The 
multi-lane roundabouts required to meet traffic demand are unsafe for pedestrian crossing and 
bike traffic due to the large number of uncontrolled traffic lanes a pedestrian or bicyclist must 
cross.

No

G Frontage Road on West Side
(from 2004 Scoping Mtg)

Construct a 2-way frontage road through the Quarry site from Dondee Way to Reina Del Mar Avenue. 
(Exhibit G)

Very high right of way cost.  Minimal traffic benefit for highway thru traffic.
No

H Signal Interconnect &
Signal Timing Improvements
(from current studies)

Install signal interconnect cable between the two signals to coordinate timing of green phases.
(no exhibit)
- A variation of this idea includes widening to add a 3rd lane in northbound direction only. (no exhibit)  (from 
2004 Scoping Mtg)

Signal interconnect does not provide an appreciable benefit due to the distance between the two 
signals.  Traffic signal retiming would improve congestion initially based on existing traffic volumes 
but then benefit dissipates by about Year 2015 and offers little benefit as traffic demand increases 
in the future.

No

I Increased or Modified Transit 
Service
(from current studies)

Provide increased transit service to areas and points both north and south via additional bus routes, 
increased bus headways (more busses), additional park-n-ride lots, additional feeder shuttles, etc. (no 
exhibit)

High operating cost over time; high initial cost for some options; does not provide significant 
improvement in congestion relief. No

J School Bus Service to
Elementary School at Vallemar
(from current studies)

Provide increased school bus service to the elementary school on Reina Del Mar Avenue.
(no exhibit)

Could provide small benefit for portion of AM peak commute congestion (NB) but not enough to 
reduce backups significantly.
Would not provide benefit for any of the PM commute congestion (SB).

No

K Moveable Cones or Barrier
(from 2010 Scoping Mtg)

Install moveable concrete barrier to provide 3 lanes in peak direction and 1 lane in off-peak direction. (no 
exhibit)
- Another variation of this idea uses moveable cones instead of barrier.
- Another variation would include widening to 5 lanes w/ movable cones/barrier (3/2 split).

Very difficult to implement with signalized intersections; movable barrier is in conflict with left-hand 
turns at intersections; high ongoing operations cost; traffic impact in off-peak direction if 5th lane 
not added.  Movable cones create safety hazard since no fixed barrier between opposing traffic.  
The 5-lane widening would have both initial widening construction cost & ongoing operations cost.

No

Concept
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Welcome and Purpose of Meeting

•
 

Welcome

•
 

Purpose of meeting is to provide additional 
information on the proposed State Route 1/Calera 
Parkway Project

•
 

Discuss project development background, traffic 
analysis, environmental issues, and improvement 
concepts evaluated

•
 

Public environmental scoping comment period 
remains open until July 22, 2010



What are we trying to accomplish?

“Environmentally clear a project that will result in: 
(a)  sustainable congestion relief;
(b)  with minimal impact to the environment, 

adjacent residents, and businesses;
(c)  that is financially feasible.”



Stakeholders/Roles

•
 

The Public

•
 

Permitting/Regulatory Agencies

•
 

Lead Agency and Owner/Operator of State Route 1
–

 

Caltrans

•
 

Sponsoring Agencies
–

 

City of Pacifica
–

 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority



Project History Overview

1990 20102000

NEED IDENTIFIED

Measure “A” Approved 

PROJECT STUDY REPORT

PSR Approved 

Barrier Project

Preliminary Studies

Scoping Mtg #1 

Scoping Mtg #2 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
PHASE

Information Mtg



Environmental Scoping Meeting 3/3/10

•
 

What we heard from the public
–

 

Questioned the need for the project
–

 

Wanted more information regarding other concepts 
considered

–

 

Suggested other strategies to address congestion
–

 

Wanted to hear more about the work that has been done
–

 

Asked about opportunities for public input

•
 

Commitment made to follow up with this Public   
Information Meeting



Existing Traffic Congestion

•
 

Data collection
–

 

Traffic volumes, queues, observations, signal timing

•
 

Congestion
–

 

Northbound in the morning 
–

 

Southbound in the evening

•
 

Traffic Bottlenecks
–

 

Reina Del Mar Avenue and Fassler Avenue



Average Queues: 
Existing
Morning
(Northbound)
Peak Hour



Average Queues: 
Existing
Evening
(Southbound)
Peak Hour



Traffic Analysis

•
 

Traffic forecasts
–

 

2015 (Opening Day) and 2035 (Design Year)
–

 

Based on regional growth projections (ABAG)
–

 

Consultation with City Planning
–

 

About 0.75% growth per year

•
 

Analysis Tools – Why simulation?



SIMULATION – Existing PM Peak Hour Example 



Average Queues: 
Year 2035 
Morning
(Northbound)
Peak Hour

No-Build



Average Queues: 
Year 2035 
Evening
(Southbound)
Peak Hour

No-Build



Peak Spreading



Peak Spreading



Environmental Constraints & Concerns

-

 

Homes and Businesses
-

 

Topography
-

 

Archaeological Resources
-

 

Historic Property

-

 

Calera Creek
-

 

Endangered Species
-

 

Wetlands
-

 

Coastal Act



Yr 2010 Yr 2011

Environmental Studies

Public Circulation

Prepare Draft Environmental Document

Public Hearing

Approval of Environmental Document

Prepare Final Environmental Document

Scoping Meeting

Notice of Preparation

Public Information Meeting

Environmental Process & Schedule



Process for Evaluating Concepts

Concept

Evaluate
Traffic Operations

Assess
Project Impacts

Evaluate
Cost

Carry Forward
For Further Study

Develop Concept Design;
Identify Ancillary Benefits

Develop Preliminary
Cost Estimate



Concepts Matrix

Concept A – PSR Original (4 to 6 Lane) 

Concept B – PSR with Modifications 

Concept C – 4 to 6 Lane No Wetlands 

Concept D – Partial Widening 

Concept E – Grade Separation 

Concept F – Roundabouts 

Concept G – Frontage Roads 

Concept H – Signal Timing 

Concept  I – Transit Service 

Concept J – School Bus Service 

Concept K – Moveable Barrier



Concept A – 1999 PSR Original

Key Features 

▪

 

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes

 
▪

 

Length 0.8 miles

 
▪

 

460 feet south; 660 feet north

 
▪

 

8-foot shoulders
▪

 

Traffic forecasts to Year 2010

Assessment 

▪

 

Six-lane widening does not extend
far enough to handle Year 2035 traffic

 
▪

 

Impacts wetlands



Concept B1 – PSR with Longer Limits

Key Features 

▪

 

Traffic forecasts to Year 2030
▪

 

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes

 
▪

 

Length 1.0 mile

 
▪

 

500 feet south; 1700 feet north

 
▪

 

Retaining walls narrow footprint

Assessment 

▪

 

Six-lane widening still does not extend 
far enough to handle 2035 traffic

▪

 

Wetland impacts reduced but not 
eliminated 



Concept B2 – Split Roadway

Key Features 

▪

 

Same as Concept B1 but …

 
▪

 

Split roadway around wetlands

Assessment 

▪

 

Further reduce wetland impacts but still 
not eliminated 



Concept C1 – Easterly Alignment

Key Features 

▪

 

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes

 
▪

 

Alignment shifted east

 
▪

 

Bridge over Calera Creek

Assessment 

▪

 

Six-lane widening does not extend
far enough to handle 2035 traffic

 
▪

 

Still impacts “perched”

 

wetlands but
could provide offset benefit by restoring 
Calera Creek



Concept C2 – Year 2035 Traffic

Key Features 

▪

 

Traffic forecasts to Year 2035
▪

 

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes

 
▪

 

Length 1.3 miles

 
▪

 

1500 feet south; 2300 feet north

 
▪

 

8-foot shoulders
▪

 

Variation looked at Ped Overcrossing

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides congestion relief through
Year 2035

▪

 

Pedestrian Overcrossing creates unsafe
condition; doesn’t improve traffic

▪

 

Calera Creek restoration doesn’t provide 
significant benefit



Average Queues: 
Year 2035 
Morning
(Northbound)
Peak Hour

Concept C –
Widen 4 lanes
to 6 Lanes



Average Queues: 
Year 2035 
Evening
(Southbound)
Peak Hour

Concept C –
Widen 4 lanes
to 6 Lanes



Concept C3 – Optimized 6-lane Design

Key Features 

▪

 

Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes

 
▪

 

Length 1.3 miles

 
▪

 

Add 3rd

 

SB lane on inside; 5 lanes
south of Fassler Avenue

 
▪

 

Add standard 10-foot shoulders

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides congestion relief through 
Year 2035

▪

 

Eliminates ALL wetland impacts

 
▪

 

Reduced widening south of Fassler
▪

 

Wider shoulders better for bicyclists   
and safety



Concept C4 – Landscaped Median

Key Features 

▪

 

Same as Concept C3 but …

 
▪

 

Add 16’

 

wide Landscaped Median

 
▪

 

Landscaping raised between barriers

 
▪

 

Alignment curves further east to stay
away from wetlands

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides congestion relief through 
Year 2035

▪

 

Landscaping adds visual enhancement

 
▪

 

Increased cost
▪

 

More right of way impact 



Concept D – Partial Widening

Key Features 

▪

 

Partial 6-lane widening at Reina
Del Mar Ave only

 
▪

 

Looked at lengths 800’

 

to 2300’

 
▪

 

Looked at 3rd

 

lane in northbound
direction only (partial 5-lane)

Assessment 

▪

 

Does not relieve congestion in the
corridor because Fassler intersection 
still creates bottleneck



Concept E1 – Tight Diamond Grade Separation

Key Features 

▪

 

Interchange at Reina Del Mar Ave

 
▪

 

Diagonal on/off ramps northbound 
and southbound

 
▪

 

Same as Concept C3 from San Marlo
Way south

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides best traffic operations
▪

 

Tight diamond can’t provide access to
east side businesses

▪

 

Would impact “perched”

 

wetlands



Concept E2 – Grade Sep One-way Frontage Rd

Key Features 

▪

 

Same as Concept E1 but …

 
▪

 

Add one-way frontage road from
Harvey Way to Reina Del Mar Ave

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides limited access to east side
▪

 

Cost is twice that of 6-lane widening



Concept E3 – Grade Sep NB Hook Ramps

Key Features 

▪

 

Same as Concept E1 but …

 
▪

 

Hook off-ramp and diagonal on-ramp
north of Reina Del Mar for
northbound traffic

▪

 

Two-way frontage road south of
Reina Del Mar for business access

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides out-of-direction access to 
east side businesses south of RDM

▪

 

Cost is twice that of 6-lane widening



Concept F – Roundabouts



Concept F – Roundabouts

Key Features 

▪

 

Three-lane roundabout
▪

 

Six-lane widening
▪

 

Additional slip lanes on some
segments of each roundabout

Assessment 

▪

 

Provides congestion relief through 
Year 2035

▪

 

Larger R/W and Business impacts than C
▪

 

Multi-lane roundabouts are less safe for 
pedestrians and bicyclists

▪

 

Three-lane roundabout challenging to drive



Concept G – West Side Frontage Road

Key Features 

▪

 

Frontage Road added for local traffic

 
▪

 

Connects Fassler to Reina Del Mar

Assessment 

▪

 

Significant barriers to providing
frontage road on east side

▪

 

Does not relieve congestion



Concept H – Signal Timing Improvements

Key Features 

▪

 

Modify signal timing and/or add 
interconnection between the two 
intersections

Assessment 

▪

 

Signals are too far apart for significant 
benefit from interconnection

▪

 

Providing more time for side streets    
increases congestion on Highway 1

▪

 

Providing more time for Highway 1 
increases congestion on side streets



Concept I – Increased/Modified Transit

Key Features 

▪

 

Increase transit ridership

 
▪

 

Reduce number of vehicles 
traveling on the highway

Assessment 

▪

 

Increase in transit service requires significant 
increase in ongoing operating cost

▪

 

Level of transit service comparable to 
Concept C is cost prohibitive



Concept I – Increased/Modified Transit



Concept I – Increased/Modified Transit



Concept J – School Bus Service

Key Features 

▪

 

Provide increase school bus 
service to Vallemar School on
Reina Del Mar Avenue

Assessment 

▪

 

Removing school traffic does not 
significantly reduce congestion in morning
northbound commute

▪

 

Evening congestion occurs after school is 
out so no benefit in southbound direction



Concept J – School Bus Service

We found that, of the 5,630 projected AM peak hour 
vehicles at Reina Del Mar:

•

 

3% of vehicles make northbound right turn

•

 

2% of vehicles make southbound left turn

•

 

5% of vehicles make westbound right turn

•

 

2% of vehicles make westbound left turn

To calculate the benefits of school bus service, we:
•

 

Reduced traffic turning into and out of Reina Del Mar 
during morning peak hour by 80%

•

 

Ran simulation with new volumes

•

 

Compared congestion levels to the No-Build condition



Average Queues: 
Year 2035 
Morning
(Northbound)
Peak Hour

Concept J –
School Bus 
Service to 
Vallemar School



Concept K – Moveable Cones/Barrier

Key Features 

▪

 

Moveable concrete barrier

 
▪

 

Five-lane widening instead of six
▪

 

Barrier moved in morning and evening 
each day to provide 3 lanes in the 
commute direction

Assessment 

▪

 

Moveable cones are not safe for this 
location

▪

 

Would not work with existing 4 lanes
▪

 

Would require ongoing operating cost



Summary of Concepts

•
 

Large variety of concepts evaluated
–

 

Highway widening
–

 

Grade separations
–

 

Roundabouts
–

 

Frontage roads
–

 

Signal timing changes
–

 

Increased transit
–

 

Reversible lane 

•
 

Only the six-lane widening concept (C3/C4) provides 
appreciable traffic benefit without significant 
impacts or infeasible cost 



Overall Project Schedule (estimate)

Environmental Studies

Environmental Document

Final Design

Environmental  Approval

2010 2013 20142011 2012

Right of Way Acquisition

Construction

Public Hearing



Comments & Questions



State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project 
 

Information Update Report 
 

June 2010 
 
Overview 
 
The segment of State Route 1 between Fassler Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue has been 
a traffic congestion point along the coast since the mid-1980s.  The original San Mateo 
County Measure “A” sales tax program, approved by voters in 1988, identified this segment 
of State Route 1 as a potential project that would be eligible for funding.  Since then, the 
congestion has been studied and evaluated through the Caltrans project development process.  
This segment was first referred to as “State Route 1 – Fassler to Westport” but is now 
referred to as “State Route 1/Calera Parkway.”   
 
Preliminary studies were done in the 1990s, culminating in the approval by Caltrans of the 
City’s 1999 Project Study Report (PSR).  The PSR concluded that State Route 1 should be 
widened from four lanes to six lanes between Fassler Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue.  
Further studies were undertaken in the early 2000s and a Public Scoping Meeting was held in 
April 2004.  Public comments provided at this scoping meeting included questions about 
whether a project was needed; requests to evaluate other alternatives; concerns about impacts 
to wetlands, wildlife habitat, and cultural sites; and concerns regarding the perceived growth 
inducement potential of  this project. 
 
Based on these concerns, additional traffic studies, biological studies, and engineering 
analyses were conducted in the mid 2000s.  The work was done to clarify the nature of the 
traffic problems, further identify the status of endangered species and environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas, identify the exact limits of wetlands adjacent to State Route 1, and 
develop and evaluate concepts that avoid or minimize environmental impacts.  In addition, 
the California Coastal Commission staff was consulted to clarify their jurisdiction and 
concerns for the area.   
 
Traffic Analysis 
 
The additional traffic studies utilized Year 2007 traffic counts and projected traffic volumes 
to Year 2015 (estimated completion of construction) and Year 2035 (future design year 
required by Caltrans).  They identified the principal bottleneck to be the result of the two 
signalized intersections at Reina Del Mar Avenue and Fassler Avenue combined with the 
large influx of commute traffic from Fassler Avenue.  Studies of the morning northbound 
commute traffic on State Route 1 identified that approximately one-third enters from Fassler 
Avenue, one-third enters between Crespi Drive and Linda Mar Boulevard, and one-third 
comes from points south of Linda Mar Boulevard.   
 
The four-lane segment between Fassler Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue does not allow 
enough traffic through the signals during each phase to keep up with demand so the traffic 
slowly backs up during commute hours with each cycle of the signals.  As a result, the Year 

Hwy 1/Calera Parkway Project  Page 1 of 4 May 2010 Information Update 



2007 northbound State Route 1 backup from Fassler Avenue south during the northbound 
morning commute averaged about one-third of a mile and extended up to one-half mile 
during the peak hour.  This backup or “queue” is projected to extend an average of one mile 
and as much as 1.7 miles south of Fassler Avenue by Year 2035 without any improvements.  
The Year 2007 southbound State Route 1 backup from Reina Del Mar Avenue north during 
the southbound evening commute averaged about one-half mile and extended up to 1.5 miles 
during the peak hour.  This queue is projected to extend an average of 1.3 miles and as much 
as 2.2 miles north of Reina Del Mar Avenue by Year 2035 without any improvements. 
 
The four-lane highway north of Reina Del Mar Avenue has capacity to handle the existing 
and projected traffic since there are no further signalized intersections.  Similarly, the four-
lane and two-lane segments south of Fassler Avenue are sufficient to handle the existing and 
projected traffic volumes. 
 
A solution to improve traffic flow along the corridor would need to address the bottleneck 
caused by the two signalized intersections at Fassler Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue.  
Once through these two intersections in the northbound direction, the traffic would continue 
flowing smoothly on the freeway section north of Reina Del Mar Avenue.  Once southbound 
traffic gets through these two intersections and one-third of the traffic has exited at Fassler 
Avenue, the remaining traffic would continue moving smoothly south of the project area. 
 
Coastal Habitat  
 
Preliminary environmental studies identified the potential for two endangered species to be 
present in the project area.  They are the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco 
garter snake.  Meetings with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff confirmed that 
they have jurisdictional authority over the project area due to its proximity to the coast and 
that the California Coastal Act would not allow any impacts to area wetlands by these types 
of traffic congestion relief projects.  The exact limits of area wetlands adjacent to State Route 
1 have been identified and delineated in accordance with the CCC criteria.  
 
Concept Evaluations 
 
Based on the updated traffic analysis and the latest environmental information, a variety of 
concepts were evaluated to see if there was a viable project that could relieve existing and 
future congestion without adversely impacting coastal wetlands or critical endangered 
species habitat.  The concepts included the following: 
 

• Interconnect the two traffic signals and optimizing signal timing 
• Improve signal timing and add a third lane in the northbound direction only 
• Widen State Route 1 from four lanes to six lanes for varying distances north and 

south of Reina Del Mar Avenue intersection 
• Widen the entire State Route 1 segment from south of Fassler Avenue to north of 

Reina Del Mar Avenue from four lanes to six lanes 
• Install roundabouts and remove the signals at either or both traffic intersections 
• Install a pedestrian overcrossing on State Route 1 at Reina Del Mar Avenue 
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• Construct a separate frontage road parallel to State Route 1 between the two traffic 
signals 

• Construct a grade-separated interchange at Route1 and Reina Del Mar Avenue 
• Increase or modify transit service  
• Providing school bus service to Vallemer school  

 
Based on a balancing of traffic benefits, environmental impacts, right of way impacts and 
cost, the most viable solution to address traffic congestion is to widen State Route 1 from 
four lanes to six lanes from south of Fassler Avenue to north of Reina Del Mar Avenue. 
 
Environmental Review Process 
 
In the late 2000s, the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) began 
consulting with Caltrans to undergo the next phase of the project development process, the 
Project Approval/Environmental Documentation (PA/ED) phase.  Under this phase, technical 
studies on all aspects of the project were developed including: 
 

• Traffic analysis 
• Cultural, archaeological, historical, biological, and natural environment resources 
• Air and noise pollution 
• Right of way impacts  
• Hydraulics, storm water, and water quality  
• Geotechnical conditions and hazardous materials  
• Further engineering analysis of potential alternatives 
 

Supporting activities included further consultation with various regulatory and permitting 
agencies. 
 
As part of the environmental process, a public environmental scoping meeting is held to 
solicit input from the community on environmental issues of concern that should be 
considered in the preparation of the proposed project’s environmental document.  Although a 
public environmental scoping meeting had already been held in 2004, the City of Pacifica, 
SMCTA, and Caltrans felt it was appropriate to hold a second public scoping meeting since 
so much time had passed.  On March 3, 2010, a second public environmental scoping 
meeting was held.  In response to public comments and questions raised at that meeting, a 
public information meeting has been scheduled for June 22, 2010, to present more of the 
background information regarding what has been studied during the period between the two 
scoping meetings. 
 
This public information meeting will provide the community an opportunity to learn more 
about the project investigations that have already been undertaken and to ask questions and 
provide additional comments to the project development team.   
 
Once all the environmental and engineering technical studies are completed, the findings will 
be summarized in a draft Environmental Document that will be published for formal public 
and agency review and comment in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
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Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).  After a period of 
circulation and comment on the draft environmental document, all comments will be 
addressed and a final environmental document and project report will be issued for approval 
by regulatory agencies and Caltrans. 
 
 
Schedule 
 
The estimated schedule for completing the environmental process is as follows: 
 
Hold Public Informational Meeting      June 22, 2010 
 
Complete Draft Environmental Document (ED)    December 2010 
 
Public Circulation of Draft ED      January 2011 
 
Hold Public Hearing on Draft ED      February 2011 
 
Complete Final ED        September 2011 
 
Approve Environmental Document      October 2011 
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Hal Bohner

From: Hing Wong [Hingw@abag.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:00 PM
To: Hal Bohner
Cc: Kenneth Moy; Paul Fassinger
Subject: Re: Requested Information
Attachments: San Mateo Coast - What If.xls; San Mateo County Map.pdf

Dear Mr. Bohner: 
  
The Building Momentum: Projections and Priorities 2009 data is in the attached Excel file under the tab 
“Projections 2009 (adopted)”. 
  
Half Moon Bay Unincorporated is north of the City of Half Moon Bay.  It includes the communities of Montara, Moss 
Beach, Half Moon Bay Airport, and El Granada.  Attached is a San Mateo County map which shows that area. 
  
Hing Wong, AICP 

Senior Regional Planner, Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 

P.O. Box 2050, Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
 510.464.7966 |  510.433.5566 |  hingw@abag.ca.gov 

 
 
>>> "Hal Bohner" <hbohner@earthlink.net> 7/14/2010 9:22 AM >>> 
Dear Mr. Wong: 
  
Thank you for this very helpful information.  I have some additional questions, please, if you don't mind. 
  
Concerning the ABAG final projections in the Building Momentum: Projections and Priorities 2009 document - could 
you please let me know the population in 2010 and the projections for 2035 for: 1) Pacifica,  2) Half Moon Bay 
Unincorporated; and 3) San Mateo County. 
  
Also, could you please give me a general idea of the boundaries of the area denominated "Half Moon Bay 
Unincorporated."  
  
Thanks again for your help. 
  
Hal Bohner 
----- Original Message -----  
From: Hing Wong  
To: hbohner@earthlink.net  
Cc: Kenneth Moy ; Paul Fassinger  
Sent: Friday, July 09, 2010 5:55 PM 
Subject: Requested Information 
 
Dear Mr. Bohner: 
 
Approximately every two years, the Association of Bay Area Governments prepares a population, 
households, and jobs forecast for the San Francisco Bay Area.  The Projections 2009: What If? document is a 
prelude to the Building Momentum: Projections and Priorities 2009 document.  The Projections 2009: 
What If? was meant to stimulate discussion with local jurisdictions, communities, and stakeholders about 
possible scenarios of local land use changes.  Please note that it is the data from Building Momentum: 
Projections and Priorities 2009 that were adopted by the ABAG Executive Board and are the official 
numbers (our latest forecast) – not the data from the Projections 2009: What If? document.  
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To answer your questions regarding the Projections 2009: What If? document: 
  
In the first scenario, Scattered Success, we assume local and regional policymakers make limited progress in 
developing more transportation-efficient projects.  Thousands of additional acres of low density, auto-
dependent, single-use neighborhoods are still being added to our urban-footprint.  Transit remains unavailable 
in many parts of the region and walking is nearly impossible in many places.  This means that the majority of 
people will continue to drive to their daily destinations.  Consequently, under this scenario, we project that the 
transportation-related carbon emissions will go up. 
  
In the second scenario, Focused Future, we assume that local governments approve more development and 
redevelopment around the light- and heavy-rail stations, bus stops and ferry terminals.  We also assume that 
transportation services will be extended and improved with seamless connections.  Existing, autodependent 
suburbs will be transformed into walkable downtowns and mixed-use neighborhoods, where more housing 
and businesses will locate.  Walking, biking and transit use are projected to be the norm.  As a result, we 
forecast that transportation-related carbon emissions will go down. 
  
The Projections 2009: What If? document goes into details regarding these two scenarios: Scattered Success 
and Focused Future.  I’m sure you’ve already obtained this document since you are referring to it.  However, 
if you do not have it yet, it can be downloaded at www.abag.ca.gov/rss/pdfs/whatif.pdf. 
  
Attached are the data of San Mateo County for the two scenarios from the Projections 2009: What if? in PDF 
format.  I’ve also attached a spreadsheet that contains Pacifica, Half Moon Bay, and Half Moon Bay 
Unincorporated (area between Pacifica and Half Moon Bay).  In that spreadsheet, there is a graph which 
shows the population differences between the two scenarios. 
  
There are no specific write-ups for the Pacifica and Half Moon Bay areas.  However, here is something for 
San Mateo County as a whole: 
  
In San Mateo County, more growth is projected to occur under the Focused alternative.  Nearly 900,000 
people are projected to live in San Mateo County – over 137,000 more people under Scattered and 160,000 in 
the Focused Future alternative.  There are also more jobs in the county in each scenario; over 165,000 more 
jobs in Scattered and 157,000 jobs in Focused.  The differences in the scenarios are mostly at the city level.  
Relatively more growth is directed to communities along El Camino Real, near the train stations and job 
centers under Focused than in Scattered Success.  For example, the City of San Mateo and Redwood City is 
where most of San Mateo County’s new development takes place.  Most of this development is projected to 
take place in each city’s downtown and along the rail corridor adjacent to El Camino Real, such as near the 
Hillsdale and Hayward Park Caltrain stations in the City of San Mateo.  The Bay Meadows race track is also 
projected to be redeveloped into a place of relatively higher density homes, retail stores and restaurants.  
Downtown Redwood City, where the city and county civic centers are located, is projected to continue its 
transformation into a vibrant, pedestrian friendly area, with residential buildings, some as high as 8 stories, 
shops, restaurants, cultural venues and an active public square. 
  
In summary, population will increase at a slower pace for Pacifica, Half Moon Bay, and Half Moon Bay 
Unincorporated in the Focused Future scenario.  This is not surprising due to the lack of transportation 
options in that area. 
  
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
  
Hing Wong, AICP 

Senior Regional Planner, Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
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P.O. Box 2050, Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
 510.464.7966 |  510.433.5566 |  hingw@abag.ca.gov 
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INTRODUCTION

SECTION 1.

STUDY PURPOSE

The purpose of this study is to quantify and analyze the traffic impacts of a proposed a 141 bed assisted
living facility on Oddstad Boulevard.  See Figure 1, Location Map, page 2. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES

Five intersections have been designated for analysis in this study.  They are –
1) Route 1 & Linda Mar Boulevard/San Pedro Avenue
2) Route 1 & Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue
3) Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue
4) Fassler Avenue & Terra Nova Boulevard
5) Terra Nova Boulevard & Oddstad Boulevard

The Linda Mar Boulevard & Oddstad Boulevard intersection is not included because the major
movements between the two streets are uncontrolled.  The five designated study area intersections have
been analyzed according to the methodologies contained in the 2000 edition of the Highway Capacity
Manual.  Using the TRAFFIX  network modeling program a traffic network model was created to1

analyze the streets and intersections within the project study area.

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS

Four scenarios have been developed and analyzed in this study.  

1. Existing Conditions.  Current (2009) traffic volumes within the study area.

2. Background Conditions (Existing + Pending Projects).  Background traffic is that traffic
expected to be present at the time the project is ready for occupancy.  It consists of existing traffic
plus traffic to be generated by those developments that are anticipated to be built and occupied by
the time the project is ready for occupancy.

3. Project Conditions. (Existing + Project and Existing + Pending + Project)  Project trips are
estimated based on the proposed land use and are then added to Background Conditions traffic in
order to obtain the Project Conditions traffic scenario. An Existing + Project scenario is also
included.

4. Near-Term Cumulative Conditions. (Existing + Pending + Future Development) Cumulative
traffic is that traffic expected to be present within the next five years.  It consists of existing traffic
plus trips from pending projects plus trips from near-term future development projects within the
study area.  This scenario is analyzed without and with the project.

1

  Dowling Associates, TRAFFIX 8.0.0715, ©20081
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

SECTION 2.

ROADWAY NETWORK

State Route 1.  Route 1 through the project study area is a 4-lane, divided highway running
generally north-south through the project study area.  

Linda Mar Boulevard.  This arterial street is 4-lanes with parking allowed in some areas on
both sides of the street as it approaches Route 1. Further to the east the street narrows to two
lanes with parking.

Fassler Avenue.  This street is a 2-4 lane arterial street with no parking allowed on either side of
the street.

Terra Nova Boulevard. Terra Nova Boulevard is a 2-lane arterial street with parking allowed on
both sides of the street.  

Oddstad Boulevard.  Oddstad Boulevard between Linda Mar Boulevard and Terra Nova
Boulevard is an arterial street with three lanes and parking allowed on one side of the street.

INTERSECTION LANE CONFIGURATIONS

The lane configurations and controls of the five study area intersections are shown on Figure 2,
Existing Intersection Lane Configurations, page 4.  

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Existing 2009 peak hour traffic volumes through the study area intersections are shown on Figure
3, Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, page 5.  Peak hours for purposes of this study are those
that occur between 7 and 9 a.m. and between 4 and 6 p.m. on an average weekday.  See
Appendix A for traffic count data.

LEVELS OF SERVICE DEFINED

LOS (Levels of Service) methodologies are described in Section 1.  Levels of Service define how
well or how poorly a traffic facility ( a street or an intersection) is operating.  There are by
definition six Levels of Service.  These definitions are presented in Table A on page 6.

3
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TABLE A: Levels of Service Definitions
  for Signalized Intersections

Level of
Service Traffic Flow Conditions

Control
Delay per
Vehicle

(sec./veh)

A
Conditions of free flow; speed is controlled by driver’s desires,
stipulated speed limits, or physical roadway conditions.

<10

B
Conditions of stable flow; operating speeds beginning to be restricted;
little or no restrictions on maneuverability from other vehicles.

>10-20

C
Conditions of stable flow; speeds and maneuverability more closely
restricted; occasional backups behind left-turning vehicles at
intersections.

>20-35

D

Conditions approach unstable flow; tolerable speeds can be maintained
but temporary restrictions may cause extensive delays; little freedom to
maneuver; comfort and convenience low; at intersections some
motorists, especially those making left turns, may wait through one or
more signal changes.

>35-55

E
Conditions approach capacity; unstable flow with stoppages of
momentary duration; maneuverability severely limited.

>55-80

F
Forced flow conditions; stoppages for long periods; low operating
speeds.  Delays at intersections average 60 seconds or more.

>80

Source: Exhibit 16-2, Highway Capacity Manual.

TABLE A1:   Levels of Service Definitions 
for 2-Way and All-Way STOP Controlled Intersections

Level of Service Traffic Conditions

A Very low delay, less than or equal to10.0 seconds of average control delay
per vehicle. 

B Average control delay in the range of 10.1 to 15.0 seconds per vehicle

C Average control delay in the range of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle

D Average control delay in the range of 25.1 to 35.0 seconds per vehicle

E Average control delay in the range of 35.1 to 50.0 seconds per vehicle

F Average control delay in excess of 50 seconds per vehicle. 
Reference:  Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 17, HCM2000.
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LEVELS OF SERVICE STANDARDS

The San Mateo County Congestion Management Program has set Levels of Service standards for
major roadways and intersections within the County.  Route 1 through Pacifica is a designated
CMP roadway.  The CMP designated LOS standard for Route 1 in Pacifica is E.  While none of
the four study area intersections is a designated CMP intersection, the CMP standards for
intersections on designated CMP roadways is appropriate:  

“ . . .the (intersection) standard is set to be LOS E to correspond to the standard established for
the adjacent roadway segment.”2

For the City of Pacifica the LOS Standard is “D” for all public streets.  For signalized
intersections in Pacifica the project is said to create a significant adverse impact on traffic
conditions at the intersection if for any peak hour - 

1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS D or better under
background conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under project conditions, or

2. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS E and the addition of project
traffic causes both the critical movement delay at the intersection to increase by two (2) or
more seconds and the critical demand-to-capacity (V/C) ratio to increase by more than
0.010, or

3. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS F and the addition of project
traffic causes both the critical movement delay at the intersection to increase by one (1) or
more seconds and the demand-to-capacity (V/C) to increase by more than 0.010.

An exception to this rule applies when the addition of project traffic reduces the amount of
average delay for critical movements (i.e., the change in average delay for critical movements is
negative).  In this case the threshold of significance is an increase in the critical V/C value of
more than 0.010.

7

 San Mateo County Congestion Management Program LOS Standard for Intersections, 5.e.2



EXISTING CONDITIONS LEVELS OF SERVICE

Levels of Service have been calculated for the existing conditions scenario using the analysis
methods contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.  The results of the LOS calculations
are summarized in Table B below.  The calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix B.

The LOS calculations reflect traffic conditions existing in the summer of 2009.  Historically the
intersections on Route 1 at Fassler/Rockaway and at Reina Del Mar during the morning peak
hour operated at LOS significantly lower than that shown in Table B below.  Time of year and
economic conditions may have contributed to the reduction in total intersection volume from
previous counts and, thus, precipitated an improvement in LOS. A comparison of Route 1
intersection volumes and LOS is provided in Appendix C.  The City of Pacifica and the San
Mateo County Transportation Authority are planning on widening Route 1 between Fassler
Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue from four lanes to six lanes.  The
project is still in the planning stages of development.  Once completed, that project should
significantly reduce the queuing that presently occurs on Route 1in the northbound direction
during the morning peak traffic period.

TABLE B:  Intersection Levels of Service
Existing Conditions

Signalized
Intersection

Peak
Hour

V/C Delay LOS

1- Route 1 & Linda
Mar Blvd.

AM 0.438 26.7 C

PM 0.581 26.0 C

2 - Route 1 & Fassler
Ave./ Rockaway Bch.

AM 0.631 30.0 C

PM 0.723 27.2 C

3 - Route 1 & Reina
Del Mar Avenue

AM 0.703 17.0 B

PM 0.839 22.2 C

STOP Controlled
Intersections

Controlled
Approach

Peak
Hour

Delay LOS

4 -Fassler Ave. &
Terra Nova Blvd.

NB Terra
Nova

Blvd.*

AM 13.3 B

PM 13.2 B

5 - Terra Nova Blvd.
& Oddstad Blvd.

All
AM 8.6 A

PM 10.4 B
Delay is average control delay in seconds per vehicle.  V/C is critical volume-to-capacity ratio.
 LOS is Level of Service.  See Tables A and A1 for definitions.
* The westbound Fassler Avenue approach is also STOP sign controlled, but the HCM 2000 and TRAFFIX modeling programs cannot analyze
an intersection where one of the opposing approaches is not controlled.  Because the peak hour volume on the westbound Fassler Avenue
approach is so low, the effect on the LOS of the controlled approach is minimal.
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BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

SECTION 3.

Background Conditions are those traffic conditions which are expected to occur immediately
prior to the completion and occupancy of the proposed subdivision.  Traffic from developments
that are approved and/or ones that are expected to be completed and occupied prior to the
proposed project is added to existing traffic volumes to create this traffic analysis scenario.

APPROVED PROJECTS

For purposes of this study there are three projects that could be completed prior to occupancy of
this project.  They are:

1) A mixed use commercial project on Old County Road in the Rockaway Beach area.
2) A 13 lot, single family detached residential subdivision off of Roberts Road.
3) A 3,700 sq. ft.  restaurant at 4627 Coast Highway near the bowling alley.

Projections of vehicle trip generation for these developments are provided in Appendix C.

BACKGROUND CONDITIONS PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Morning and afternoon street peak hour traffic volumes at the five designated intersections are
shown on Figure 4 page 10, for the Background Conditions scenario.

BACKGROUND CONDITIONS LEVELS OF SERVICE

Levels of Service have been calculated for the background conditions scenario using the analysis
methods contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.  The results of the LOS calculations
are summarized in Table C on page 11. The calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix B. 
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TABLE C:  Intersection Levels of Service
Background Conditions

Signalized
Intersection

Peak
Hour

Existing Conditions
Background
Conditions

V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

1- Route 1 & Linda
Mar Blvd.

AM 0.438 26.7 C 0.443 26.7 C

PM 0.581 26.0 C 0.584 25.9 C

2 - Route 1 & Fassler
Ave./ Rockaway Bch.

AM 0.631 30.0 C 0.638 30.6 C

PM 0.723 27.2 C 0.788 32.7 C

3 - Route 1 & Reina
Del Mar Avenue

AM 0.703 17.0 B 0.706 16.9 B

PM 0.839 22.2 C 0.844 22.4 C

STOP Controlled
Intersections

Controlled
Approach

Peak
Hour

Delay LOS
Peak
Hour

Delay LOS

4 -Fassler Ave. &
Terra Nova Blvd.

NB Terra
Nova Blvd.

AM 13.3 B AM 13.5 B

PM 13.2 B PM 13.4 B

5 - Terra Nova Blvd.
& Oddstad Blvd.

All
AM 8.6 A AM 8.6 B

PM 10.4 B PM 10.4 B
Delay is average control delay in seconds per vehicle.  V/C is critical volume-to-capacity ratio.
 LOS is Level of Service.  See Tables A and A1 for definitions.

Only a slight change in delay or V/C ratio results when approved project trips are added to the
roadway network.
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PROJECT CONDITIONS

SECTION 4.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of a 141 bed assisted living facility on a vacant lot on Oddstad Boulevard.

PROJECT VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

The estimate of vehicle trips to be generated by the project is shown in Table D below.  The
estimate is based on data contained in Trip Generation.   The AM Street Peak Hour is generally3

between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. and the PM Street Peak Hour is generally between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. 
A detailed trip generation table can be found in Appendix C.

Table D:   Project Vehicle Trip Generation

Land Use Size Units

AM Street Peak Hour PM Street Peak Hour

In Out Total In Out Total

Assisted Living 141 BED 13 7 20 14 17 31

PROJECT VEHICLE TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Project vehicle trips have been distributed on the basis of likely employee and visitor travel
patterns. The assumed vehicle trip distribution is shown on Figure 5, Project Vehicle Trip
Distribution, page 13.

PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Figure 6, page 14, shows project only peak hour traffic volumes through each of the five study
area intersections. The Project Conditions (Existing + Approved + Project) peak hour traffic
volumes at the five study area intersections are shown on Figure 7, Project Conditions Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, page 15.
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PROJECT CONDITIONS LEVELS OF SERVICE

Levels of Service have been calculated for the project conditions scenario using the analysis
methods contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.  The results of the LOS calculations
are summarized in Table E below.  The calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix B.

Project generated traffic adds minimally to the delay at some intersections.  The increase in delay
does not significantly worsen the LOS over that of the Background Conditions scenario.

TABLE E:  Intersection Levels of Service
Project Conditions

Signalized
Intersection

Peak
Hour

Background
Conditions

Project Conditions Existing + Project

V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

1- Route 1 &
Linda Mar Blvd.

AM 0.443 26.7 C 0.444 26.7 C 0.439 26.7 C

PM 0.584 25.9 C 0.586 26.0 C 0.583 26.0 C

2 - Route 1 &
Fassler Ave./

Rockaway Bch.

AM 0.638 30.6 C 0.641 30.7 C 0.634 30.1 C

PM 0.788 32.7 C 0.791 32.8 C 0.726 27.3 C

3 - Route 1 &
Reina Del Mar

Avenue

AM 0.706 16.9 B 0.708 16.9 B 0.705 17.0 B

PM 0.844 22.4 C 0.847 22.4 C 0.842 22.3 C

STOP Controlled
Intersections

Controlled
Approach

Peak
Hour

Delay LOS
Peak
Hour

Delay LOS
Peak
Hour

Delay LOS

4 -Fassler Ave. &
Terra Nova Blvd.

NB Terra
Nova Blvd.

AM 13.5 B AM 13.8 B AM 13.5 B

PM 13.4 B PM 13.8 B PM 13.5 B

5 - Terra Nova
Blvd. & Oddstad
Blvd.

All
AM 8.6 B AM 8.7 A AM 8.7 A

PM 10.4 B PM 10.5 B PM 10.5 B
Delay is average control delay in seconds per vehicle.  V/C is critical volume-to-capacity ratio.
 LOS is Level of Service.  See Tables A and A1 for definitions.

Because of a recent California Supreme Court ruling, an Existing + Project scenario must be
evaluated in traffic impact analyses.  This is in addition to the Project scenario which is project
generated traffic added to the Background scenario traffic (Existing + Pending + Project).
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NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

SECTION 5.

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS SCENARIO

The Cumulative Conditions scenario for purposes of this study are those that are expected to
within the next 3-5 years.  The city has identified six developments that could occur subsequent
to the development of this project within this near-term cumulative scenario.  They are -

1) five single family residential units on Piedmont Avenue
2) a 29 unit condominium development on Fassler Avenue, The Prospects
3) a 63 unit condominium development on Fassler Avenue at Route 1
4) 11 single family residential units on Higgins Way
5) a seven unit condominium project on Adobe Drive
6) a 14 room hotel expansion on Nick Gust Way

Projections of vehicle trip generation are provided in Appendix C.

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

The near-term cumulative traffic volumes are shown on Figure 8, Near-Term Cumulative
Conditions Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, page 18, and the Cumulative + Project Conditions Peak
Hour Traffic Volumes, Figure 9, are shown on page 19.

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS LEVELS OF SERVICE

Levels of Service have been calculated for cumulative conditions scenario using the analysis
methods contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.  The results of the LOS calculations
Are summarized in Table F on page 20. 
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TABLE F:  Intersection Levels of Service
Cumulative Conditions

Signalized
Intersection

Peak
Hour

Near- Term
Cumulative
Conditions

Cumulative + Project
Conditions

V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

1- Route 1 & Linda
Mar Blvd.

AM 0.446 26.7 C 0.447 26.7 C

PM 0.588 25.9 C 0.590 26.0 C

2 - Route 1 & Fassler
Ave./ Rockaway Bch.

AM 0.655 31.5 C 0.657 31.6 C

PM 0.806 33.6 C 0.809 33.6 C

3 - Route 1 & Reina
Del Mar Avenue

AM 0.721 17.3 B 0.722 17.2 B

PM 0.856 22.9 C 0.859 23.1 C

STOP Controlled
Intersections

Controlled
Approach

Peak
Hour

Delay LOS
Peak
Hour

Delay LOS

4 -Fassler Ave. &
Terra Nova Blvd.

NB Terra
Nova Blvd.

AM 13.6 B AM 13.8 B

PM 13.4 B PM 13.8 B

5 - Terra Nova Blvd.
& Oddstad Blvd.

All
AM 8.6 A AM 8.7 A

PM 10.4 B PM 10.5 B
Delay is average control delay in seconds per vehicle.  V/C is critical volume-to-capacity ratio.
 LOS is Level of Service.  See Tables A and A1 for definitions.

Project generated traffic adds minimally to the delay at some intersections.  The increase in delay
does not significantly worsen the LOS over that of the Near-Term Cumulative Conditions
scenario.
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SITE ACCESS, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

SECTION 6.

SITE PLAN

The assisted living facility is shown on Figure 10, Site Plan, page 22.  

SITE ACCESS

Access to the site will be from Oddstad Boulevard.  At this location the street is 52 feet wide
with parking allowed on the west side (project side).  Driveway corner sight distance is good in
both directions.  However, site development could restrict sight distance.  As shown in Figure 11
below, the area within the sight triangles should be free of obstructions.

While Figure 11 above presents a schematic diagram of the corner sight triangles,  Figure 12,
page 23, shows the actual driveway corner sight triangles for the facility on Oddstad Boulevard. 
In the southbound direction the desired corner sight distance may not be achievable because the
adjacent property is not a part of the project.  However, the minimum stopping sight distance of
200 feet appears to be achievable with parking in front of the project site prohibited.

Left turn movements into the site will operate at LOS A during the peak street traffic hours of a
typical weekday.  Traffic exiting the site during these same peak hours will operate at LOS B.
The LOS calculation sheets are provided in Appendix B.  There is not enough traffic making a
left turn off of Oddstad Boulevard to warrant the installation of a separate left turn lane.  Traffic
making a left turn into the site will do so from the northbound through lane.
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CIRCULATION

Within the site there are roadways without adjacent parking.  These 2-way aisle ways should be
not less than 22 feet in width.  Where aisle ways are adjacent to perpendicular parking spaces the
aisle ways should be not less than 25 feet in width.
 

PARKING

The project proposes to provide 75 parking spaces, 37 surface parking spaces and 38 spaces in a
below ground level garage.  According to data contained in  Parking Generation  a 141 bed  4

assisted living facility could expect the peak parking demand to be on the order of 41 spaces on
an average weekday and 38 spaces on a Saturday.  The project appears to be over parked.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SECTION 7.

CONCLUSIONS

The 141 bed Oddstad Assisted Living Facility is estimated to generate 20 new vehicle trips
during the morning peak hour and 31 new vehicle trips during the afternoon peak traffic hour. 
The project will not create a significant impact at any of the five study area intersections.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Off-site:

None.

On-site:

1) Within the corner sight triangles and the street there should be no fencing or signs that
would obstruct visibility.  Trees should be planted so as to not create a “wall” effect when
viewed at a shallow angle.  The type of shrubbery planted within the triangles should such
that it will grow no higher than three feet above the adjacent roadway surface.  Trees
planted within the sight triangle areas should be large enough that the lowest limbs are at
least seven feet above the surface of the adjacent roadway.

Richard K. Hopper, P.E., PTOE
Principal
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A.  Traffic Count Worksheets



 



Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Linda Mar AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Linda Mar Blvd
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Class 1
Highway 1
From North

Linda Mar Blvd
From East

Highway 1
From South

Linda Mar Blvd
From West

Start Time Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 5 30 26 61 121 2 11 134 14 90 5 109 3 10 14 27 331
07:15 AM 4 36 39 79 118 4 9 131 15 98 2 115 0 5 17 22 347
07:30 AM 4 49 39 92 136 3 6 145 18 98 0 116 1 3 16 20 373
07:45 AM 12 41 45 98 162 5 12 179 15 116 2 133 1 4 19 24 434

Total 25 156 149 330 537 14 38 589 62 402 9 473 5 22 66 93 1485

08:00 AM 9 41 65 115 141 8 11 160 17 106 2 125 2 10 15 27 427
08:15 AM 9 40 56 105 103 15 19 137 13 102 4 119 0 12 22 34 395
08:30 AM 8 33 62 103 128 15 9 152 25 100 0 125 0 10 21 31 411
08:45 AM 15 47 80 142 117 5 14 136 21 122 2 145 0 16 17 33 456

Total 41 161 263 465 489 43 53 585 76 430 8 514 2 48 75 125 1689

Grand Total 66 317 412 795 1026 57 91 1174 138 832 17 987 7 70 141 218 3174
Apprch % 8.3 39.9 51.8  87.4 4.9 7.8  14 84.3 1.7  3.2 32.1 64.7   

Total % 2.1 10 13 25 32.3 1.8 2.9 37 4.3 26.2 0.5 31.1 0.2 2.2 4.4 6.9
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Linda Mar AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Linda Mar Blvd
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Linda Mar Blvd
From East

Highway 1
From South

Linda Mar Blvd
From West

Start Time Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 9 41 65 115 141 8 11 160 17 106 2 125 2 10 15 27 427
08:15 AM 9 40 56 105 103 15 19 137 13 102 4 119 0 12 22 34 395
08:30 AM 8 33 62 103 128 15 9 152 25 100 0 125 0 10 21 31 411
08:45 AM 15 47 80 142 117 5 14 136 21 122 2 145 0 16 17 33 456

Total Volume 41 161 263 465 489 43 53 585 76 430 8 514 2 48 75 125 1689
% App. Total 8.8 34.6 56.6  83.6 7.4 9.1  14.8 83.7 1.6  1.6 38.4 60   

PHF .683 .856 .822 .819 .867 .717 .697 .914 .760 .881 .500 .886 .250 .750 .852 .919 .926
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Linda Mar PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/23/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Linda Mar Blvd
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Class 1
Highway 1
From North

Linda Mar Blvd
From East

Highway 1
From South

Linda Mar Blvd
From West

Start Time Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 32 111 155 298 99 20 30 149 18 93 16 127 2 21 31 54 628
04:15 PM 26 113 178 317 100 24 22 146 21 94 2 117 1 16 26 43 623
04:30 PM 39 106 167 312 98 21 22 141 16 86 3 105 1 19 39 59 617
04:45 PM 29 99 193 321 116 21 30 167 18 80 4 102 1 23 23 47 637

Total 126 429 693 1248 413 86 104 603 73 353 25 451 5 79 119 203 2505

05:00 PM 27 133 170 330 88 22 38 148 23 100 3 126 3 24 25 52 656
05:15 PM 25 113 214 352 91 17 33 141 19 95 3 117 1 18 21 40 650
05:30 PM 35 116 169 320 106 16 30 152 13 94 7 114 1 22 29 52 638
05:45 PM 41 121 187 349 99 26 26 151 19 83 1 103 2 25 26 53 656

Total 128 483 740 1351 384 81 127 592 74 372 14 460 7 89 101 197 2600

Grand Total 254 912 1433 2599 797 167 231 1195 147 725 39 911 12 168 220 400 5105
Apprch % 9.8 35.1 55.1  66.7 14 19.3  16.1 79.6 4.3  3 42 55   

Total % 5 17.9 28.1 50.9 15.6 3.3 4.5 23.4 2.9 14.2 0.8 17.8 0.2 3.3 4.3 7.8
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Linda Mar PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/23/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Linda Mar Blvd
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Linda Mar Blvd
From East

Highway 1
From South

Linda Mar Blvd
From West

Start Time Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Rght Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 27 133 170 330 88 22 38 148 23 100 3 126 3 24 25 52 656
05:15 PM 25 113 214 352 91 17 33 141 19 95 3 117 1 18 21 40 650
05:30 PM 35 116 169 320 106 16 30 152 13 94 7 114 1 22 29 52 638
05:45 PM 41 121 187 349 99 26 26 151 19 83 1 103 2 25 26 53 656

Total Volume 128 483 740 1351 384 81 127 592 74 372 14 460 7 89 101 197 2600
% App. Total 9.5 35.8 54.8  64.9 13.7 21.5  16.1 80.9 3  3.6 45.2 51.3   

PHF .780 .908 .864 .960 .906 .779 .836 .974 .804 .930 .500 .913 .583 .890 .871 .929 .991
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Fassler AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/31/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Fassler Ave
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Highway 1
From North

Fassler Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 4 82 19 105 119 3 1 123 0 311 5 316 3 1 15 19 563
07:15 AM 1 90 19 110 133 4 3 140 0 296 2 298 1 3 9 13 561
07:30 AM 7 114 20 141 140 3 2 145 0 327 6 333 3 0 3 6 625
07:45 AM 3 125 33 161 135 2 1 138 1 289 5 295 0 0 6 6 600

Total 15 411 91 517 527 12 7 546 1 1223 18 1242 7 4 33 44 2349

08:00 AM 5 129 51 185 127 2 5 134 0 263 5 268 4 1 9 14 601
08:15 AM 3 132 42 177 144 1 3 148 2 302 5 309 4 1 4 9 643
08:30 AM 3 142 47 192 158 2 2 162 4 271 4 279 13 2 15 30 663
08:45 AM 11 162 53 226 119 8 3 130 3 291 6 300 7 0 11 18 674

Total 22 565 193 780 548 13 13 574 9 1127 20 1156 28 4 39 71 2581

Grand Total 37 976 284 1297 1075 25 20 1120 10 2350 38 2398 35 8 72 115 4930
Apprch % 2.9 75.3 21.9  96 2.2 1.8  0.4 98 1.6  30.4 7 62.6   

Total % 0.8 19.8 5.8 26.3 21.8 0.5 0.4 22.7 0.2 47.7 0.8 48.6 0.7 0.2 1.5 2.3
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Fassler AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/31/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Fassler Ave
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Fassler Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 5 129 51 185 127 2 5 134 0 263 5 268 4 1 9 14 601
08:15 AM 3 132 42 177 144 1 3 148 2 302 5 309 4 1 4 9 643
08:30 AM 3 142 47 192 158 2 2 162 4 271 4 279 13 2 15 30 663
08:45 AM 11 162 53 226 119 8 3 130 3 291 6 300 7 0 11 18 674

Total Volume 22 565 193 780 548 13 13 574 9 1127 20 1156 28 4 39 71 2581
% App. Total 2.8 72.4 24.7  95.5 2.3 2.3  0.8 97.5 1.7  39.4 5.6 54.9   

PHF .500 .872 .910 .863 .867 .406 .650 .886 .563 .933 .833 .935 .538 .500 .650 .592 .957
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Fassler PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/3/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Fassler Ave
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Highway 1
From North

Fassler Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 15 322 130 467 45 5 9 59 9 214 8 231 11 3 17 31 788
04:15 PM 17 407 167 591 62 1 5 68 5 276 8 289 10 4 16 30 978
04:30 PM 16 353 142 511 64 1 6 71 2 243 8 253 8 9 15 32 867
04:45 PM 10 372 163 545 59 8 8 75 3 216 8 227 15 6 14 35 882

Total 58 1454 602 2114 230 15 28 273 19 949 32 1000 44 22 62 128 3515

05:00 PM 15 364 195 574 62 6 3 71 8 210 6 224 3 2 9 14 883
05:15 PM 12 331 209 552 59 5 15 79 2 220 9 231 11 10 20 41 903
05:30 PM 14 445 217 676 65 4 12 81 3 264 6 273 13 0 15 28 1058
05:45 PM 7 401 223 631 82 2 8 92 4 220 10 234 14 2 12 28 985

Total 48 1541 844 2433 268 17 38 323 17 914 31 962 41 14 56 111 3829

Grand Total 106 2995 1446 4547 498 32 66 596 36 1863 63 1962 85 36 118 239 7344
Apprch % 2.3 65.9 31.8  83.6 5.4 11.1  1.8 95 3.2  35.6 15.1 49.4   

Total % 1.4 40.8 19.7 61.9 6.8 0.4 0.9 8.1 0.5 25.4 0.9 26.7 1.2 0.5 1.6 3.3
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Fassler PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/3/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Fassler Ave
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Fassler Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 15 364 195 574 62 6 3 71 8 210 6 224 3 2 9 14 883
05:15 PM 12 331 209 552 59 5 15 79 2 220 9 231 11 10 20 41 903
05:30 PM 14 445 217 676 65 4 12 81 3 264 6 273 13 0 15 28 1058
05:45 PM 7 401 223 631 82 2 8 92 4 220 10 234 14 2 12 28 985

Total Volume 48 1541 844 2433 268 17 38 323 17 914 31 962 41 14 56 111 3829
% App. Total 2 63.3 34.7  83 5.3 11.8  1.8 95 3.2  36.9 12.6 50.5   

PHF .800 .866 .946 .900 .817 .708 .633 .878 .531 .866 .775 .881 .732 .350 .700 .677 .905
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Reina del Mar AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Reina del Mar
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Highway 1
From North

Reina del Mar Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Reina del Mar Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 90 15 105 45 0 5 50 9 430 3 442 0 1 0 1 598
07:15 AM 0 132 6 138 41 1 4 46 8 490 1 499 0 4 0 4 687
07:30 AM 0 131 16 147 41 1 6 48 12 459 1 472 0 1 3 4 671
07:45 AM 5 140 16 161 37 1 9 47 12 498 2 512 1 2 0 3 723

Total 5 493 53 551 164 3 24 191 41 1877 7 1925 1 8 3 12 2679

08:00 AM 3 160 24 187 39 1 5 45 11 460 3 474 0 2 0 2 708
08:15 AM 2 190 21 213 43 0 9 52 8 432 2 442 1 2 0 3 710
08:30 AM 2 213 13 228 37 1 8 46 10 451 2 463 2 1 2 5 742
08:45 AM 1 216 20 237 36 2 13 51 6 452 1 459 0 1 1 2 749

Total 8 779 78 865 155 4 35 194 35 1795 8 1838 3 6 3 12 2909

Grand Total 13 1272 131 1416 319 7 59 385 76 3672 15 3763 4 14 6 24 5588
Apprch % 0.9 89.8 9.3  82.9 1.8 15.3  2 97.6 0.4  16.7 58.3 25   

Total % 0.2 22.8 2.3 25.3 5.7 0.1 1.1 6.9 1.4 65.7 0.3 67.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.4
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Reina del Mar AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Reina del Mar
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Reina del Mar Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Reina del Mar Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 3 160 24 187 39 1 5 45 11 460 3 474 0 2 0 2 708
08:15 AM 2 190 21 213 43 0 9 52 8 432 2 442 1 2 0 3 710
08:30 AM 2 213 13 228 37 1 8 46 10 451 2 463 2 1 2 5 742
08:45 AM 1 216 20 237 36 2 13 51 6 452 1 459 0 1 1 2 749

Total Volume 8 779 78 865 155 4 35 194 35 1795 8 1838 3 6 3 12 2909
% App. Total 0.9 90.1 9  79.9 2.1 18  1.9 97.7 0.4  25 50 25   

PHF .667 .902 .813 .912 .901 .500 .673 .933 .795 .976 .667 .969 .375 .750 .375 .600 .971
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Reina del Mar PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/29/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Highway 1 & Reina del Mar
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Highway 1
From North

Reina del Mar Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Reina del Mar Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 4 498 42 544 33 0 18 51 18 270 2 290 2 2 1 5 890
04:15 PM 3 626 48 677 28 2 24 54 14 334 4 352 3 0 1 4 1087
04:30 PM 0 558 48 606 18 0 16 34 22 331 7 360 1 0 2 3 1003
04:45 PM 2 560 53 615 18 1 36 55 15 308 6 329 4 1 1 6 1005

Total 9 2242 191 2442 97 3 94 194 69 1243 19 1331 10 3 5 18 3985

05:00 PM 3 509 43 555 29 1 23 53 24 353 9 386 2 0 5 7 1001
05:15 PM 2 582 60 644 21 0 19 40 16 339 2 357 2 1 4 7 1048
05:30 PM 1 541 73 615 26 0 22 48 19 338 6 363 1 2 4 7 1033
05:45 PM 3 659 46 708 28 2 15 45 20 310 1 331 0 3 1 4 1088

Total 9 2291 222 2522 104 3 79 186 79 1340 18 1437 5 6 14 25 4170

Grand Total 18 4533 413 4964 201 6 173 380 148 2583 37 2768 15 9 19 43 8155
Apprch % 0.4 91.3 8.3  52.9 1.6 45.5  5.3 93.3 1.3  34.9 20.9 44.2   

Total % 0.2 55.6 5.1 60.9 2.5 0.1 2.1 4.7 1.8 31.7 0.5 33.9 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.5
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Highway 1 & Reina del Mar PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/29/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Highway 1 & Reina del Mar
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Highway 1
From North

Reina del Mar Ave
From East

Highway 1
From South

Reina del Mar Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 3 509 43 555 29 1 23 53 24 353 9 386 2 0 5 7 1001
05:15 PM 2 582 60 644 21 0 19 40 16 339 2 357 2 1 4 7 1048
05:30 PM 1 541 73 615 26 0 22 48 19 338 6 363 1 2 4 7 1033
05:45 PM 3 659 46 708 28 2 15 45 20 310 1 331 0 3 1 4 1088

Total Volume 9 2291 222 2522 104 3 79 186 79 1340 18 1437 5 6 14 25 4170
% App. Total 0.4 90.8 8.8  55.9 1.6 42.5  5.5 93.2 1.3  20 24 56   

PHF .750 .869 .760 .891 .897 .375 .859 .877 .823 .949 .500 .931 .625 .500 .700 .893 .958
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Fassler AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Terra Nova & Fassler
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
TERRA NOVA BLVD        

From North
FASSLER AVE            

From East
TERRA NOVA BLVD        

From South
FASSLER AVE            

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 133 133 13 0 0 13 148
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 127 127 21 2 0 23 152
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 1 0 125 126 11 1 0 12 142
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 107 107 20 1 0 21 130

Total 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 10 1 0 492 493 65 4 0 69 572

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 122 122 32 0 0 32 155
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 2 0 113 115 31 1 0 32 151
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 116 117 41 0 0 41 160
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 5 0 0 90 90 25 1 0 26 121

Total 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 12 3 0 441 444 129 2 0 131 587

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 22 4 0 933 937 194 6 0 200 1159
Apprch % 0 0 0  0 86.4 13.6  0.4 0 99.6  97 3 0   

Total % 0 0 0 0 0 1.6 0.3 1.9 0.3 0 80.5 80.8 16.7 0.5 0 17.3
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Fassler AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Terra Nova & Fassler
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

TERRA NOVA BLVD        
From North

FASSLER AVE            
From East

TERRA NOVA BLVD        
From South

FASSLER AVE            
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45 AM

07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 107 107 20 1 0 21 130
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 122 122 32 0 0 32 155
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 2 0 113 115 31 1 0 32 151
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 116 117 41 0 0 41 160

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 9 3 0 458 461 124 2 0 126 596
% App. Total 0 0 0  0 77.8 22.2  0.7 0 99.3  98.4 1.6 0   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .583 .500 .563 .375 .000 .939 .945 .756 .500 .000 .768 .931
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Fassler PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Terra Nova & Fassler
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Terra Nova Blvd

From North
Fassler Ave
From East

Terra Nova Blvd
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 39 39 89 3 0 92 135
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 73 74 93 2 0 95 170
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 71 71 118 2 0 120 193
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 51 51 94 4 0 98 153

Total 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 11 1 0 234 235 394 11 0 405 651

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 48 48 123 1 0 124 174
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 67 67 127 3 0 130 198
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 65 133 3 0 136 201
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 69 69 129 3 0 132 207

Total 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 249 249 512 10 0 522 780

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 0 17 3 20 1 0 483 484 906 21 0 927 1431
Apprch % 0 0 0  0 85 15  0.2 0 99.8  97.7 2.3 0   

Total % 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 0.2 1.4 0.1 0 33.8 33.8 63.3 1.5 0 64.8
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Fassler PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 7/30/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Terra Nova & Fassler
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Terra Nova Blvd
From North

Fassler Ave
From East

Terra Nova Blvd
From South

Fassler Ave
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 48 48 123 1 0 124 174
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 67 67 127 3 0 130 198
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 65 133 3 0 136 201
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 69 69 129 3 0 132 207

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 249 249 512 10 0 522 780
% App. Total 0 0 0  0 100 0  0 0 100  98.1 1.9 0   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .375 .000 .375 .000 .000 .902 .902 .962 .833 .000 .960 .942
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Oddstad AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/5/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Terra Nova & Oddstad
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Terra Nova Blvd

From North
Oddstad Blvd

From East
Terra Nova Blvd

From South
Oddstad Blvd

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 3 0 15 18 29 31 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 16 4 20 98
07:15 AM 9 0 2 11 16 31 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 13 8 21 79
07:30 AM 12 0 8 20 26 33 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 11 10 21 100
07:45 AM 8 0 16 24 30 28 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 15 4 19 101

Total 32 0 41 73 101 123 0 224 0 0 0 0 0 55 26 81 378

08:00 AM 7 0 8 15 40 50 2 92 0 0 0 0 0 26 14 40 147
08:15 AM 11 0 15 26 27 31 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 21 12 33 117
08:30 AM 9 0 9 18 27 40 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 27 23 50 135
08:45 AM 8 0 11 19 15 52 2 69 0 0 0 0 0 22 20 42 130

Total 35 0 43 78 109 173 4 286 0 0 0 0 0 96 69 165 529

Grand Total 67 0 84 151 210 296 4 510 0 0 0 0 0 151 95 246 907
Apprch % 44.4 0 55.6  41.2 58 0.8  0 0 0  0 61.4 38.6   

Total % 7.4 0 9.3 16.6 23.2 32.6 0.4 56.2 0 0 0 0 0 16.6 10.5 27.1
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Oddstad AM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/5/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Terra Nova & Oddstad
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Terra Nova Blvd
From North

Oddstad Blvd
From East

Terra Nova Blvd
From South

Oddstad Blvd
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 7 0 8 15 40 50 2 92 0 0 0 0 0 26 14 40 147
08:15 AM 11 0 15 26 27 31 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 21 12 33 117
08:30 AM 9 0 9 18 27 40 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 27 23 50 135
08:45 AM 8 0 11 19 15 52 2 69 0 0 0 0 0 22 20 42 130

Total Volume 35 0 43 78 109 173 4 286 0 0 0 0 0 96 69 165 529
% App. Total 44.9 0 55.1  38.1 60.5 1.4  0 0 0  0 58.2 41.8   

PHF .795 .000 .717 .750 .681 .832 .500 .777 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .889 .750 .825 .900
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Oddstad PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/4/2009
Page No : 1

Intersection: Terra Nova & Oddstad
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Groups Printed- Unshifted
Terra Nova Blvd

From North
Oddstad Blvd

From East
Terra Nova Blvd

From South
Oddstad Blvd

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 23 0 32 55 18 41 1 60 0 0 0 0 0 48 28 76 191
04:15 PM 15 0 34 49 13 44 5 62 0 0 0 0 0 37 27 64 175
04:30 PM 17 0 22 39 18 27 2 47 0 0 0 0 0 40 22 62 148
04:45 PM 11 0 41 52 23 39 5 67 0 0 0 0 0 37 39 76 195

Total 66 0 129 195 72 151 13 236 0 0 0 0 0 162 116 278 709

05:00 PM 18 0 33 51 24 46 4 74 0 0 0 0 0 48 39 87 212
05:15 PM 22 0 36 58 20 31 4 55 0 0 0 0 0 56 26 82 195
05:30 PM 14 0 26 40 26 41 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 44 28 72 180
05:45 PM 22 0 32 54 30 45 4 79 0 0 0 0 0 60 32 92 225

Total 76 0 127 203 100 163 13 276 0 0 0 0 0 208 125 333 812

Grand Total 142 0 256 398 172 314 26 512 0 0 0 0 0 370 241 611 1521
Apprch % 35.7 0 64.3  33.6 61.3 5.1  0 0 0  0 60.6 39.4   

Total % 9.3 0 16.8 26.2 11.3 20.6 1.7 33.7 0 0 0 0 0 24.3 15.8 40.2
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Traffic Research Associates
P.O. Box 4205

San Leandro, CA 94579
Data You Can Count On

File Name : Terra Nova & Oddstad PM
Site Code : 09241
Start Date : 8/4/2009
Page No : 2

Intersection: Terra Nova & Oddstad
Engineering Firm: RKH
Project: City of Pacifica

Terra Nova Blvd
From North

Oddstad Blvd
From East

Terra Nova Blvd
From South

Oddstad Blvd
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 18 0 33 51 24 46 4 74 0 0 0 0 0 48 39 87 212
05:15 PM 22 0 36 58 20 31 4 55 0 0 0 0 0 56 26 82 195
05:30 PM 14 0 26 40 26 41 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 44 28 72 180
05:45 PM 22 0 32 54 30 45 4 79 0 0 0 0 0 60 32 92 225

Total Volume 76 0 127 203 100 163 13 276 0 0 0 0 0 208 125 333 812
% App. Total 37.4 0 62.6  36.2 59.1 4.7  0 0 0  0 62.5 37.5   

PHF .864 .000 .882 .875 .833 .886 .813 .873 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .867 .801 .905 .902
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B.  Levels of Service Calculation Worksheets



 



Existing AM Peak Hour      Wed Sep 2, 2009 10:03:17                  Page 4-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
             2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.438 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        37                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  464    82   284  174    44    81   52     2    57   46   528  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  464    82   284  174    44    81   52     2    57   46   528  
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:    9  464    82   284  174    44    81   52     2    57   46   528  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.70  0.30  2.00 1.59  0.41  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.55 0.45  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3000   530  3502 2791   711  1805 1900  1615  1021  828  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.15  0.15  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.35  0.35  0.19 0.38  0.38  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.44  0.44  0.44 0.16  0.16  0.44 0.27  0.01  0.23 0.23  0.44  
Delay/Veh:   36.0 25.0  25.0  36.6 20.2  20.2  43.8 42.1  27.7  31.0 31.0  20.6  
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:  36.0 25.0  25.0  36.6 20.2  20.2  43.8 42.1  27.7  31.0 31.0  20.6  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



Existing AM Peak Hour      Wed Sep 2, 2009 10:03:17                  Page 5-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
             2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.631 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        30.0 
Optimal Cycle:        53                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:    21 1178     9   202  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   573  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   21 1178     9   202  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   573  
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:   21 1178     9   202  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   573  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.55 0.06  0.39  0.50 0.50  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    29  3502 3454   134   962   99   690   927  927  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.17  0.17  0.04 0.04  0.04  0.01 0.01  0.20  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****             **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.52  0.52  0.09 0.51  0.51  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.23 0.23  0.32  
Volume/Cap:  0.11 0.63  0.63  0.63 0.33  0.33  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.06 0.06  0.63  
Delay/Veh:   53.3 22.9  22.9  61.0 18.9  18.9  69.7 69.7  69.7  39.4 39.4  39.2  
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:  53.3 22.9  22.9  61.0 18.9  18.9  69.7 69.7  69.7  39.4 39.4  39.2  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    B     B     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    7     7     4    4     4     1    1    12  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



Existing AM Peak Hour      Wed Sep 2, 2009 10:03:17                  Page 6-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
             2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.703 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        17.0 
Optimal Cycle:        65                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1849    36    80  802     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1849    36    80  802     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
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:    8 1849    36    80  802     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.30 0.03  1.67  
Final Sat.:  1805 3530    69  1805 3570    37   453  907   453   498   57  2759  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.52  0.52  0.04 0.22  0.22  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****        ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.05 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.32  0.32  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.72 0.72  0.35  
Delay/Veh:   64.3 12.5  12.5  89.7  8.3   8.3  75.4 75.4  75.4  74.8 74.8  56.9  
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:  64.3 12.5  12.5  89.7  8.3   8.3  75.4 75.4  75.4  74.8 74.8  56.9  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   26    26     5    7     7     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   492    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   133     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  492    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   133     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   81   81    69  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   135 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  927  814  1000  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1461 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    926  812  1000  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1461 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.53 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  926 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
             2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.220 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.6 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
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:   77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  1.00 0.10  0.90  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   644  707     0    20  894   618   557   69   606     0  588     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.06  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
   
***
Int
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.581 
Los
Opt
******************************************************************************** 
App
Mov
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Vol
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  375    75   747  487   129   102   90     7   128   82   387  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  375    75   747  487   129   102   90     7   128   82   387  
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  
Fin
---
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.67  0.33  2.00 1.58  0.42  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2936   584  3502 2765   733  1805 1900  1615  1125  718  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cap
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.21 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.21  0.20 0.20  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.58  0.58  0.58 0.37  0.37  0.58 0.49  0.02  0.58 0.58  0.24  
Delay/Veh:   40.2 36.0  36.0  26.2 16.7  16.7  48.1 44.8  31.7  38.9 38.9  11.1  
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:  40.2 36.0  36.0  26.2 16.7  16.7  48.1 44.8  31.7  38.9 38.9  11.1  
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     9    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     3  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

          2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
***************************************************************************** 
ersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        

s Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.0 
imal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 

roach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
ement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   

ume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

alVolume:   14  375    75   747  487   129   102   90     7   128   82   387  
---------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 

acity Analysis Module: 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
             2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.723 
Los
Optimal Cycle:        66                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Vol
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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
PHF Volume:    34 1010    19   933 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   296  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   34 1010    19   933 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   296  
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:   34 1010    19   933 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   296  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lan
Fin
---
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.27 0.49  0.49  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.03 0.03  0.10  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.06 0.40  0.40  0.37 0.71  0.71  0.10 0.10  0.10  0.05 0.05  0.41  
Volume/Cap:  0.34 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.69  0.69  0.72 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.72  0.25  
Delay/Veh:   61.1 35.1  35.1  37.4 11.6  11.6  70.9 70.9  70.9  87.6 87.6  25.0  
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:  61.1 35.1  35.1  37.4 11.6  11.6  70.9 70.9  70.9  87.6 87.6  25.0  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18    16   20    20     6    6     6     4    4     4  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

                              PM PEAK HOUR                                    

s Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        27.2 

ume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

 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  

es:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.94  0.06  0.52 0.12  0.36  0.69 0.31  2.00  
al Sat.:  1805 3533    66  3502 3487   109   904  218   639  1269  568  2842  
---------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
---
   
   
***
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cyc
Los
Optimal Cycle:       100                Level Of Service:                  C 
***
Str
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Bas
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:    19 1399    82   232 2391     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1399    82   232 2391     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
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
Fin
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Sat
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3382   199  1805 3592    14  1007  432   360  1005   38  2365  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cap
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.41  0.41  0.13 0.67  0.67  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.61  0.61  0.19 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.68  0.68  0.68 0.86  0.86  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.86 0.86  0.16  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.6  20.6  62.7 14.7  14.7  86.4 86.4  86.4  94.7 94.7  40.8  
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:  78.2 20.6  20.6  62.7 14.7  14.7  86.4 86.4  86.4  94.7 94.7  40.8  
LOS by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   23    23    11   41    41     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                   Level Of Service Computation Report                        
          2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
***************************************************************************** 

le (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.839 
s Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        22.2 

***************************************************************************** 
    eet Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue    

e Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  

 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  
alVolume:   19 1399    82   232 2391     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  

uration Flow Module: 

acity Analysis Module: 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      4.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.2] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Vol
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:   264    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   544     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  264    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   544     0   10     0  
---
Cri
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cap
Cnflict Vol:  292 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  703 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    703 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.38 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Lev
2Wa
Con
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

                              PM PEAK HOUR                                    

ume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

---------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
tical Gap Module: 

acity Module: 

el Of Service Module: 
y95thQ:    1.8 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
trol Del: 13.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING CONDITIONS                                
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
---
   
   
***
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cyc
Los
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 
***
Str
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Vol
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Gro
Initial Bse:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
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  
Fin
---
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.25  0.75  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   585  638     0    58  750   496   520  153   455     0  510     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cap
Vol/Sat:     0.24 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.22  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
App
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
App
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                   Level Of Service Computation Report                        
          2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Base Volume Alternative)                
***************************************************************************** 

le (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.361 
s Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.4 

***************************************************************************** 
    eet Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.      

ume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

wth 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  

alVolume:  139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
---------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 

acity Analysis Module: 

roachDel:      10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 

rAdjDel:       10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.443 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        37                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
Added Vol:      0   12     0     2    4     0     0    0     0     0    0     3  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8  442    76   265  165    41    75   48     2    53   43   492  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  477    82   286  178    44    81   52     2    57   46   531  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  477    82   286  178    44    81   52     2    57   46   531  
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:    9  477    82   286  178    44    81   52     2    57   46   531  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.71  0.29  2.00 1.60  0.40  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.55 0.45  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3013   518  3502 2805   697  1805 1900  1615  1021  828  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.16  0.16  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.36  0.36  0.18 0.39  0.39  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.44  0.44  0.44 0.16  0.16  0.44 0.27  0.01  0.24 0.24  0.44  
Delay/Veh:   35.9 24.8  24.8  36.7 20.1  20.1  44.0 42.3  27.7  31.1 31.1  20.8  
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:  35.9 24.8  24.8  36.7 20.1  20.1  44.0 42.3  27.7  31.1 31.1  20.8  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.638 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        30.6 
Optimal Cycle:        54                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
Added Vol:     14    3     0     4    0    23     3    1     2     5    8     5  
0:              0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   34 1130     9   197  565    45    42    5    30    18   21   553  
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:    36 1181     9   206  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   578  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   36 1181     9   206  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   578  
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:   36 1181     9   206  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   578  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.85  0.15  0.55 0.06  0.39  0.46 0.54  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    28  3502 3307   263   955  114   682   857 1000  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.18  0.18  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.02 0.02  0.20  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****             **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.52  0.52  0.09 0.51  0.51  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.23 0.23  0.32  
Volume/Cap:  0.19 0.64  0.64  0.64 0.35  0.35  0.64 0.64  0.64  0.10 0.10  0.64  
Delay/Veh:   54.0 23.4  23.4  61.2 19.3  19.3  69.1 69.1  69.1  39.9 39.9  39.4  
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:  54.0 23.4  23.4  61.2 19.3  19.3  69.1 69.1  69.1  39.9 39.9  39.4  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    B     B     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    8     8     4    4     4     1    1    12  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



Background AM Peak Hour    Wed Feb 23, 2011 15:50:11                 Page 8-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.706 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        16.9 
Optimal Cycle:        65                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
Added Vol:      0   10     1     0   27     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8 1805    36    78  806     8     3    6     3    35    4   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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1859    37    80  830     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1859    37    80  830     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
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:    8 1859    37    80  830     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.30 0.03  1.67  
Final Sat.:  1805 3529    70  1805 3571    35   453  907   453   498   57  2759  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.53  0.53  0.04 0.23  0.23  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****        ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.33  0.33  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.72 0.72  0.36  
Delay/Veh:   64.7 12.5  12.5  90.2  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  75.1 75.1  57.0  
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:  64.7 12.5  12.5  90.2  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  75.1 75.1  57.0  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   26    26     5    7     7     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
Added Vol:     10    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     4     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  468    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   128     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   503    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   137     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  503    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   137     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   83   83    71  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   140 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  924  811   997  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1456 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    923  810   997  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1456 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.54 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  924 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.220 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.6 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
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:   77  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  1.00 0.10  0.90  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   644  707     0    20  894   618   557   69   606     0  588     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.06  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
****
Inte
****
Cycl
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        25.9 
Opti
****
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
----
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volu
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
Added Vol:      0    7     0     3   21     0     0    0     0     0    0     4  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   14  379    74   743  504   128   101   89     7   127   81   388  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  382    75   750  509   129   102   90     7   128   82   392  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  382    75   750  509   129   102   90     7   128   82   392  
PCE 
MLF 
FinalVolume:   14  382    75   750  509   129   102   90     7   128   82   392  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.67  0.33  2.00 1.59  0.41  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2948   576  3502 2792   709  1805 1900  1615  1125  718  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capa
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.21 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.20  0.19 0.19  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.58  0.58  0.58 0.38  0.38  0.58 0.49  0.02  0.58 0.58  0.25  
Delay/Veh:   40.4 35.9  35.9  26.2 16.5  16.5  48.3 44.9  32.0  39.0 39.0  11.2  
User
AdjDel/Veh:  40.4 35.9  35.9  26.2 16.5  16.5  48.3 44.9  32.0  39.0 39.0  11.2  
LOS 
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     9    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     3  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

**************************************************************************** 
rsection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
**************************************************************************** 
e (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.584 

mal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 
**************************************************************************** 

--------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 

me Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

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  
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  

city Analysis Module: 

 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  

by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycl
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        32.7 
Opti
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cont
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
Added Vol:      6    2     0     9    0     9    43   13    27     4    3     3  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   37  916    17   853 1541    57   101   27    68    42   20   271  
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:    41 1012    19   943 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   299  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   41 1012    19   943 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   299  
PCE 
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:   41 1012    19   943 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   299  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.51 0.14  0.35  0.68 0.32  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3534    66  3502 3464   128   910  243   612  1245  593  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****       ****       
Gree
Volume/Cap:  0.44 0.79  0.79  0.79 0.75  0.75  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.79 0.79  0.27  
Delay/Veh:   63.2 40.2  40.2  42.2 16.7  16.7  66.9 66.9  66.9  98.2 98.2  27.3  
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:  63.2 40.2  40.2  42.2 16.7  16.7  66.9 66.9  66.9  98.2 98.2  27.3  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      2   20    20    17   24    24    10   10    10     4    4     5  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

e (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.788 

mal Cycle:        80                Level Of Service:                  C 

rol:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  

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  

Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.27 0.49  0.49  0.12 0.12  0.12  0.04 0.04  0.11  

n/Cycle: 0.05 0.36  0.36  0.34 0.65  0.65  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.05 0.05  0.39  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
****
Cycl
Loss
Opti
******************************************************************************** 
Stre
Appr
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cont
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
Added Vol:      0   49     0     0   17     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Pass
Initial Fut:   18 1389    79   222 2308     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:    19 1450    82   232 2409     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1450    82   232 2409     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
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  
Fina
----
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3388   193  1805 3592    14  1007  432   360  1005   38  2365  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.43  0.43  0.13 0.67  0.67  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.62  0.62  0.18 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.09 0.09  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.70  0.70  0.70 0.87  0.87  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.87 0.87  0.16  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.6  20.6  64.2 15.0  15.0  86.4 86.4  86.4  95.9 95.9  41.4  
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:  78.2 20.6  20.6  64.2 15.0  15.0  86.4 86.4  86.4  95.9 95.9  41.4  
LOS 
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   24    24    11   42    42     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

**************************************************************************** 
e (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.844 
 Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        22.4 
mal Cycle:       103                Level Of Service:                  C 

et Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
oach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    

rol:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  

erByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  

lVolume:   19 1450    82   232 2409     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
--------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 

 Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       

by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
    
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Aver
******************************************************************************** 
Stre
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Cont
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volu
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    14     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  255    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   526     0    9     0  
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:   271    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   558     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  271    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   558     0   10     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Crit
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnfl
Potent Cap.:  696 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    696 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.39 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Leve
2Way95thQ:    1.8 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del: 13.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shar
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shar
ApproachDel:      13.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY

                         BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               

age Delay (sec/veh):      4.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.4] 

et Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            

rol:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 

me Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 

ical Gap Module: 

ict Vol:  299 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  

l Of Service Module: 

edQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  

ed LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  



Background PM Peak Hour    Wed Feb 23, 2011 15:51:26                Page 10-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                             BACKGROUND CONDITIONS                               
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycl
Loss
Opti
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Appr
Move
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Righ
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
User
PHF Adj:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
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  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Satu
Adju
Lanes:       1.00 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.25  0.75  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   585  638     0    58  750   496   520  153   455     0  510     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capa
Vol/Sat:     0.24 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.22  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
Appr
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
Appr
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 

e (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.361 
 Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.4 
mal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 

oach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
ment:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   

ts:           Include          Include          Include          Include      

 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  

ration Flow Module: 
stment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  

city Analysis Module: 

oachDel:      10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 

AdjDel:       10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.444 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        37                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
Added Vol:      0   12     2     2    4     0     0    0     0     1    0     3  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8  442    78   265  165    41    75   48     2    54   43   492  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  477    84   286  178    44    81   52     2    58   46   531  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  477    84   286  178    44    81   52     2    58   46   531  
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:    9  477    84   286  178    44    81   52     2    58   46   531  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.70  0.30  2.00 1.60  0.40  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.56 0.44  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3001   530  3502 2805   697  1805 1900  1615  1029  820  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.16  0.16  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.36  0.36  0.18 0.39  0.39  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.44  0.44  0.44 0.16  0.16  0.44 0.27  0.01  0.24 0.24  0.44  
Delay/Veh:   35.9 24.7  24.7  36.7 20.1  20.1  44.0 42.3  27.7  31.2 31.2  20.9  
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:  35.9 24.7  24.7  36.7 20.1  20.1  44.0 42.3  27.7  31.2 31.2  20.9  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.641 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        30.7 
Optimal Cycle:        54                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
Added Vol:     14    3     0    15    0    23     3    1     2     5    8    11  
0:              0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   34 1130     9   208  565    45    42    5    30    18   21   559  
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:    36 1181     9   217  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   584  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   36 1181     9   217  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   584  
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:   36 1181     9   217  590    47    44    5    31    19   22   584  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.85  0.15  0.55 0.06  0.39  0.46 0.54  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    28  3502 3307   263   955  114   682   857 1000  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.18  0.18  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.02 0.02  0.21  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****             **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.52  0.52  0.10 0.51  0.51  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.22 0.22  0.32  
Volume/Cap:  0.19 0.64  0.64  0.64 0.35  0.35  0.64 0.64  0.64  0.10 0.10  0.64  
Delay/Veh:   54.0 23.6  23.6  60.6 19.1  19.1  69.4 69.4  69.4  40.1 40.1  39.3  
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:  54.0 23.6  23.6  60.6 19.1  19.1  69.4 69.4  69.4  40.1 40.1  39.3  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    B     B     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    8     8     4    4     4     1    1    12  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.708 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        16.9 
Optimal Cycle:        66                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
Added Vol:      0   16     1     0   38     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8 1811    36    78  817     8     3    6     3    35    4   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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1865    37    80  841     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1865    37    80  841     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
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:    8 1865    37    80  841     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.30 0.03  1.67  
Final Sat.:  1805 3529    70  1805 3571    35   453  907   453   498   57  2759  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.53  0.53  0.04 0.24  0.24  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****        ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.33  0.33  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.72 0.72  0.36  
Delay/Veh:   64.8 12.5  12.5  90.5  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  75.3 75.3  57.0  
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:  64.8 12.5  12.5  90.5  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  75.3 75.3  57.0  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   26    26     5    8     8     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
Added Vol:     16    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    14     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  474    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   138     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   509    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   148     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  509    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   148     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   88   88    76  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   150 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  918  806   990  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1443 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    917  805   990  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1443 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.56 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  917 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.222 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.7 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    10     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   75   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    45     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
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:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  0.98 0.02  1.00  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   639  702     0    20  886   611   544   13   682     0  584     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.13 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.07  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.4  9.4   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.4  9.4   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.8              8.6              8.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.8              8.6              8.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       0  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    0    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  165     0     0  210    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
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:     0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  
PHF Volume:     4  200     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    4  200     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  267 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   468  468   261  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   557  496   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   556  494   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  580 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.3           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.586 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.0 
Optimal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
Added Vol:      0    7     1     3   21     0     0    0     0     2    0     4  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   14  379    75   743  504   128   101   89     7   129   81   388  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  382    76   750  509   129   102   90     7   130   82   392  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  382    76   750  509   129   102   90     7   130   82   392  
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:   14  382    76   750  509   129   102   90     7   130   82   392  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.67  0.33  2.00 1.59  0.41  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2938   581  3502 2792   709  1805 1900  1615  1132  711  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.21 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.20  0.20 0.20  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.59  0.59  0.59 0.38  0.38  0.59 0.49  0.02  0.59 0.59  0.25  
Delay/Veh:   40.5 35.9  35.9  26.3 16.6  16.6  48.4 44.9  32.0  39.0 39.0  11.2  
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:  40.5 35.9  35.9  26.3 16.6  16.6  48.4 44.9  32.0  39.0 39.0  11.2  
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     9    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     3  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.791 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        32.8 
Optimal Cycle:        81                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
Added Vol:      6    2     0    18    0     9    43   13    27     4    3    15  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   37  916    17   862 1541    57   101   27    68    42   20   283  
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:    41 1012    19   952 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   313  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   41 1012    19   952 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   313  
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:   41 1012    19   952 1703    63   112   30    75    46   22   313  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.51 0.14  0.35  0.68 0.32  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3534    66  3502 3464   128   910  243   612  1245  593  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.27 0.49  0.49  0.12 0.12  0.12  0.04 0.04  0.11  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****       ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.05 0.36  0.36  0.34 0.65  0.65  0.15 0.15  0.15  0.05 0.05  0.39  
Volume/Cap:  0.44 0.79  0.79  0.79 0.75  0.75  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.79 0.79  0.28  
Delay/Veh:   63.2 40.5  40.5  42.1 16.7  16.7  67.4 67.4  67.4  98.9 98.9  27.2  
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:  63.2 40.5  40.5  42.1 16.7  16.7  67.4 67.4  67.4  98.9 98.9  27.2  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      2   20    20    17   24    24    10   10    10     4    4     5  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.847 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        22.5 
Optimal Cycle:       104                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
Added Vol:      0   61     0     0   27     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   18 1401    79   222 2318     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:    19 1462    82   232 2420     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1462    82   232 2420     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
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:   19 1462    82   232 2420     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3390   191  1805 3592    14  1007  432   360  1005   38  2365  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.43  0.43  0.13 0.67  0.67  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.62  0.62  0.18 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.09 0.09  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.70  0.70  0.70 0.87  0.87  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.87 0.87  0.17  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.6  20.6  64.6 15.1  15.1  86.4 86.4  86.4  96.6 96.6  41.6  
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:  78.2 20.6  20.6  64.6 15.1  15.1  86.4 86.4  86.4  96.6 96.6  41.6  
LOS by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   24    24    11   43    43     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      4.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
Added Vol:     17    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    24     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  266    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   536     0    9     0  
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:   282    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   569     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  282    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   569     0   10     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  305 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  691 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    691 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.41 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    2.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del: 13.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.364 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.5 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Added Vol:     14    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    11     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  139  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    87     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
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:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.19  0.81  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   581  634     0    58  742   491   518  114   495     0  505     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.27 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.23  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:       11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              PROJECT CONDITIONS                                 
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:       0  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    0    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  210     0     0  240    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
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:     3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  277 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   510  510   271  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   527  469   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   526  468   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  557 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.7           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.439 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        37                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
Added Vol:      0    0     2     0    0     0     0    0     0     1    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8  430    78   263  161    41    75   48     2    54   43   489  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  464    84   284  174    44    81   52     2    58   46   528  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  464    84   284  174    44    81   52     2    58   46   528  
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:    9  464    84   284  174    44    81   52     2    58   46   528  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.69  0.31  2.00 1.59  0.41  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.56 0.44  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2985   542  3502 2791   711  1805 1900  1615  1029  820  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.16  0.16  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.35  0.35  0.18 0.39  0.39  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.44  0.44  0.44 0.16  0.16  0.44 0.27  0.01  0.24 0.24  0.44  
Delay/Veh:   36.0 24.9  24.9  36.6 20.2  20.2  43.9 42.2  27.7  31.0 31.0  20.7  
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:  36.0 24.9  24.9  36.6 20.2  20.2  43.9 42.2  27.7  31.0 31.0  20.7  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.634 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        30.1 
Optimal Cycle:        54                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
Added Vol:      0    0     0    10    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     6  
0:              0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   20 1127     9   203  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   554  
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:    21 1178     9   212  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   579  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   21 1178     9   212  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   579  
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:   21 1178     9   212  590    23    41    4    29    14   14   579  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.55 0.06  0.39  0.50 0.50  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    29  3502 3454   134   962   99   690   927  927  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.17  0.17  0.04 0.04  0.04  0.01 0.01  0.20  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****             **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.52  0.52  0.10 0.51  0.51  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.23 0.23  0.32  
Volume/Cap:  0.11 0.63  0.63  0.63 0.33  0.33  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.06 0.06  0.63  
Delay/Veh:   53.2 23.1  23.1  60.5 18.7  18.7  69.9 69.9  69.9  39.6 39.6  39.1  
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:  53.2 23.1  23.1  60.5 18.7  18.7  69.9 69.9  69.9  39.6 39.6  39.1  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    B     B     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    7     7     4    4     4     1    1    12  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.705 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        17.0 
Optimal Cycle:        65                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
Added Vol:      0    6     0     0   10     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8 1801    35    78  789     8     3    6     3    35    4   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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1855    36    80  813     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1855    36    80  813     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
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:    8 1855    36    80  813     8     3    6     3    36    4   160  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.30 0.03  1.67  
Final Sat.:  1805 3531    69  1805 3570    36   453  907   453   498   57  2759  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.53  0.53  0.04 0.23  0.23  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****        ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.72  0.72  0.72 0.32  0.32  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.72 0.72  0.36  
Delay/Veh:   64.5 12.5  12.5  90.0  8.3   8.3  75.4 75.4  75.4  74.9 74.9  56.9  
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:  64.5 12.5  12.5  90.0  8.3   8.3  75.4 75.4  75.4  74.9 74.9  56.9  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   26    26     5    7     7     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    10     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  464    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   134     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   498    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   144     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  498    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   144     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   86   86    74  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   146 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  920  808   993  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1448 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    919  807   993  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1448 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.54 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  920 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.222 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.7 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    10     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   75   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    45     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
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:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    50     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  0.98 0.02  1.00  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   639  702     0    20  886   611   544   13   682     0  584     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.13 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.07  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.4  9.4   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.4  9.4   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.8              8.6              8.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.8              8.6              8.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       0  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    0    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  165     0     0  210    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
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:     0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  
PHF Volume:     4  200     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    4  200     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  267 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   468  468   261  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   557  496   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   556  494   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  580 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.3           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.583 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.0 
Optimal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
Added Vol:      0    0     1     0    0     0     0    0     0     2    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   14  372    75   740  483   128   101   89     7   129   81   384  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  375    76   747  487   129   102   90     7   130   82   387  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  375    76   747  487   129   102   90     7   130   82   387  
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:   14  375    76   747  487   129   102   90     7   130   82   387  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.66  0.34  2.00 1.58  0.42  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2929   591  3502 2765   733  1805 1900  1615  1132  711  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.21 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.21  0.20 0.20  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.58  0.58  0.58 0.37  0.37  0.58 0.49  0.02  0.58 0.58  0.24  
Delay/Veh:   40.2 36.0  36.0  26.2 16.7  16.7  48.2 44.8  31.7  38.8 38.8  11.1  
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:  40.2 36.0  36.0  26.2 16.7  16.7  48.2 44.8  31.7  38.8 38.8  11.1  
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     9    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     3  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.726 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        27.3 
Optimal Cycle:        67                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
Added Vol:      0    0     0    10    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    12  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   31  914    17   854 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   280  
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:    34 1010    19   944 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   309  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   34 1010    19   944 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   309  
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:   34 1010    19   944 1703    53    64   15    45    42   19   309  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.94  0.06  0.52 0.12  0.36  0.69 0.31  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3533    66  3502 3487   109   904  218   639  1269  568  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.27 0.49  0.49  0.07 0.07  0.07  0.03 0.03  0.11  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.06 0.39  0.39  0.37 0.71  0.71  0.10 0.10  0.10  0.05 0.05  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.34 0.73  0.73  0.73 0.69  0.69  0.73 0.73  0.73  0.73 0.73  0.26  
Delay/Veh:   61.1 35.4  35.4  37.3 11.6  11.6  71.3 71.3  71.3  88.2 88.2  24.9  
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:  61.1 35.4  35.4  37.3 11.6  11.6  71.3 71.3  71.3  88.2 88.2  24.9  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18    16   20    20     6    6     6     4    4     5  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY  



-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.842 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        22.3 
Optimal Cycle:       102                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
Added Vol:      0   12     0     0   10     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   18 1352    79   222 2301     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:    19 1411    82   232 2402     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1411    82   232 2402     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
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:   19 1411    82   232 2402     9    15    6     5    82    3   109  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3383   198  1805 3592    14  1007  432   360  1005   38  2365  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.42  0.42  0.13 0.67  0.67  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.61  0.61  0.19 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.09 0.09  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.68  0.68  0.68 0.86  0.86  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.86 0.86  0.16  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.6  20.6  63.1 14.8  14.8  86.4 86.4  86.4  95.4 95.4  41.0  
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:  78.2 20.6  20.6  63.1 14.8  14.8  86.4 86.4  86.4  95.4 95.4  41.0  
LOS by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   23    23    11   42    42     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
  



E+P PM Peak Hour           Wed Feb 23, 2011 09:26:20                 Page 9-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      4.4       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.5] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
Added Vol:     12    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    10     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  261    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   522     0    9     0  
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:   277    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   554     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  277    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   554     0   10     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  698 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    698 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    1.9 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del: 13.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.5           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



E+P PM Peak Hour           Wed Feb 23, 2011 09:26:20                Page 10-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.364 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.5 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Added Vol:     14    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    11     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  139  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    87     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
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:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.19  0.81  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   581  634     0    58  742   491   518  114   495     0  505     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.27 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.23  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:       11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



E+P PM Peak Hour           Wed Feb 23, 2011 09:26:20                Page 11-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                              EXISTING + PROJECT                                 
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:       0  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    0    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  210     0     0  240    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
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:     3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  277 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   510  510   271  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   527  469   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   526  468   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  557 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.7           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 



Cumulative AM Peak Hour    Wed Feb 23, 2011 09:32:01                 Page 6-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.446 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        38                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
Added Vol:      0   13     0     4    7     0     0    0     0     0    0     8  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8  443    76   267  168    41    75   48     2    53   43   497  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  478    82   288  181    44    81   52     2    57   46   537  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  478    82   288  181    44    81   52     2    57   46   537  
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:    9  478    82   288  181    44    81   52     2    57   46   537  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.71  0.29  2.00 1.61  0.39  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.55 0.45  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3014   517  3502 2818   688  1805 1900  1615  1021  828  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.16  0.16  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.36  0.36  0.18 0.39  0.39  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.45  0.45  0.45 0.17  0.17  0.45 0.27  0.01  0.23 0.23  0.45  
Delay/Veh:   36.0 24.9  24.9  36.7 20.2  20.2  44.1 42.3  27.8  31.0 31.0  20.8  
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:  36.0 24.9  24.9  36.7 20.2  20.2  44.1 42.3  27.8  31.0 31.0  20.8  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.655 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        31.5 
Optimal Cycle:        56                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
Added Vol:     15    8     0     9    2    26     8    1     3     6    8    32  
0:              0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   35 1135     9   202  567    48    47    5    31    19   21   580  
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:    37 1186     9   211  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   606  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   37 1186     9   211  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   606  
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:   37 1186     9   211  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   606  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.84  0.16  0.57 0.06  0.37  0.48 0.52  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    28  3502 3288   278   993  106   655   882  975  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.18  0.18  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.02 0.02  0.21  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.51  0.51  0.09 0.50  0.50  0.08 0.08  0.08  0.23 0.23  0.33  
Volume/Cap:  0.20 0.65  0.65  0.65 0.36  0.36  0.65 0.65  0.65  0.10 0.10  0.65  
Delay/Veh:   54.3 24.6  24.6  61.8 20.0  20.0  69.7 69.7  69.7  39.1 39.1  39.3  
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:  54.3 24.6  24.6  61.8 20.0  20.0  69.7 69.7  69.7  39.1 39.1  39.3  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    C     C     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    8     8     5    5     5     1    1    12  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY  
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.721 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        17.3 
Optimal Cycle:        68                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
Added Vol:      0   42     7     1   35     0     0    0     0     2    0     2  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8 1837    42    79  814     8     3    6     3    37    4   157  
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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1892    43    81  838     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1892    43    81  838     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
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:    8 1892    43    81  838     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.31 0.03  1.66  
Final Sat.:  1805 3519    80  1805 3571    35   453  907   453   514   56  2749  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.54  0.54  0.05 0.23  0.23  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.73  0.73  0.73 0.33  0.33  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.73 0.73  0.36  
Delay/Veh:   64.8 12.9  12.9  92.4  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  76.1 76.1  57.0  
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:  64.8 12.9  12.9  92.4  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  76.1 76.1  57.0  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   27    27     5    8     8     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.6] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
Added Vol:     11    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     7     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  469    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   131     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   504    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   141     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  504    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   141     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   84   84    73  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   143 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  922  810   995  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1452 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    921  808   995  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1452 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.55 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  922 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.6           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 AM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.220 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.6 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      1    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   70   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    78  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   78  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
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:   78  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    39     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  1.00 0.10  0.90  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   644  707     0    20  893   618   557   69   605     0  588     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.06  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   8.9  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.8   8.1   9.3  8.0   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.7              8.5              8.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.588 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        25.9 
Optimal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
Added Vol:      0   10     1    11   22     0     0    0     0     0    0    11  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   14  382    75   751  505   128   101   89     7   127   81   395  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  385    76   758  510   129   102   90     7   128   82   399  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  385    76   758  510   129   102   90     7   128   82   399  
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:   14  385    76   758  510   129   102   90     7   128   82   399  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.67  0.33  2.00 1.60  0.40  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2942   578  3502 2794   708  1805 1900  1615  1125  718  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.22 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.20  0.19 0.19  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.59  0.59  0.59 0.38  0.38  0.59 0.49  0.02  0.59 0.59  0.25  
Delay/Veh:   40.4 35.9  35.9  26.2 16.4  16.4  48.5 45.0  32.0  39.3 39.3  11.3  
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:  40.4 35.9  35.9  26.2 16.4  16.4  48.5 45.0  32.0  39.3 39.3  11.3  
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7    10    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.806 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        33.6 
Optimal Cycle:        85                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
Added Vol:      6    7     3    32    8    12    47   15    28     6    4    14  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   37  921    20   876 1549    60   105   29    69    44   21   282  
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:    41 1018    22   968 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   312  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   41 1018    22   968 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   312  
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:   41 1018    22   968 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   312  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.52 0.14  0.34  0.68 0.32  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3523    76  3502 3455   134   914  252   601  1244  594  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.28 0.50  0.50  0.13 0.13  0.13  0.04 0.04  0.11  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.05 0.36  0.36  0.34 0.65  0.65  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.05 0.05  0.39  
Volume/Cap:  0.45 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.76  0.76  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.28  
Delay/Veh:   63.4 41.4  41.4  42.9 17.2  17.2  68.5 68.5  68.5 100.9  101  27.2  
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:  63.4 41.4  41.4  42.9 17.2  17.2  68.5 68.5  68.5 100.9  101  27.2  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      2   20    20    17   24    24    11   11    11     5    5     5  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.856 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        22.9 
Optimal Cycle:       108                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
Added Vol:      0   67     1     2   51     0     0    0     0     1    0     1  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   18 1407    80   224 2342     9    14    6     5    80    3   105  
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:    19 1469    84   234 2445     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1469    84   234 2445     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
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:   19 1469    84   234 2445     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3388   193  1805 3593    14  1007  432   360  1006   38  2364  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.43  0.43  0.13 0.68  0.68  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.62  0.62  0.18 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.09 0.09  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.70  0.70  0.70 0.88  0.88  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.88 0.88  0.17  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.8  20.8  64.8 15.7  15.7  86.4 86.4  86.4  98.3 98.3  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:  78.2 20.8  20.8  64.8 15.7  15.7  86.4 86.4  86.4  98.3 98.3  41.5  
LOS by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   25    25    11   44    44     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      4.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.4] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    14     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  255    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   526     0    9     0  
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:   271    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   558     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  271    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   558     0   10     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  299 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  696 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    696 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.39 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    1.8 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del: 13.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS                          
                                 PM PEAK HOUR                                    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.361 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.4 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  139  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
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  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    84     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.25  0.75  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   585  638     0    58  750   496   520  153   455     0  510     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.24 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.22  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.5 11.2   0.0  10.1  9.9   9.2  11.6  9.1   9.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:       10.9              9.7             10.6           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.447 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.7 
Optimal Cycle:        38                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
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:    8  430    76   263  161    41    75   48     2    53   43   489  
Added Vol:      0   13     2     4    7     0     0    0     0     2    0     8  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8  443    78   267  168    41    75   48     2    55   43   497  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:     9  478    84   288  181    44    81   52     2    59   46   537  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    9  478    84   288  181    44    81   52     2    59   46   537  
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:    9  478    84   288  181    44    81   52     2    59   46   537  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.70  0.30  2.00 1.61  0.39  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.56 0.44  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3002   529  3502 2818   688  1805 1900  1615  1038  811  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.16  0.16  0.08 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.03  0.00  0.06 0.06  0.19  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.15 0.36  0.36  0.18 0.39  0.39  0.10 0.10  0.26  0.24 0.24  0.42  
Volume/Cap:  0.03 0.45  0.45  0.45 0.17  0.17  0.45 0.27  0.01  0.24 0.24  0.45  
Delay/Veh:   36.0 24.9  24.9  36.7 20.2  20.2  44.1 42.4  27.8  31.0 31.0  20.8  
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:  36.0 24.9  24.9  36.7 20.2  20.2  44.1 42.4  27.8  31.0 31.0  20.8  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     D    C     C     D    D     C     C    C     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7     4    2     2     3    2     0     3    3     7  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.657 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        31.6 
Optimal Cycle:        56                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 31 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
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:   20 1127     9   193  565    22    39    4    28    13   13   548  
Added Vol:     15    8     0    19    2    26     8    1     3     6    8    38  
0:              0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   35 1135     9   212  567    48    47    5    31    19   21   586  
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:    37 1186     9   222  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   612  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   37 1186     9   222  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   612  
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:   37 1186     9   222  592    50    49    5    32    20   22   612  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.98 0.98  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.98  0.02  2.00 1.84  0.16  0.57 0.06  0.37  0.48 0.52  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3578    28  3502 3288   278   993  106   655   882  975  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.33  0.33  0.06 0.18  0.18  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.02 0.02  0.22  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        **** 
Green/Cycle: 0.10 0.50  0.50  0.10 0.50  0.50  0.08 0.08  0.08  0.23 0.23  0.33  
Volume/Cap:  0.20 0.66  0.66  0.66 0.36  0.36  0.66 0.66  0.66  0.10 0.10  0.66  
Delay/Veh:   54.3 24.8  24.8  61.3 19.9  19.9  69.9 69.9  69.9  39.4 39.4  39.1  
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:  54.3 24.8  24.8  61.3 19.9  19.9  69.9 69.9  69.9  39.4 39.4  39.1  
LOS by Move:    D    C     C     E    B     B     E    E     E     D    D     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   18    18     4    8     8     5    5     5     1    1    13  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.722 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        17.2 
Optimal Cycle:        68                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
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:    8 1795    35    78  779     8     3    6     3    35    4   155  
Added Vol:      0   47     7     1   45     0     0    0     0     2    0     2  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    8 1842    42    79  824     8     3    6     3    37    4   157  
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:     0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.97 0.97  0.97  
PHF Volume:     8 1897    43    81  849     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:    8 1897    43    81  849     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
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:    8 1897    43    81  849     8     3    6     3    38    4   162  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.87 0.87  0.87  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.98  0.02  0.25 0.50  0.25  0.31 0.03  1.66  
Final Sat.:  1805 3519    80  1805 3572    35   453  907   453   514   56  2749  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.54  0.54  0.05 0.24  0.24  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.07 0.07  0.06  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.73  0.73  0.06 0.71  0.71  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.10 0.10  0.16  
Volume/Cap:  0.06 0.74  0.74  0.74 0.33  0.33  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.74 0.74  0.36  
Delay/Veh:   64.9 12.9  12.9  92.6  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  76.2 76.2  57.1  
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:  64.9 12.9  12.9  92.6  8.2   8.2  75.4 75.4  75.4  76.2 76.2  57.1  
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     F    A     A     E    E     E     E    E     E  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0   27    27     5    8     8     1    1     1     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):     10.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 7:45-8:45 a.m. 
Base Vol:     458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
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:  458    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   124     2    7     0  
Added Vol:     16    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    17     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  474    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   141     2    7     0  
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:     0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.93 0.93  0.93  
PHF Volume:   509    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   151     2    8     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  509    0     3     0    0     0     0    2   151     2    8     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:   90   90    78  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   154 xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  916  804   988  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1439 xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    915  803   988  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1439 xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.56 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx  915 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx  3.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 13.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   7.5 xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.222 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.7 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  A 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:      69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
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:   69   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    35     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    11     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   75   96     0     4  173   109    43    0    46     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:    83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    51     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    51     0    0     0  
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:   83  107     0     4  192   121    48    0    51     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.03 1.21  0.76  0.97 0.03  1.00  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   639  701     0    20  886   611   538   19   682     0  583     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.13 0.15  xxxx  0.22 0.22  0.20  0.09 0.00  0.07  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:    9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.3  9.3   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:   9.0  8.6   0.0   9.0  8.9   8.2   9.3  9.3   8.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    A    A     *     A    A     A     A    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:       8.8              8.6              8.6           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:        8.8              8.6              8.6           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.2   0.2   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              AM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.3] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Aug 2009 << 8:00-9:00 a.m. 
Base Vol:       0  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  165     0     0  210     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    1     0     0    0    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  166     0     0  210    10     6    0     1     0    0     0  
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:     0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  
PHF Volume:     4  201     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    4  201     0     0  255    12     7    0     1     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  267 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   469  469   261  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   556  495   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1309 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   555  494   783  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  579 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.3           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #1 Route 1 & Linda Mar Blvd.                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.590 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        26.0 
Optimal Cycle:        47                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include           Ovl              Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   10    10     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  0  1    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
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:   14  372    74   740  483   128   101   89     7   127   81   384  
Added Vol:      0   10     2    11   22     0     0    0     0     2    0    11  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   14  382    76   751  505   128   101   89     7   129   81   395  
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:     0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  0.99 0.99  0.99  
PHF Volume:    14  385    77   758  510   129   102   90     7   130   82   399  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   14  385    77   758  510   129   102   90     7   130   82   399  
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:   14  385    77   758  510   129   102   90     7   130   82   399  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.95 1.00  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.67  0.33  2.00 1.60  0.40  1.00 1.00  1.00  0.61 0.39  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 2936   584  3502 2794   708  1805 1900  1615  1132  711  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.13  0.13  0.22 0.18  0.18  0.06 0.05  0.00  0.11 0.11  0.14  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****             ****            
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.22  0.22  0.37 0.48  0.48  0.10 0.10  0.20  0.19 0.19  0.56  
Volume/Cap:  0.07 0.59  0.59  0.59 0.38  0.38  0.59 0.49  0.02  0.59 0.59  0.25  
Delay/Veh:   40.4 36.0  36.0  26.3 16.5  16.5  48.6 45.0  32.0  39.2 39.2  11.3  
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:  40.4 36.0  36.0  26.3 16.5  16.5  48.6 45.0  32.0  39.2 39.2  11.3  
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     C    B     B     D    D     C     D    D     B  
HCM2kAvgQ:      0    7     7    10    6     6     4    3     0     7    7     4  
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY



Cum+Proj PM Peak Hour      Wed Feb 23, 2011 09:36:41                 Page 7-1    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #3 Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway                                       
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         130                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.809 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        33.6 
Optimal Cycle:        86                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Route 1                         Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     5   20    20     4   25    25     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    2  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  2   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 3 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
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:   31  914    17   844 1541    48    58   14    41    38   17   268  
Added Vol:      6    7     3    42    8    12    47   15    28     6    4    26  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   37  921    20   886 1549    60   105   29    69    44   21   294  
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:    41 1018    22   979 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   325  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   41 1018    22   979 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   325  
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:   41 1018    22   979 1712    66   116   32    76    49   23   325  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.93 0.93  0.93  0.97 0.97  0.75  
Lanes:       1.00 1.96  0.04  2.00 1.93  0.07  0.52 0.14  0.34  0.68 0.32  2.00  
Final Sat.:  1805 3523    76  3502 3455   134   914  252   601  1244  594  2842  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.29  0.29  0.28 0.50  0.50  0.13 0.13  0.13  0.04 0.04  0.11  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.05 0.36  0.36  0.35 0.65  0.65  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.05 0.05  0.39  
Volume/Cap:  0.45 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.76  0.76  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.29  
Delay/Veh:   63.4 41.7  41.7  42.8 17.1  17.1  69.0 69.0  69.0 101.8  102  27.1  
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:  63.4 41.7  41.7  42.8 17.1  17.1  69.0 69.0  69.0 101.8  102  27.1  
LOS by Move:    E    D     D     D    B     B     E    E     E     F    F     C  
HCM2kAvgQ:      2   20    20    17   24    24    11   11    11     5    5     5  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #4 Route 1 & Reina Del Mar Avenue                                   
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         152                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.859 
Loss Time (sec):      12                Average Delay (sec/veh):        23.1 
Optimal Cycle:       109                Level Of Service:                  C 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:             Rotue 1                     Reina Del Mar Avenue        
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Protected        Protected       Split Phase      Split Phase  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include           Ovl         
Min. Green:     4   20    20     4   10    10     4    4     4     4    4     4  
Y+R:          5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0   5.0  5.0   5.0  
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  1   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 29 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:      18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
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:   18 1340    79   222 2291     9    14    6     5    79    3   104  
Added Vol:      0   78     1     2   61     0     0    0     0     1    0     1  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:   18 1418    80   224 2352     9    14    6     5    80    3   105  
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:    19 1480    84   234 2455     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:   19 1480    84   234 2455     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
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:   19 1480    84   234 2455     9    15    6     5    84    3   110  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  
Adjustment:  0.95 0.94  0.94  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.95 0.95  0.95  0.90 0.90  0.90  
Lanes:       1.00 1.89  0.11  1.00 1.99  0.01  0.56 0.24  0.20  0.59 0.02  1.39  
Final Sat.:  1805 3390   191  1805 3593    14  1007  432   360  1006   38  2364  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.44  0.44  0.13 0.68  0.68  0.01 0.01  0.01  0.08 0.08  0.05  
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****       
Green/Cycle: 0.03 0.62  0.62  0.18 0.77  0.77  0.03 0.03  0.03  0.09 0.09  0.28  
Volume/Cap:  0.40 0.71  0.71  0.71 0.88  0.88  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.88 0.88  0.17  
Delay/Veh:   78.2 20.8  20.8  65.1 15.9  15.9  86.4 86.4  86.4  99.1 99.1  41.7  
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:  78.2 20.8  20.8  65.1 15.9  15.9  86.4 86.4  86.4  99.1 99.1  41.7  
LOS by Move:    E    C     C     E    B     B     F    F     F     F    F     D  
HCM2kAvgQ:      1   25    25    11   45    45     2    2     2     9    9     3  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #32 Fassler Ave. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                 
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      4.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.8] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:         Terra Nova Blvd.                    Fassler Ave.            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled 
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        1  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Jul 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
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:  249    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   512     0    9     0  
Added Vol:     17    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    24     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  266    0     0     0    0     0     0   10   536     0    9     0  
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:   282    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   569     0   10     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:  282    0     0     0    0     0     0   11   569     0   10     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  6.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  3.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  305 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.:  691 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:    691 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.41 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    2.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del: 13.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    B    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      13.8           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         B                *                *                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)               
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #35 Oddstad Blvd. & Terra Nova Blvd.                                
******************************************************************************** 
Cycle (sec):         100                Critical Vol./Cap.(X):         0.364 
Loss Time (sec):       0                Average Delay (sec/veh):        10.5 
Optimal Cycle:         0                Level Of Service:                  B 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                    Terra Nova Blvd.          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Lanes:        1  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  1  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:     125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
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:  125  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    76     0    0     0  
Added Vol:     14    0     0     0    0     0     0    0    11     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:  139  208     0    13  163   100   127    0    87     0    0     0  
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:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  
PHF Volume:   154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Reduced Vol:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
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:  154  231     0    14  181   111   141    0    96     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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 1.00  0.00  0.09 1.19  0.72  1.00 0.19  0.81  0.00 1.00  0.00  
Final Sat.:   581  634     0    58  742   491   518  114   495     0  505     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat:     0.27 0.36  xxxx  0.25 0.24  0.23  0.27 0.00  0.19  xxxx 0.00  xxxx  
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                  ****       
Delay/Veh:   10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
Delay 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  
AdjDel/Veh:  10.8 11.3   0.0  10.2 10.0   9.3  11.6  9.2   9.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
LOS by Move:    B    B     *     B    A     A     B    A     A     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:      11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00            xxxxx 
ApprAdjDel:       11.1              9.7             10.7           xxxxxx 
LOS by Appr:         B                A                B                *        
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.2   0.2   0.0  0.0   0.0  
******************************************************************************** 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                            ODDSTAD ASSISTED LIVING                              
                        CUMULATIVE + PROJECT CONDITIONS                          
                              PM STREET PEAK HOUR                                
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                        
           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)              
******************************************************************************** 
Intersection #36 Oddstad Blvd. & Site D/W                                        
******************************************************************************** 
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.7] 
******************************************************************************** 
Street Name:          Oddstad Blvd.                        Site D/W              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound    
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign   
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include      
Lanes:        0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0   
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 4 Aug 2009 << 5:00-6:00 p.m. 
Base Vol:       0  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
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  210     0     0  240     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    0    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
Initial Fut:    3  210     0     0  240    11    14    0     3     0    0     0  
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:     3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0  
FinalVolume:    3  232     0     0  265    12    15    0     3     0    0     0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Critical Gap Module: 
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4  6.5   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Capacity Module: 
Cnflict Vol:  277 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   510  510   271  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Potent Cap.: 1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   527  469   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Move Cap.:   1297 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   526  468   772  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 0.00  0.00  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------| 
Level Of Service Module: 
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Control Del:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT   
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  557 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  
SharedQueue:  0.0 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shrd ConDel:  7.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  
Shared LOS:     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     *  
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.7           xxxxxx 
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *        
******************************************************************************** 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
******************************************************************************** 
 
  Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RKH ENGR., FOSTER CITY 



C.  Traffic Analysis Worksheets
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January 17, 2011 

Mr. Geoff Reilly 
WRA, Inc. 
2169-G East Francisco Boulevard 
San Rafael, CA 94901 

Subject: Peer Review of the 721 Oddstad Boulevard Assisted Living Traffic Impact Analysis 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

This letter report presents the results of Hexagon’s peer review of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
prepared for the 721 Oddstad Boulevard Assisted Living project in Pacifica, California. This peer review 
consists of a technical evaluation of the 721 Oddstad Boulevard Assisted Living TIA, dated November 25, 
2009 and prepared by RKH Civil and Transportation Engineering. The purpose of this review is to ensure 
that the traffic report conforms to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standards, to confirm that 
accepted traffic study methods were used, and to ensure that the recommendations contained in the report 
adequately address potential project impacts. 

The project site is located on the north side of Oddstad Boulevard between Linda Mar Boulevard and Terra 
Nova Boulevard. The project description contained in the traffic study for the project indicates that the 
assisted living development will consist of a 141-bed facility built upon a vacant lot. 

Hexagon agrees with the findings and recommendations of the traffic report. The key findings of our peer 
review of the traffic report are presented in the following sections. 

Scope of Review 

The following issues were reviewed in the traffic study as part of the peer review: 

1. Existing Traffic Volumes and Intersection Levels of Service 
2. Site Traffic Projections 
3. Project Trip Distribution Pattern 
4. Project Trip Assignment 
5. Adequacy of Study Area 
6. Level of Service Calculations 
7. Identification of Project Impacts and/or Recommendations 
8. Site Access and Circulation 

Review Results 

Each of the key issues of the peer review is discussed below along with the results of the peer review. 

Existing Traffic Volumes and Intersection Levels of Service 

The traffic count data used in the traffic study were collected in July and August of 2009. The raw count 
data is included in Appendix A of the traffic report. The count data were compared against Figure 3 in the 
report and the existing LOS calculations contained in Appendix B of the report. The existing counts do not 
indicate any obvious flaws in the data, and the turning-movements recorded appear to match expected 
traffic patterns in the study area. 

Field observations were conducted by Hexagon at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak 
periods of traffic in order to determine whether the existing count data and resulting calculated levels of 
service adequately represent existing conditions.  



 
 
 
 

Mr. Geoff Reilly 
January 17, 2011 
Page 2 of 4 

The level of service results for existing conditions contained in the traffic study were compared to field 
conditions to determine if existing traffic operations are accurately modeled. A review of the level of service 
calculations for the peak-hour existing conditions indicates that the delays calculated at the study 
intersections are accurate.  

Site Traffic Projections 

A review of the trip generation estimates contained in the traffic report (Table D) was conducted to verify 
that they are accurate, that representative land uses were chosen, and that the rates are based on the 
appropriate land-use data as published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 

A review of the site traffic projections finds that the trip generation rates used in the traffic study 
correspond to the applicable ITE land use category (Land Use 254: Assisted Living) for the land use 
proposed as part of the project and that the trip generation analysis is accurate.  

Trip Distribution Pattern 

The directional distribution of project traffic (Figure 5) was reviewed for consistency with existing travel 
patterns and the relative locations of complementary land uses. 

The trip distribution pattern for the proposed project is reasonable and is consistent with existing traffic 
patterns in the area and the relative locations of complementary land uses. The trip distribution indicates 
that approximately 95% of the AM peak hour trips and 80% of the PM peak hour trips would be destined 
for areas outside the project area via Highway 1. The remaining 5% of AM peak hour and 20% of PM peak 
hour project-generated traffic would be destined for areas local to the site. Since it is estimated that the 
majority of employees and visitors of the assisted living facility would be located outside of the project 
area, the general distribution is reflective of the project development. 

Project Trip Assignment 

The assignment of site-generated traffic on the local roadway network (Figure 6) was reviewed for 
accuracy and consistency with the trip distribution pattern contained in the traffic report. 

The review found that the assignment of project traffic shown in Figure 6 is consistent with the trip 
distribution pattern contained in the traffic report. However, the PM peak hour project trips shown in Figure 
6 do not match the Project PM level of service calculations contained in Appendix B. 

Adequacy of Study Area 

The study area and study facilities included in the traffic impact study were reviewed to ensure that 
potential project impacts on the local transportation system are accurately identified. 

The list of study intersections considered in the traffic analysis covers a sufficiently wide geographic area 
to accurately identify the potentially significant project impacts associated with the proposed project. The 
following intersections were included in the analysis: 

Route 1 and Linda Mar Boulevard/San Pedro Avenue 
Route 1 and Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue 
Route 1 and Reina Del Mar Avenue 
Fassler Avenue and Terra Nova Boulevard 
Terra Nova Boulevard and Oddstad Boulevard 

Level of Service Calculations 

The TRAFFIX level of service calculation output pages (Appendix B) were reviewed for accuracy. 

The results of the review indicate that the level of service calculations are consistent with the existing 
traffic volume data presented in the report and that correct geometry assumptions were used. 

The intersection level of service calculations contained in Appendix B employ peak hour factors to adjust 
the count volumes. This is a very conservative approach, since the adjusted volumes represent the worst 
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15-minute period and not the worst 60-minute (peak hour) period of the day. In most instances, planning 
for the peak 15-minute traffic period makes traffic conditions look worse than they really are. Most cities in 
San Mateo County do not use peak hour factors. 

Identification of Project Impacts 

The traffic report concludes that the addition of project traffic to the roadway system will not result in any 
significant impacts to the studied intersections. Hexagon agrees with this conclusion. 

Site Access and Circulation 

The traffic report recommends that clear sight distance triangles be provided at the driveway serving the 
project. Hexagon agrees with this conclusion. 

The November 25, 2009 traffic report does not address left-turn access into the project site from Oddstad 
Boulevard. Oddstad Boulevard has one northbound travel lane that measures approximately 18 feet wide 
at the project site. The traffic report estimates the project would generate 3 left turns into the site during 
both the AM and PM peak traffic periods. There currently is no left-turn lane serving the site and there is 
insufficient right-of-way to add a left-turn lane at this location. Thus, the inbound project trips will have to 
turn left into the site from the northbound through lane. Since this condition already exists at the adjacent 
shopping center driveway located approximately 100 feet to the north, and that driveway appears to 
operate adequately, Hexagon does not anticipate that left turns into the project site would create any 
operational problems on Oddstad Boulevard. A letter dated May 26, 2010 from Mr. Richard K. Hopper to 
Mr. Javier Chavarria with JC Engineering in response to comments on the traffic report supports this 
conclusion. That letter states: “Left turn movements into the site will operate at LOS A during the peak 
street traffic hours of a typical weekday.” 

Minor Edits 

Hexagon identified various minor typographical errors: 
 
1. According to the count data contained in Appendix A, the northbound left-turn PM peak hour volume 

shown in Figure 3 at the Route 1 & Reina Del Mar intersection (intersection #3) should be 18. 
2. The last sentence of the second paragraph on Page 8 of the traffic study appears to be incomplete. 
3. The existing PM peak hour level of service calculations are missing from Appendix B. Instead, the 

project PM peak hour level of service calculations show up twice in Appendix B. 
4. Some of the AM and PM peak hour background traffic volumes shown in Figure 4 at the Route 1 & 

Fassler/Rockaway intersection (intersection #2) do not match the intersection level of service 
calculations contained in Appendix B. 

5. The northbound left-turn PM peak hour volume shown in Figure 4 at the Route 1 & Reina Del Mar 
intersection (intersection #3) should be 18. 

6. The PM peak hour project trips shown in Figure 6 do not match the Project PM level of service 
calculations contained in Appendix B. 

7. Some of the AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes shown in Figure 7 at all 5 study 
intersections do not match the intersection level of service calculations contained in Appendix B. 

8. According to the PM peak hour intersection level of service calculations contained in Appendix B, the 
PM peak hour intersection delay shown in Table E (Chapter 4) for the Fassler & Terra Nova 
intersection (intersection #4) should be 13.5 seconds under project conditions. 

9. Some of the AM and PM peak hour cumulative no project traffic volumes shown in Figure 8 at the 
Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway intersection (intersection #2) do not match the intersection level of 
service calculations contained in Appendix B. 

10. According to the PM peak hour intersection level of service calculations contained in Appendix B, the 
PM peak hour intersection delay shown in Table F (Chapter 5) for the Route 1 & Fassler/Rockaway 
intersection (intersection #2) should be 30.4 seconds under cumulative no project conditions. 
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Conclusions 

In summary, Hexagon reviewed the traffic impact study and concludes that the analysis accurately 
indicates that the addition of project traffic will not result in any significant impacts to the studied facilities 
based on level of service significance criteria. Hexagon also agrees with the traffic report’s 
recommendation that clear sight distance triangles should be provided at the project driveway. 

It should also be noted that based on a recent California Supreme Court decision, CEQA traffic impact 
studies should include an Existing Plus Project traffic scenario. The traffic report should be revised to 
include an analysis of this required scenario. 
 
Please feel free to call if you have any questions or would like to discuss the results of our analysis. 

Sincerely, 

HEXAGON TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC. 

 

 

 

Gary Black 
President 

 

 

 

Brian Jackson 
Senior Associate 
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Date: December 17, 2007 

 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Requirements 
 
This report has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 
1970, as amended, and applicable guidelines. 
 
Project Title:  Proposed Single-Family Dwelling at 200 Berendos Avenue, Pacifica, California   
    
Lead Agency:   City of Pacifica   Contact Person:  Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant Planner 

1800 Francisco Blvd.     (650) 738-7341 
Pacifica, CA 94044 

 
Project Sponsor: Dave Colt 
   1397 Grand Avenue  
   Pacifica, CA  94044 
 
Owner:   Gemma Ludkey 
   300 Tideaway Drive 
   Alameda, CA 94501-3511 
 
Project Location: 200 Berendos Avenue, Pacifica, CA 94044 
 
General Plan Designation/Zoning Classification: The General Plan designation for the one acre site is Open Space 
Residential and the site is zoned A/B-5/HPD, which is classified as Agricultural with Lot Size and Hillside Preservation 
District Overlays.  Attachment “a” identifies the General Plan designation and zoning of the subject site and surrounding 
properties. The proposed project is compatible with both designations. 
 
Project Description: The project applicant and property owner propose to construct a single-family residence of 
approximately 3,500 square feet and an attached garage of 700 square feet on a one acre parcel.  The garage is attached 
at an angle and is slightly skewed from the proposed dwelling.  The dwelling is 25 feet from the Calera Creek outlet.  Calera 
Creek was diverted under Berendos Avenue just southwest of the project site and the end of the culvert is located on the 
subject site; thus, the creek freely flows 25 feet away from the proposed structure.  The proposed site plan is shown in 
Attachment “b”.  The dwelling is proposed as two levels with a steeply peaked roof.  In addition to the four bedrooms and 
three bathrooms on the upper level, the applicant is also proposing an open kitchen and dining area, living room, and a 
family room.  The living area for the lower level would be approximately 1,600 square feet, and upper floor would be 
approximately 1,900 square feet.  The total height of the proposed building would be 35 feet.  Vehicular access to the site is 
from Berendos Avenue directly into the three car garage.  The materials proposed would be composition and natural cedar 
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shingles for the roof, wood trim around doors and windows, and wood lap and stucco for the siding.  Drainage from the 
developed area of the project site would be diverted to the storm drain system and not enter the creek. 

The proposed project is in conformance with all City requirements and the required local permits and/or approvals including 
a Use Permit, Site Development Permit and Encroachment Permit except that approval of a Variance to exceed the 
maximum allowable site coverage and to provide two uncovered spaces off-site would be necessary. 
 
Site Description: The approximately 1 acre project site is located in the central portion of the City of Pacifica in the Vallemar 
Neighborhood.  The site is located south of Reina Del Mar and east of Highway 1(See Attachment c) and is an irregularly 
shaped parcel abutting Berendos Avenue.  The subject site is in the Calera Creek drainage basin at an approximate 
elevation of 210 feet above sea level.  It occupies the foot of a steep, northeasterly facing hillside.  The building site is 
proposed on an irregular, graded area that extends from the toe of the slope over the culvert containing a segment of the 
southern branch of the Calera Creek to the native slope with an average cross slope of approximately 50%.  There is level 
area that extends about 50 feet into the property along Berendos Avenue before the creek culvert, which is the area 
proposed for development. Approximately 10 feet beyond the creek, the hillside slopes steeply uphill.  The slope of the area 
between the proposed project improvements and the creek is approximately 15%.  Runoff from the site currently drains to 
the creek channel or the street.  The open channel of Calera Creek has banks approximately 5 feet high and extends 
northward before entering another culvert system north of the site.  The culvert system was put in many years ago and 
based upon a site visit; it appears that minimal if any erosion has occurred along the stream banks.    
 
Two Monterey pine heritage trees exist on the subject site more than 35 feet from the retaining wall uphill from the dwelling and 
more than 40 feet from the proposed dwelling.  Approximately 8 Eucalyptus trees will be removed from the building site but 
these trees are not considered to be heritage trees.  Up to 20 Eucalyptus trees can be removed without obtaining a tree permit. 
The arborist report has provided protection measures although the location of the two pine trees is such that it is anticipated 
that the trees will not be impacted during construction of this project.  
 
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Calera Creek flows from the canyons of Sweeney Ridge and undeveloped hills to the 
east of the subject site, and then through the Vallemar residential neighborhood and eventually to the Pacific Ocean near 
Rockaway Beach.  East of the property, the creek flows along Berendos Avenue, crosses under the street through a 48 inch 
culvert, and then daylights on the northwest portion of the property.  The creek extends for approximately 75 feet along the 
northwest property boundary.  No other water features or wetlands were identified within 0.7 miles of the property.  Water 
resources in the vicinity of the project include San Andreas Lake, approximately 1.8 miles east of the property, Laguna Salada, 
approximately 1.4 miles northwest of the property, and 4 to 5 constructed ponds all found within a five-mile radius of the site 
either located on golf courses or cemeteries.  
 
The lands to the north and east of the subject site are developed with single-family dwellings.  The undeveloped property to 
the west and south consists of more than 260 acres and is owned by the City of Pacifica.  The City is currently in negotiation 
with the National Park Service to add this land to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the process 
should be completed sometime next year.  The western slope leading up to Sweeney Ridge is owned and operated by the 
GGNRA while San Francisco Public Utilities Commission owns lands along the eastern slope. 
 
Other public agency approval(s) that may be required: US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), State Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG), US Army Corp of Engineers and State Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked (X) below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that 
is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
___ Land Use and Planning  ___ Public Services   ___ Utilities / Service Systems 
___ Population and Housing  _X  Biological Resources   ___ Aesthetics 
_X_ Geology / Soils   ___ Mineral Resources     _X_ Cultural Resources 
_X_ Hydrology / Water Quality  ___ Hazards & Hazardous Materials ___ Recreation 
_X_ Air Quality   _X_ Noise  ___ Agricultural Resources 
 __ Transportation/Traffic  ___ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
___   I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION will be prepared.     
 
_X  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 

significant effect in this case because mitigation measures, as described on an attached sheet (Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan) and agreed to by the applicant, have been added to the project.  A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
___ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
___ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or "potentially significant unless 

mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must 
analyze on the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
___ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a 

significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an 
earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 

City of Pacifica:  _______________________________     Date:  December 17, 2007 
     (Signature) 
 
  Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant Planner, City of Pacifica, Planning and Economic Development Department 
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LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
This checklist indicates the potential level of impact for each environmental factor, including subcategory, as follows: 
 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Applies if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant.  If one or more 
of these entries are made, an EIR is required. 

 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated:  Applies when the incorporation of mitigation measures has 
reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact".  Describe mitigation 
measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect accordingly.  Reference source documentation in 
parenthesis (  ). 

 
Less Than Significant Impact:  Requires brief explanation.  Reference source documentation in parenthesis (  ).   
 
No Impact:  No explanation required when source documentation is referenced (  ) and adequately supports that 
impact does not apply.  Explanation is, however, required when finding is based on project-specific factors or 
general standards.     

 
I. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:         
 
 a) Physically divide an established community?  (1)    ___       ___    ___  _X_ 
 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
Of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,  
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?  (1)          ___       ___    ___  _X_ 

  
 c)   Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 

community conservation plan? (1)        ___     ___    ___  _X_ 
 
Discussion of Evaluation: The proposed project meets the City’s existing General Plan and Zoning Code regulations 
and does not include any elements that would physically divide any established community. The proposed project 
would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or community conservation plan.   
 
Mitigation: None required 

 
II. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 
 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly  
(for example, by proposing new homes or businesses) or indirectly  
(for example, through extension of roads or other  infrastructure)?  (1)  ___      ___   _ _       __X_ 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,  

necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (1)        ___      ___    ___  _X_ 
 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
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      construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (1)               ___      ___          ___  _X_ 
 
Discussion of Evaluation: The proposal to construct a single-family dwelling will induce minimal population growth 
by providing one new housing unit.   However, since no new roads or other infrastructure are proposed other than 
the driveway and parking bays, the growth would be confined to the one dwelling proposed for construction.  
Infrastructure is available to accommodate the proposed project.  The project would not displace any housing units 
or people, and it would not necessitate the construction of any replacement housing.  Moreover, growth in this 
particular location has been accounted for in the City’s General Plan designation of Open Space Residential, which 
averages more than five acres per dwelling unit depending on physical and practical constraints associated with a 
given project.  Although the project site is roughly 1 acre in size, it is a legal lot zoned for residential development 
that can be developed with a single-family dwelling.  Therefore, the amount of growth resulting from this particular 
project is consistent with the City’s plans for the site.  No significant negative impacts related to housing are 
anticipated by the proposed project. 

 
Mitigation: None required.    

 
III. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

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

1) Rupture of known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on  
other substantial evidence of a known fault?   (  )          ___      _ X_ ___      ___ 

 
2) Strong seismic ground shaking?  (  )     ___        X_     _ _      ___ 
 
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  (  )          ___     _ X_    ___     ___ 

 
4) Landslides? (  )               ___      _ X __  __      ___ 

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (  )         ___     _ X_  __      _ _ 
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that  

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse?  (  )             __    _ X __  __      _ _ 
 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the  
uniform Building Code (1997), creating substantial risks to life 
or property? (  )               ___      _ X_   _   _ _ 
 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of wastewater?  (  )             ___      ___   ___   _ X_ 
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Discussion of Evaluation: Based upon the Geotechnical Investigation report prepared by Earth Investigations 
Consultants (September 21, 2006, letter dated July 13, 2007, and email confirmation dated December 7, 2007), the 
proposed site development and layout is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint as long as the recommendations 
specified as mitigation measures below are incorporated into the project.  The following discussion is based on the 
geologist’s recommendations. 
 
The site is not within a State of California designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, but is located in the San 
Francisco Bay Area, considered one of the most seismically active regions in the United States. Significant 
earthquakes have occurred in the Bay Area, and will continue to occur, with varying intensities, depending upon the 
magnitude of earthquake, the distance of the site from the causative fault, and the type of materials underlying the 
site.  
 
No known active faults or fault traces are known to pass through the subject site; therefore, the risk of fault rupture 
in the development area is low.  The nearest active fault is the San Andreas, mapped approximately 1 ½ miles to 
the northeast.  The off-shore trace of the San Gregorio-Seal Cove fault is approximately 5 miles to the southwest, 
projected between Moss Beach to the south and Marin Headlands to the north.  Movement on the San Andreas 
fault has produced major earthquakes in 1906 and 1989, and strong ground shaking to the site area.  There was a 
moderate earthquake in 1957.  The 1906 and 1957 earthquakes were centered in Daly City on the northern 
peninsula segment of the San Andreas fault.  The 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake was centered in the southern 
Santa Cruz Mountains, approximately 50 miles to the south.  Ground shaking in the site area from the major historic 
earthquakes was strong, to perhaps very strong in the 1906 event. 

 
Due to its proximity to the San Andreas Fault and the generally seismically active region, it is expected that the site 
area would receive very strong ground shaking but it is not anticipated that a fault ground rupture across the subject 
site would occur because of the distance between the nearest mapped active fault and the site.  It is not anticipated 
that earthquake induced land sliding would occur given the particular soil conditions of the site surrounding the 
proposed development.  In addition, the risk of liquefaction is low due to the absence of ground water and the 
cohesive nature of the surface soils.  However, mitigation measures are identified to ensure that the project’s 
grading, drainage and foundation will be in compliance with recommendations by the geologist to reduce any 
potential effects to an acceptable level. 
 
The proposed garage foundation is 25 feet from the open channel of Calera Creek.  The proposed driveway will 
span the underground culvert that drains the creek beneath Berendos Avenue, south of the site.  There was no 
evidence of significant erosion of the surface soils or channel bank, and there was no evidence of seepage or 
springs observed during the site investigation. 
 
From review of previous landslide mapping and photogeologic interpretation, there is no evidence the proposed 
building site is constrained by active or dormant land sliding.  However, given the steepness and the underlying soil 
conditions, there is potential for shallow (less than 5 feet) debris slides comprising a volume of up to 100 cubic 
yards over the project lifetime.   
 
Surface soils identified across the site are colluvial soil and undocumented fill derived from past grading activity.  
The borings encountered approximately 9 feet of colluvium that gradually thickens to 12 feet at the northeast side of 
the property where it is mantled by up to 9 feet of fill in the graded area at the toe of the slope.  These soils were 
underlain by Franciscan greenstone bedrock.  Thus, the geologist determines that the surface soil is generally 
cohesive in nature; however, a mitigation measure requiring replacement with non-expansive soil for the first 3 feet 
will ensure that substantial risks to life and property will not occur. 

Hal
Highlight



               Potential Potential Less Than      No 
                            Significant Significant Significant    Impact 
                               Impact     Unless    Impact 
              Mitigation 
            Incorporated 
 

-  - 8

 
Mitigation: The following mitigation measures have been identified for this project.  Implementation of these 
measures would reduce potential geology impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a design-level geotechnical investigation and report shall be prepared and 

submitted to the City for review and approval by the City or City designee.  The geotechnical investigation shall 
ensure that given the site’s geotechnical conditions and potential geologic hazards, risks due to subsidence and 
unstable soils, are minimized to an insignificant level.  All measures, design criteria, and specifications in the 
geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the project design.  The design level geotechnical investigation 
and report shall be peer reviewed during the plan check process.  Before the building permit is issued, all 
recommendations from the City’s geotechnical peer review shall be incorporated into the design of the project.  
All soil handling and conditioning measures, and structural foundations shall be designed by a licensed 
professional engineer, and all on-site soil management and conditioning activities shall be conducted under the 
supervision of a licensed Geotechnical Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist. 

 
2. All recommendations in the Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Earth Investigations Consultants dated 

September 21, 2006, letter dated July 13, 2007 and confirming email from staff dated December 7, 2007, 
including, but not limited to the following, shall be incorporated into the project:  

 
a. All building and utility improvements shall be designed and constructed in compliance with the 

California Building Code which was  enacted in order to minimize any seismic impacts. Prior to 
issuance of building permits, building and utility design drawings shall be prepared and submitted to the 
City for review and confirmation that the proposed development fully complies with the building code.    

 
b. Addition of at least 3 feet of freeboard to the proposed retaining walls behind the house to buffer the 

house from debris flow. 
 

c. Grading shall be performed in the dry months between April 1 and October 31.  
 

d. Areas to be developed shall be stripped of the upper three feet of undocumented fill and organic 
material, and replaced with compacted non-expansive soil.  Pavements shall be overexcavated to a 
minimum depth of 12 inches and replaced with non-expansive soils. 

 
e. Unsupported cut slopes of colluvium shall not exceed the existing site slope angle.  Finished grading of 

the building site and areas of proposed new pavement shall slope at least 2 percent away from the 
foundations and pavements.   

 
f. Although vertical trench excavations up to 5 feet are capable of standing with minimal bracing up to 30 

days, contractors shall be alert for instability.  Trench walls deeper than 5 feet shall be cut and braced 
in accordance with the State of California Safety Ordinance treating excavations and trenches. 

 
g. Utility trenches shall be designed to prevent water flow into foundations, slabs or pavement subgrade 

soils and neighboring properties. 
 

h. The proposed house foundation walls and other retaining walls shall gain support from drilled piers that 
are interconnected with grade beams and not use isolated piers. 
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i. Living spaces shall be designed with raised wood floors. 
 

j. The compressible and expansive soils that underlie the driveway alignment and any off-street parking 
areas shall be overexcavated to a depth of 12 inches. For preliminary design purposes, driveway and 
parking area pavements shall contain a section of 2 ½ inches of asphaltic concrete underlain by 8 
inches of Class II baserock.  Final pavement design will be dependent upon the anticipated traffic and 
the materials exposed at the subgrade levels. 

 
k. Retaining walls shall be supported on piers and designed to resist an active equivalent fluid pressure of 

55 pcf acting in a triangular pressure distribution for level backfill.   All retaining walls must be fully 
backdrained and fully waterproofed.  Ground surface behind retaining walls shall be sloped to drain in a 
positive manner so that ponding and erosion does not occur. 

 
l. The driveway and paved parking areas shall drain positively away from the pavement subgrades and 

building foundations.  The house and garage roofs shall be provided with gutters and downspouts to 
carry water to an approved discharge location. 

 
m. A foundation drain shall be installed to reduce seepage into the building pad where the upslope 

foundation segment is not a foundation wall.   
 

n. Perforated pipe for retaining wall subdrains shall be connected to an equivalent solid PVC pipe, sloped 
at least 2 percent, to carry water to the street.  Cleanouts shall be provided at all bends greater than 45 
degrees, and at distances not exceeding 50 feet. 

 
o. Isolated areas where a perimeter foundation drain is not feasible shall be provided with a well-

developed surface drainage basin seated in a ground depression having positive slopes to the inlet.  
Surface inlets shall be at least 12 inches square. 

 
p. Wire-mesh reinforced, concrete ratproofing over the crawl space soils shall be installed. 

 
q. Planting trees shall be done in such a manner as to ensure that the root growth does not impact the 

foundation and in accordance with guidance from a landscaping professional. 
 

r. Landscaping that promotes infiltration and seepage of moisture into the foundation and crawl space 
soils shall be avoided. 

 
s. The applicant shall use stabilizing native riparian vegetation along the creek channels to prevent 

erosion. 
 

t. After construction, barren soil surface shall be planted with native vegetation to reduce erosion and soil 
desiccation cracking.  

 
u. A licensed Geotechnical Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist shall review the final foundation, 

grading and drainage plans for conformance with the items identified above.  During construction, the 
geologist shall observe the rough and finished grading operations, foundation excavations prior to steel 
placement, and the installation of all drainage facilities prior to burial to ascertain that the 
recommendations in the report are implemented.  Upon completion of the project, the licensed 
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Geotechnical Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist. shall perform a site observation and report 
the results of the work in a final report. 

 
IV. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 
 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  (  )                     ___      ___   ___     _X _ 

 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere  

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

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site?  (  )              ___       _ X_   _ _    _ _ 

 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in substantial flooding on- or off-site? (  ) ___       _ X__  ___     __ 

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity 

of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantially additional sources of polluted runoff?  (  )  ___       _ X__   ___      ___ 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  (  )          ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 

on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
map or other flood hazard delineation map?  (   )         ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 

could impede or redirect flood flows?  (  )           ___       ___    ___      _X_ 
 

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

 j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ( )          ___       _ X__   ___    __ 
 
Discussion of Evaluation: The project will result in covering and/or compacting vacant land that was previously 
undeveloped, resulting in increased impermeable surfaces.  The development of the property as proposed will add 
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approximately 4,000 square feet (10% of the site) of impervious surface to the watershed.  Consequently, the 
current absorption rates and drainage patterns would change with the proposed project or any development of the 
site.   Mitigation measures identified below require a drainage plan to ensure the project does not have significant 
drainage impacts.  In addition, given that only one dwelling is being proposed on a one acre parcel, the 
groundwater supplies will not be substantially depleted nor will the project interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge.  The project area is not within a 100-year flood zone. 
 
Projects that exceed an acre of disturbed area require that a Notice of Intent (NOI) is filed with the State Water 
Resources Control Board to obtain coverage under the State General Construction Activity National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  In this case, the amount of disturbed area proposed for the 
dwelling, hardscape and roadways is 4,109 square feet or 0.09 acre, which is much less than the one acre 
threshold.  Thus, the NPDES mandated NOI and SWPPP would not be required for this project.   

 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) through the NPDES permit regulates stormwater 
control before, during and after construction of the proposed project.  Projects with impervious surface area 
exceeding 10,000 square feet in size, and not determined complete prior to August 15, 2006, require compliance 
with Provision C.3 of SMCWWPPP’s amended NPDES permit.  This project will not exceed 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface; and therefore, the C.3 provision does not apply.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures identified 
below require that Best Management Practices will be implemented to protect stormwater runoff from the site and 
ensure that water quality is not degraded as a result of the project. 
 
The project is not anticipated to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  The project 
will be in compliance with all RWQCB requirements.  The Municipal waste discharge requirements are satisfied 
because staff from the Wastewater division have reviewed the project and indicated that it is in compliance with City 
codes.  Given compliance with all state and local requirements, the small size of the project, the large lot size and 
the proposed mitigation measures, no other impacts are anticipated that would substantially degrade water quality.  
 
The project would not expose people or structures to significant risk of loss involving flooding, and including flooding 
as a result of a failure of a levee or dam in that the proposed dwelling will be placed on a hillside above the creek 
and no levee or dam exists in the neighborhood.  Calera Creek is contained in a culvert below the driveway, the 
outlet is 25 feet way from the structures and the flow of the creek is channeled away from the dwelling.  In addition, 
the geologist has confirmed that the project is geotechnically feasible even though it is located near Calera Creek. 
 
The subject site is located approximately 1.25 miles away from the Pacifica Ocean and 1.8 miles from San Andreas 
Lake.  Given the distance from these water bodies, the project will not be subject to a seiche or tsunami.  The 
subject site is located on sloped land near a creek and may have the potential for mudflows.  However, the issue of 
landslides has been previously addressed in the Geology and Soils section of the Initial Study, and the following 
mitigation measures identified in that section would also reduce the mudflow impacts to an insignificant level: MM1 
and MM2 (b), (c), (g), (k), (l), (m), (n), (o), (r), (s), (t) and (u). 
 
The project has the potential to impact the drainage patterns resulting in erosion or flooding but Public Works staff 
has identified several mitigation measures listed below to address any drainage impacts.  In addition, an 
Improvement Plan including drainage systems is required to ensure that the drainage system proposed for the 
runoff water is adequate for the project and site, and does not result in any net increase in runoff.  The drainage 
system will be privately maintained. With the mitigation measures identified below to protect water quality and 
surface runoff, it is anticipated that the project will not provide additional sources of substantially polluted water.  
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Mitigation: Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potential hydrology and water quality 
impacts to a less-than-significant level:  

 
1) San Mateo County Storm Water Pollution Best Management Practices (BMPs), described as follows, would be 

employed to ensure that water quality of surface runoff is maintained and no siltation of downstream waterways 
would occur. 

 
a) All project grading would take place in the dry season between April 1 and October 31 to minimize 

immediate erosion/siltation effects. 
 

b) Construction materials and waste shall be handled and disposed of properly in compliance with applicable 
law so as to prevent their contact with stormwater. 

 
c) Discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum 

products, chemicals, washwater or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses shall be controlled and prevented. 

 
d) Sediment controls such as straw mulch, silt fences, sediment basins or traps and/or other measures shall 

be employed during construction. 
 

e) Tracking dirt or other materials off-site shall be avoided and off-site paved areas and sidewalks shall be 
cleaned regularly using dry sweeping methods. 

 
f) The contractor shall train and provide instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding 

construction BMPs. 
 

2)  Upon submittal of a building permit application, applicant must submit Improvement Plans that include the 
proposed drainage system, which must be approved to the satisfaction of the Public Works Deputy Director or 
the City Engineer. The Improvement Plans shall ensure that there shall be no runoff directed into the existing 
creek top of bank and the drainage system must insure that the Project does not increase total peak rates from 
the Project site.  The proposed drainage system shall include but not be limited to the following: 

 
a) A drainage system that carries the runoff from the retaining wall drain, roof drain and site drain. 

 
b) Asphalt Concrete Curb shall be installed on the public right of way along the creek  

 
c) A headwall shall be installed at the eastern end of the existing culvert. 

 
d) A drainage inlet shall be installed that serves as a junction for all proposed drainage pipes.  This inlet shall 

connect to the existing culvert.  
 

e) The proposed drainage system shall be privately maintained. 
 

3)  Replant disturbed areas with native plant species to provide long-term erosion control. 
 

V. AIR QUALITY.  Would the project: 
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a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
 air quality plan? ( )         ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 

to an existing or projected air quality violation?  (  )         ___       _X_   _ _      _ _ 
 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal and state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed  

 quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? (  )         ___       ___    ___      _X_ 
 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  (  )     ___       __X_    _-    _ _ 
 
d) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 

of people? (  )             ___      ___   ___     _X_ 
 

Discussion of Evaluation: Pacifica is located along the western edge of the San Francisco Bay Area air basin, and 
is affected by persistent and frequently strong winds from the Pacific Ocean.  The City is also within the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District.  Other than occasional violations of standards for ozone and suspended 
particulate matter (PM10), within San Mateo County, the area's air quality standards are generally met.  The project 
site is located within an existing urbanized area characterized by existing development of various types.  
Development of one single-family residential unit on the subject site of one acre would not create objectionable 
odors. 
 
While the project’s small size precludes significant pollutant emissions, construction of the project would likely result 
in a localized increase of dust or particulate matter generated from site grading and other soil disturbance during 
construction, which may temporarily expose receptors to air pollutants.  According to BAAQMD, temporary, 
construction-related air quality impacts for all pollutants are considered less-than-significant if standard BAAQMD 
particulate matter control measures are implemented. Therefore, the following mitigation measures will be 
implemented in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to further reduce particulate emissions.   
 
Mitigation:  Implementation of the following mitigation measures pursuant to Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District guidelines would reduce the project’s construction-related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level: 
  
1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often during windy periods; active areas 

adjacent to existing land uses shall be kept damp at all times, or shall be treated with non-toxic stabilizers or 
dust palliatives. 

 
2. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of 

freeboard. 
 
3. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking 

areas, and staging areas at construction site. 
 
4. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction 

sites; water sweepers shall vacuum up excess water to avoid runoff-related impacts to water quality. 
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5. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 
 
6. Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 
 
7. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to expose stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 
 
8. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 
 
9. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 
 
10. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 
 
11. Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the 

site. 
 
12. Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

 
VI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 
 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system  
(i.e., result in substantial increase in either the number of  
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or  
congestion at intersections)?  (6)            ___       _ _   _        _ X _ 

 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 

standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? (6)         ___       ___   ___     _X_ 

 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? (  )             ___      ___    _ __     _ X_ 
 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature ( e.g. sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses  
(e.g. farm equipment)? (  )            ___      ___    __       _ X_ 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  (  )           ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  (  )          ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?  (  )       ___       ___    ___     _X_ 
  

Discussion of Evaluation: Project traffic would use Berendos Avenue and Reina Del Mar Avenue to access State 
Highway 1, thereby adding incremental traffic (10 trips during an average weekday) to the intersection of Reina Del 
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Mar and Highway 1.  For signalized intersections in Pacifica, a project is considered to create a significant adverse 
impact on traffic conditions at the intersection if for any peak hour: 
 

 1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS D or better under background 
conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under project conditions, or 
 2. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS E and the addition of project traffic 
causes both the critical movement delay at the intersection to increase by two (2) or more seconds and the 
critical demand-to-capacity (V/C) ratio to increase by more than 0.010, or 
 3. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS F and the addition of project traffic 
causes both the critical movement delay at the intersection to increase by one (1) or more seconds and the 
demand-to-capacity (V/C) to increase by more than 0.010. 

 
An exception to this rule applies when the addition of project traffic reduces the amount of average delay for critical 
movements (i.e., the change in average delay for critical movements is negative).  In this case the threshold of 
significance is an increase in the critical V/C value of more than 0.010.  
 
According to the November 7, 2007 Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RKH Civil and Transportation Engineering, 
the project will have no calculated effect on traffic flow through the intersection of State Route 1 and Reina Del Mar 
Avenue during peak hours; and therefore, will not have a significant adverse impact on traffic conditions, as that 
term is defined above. 
 
The project includes a two-car garage and two open parking spaces as required by the HPD overlay.  If a Variance 
request is approved; additional public parking will be provided for any visitor to the surrounding area and therefore, 
the proposed parking satisfies parking requirements for the City of Pacifica.  The proposed dwelling would serve as 
a private residence; thus, the increase in traffic would be minimal and generally consistent with single-family 
residential development.  Additionally, access to the proposed dwelling, including emergency vehicle access, is 
from Berendos Avenue, which abuts the project site.  Existing roadway capacities are capable of supporting the 
minimal increase in traffic generated by the project and, as such, no significant impacts are anticipated.  With 
respect to cumulative traffic impacts, as found by the traffic consultant’s report, the project will not have any impact 
that is considered cumulatively considerable under CEQA because the incremental effects of the traffic generated 
by this one single family home are not considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current and 
probable future projects in the area as determined by the traffic consultant.  The construction of a new single family 
home will have no effect on air traffic patterns, or substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses.  The project will have no effect on alternative transportation modes. 

 
Mitigation: None required. 
 

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:   
 

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

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
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habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the  
California Department of Fish & Game or U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service? (  )             ___        X_    ___      __ 

  
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

Wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or  
other means?  (  )            ___      ___    _X_      _ _ 
 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of  
native wildlife nursery sites?  (6, 7,8)           ___       _ X_    ___       _ 

 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting  

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? (5)         ___       ___  _ __     _X_ 

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? ( )           ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
Discussion of Evaluation: A Biological Site Assessment (including review of the redesign) was completed for the 
subject site by TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc. in October 2006, and updated in July and December, 2007, and a 
Tree Protection Plan was prepared by an arborist in October 2006. In addition, staff consulted with both 
representatives from the State Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and the United States Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (USFWS). 
 
The property consists primarily of northern coastal scrub vegetation and eucalyptus trees, and approximately 0.15 
acre area of ruderal grassland.  The flat portion of the property where the project is proposed contains the highly 
disturbed ruderal grassland and has very few native plants.  Two soil types are present on the property.  The area 
where the dwelling is proposed contains Orthents, cut and fill Urban-land complex solids which were likely disturbed 
when Berendos Avenue was constructed.  Barnebe-Candlestick complex soils are found on the steep slopes of the 
site (NCRS 2006).  During inspection of the subject site, six species of birds were identified, one butterfly (Cabbage 
White), one amphibian (California red-legged frog (CRLF)) and 36 plants, half of which are considered non-native 
species.  
 
The location of the subject site in relation to the nearby open space is such that no wildlife, with the exception of the 
riparian species, would need to travel through the site to reach any other open space.  Riparian species such as the 
CRLF traveling along the riparian corridor created by Calera Creek will eventually reach the subject site and culvert. 
 As stated in the assessment, a subadult CRLF was spotted in the pond below the culvert by the biologist during the 
site inspection.  The CRLF is a federally listed threatened species and a California species of special concern.  A 
USFWS representative noted that given that the site contains riparian habitat and that a CRLF was found on the 
site, the San Francisco Garter Snake (SFGS) also may use the site.  The SFGS is a state and federally listed 
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endangered species and a state fully protected species.  However, any wildlife like the CRLF or SFGS leaving the 
creek bed and heading up the hill in search of upland habitat will not likely be affected by the project because most 
of the one acre site and the uphill portion will not be developed.  In addition, a 25 foot buffer is included as a 
mitigation measure as specified below.  The 25 foot buffer will provide sufficient maneuvering area for the CRLF 
and SFGS and any other riparian creatures to survive by ensuring that a corridor of habitat will be maintained that 
connects the creek to the Cattle Hill area.  Furthermore,  the buffer, as well as mitigation measures proposed in the 
Geology and Soils section (Section III, Mitigation 1 and 2), and in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section (Section 
IV, Mitigation 1, 2 and 3) will prevent erosion into the creek, thereby protecting the habitat for the CRLF and SFGS. 
 Additional mitigation measures are included to protect the CRLF and SFGS during construction activities. 
 
Nine special-status wildlife species were considered for their potential to occur on site.  Only the CRLF was 
observed during the site investigation.  Due to the habitat value of the site, the biologist concluded that there was a 
low potential for Monarch butterfly or dusky footed woodrat to be present on the site.  Mitigation measures have 
been identified below that will protect the CRLF, SFGS, the Monarch butterfly and the dusky footed woodrat.  
 
The subject site has trees such as the stand of eucalyptus and the Monterey pines that are identified on the plans 
and discussed in the arborist report.  The eucalyptus trees are not considered heritage trees but are regulated by a 
logging ordinance if more that 19 trees are removed.  In this case, fifteen eucalyptus trees are proposed for removal 
due to location within the building pad.   The biologist identified some of the branches of the eucalyptus trees and 
the dense shrubs on the site as capable of supporting nests for birds but did not believe that any of the branches in 
the Monterey pine trees would be large enough to support nests.  Mitigation measures have been specified below 
to protect nesting birds that may utilize the site.   
 
No rare, threatened or endangered plants as identified by the California Native Plant Society were determined to 
have the potential to occur within the subject site by the biologist.  In addition, no evidence that special-status 
natural communities were present on the subject site exists. 
 
Agencies such as the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) may regulate the creek located on the subject site.  In discussing the project with the USACE, it was 
determined by the USACE in a May 30, 2006 e-mail that this project would probably not need to be reviewed by 
USACE.  A mitigation measure is specified below to ensure that the project complies with all requirements 
established by USACE and RWQCB.  RWQCB also regulates stormwater runoff which is addressed by mitigation 
measure #1 below.   

 
Twenty five special-status plant species were considered for their potential to occur onsite.  No special-status plant 
species were found on the subject site.  Due to the amount of disturbance on the property that has already occurred 
and the large number of non-native species identified by the biologist, it is unlikely that any rare plants would be 
found on the site.  In addition, the site inspection by the biologist was conducted during a time period when many of 
these plants would be in bloom; thus, making identification of any of these special-status plant species easier to 
detect.  

 
Mitigation: The following mitigation measures have been identified for this project.  They are based on the 
biologist’s report (October 2006) and updated letters (July 27 and December 6, 2007), and communications with 
USFWS and DFG representatives.  Implementation of these measures would reduce potential impacts to less-than-
significant levels. 
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1) Best Management Practices as previously specified in Section IV under Mitigation Measure #1 shall be 
incorporated into the project to prevent erosion and siltation from entering the creek and drainage during 
construction.  Native species shall be used for long term erosion control.  

 
2) A minimum of a 25 foot undisturbed buffer area between any portion of the building including the foundation 

and the top of the creek bank shall be maintained at all times.  The buffer zone shall remain in its natural state 
and except for revegetation required by other mitigation measures, no disturbance (such as paving) shall take 
place in this area. 

 
3) The applicant shall obtain all appropriate permits and any other required approvals from the USACE and 

RWQCB prior to building permit issuance.  
 

4) On-site CRLF and SFGS training (including CRLF and SFGS education and reporting requirements) for 
construction personnel by an USFWS-approved CRLF and SFGS biologist shall be required prior to 
construction. 

 
5) A 4 foot high CRLF and SFGS exclusionary fence around the construction site shall be installed prior to 

construction. 
 

6) A preconstruction survey for CRLF and SFGS shall be conducted within 48 hours of construction starting on the 
project site.  If any CRLF or SFGS are found during the survey or during construction, work shall not occur until 
USFWS has been contacted and has given their approval for work to occur.   

 
7) A USFWS-approved CRLF and SFGS biologist shall be available on-call to visit the site in the event a CRLF or 

SFGS is found. 
 

8) The applicant shall consult with and obtain any necessary authorizations from USFWS and DFG prior to 
building permit issuance.  

 
9) Monarch Butterfly: If any eucalyptus trees must be removed during the monarch butterfly winter roosting 

season, (October – February of any given year) the site shall be surveyed by a qualified biologist to ensure that 
a roosting colony is not present.  Since timing of monarch migration on the coast side varies year to year, the 
survey shall be conducted at a time to coincide with monarch roosting activity on the coast side for that 
particular year.  Information on monarch roosting activity must be verified with local experts prior to conducting 
the survey.  If a roosting colony is not detected, tree removal may commence and no further surveys are 
warranted.  However, if a roosting colony is detected, trees shall not be removed until the winter roosting 
season has concluded (i.e. no more monarchs have been observed in the general area or using the trees).  If 
trees have already been removed prior to the onset of the winter roosting season, no surveys are warranted. 

 
10)  Protection of San Francisco Dusky-footed Woodrats: Although no San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat houses 

were observed on the project site during the site visit, this species is locally common and given the habitat, a 
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat house could be present at the time of construction. To avoid significant 
impacts to this species, a preconstruction survey shall be completed within one week prior to the start of 
construction.   A qualified biologist shall perform one daytime survey for woodrat houses within the project 
footprint.  If during this survey no woodrat house is detected, the project can proceed as scheduled.  If during 
this survey a woodrat house is detected, one of the following avoidance/minimization measures shall be 
implemented.  These measures are listed in order of priority, meaning the first measure is the preferred 
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measure to be implemented as it provides the least amount of impact to the woodrat.  If it is not feasible to 
implement the first measure due to the site conditions, the second shall be implemented.   

 
a) The project footprint shall be adjusted to avoid the woodrat house by at least 5 feet.  Safety and silt fencing 

shall be erected around the house to avoid impacts during construction. 
b) If the project footprint must go directly through or within 5 feet of a house, CDFG shall be consulted and 

one of the two following options shall be implemented:   
 
i. If the house appears inactive (e.g. no scat or fresh leaves and twigs), approval will be sought from 

CDFG to dismantle the house and replace the lost resource by building an artificial house.  One 
artificial house shall be built for every one existing inactive house.   

ii. If the house appears active, approval will be sought from CDFG to 1) trap the occupant(s) of the 
house, 2) dismantle the house, 3) construct a new artificial house with the materials from the 
dismantled house, and 4) release the occupant into the new artificial house.  If there is more than 
one occupant, a new house shall be constructed for each occupant.  The new house shall be 
placed no more than 20 feet from its original location and as far from the project footprint as 
necessary to be protected from construction activities.  If the house is to be moved downslope of 
the project footprint, extra precautions shall be taken, such as a plywood barrier, to stop 
falling/sliding materials from impacting the new house.  Houses shall only be moved in the early 
morning during the non-breeding season (October through February).  If trapping has occurred for 
three consecutive nights and no woodrats have been captured, the house shall be dismantled and 
a new house constructed. 

  
11) If possible, all tree removal and trimming as well as ground disturbing activities shall not occur during nesting 

season from February 15 to August 31.  However, if construction occurs during this time period, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a survey for nesting birds no more than three days prior to the removal or trimming of 
any tree and prior to the start of any ground disturbing activities.  If active nests are not present, construction 
can proceed.   If active nests are detected, the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) shall be 
contacted on how to proceed so as to avoid impacts to protected birds, for example by establishing  a 50-foot 
radius buffer around passerine and non-passerine nests, and an up to  250-foot radius for raptors. 

 
12) The applicant shall not plant invasive and exotic plants for landscaping on the subject site.  The invasive and 

exotic plants are on a list compiled by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal IPC 2005). 
 

13)  The heritage trees on site shall be preserved and protected.  All recommendations in the arborist’s report shall 
be incorporated into the project, including but not limited to: (a) no excavated soil shall be placed on the root 
zone, and (b)  roots shall be cut with a saw or lopper and not torn with excavating equipment. 

 
VIII. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of future value to the region and the residents 

  of the State?  (   )              ___       ___   ___      _X_ 
 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan?  (  )          ___       ___   ___      _X_ 
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Discussion of Evaluation: There are no known mineral resources at the subject property and no loss of availability 
of a locally important mineral or mineral resource recovery site would occur as a result of the project. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 
 

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

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?        ___       ___   ___      _X_ 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Discussion of Evaluation: The site is not on the CORTESE list of hazardous waste sites.  The proposed single-
family dwelling on a one acre parcel is not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through construction, routine transport, use, release or disposal of hazardous materials.  Minor amounts of 
hazardous materials might be used during construction, including paints, solvents, pesticides and herbicides.  
However, use and disposal of such materials in compliance with the State Health and Safety Code, Pacifica 
Municipal Code, and the Uniform Fire Code would be required. 
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Additionally, the project contractors are required to follow the San Mateo County Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Program Best Management Practices during construction.  These regulations would apply to this project just as 
they would in every similar development. 
The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
The site is not within two miles of a public airport or public use airport and will not interfere with any emergency 
response or evacuation plans.  The project is located in an urban area where there is no significant risk of wildland 
fires. 

 
Mitigation: None required.   
 

X. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

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

 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne 

vibration or ground borne noise levels?  (  )           ___       ___    ___      _X_ 
 

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

 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project?               ___       _X__    ___      _ _ 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a  
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels?              ___       ___    ___      _X_ 
 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project exposes people residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels?             ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
Discussion of Evaluation: The construction of one single-family unit on a one acre parcel would represent a new 
source of noise in the area.  However, the anticipated noise is expected to be minimal and consistent with existing 
noise levels in the surrounding single-family neighborhood.  Construction noise will occur during project 
construction, as with all new construction projects, resulting in increased exterior noise levels within the project 
vicinity. To address construction generated noise, several controls will be incorporated into the project.  Specifically, 
construction activities would be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays pursuant to Section 8-1.06 (111.2) of the Pacifica Municipal Code.  It should be 
noted that any impacts related to noise would be temporary, lasting only through the project construction period; 
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typically 9-12 months for a project of this type.   With the mitigation measure identified below and compliance with 
the noise ordinance, no significant impact related to noise is expected occur.    
 
Mitigation: Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level:  
 
1. All construction equipment shall be equipped with improved noise muffling and have the manufacturers’ 

recommended noise abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine covers and engine isolators in good 
working order. All equipment shall be turned off if not in use for more than five minutes and an information sign 
shall be posted at the entrance to the construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and 
provides a telephone number to call and receive project information or to report complaints regarding excessive 
noise levels. 

 
XI. PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to main acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: 

 
a) Fire protection?  (  )              ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
b) Police protection?  (  )             ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
c) Schools?  (  )              ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
d) Parks? (  )               ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
e) Other public facilities?  (  )            ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
Discussion of Evaluation: The construction of a single-family residential development is expected to cause an 
increase in demand for public services.  The increase, however, is insignificant and is within the limits of existing 
service capacities.  All departments and agencies responsible for supplying public services for this project have 
indicated their ability to meet the needs of the project.  The developer will be assessed any necessary fees to cover 
these services in connection with the City's issuance of building permits for the project.  Thus, no significant impact 
on Public Services would occur. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 

 
XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 
 

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

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

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

facilities, the construction of which could cause 
 significant environmental effects?  (  )       ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or  
are new or expanded entitlements needed?  (  )          _ _      ___    ___      _X_ 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has  
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?         ___       ___    ___      _X_ 

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 

to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?  (  )       ___       ___    ___      _X_ 
 

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

  
Discussion of Evaluation: The project is consistent with the City's General Plan, and does not exceed the expected 
growth in the City under the General Plan. Therefore, utilities and service systems needed to serve the project have 
been planned for and are available to accommodate the proposed single-family development.  The appropriate 
departments and agencies have been notified about the proposal and have indicated that services and utilities are 
available. The North Coast County Water District (NCCWD or District) prepared an Urban Water Management Plan 
in December 2005, which projects and plans for water demands until 2010. This plan indicates that there is 
sufficient water to service the project. The plan analyzes the District's available sources of water supply, existing 
and estimated demand for water, and whether sufficient water supplies exist for planned development in the 
District's service area under normal and dry year conditions. On page 24 of the plan, the District concludes that 
sufficient water supplies exist for projected growth and existing uses under normal years, using growth projections 
from the City's General Plan and the U.S. Census.  In conclusion, because the project is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan, the Urban Water Management Plan effectively included this project in its analysis of anticipated 
growth in water demand and would be able to provide service.  Lastly, electric, gas, water, storm, and sewer lines 
exist within close proximity of the project site and a condition of approval would require all new utility services to be 
underground.  Thus, no significant impact on Utilities and Service Systems would occur. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 

 
XIII. AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ( )       ___      ___    ___    _X_ 
 

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

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

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

Discussion of Evaluation: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic ocean vista 
and the site is not identified in the General Plan as having the potential for designation as a scenic roadway.  The 
subject site is located in an infill site in a residential neighborhood. 
 
The proposed project is not within the viewing corridor of a state scenic highway.  The proposed multi-story single-
family dwelling will not substantially damage natural scenic resources such as trees, rocky outcroppings and historic 
buildings.  Although 15 eucalyptus trees will need to be removed for the proposed dwelling, the remaining trees will 
be preserved, including the heritage trees.  No rocky outcroppings exist in the area of the site that will be developed 
with the roadways, dwelling and landscaped areas.  The vacant site does not contain any historic structures. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would involve development of a multi-level single-family dwelling with an 
attached garage on a currently vacant site. The project site would be graded to accommodate the proposed 
dwelling. The development including any grading for the site is limited to the footprint of the building.  The site is 
one acre and 10% of the site would be covered by the building, paved area and other impervious surfaces. Thus, 
due to the minimal disturbance for development of the proposed dwelling on the subject site and the compatibility of 
the project with the surrounding neighborhood, the impact would not substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

Development of the proposed project would introduce new sources of light and glare, including interior and exterior 
building lighting and vehicle headlights, reflective surfaces, such as windows and light-colored paint on a hillside 
that is currently vacant. However, the proposal is limited to a multi-story single-family dwelling, which is similar to 
the surrounding Vallemar neighborhood of single-family dwellings; thus, the anticipated increase in light and glare 
impacts for one dwelling is minimal and similar to the nearby dwellings.  In addition, the subject site is considered to 
be a large lot for a single-family development in that neighborhood; thus, the light and glare impacts created for one 
structure spread out over a one acre lot in comparison to light and glare impacts produced by a dwelling placed on 
a standard 5,000 square foot lot (which is more typical in that neighborhood) would be much less. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 
 

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:  
 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
 of a historical resources as defined in §15064.5? (  )         ___       ___        ___   _ X _  
     
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?  (  )         ___       __    _ X __   _ _ 
 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  (  )         ___       _ _    _ X_     _ _ 

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal ceremonies?  (  )           ___       _ _    ___      _ X_ 
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Discussion of Evaluation: There are no known cultural or historical resources within the subject site or project 
vicinity.  No archeological remains have been reported with the surrounding development.  However, it is always 
possible that underground resources could be encountered during the project construction period.  Impacts to 
unidentified resources could be significant. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level:  
 
1) In the event that a presently undetected cultural resource, including human remains, is revealed, all 

earthmoving activity within 25 feet of the discovery will cease. The project sponsor will be obligated to retain the 
services of a qualified archaeological consultant who would examine the newly found materials, assess their 
significance and perform appropriate exploratory and investigative procedures to determine and implement the 
best course to ensure that there is no significant adverse impacts associated with cultural resources on the site.  

 
XV. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal: 
 

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

 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a  

Williamson Act contract?         ___     ___    ___     _X_ 
 

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

Discussion of Evaluation: The project site is zoned A/B-5 District with an HPD overlay. The project site is not under 
Williamson Act Contract. Although the site is zoned for Agricultural use, construction of a single-family dwelling is 
permitted with approval of a Use Permit and Site Development Permit.  No agricultural land uses are located on or 
in close proximity to the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to 
agricultural resources.   
 
Mitigation:  None required. 

 
XVI. RECREATION.  Would the proposal:  
 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that substantial deterioration 
of the facility would occur or be accelerated?  (  )       ___       ___    ____     _X__ 

 
b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or  

expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment?  (  )           ___       ___   ___      _X__ 
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Discussion of Evaluation: The project would neither generate nor create any need for additional recreational 
opportunities or facilities within the City nor is it suitable for non-motorized modes of transportation such as hiking or 
biking.  Use of local parks or recreational facilities, if any, would be minimal and would not result in any substantial 
deterioration of any such parks or facilities.  Further, the project does not include the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities.  Therefore, proposed project impacts on recreational facilities would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: None required. 

 
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.    
 

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

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 

but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable"  
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,  
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable  
future projects)              ___        __     _ _      _X_ 
 

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

 
Discussion of Evaluation: The proposed project involves the development of a vacant one acre lot with one single-
family residence.  The proposed project is compatible with the existing land uses in the area and will not have any 
significant impact under this heading, as mitigated under previous sections. Given the size of the project and its 
impacts and mitigation measures,  the incremental effects of  this single family home are not considerable when 
considered in connection with the effects of past, current and probable future projects.  As discussed in Section VI 
above, the project does not have a significant cumulative traffic impact. 

 
This initial study found that the proposed construction of one residential unit at 200 Berendos Avenue, with 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures, will have no significant impacts on the environment, the 
habitat of fish or wildlife species or populations, plant or animal communities, rare or endangered plants or animals, 
or important examples of the major period of California history or prehistory.  
 
Mitigation: None required. 
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Hal Bohner 
Attorney 

11 5  A n g e l i t a  A v e n u e  •  P a c i f i c a ,  C A  9 4 04 4  
ph/fax 650-359-4257 

hbohner@earthlink.net 
 
 

Sent by email to thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov 
October 18, 2011 

 
 
 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4  
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
 
 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment for State Route 
1 / Calera Parkway / Highway 1 Widening Project San Mateo County, California 04-SM-
1 / PM 41.7/43.0 / EA 04-254600 

 
 
Dear Ms. Rivas: 
 
 

I submitted comments earlier on the DEIR/EA, and I respectfully submit the following 

additional comments concerning the DEIR/EA for the Calera Parkway, Highway One in 

Pacifica.   

I. The discussion of Alternatives does not meet the requirements of CEQA 

 After this EA is completed Caltrans will decide whether to prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement.  It is obvious that a FONSI will not be appropriate and that an 

EIS will be required due to the undeniably significant environmental impacts of the project.  

Federal regulations require a detailed and thorough discussion of alternatives in an EIS.   

 Concerning the discussion of Alternatives the Code of Federal Regulations states: 

mblumer
Line

mblumer
Text Box
24C.1

mblumer
Line

mblumer
Text Box
24C.2



2 
 

This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on the information 
and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (§ 1502.15) and the 
Environmental Consequences (§ 1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of 
the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues 
and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the 
public. In this section agencies shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and 
for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for 
their having been eliminated. 

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including 
the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.  (40 C.F.R. 
§ 1502.14) 
 

 It is painfully clear that the discussion of Alternatives in the DEIR/EA does not 

come close to the level of detail which will be required in the EIS.  Therefore it is apparently 

Caltrans’ strategy to complete the environmental review process under CEQA and after the 

public comment period is closed Caltrans will fully analyze the alternatives to comply with 

NEPA.  However, this process clearly violates CEQA. 

 CEQA requires that information be included in the DEIR if that information is or 

could be reasonably available to the lead agency.   It is not permissible under CEQA for Caltrans 

to present its incomplete and vague discussion of Alternatives in the DEIR only to later present a 

detailed and thorough discussion of the alternatives in an EIS. 

 The Federal Highway Administration has certain requirements for environmental 

documents, and some of their requirements are set forth in a document titled “FHWA California 

Division Checklist for Draft Environmental Documents (SS #S20319) / FEDERAL HIGHWAY 

ADMINISTRATION CALIFORNIA DIVISION ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST "DRAFT" 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS Revised September 3, 1998”  A copy of the document is 

attached as “nepa_dr.pdf” and I will refer to it as the Checklist. 
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 The DEIR/EA is not required to itself meet the requirements of the Checklist, but 

information in the DEIR/EA makes it clear that it will not be possible for an EIS to meet the 

requirements of the Checklist in a number of ways.  For example- -  

1. Regarding the discussion of Alternatives the Checklist states that an EIS must, “C. 

Demonstrate[s] that Single Occupant Vehicle capacity increasing projects come from or are 

consistent with the State Congestion Management Plan and that all reasonably available travel 

demand reduction and operational management strategies have been adopted for the proposed 

project and project corridor.” (Checklist pg 3).  The present project increases capacity for single 

occupancy vehicles, but the EA does not demonstrate that the project is consistent with 

applicable congestion management plans or that operational management strategies have been 

adopted.  In fact the contrary is true.  The EA expressly rejects operational management 

strategies such as improved signal timing.   

 

2. Concerning threatened or endangered species the Checklist states, “When a listed 

species or a designated critical habitat may be present in the proposed project area, a biological 

assessment must be prepared to identify any such species or habitat which are likely to be 

adversely affected by the proposed project (50 CFR 402.12).”  (Checklist, pg 26.)  However, the 

DEIR does not mention a biological assessment, and I must conclude that one has not been done.  

Since a Biological Assessment of the project must be done it must be done before completion of 

the DEIR and discussed in the DEIR.   

 

II. The project description is not adequate under CEQA 
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 Under CEQA it is essential that a DEIR describe a project clearly, accurately and 

in sufficient detail to permit informed decision making.  However the project description in the 

present DEIR does not come close to meeting this standard. 

 The description of this massive, 52 million dollar project consists of only eight 

pages, namely Sections 1.4.1 through 1.4.2 on pages 9-16 and Figures 1.4 and 1.5.  And the brief 

project description raises more questions about the project than it answers.    For example: 

1. Figures 1.4 and 1.5 show the project at an extremely reduced scale – 

approximately 1.3 miles of roadway are shown on a single fold-out page.  Multiple drawings and 

much larger-scale drawings are necessary to even begin to describe this complex project. 

2. There are many yellow lines identified in the Legend as merely “Proposed 

Roadway Improvements”.  Surely all the yellow lines cannot mean the same thing.  For example, 

at the intersection of Highway 1  with Mori’s Point Road there is a trapezoidal-shaped structure.  

Is it a raised lane separator?     As another example, extending from Mori’s Point Road parallel to 

the centerline of the roadway and to the west of the roadway there is a series of parallel yellow 

lines which extend to the intersection with Reina del Mar Avenue.  Due to the small scale of the 

Figure it is not possible to determine how many parallel lines there are, and the meaning of those 

lines is not apparent. As another example, on the south side of the Reina del Mar intersection 

there are two lines extending where perhaps a crosswalk would be.  Are those lines intended to 

indicate a crosswalk?  Another example -  at the northeast corner of the Reina del Mar 

intersection (where there is a gas station) there are two  parallel lines spaced slightly apart from 

each other and wrapping around the corner of the intersection.  What do they indicate?  The 

meaning of all the yellow lines should be explained. 
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3. The DEIR indicates that some right of way is owned by the City of Pacifica 

(DEIR pg 16) . However City right of way is not shown on the Figures although state right of 

way is indicated.  City right of way should be shown. 

4. Due to the microscopic scale of the Figures it is almost impossible to discern 

certain white lines.   One line seems to extend down the center of the proposed roadway and 

includes a series of short white lines perpendicular to the long line.  Another white line appears 

to run to the west of the roadway and extend from Mori’s Point Road approximately half the 

length of the project and includes small spaced-apart white circles.  This line is spaced apart 

from the roadway varying distances.  The meaning of these two white lines is not indicated in the 

drawing or elsewhere in the DEIR. 

5. The construction phase of the project is discussed only briefly and is not 

described in any drawings at all.  It must be explained in detail in both text and drawings. 

Furthermore , CEQA requires that  a project description be stable.  However, the DEIR 

acknowledges that many important aspects of the project will be determined in the future.   For 

example –  

1. Whether sound walls will be built will be determined later.  (DEIR pg 133 )   

2. Many aspects of the construction phase of the project are not disclosed in the 

DEIR but instead are left to be disclosed in a Transportation Management Plan which will be 

prepared in the future.  (DEIR pg 171 )    

3. Figures 1.4 and 1.5 include a note stating, “This information is a preliminary 

assessment and should not be used as official record.”  The exact meaning of this statement is 

unclear but strongly suggests that the final design could vary substantially from the design 

disclosed in the DEIR. 
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The description of the project is not sufficiently stable to meet the requirements of 

CEQA. 

 

III. The discussion of alternatives is seriously flawed. 

 

A. Section 1.4.8.1 “Widen SR 1 From Four to Six Lanes for 0.8 miles” 

In Section 1.4.8.1 “Widen SR 1 From Four to Six Lanes for 0.8 miles” the DEIR 

evaluates an alternative which is quite similar to the two “Build Alternatives”, and which I will 

call the 0.8 mile alternative since it is considerably shorter than the Build alternatives which 

involve about 1.3 miles of highway reconstruction.  The DEIR rejected this alternative from 

future consideration  because as the DEIR states, “This alternative would not provide a 

comparable level of traffic benefit to the year 2035 compared to the proposed Build Alternatives 

. . . .”  (DEIR pg 25)  Also, according to the DEIR the estimated cost to construct this alternative 

would be approximately $25 million. (DEIR pg 25)   

In other words the construction cost for this alternative would be roughly half that of 

either of the Build Alternatives.  Therefore it would seem that Caltrans should reject this 

alternative only after careful and thorough consideration and only for very good reasons.   

However, the following  is Caltrans’ complete statement of its reasons for rejecting the 0.8 mile 

alternative: 

“This alternative was primarily rejected because it would result in impacts to coastal 
wetlands and would result in considerably less traffic benefit than the proposed Build 
Alternatives.”  (DEIR pg 25) 
 

Let’s think about this.  The first ground for rejection is not really valid because both of 

the Build alternatives would have substantial effects on coastal wetlands, as the DEIR admits.  
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Moreover, it appears from Figure 1.7 that in the 0.8 mile alternative the southbound lanes would 

encroach onto wetlands mainly due to the 26-foot wide median, which is not included in the 

Build alternatives.  There seems to be no logical reason why the 0.8 mile alternative needs a 26 

foot median while the Build alternatives have much narrower medians.  But, as is characteristic 

of this DEIR, it offers no explanation of this important issue. 

 The second ground for rejection is misleading and not valid as well.  First of all, as I 

have pointed out in my comment letter dated September 23 Caltrans has used incorrect 

population predictions for 2035, and in fact accurate population predictions are much lower than 

Caltrans’ predictions.  Accordingly, even if the 0.8 mile alternative were to provide, 

“considerably less traffic benefit” as Caltrans asserts, the traffic benefit of the 0.8 mile 

alternative could be to significantly reduce traffic backup.  Unfortunately the DEIR does not 

bother to state the extent of backup reduction which the 0.8 mile alternative would provide so the 

public and decision makers have no quantified information upon which to base a decision of 

whether to spend an additional $25 million of highway construction funds.  Caltrans’ 

unsubstantiated and vague assertion that the 0.8 mile alternative would provide “less traffic 

benefit” than the Build alternatives is a shockingly weak justification.   

 Consider this.  If the 0.8 mile alternative were capable of improving the LOS of 

the Reina del Mar and Fassler intersections only slightly less than the Build alternatives then the 

obvious and rational choice would be to choose the 0.8 mile alternative.  Simply because the 

Build alternatives provide more traffic benefit than the 0.8 mile alternative is not an adequate or 

even reasonable justification for choosing to spend about $25 million, i.e. twice as much, on the 

Build alternatives. 
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Furthermore, common sense tells us that the Build alternatives have many disadvantages 

relative to the 0.8 mile alternative.  Not only is the price of the smaller project about half that of 

the large project, but obviously the smaller project could be completed quicker, and the adverse 

environmental consequences of construction such as noise and traffic delays would be 

significantly less.  However, the DEIR does not mention any of these obvious environmental 

benefits of the 0.8 mile alternative. 

 

B. Alternatives must be considered in combination with each other. 

Caltrans rejected certain alternatives on the ground that they would not provide sufficient 

congestion improvement according to Caltrans’ unstated standards.  However, Caltrans drew its 

conclusions based on analysis of each alternative individually.  Caltrans did not consider 

combinations of alternatives, even though some combinations of alternatives would clearly be 

feasible and would provide more traffic improvement than a single alternative.  For example, 

Caltrans must consider an alternative which is a combination of the 0.8 mile alternative (1.4.8.1) 

with the improved signal timing alternative (1.4.8.8).  Moreover, even the Build alternatives 

would only improve LOS to level D.  However, it is reasonable to consider an alternative which 

is a combination of a Build alternative combined with the alternative of improved signal timing 

(1.4.8.8) which would probably achieve a better LOS than the Build alternative alone.  Another 

alternative which Caltrans must consider is the Increased or Modified Transit Service alternative 

(1.4.8.9) combined with improved signal timing alternative (1.4.8.8)   The combinations I am 

suggesting are merely examples;  Caltrans must consider all reasonable combinations. 

 

 B. Section 1.4.8.5 Grade Separation at Reina Del Mar Avenue 
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 The discussion  of the alternative in Section 1.4.8.5 “Grade Separation at Reina 

Del Mar Avenue”, is completely inadequate. 

 This alternative apparently includes restoration of the original Calera Creek 

alignment as indicated in Figure 1.11.  However, there is practically no text discussing creek 

restoration and no mention of its effect on endangered species.   It is obvious that restoration of 

Calera Creek would have a major effect on endangered and threatened species.  For example, it 

would facilitate east-west migration of the animals.  This is extremely significant when one 

recognizes that such migration is interrupted by Highway 1 throughout most of its length and the 

proposed Build Alternatives would only make the situation worse.  Therefore creek restoration 

and its effect on these species must be discussed in detail in the DEIR. 

 

IV. The timing of the stoplights at Reina del Mar and Fassler Must be fully Addressed 

 

The timing of the stoplights at the Reina del Mar Avenue and Fassler Avenue 

intersections is critical to the assessment of the current situation and to determination of a 

reasonable resolution to the problem.  However, the current timing of the lights is not disclosed 

in the DEIR.  And the timing of the lights in the future is not disclosed as well, either during 

construction or after completion of the project.  Moreover, as explained below the DEIR must 

fully discuss altering the timing of either or both of those lights as alternatives to the project. 

It is quite plain that the stoplight at the Reina del Mar intersection is a major factor if not 

the primary factor in traffic delays in the project area.  However, the DEIR does not provide any 
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information whatsoever on the timing of the light and its implications for potential to improve or 

degrade performance at the intersection. 

The DEIR implies that signal timing was studied, but the DEIR is confusing and 

misleading on this point.    The DEIR includes a section headed, “1.4.8.8 Signal Interconnect & 

Signal Timing Improvements without Roadway Widening”.  (DEIR pg 36).  The section is very 

brief and appears to discuss merely the installation of a, “signal interconnect cable between the 

Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue and the Reina Del Mar Avenue signals to coordinate 

timing of green phases.”  The DEIR also states, “The estimated construction cost for this 

alternative for signal interconnect only is approximately $0.3 million.14 Signal interconnect 

would not, however, provide an appreciable benefit due to the distance between the two signals.”  

(DEIR pg 36)  In contrast, the DEIR discusses Concept H “Signal Interconnect & Signal Timing 

Improvements” and states, “Traffic signal retiming would improve congestion initially based on 

existing traffic volumes, but then the benefit would dissipate by about Year 2015 and would 

offer little benefit as traffic demand increases in the future.”  (DEIR pg 40)  Both of these 

statements cannot be true.  Either signal retiming would improve congestion or it would not.      

Moreover, as I discuss in my September 23 letter to you Caltrans has drastically and incorrectly 

inflated its projections of future traffic.  If correct traffic projections were used, would improved 

signal timing be a viable solution after 2015?  Another question is why Caltrans did not install  

this signal timing improvements years ago since it is a relatively inexpensive and simple 

solution.   

The DEIR is misleading at best in describing traffic at the Reina del Mar intersection.  

For example, the DEIR describes current conditions for current peak-hour at “SR 1@ Reina Del 

Mar Avenue” and states that delay is 66 seconds and LOS is E.  (DEIR Table 1.1, at pg 5)  This 
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could be referring either to traffic traveling north on Highway 1 or to traffic traveling west on 

Reina del Mar, and the DEIR must make it clear which is meant.  I assume that these figures are 

for traffic traveling north on Highway 1 and do not refer to traffic traveling west on Reina Del 

Mar at Highway 1.  If my assumption is correct, then in fact no information is provided 

concerning delays and LOS for traffic traveling west on Reina del Mar.  This information must 

be provided.  As I will explain below it must be provided on a relatively detailed (minute-by 

minute) basis since such information is critical to truly understanding the problem and 

developing a reasonable remedy.  

I want to emphasize that  DEIR section headed “1.4.8.8 Signal Interconnect & Signal 

Timing Improvements without Roadway Widening” (DEIR pg 36) does not begin to adequately 

address the issue of signal timing.  The DEIR section discusses only the concept of signal 

interconnection and possibly related timing issues.  However,  as I will explain below, 

consideration of signal timing must be far broader and not be limited to signal interconnection. 

I have lived in the Vallemar district of Pacifica for many years and drive through the 

Reina del Mar intersection very frequently.   I have had occasion to observe the operation of the 

light and the traffic pattern there on countless occasions.  All traffic into and out of the Vallemar 

district must pass thorough the SR1/Reina del Mar intersection.  During the AM commute there 

is no significant traffic into the intersection from either the north or the west.   Let’s focus on the 

AM commute period, for example.  In the most basic terms, when traffic traveling north on 

Highway 1 experiences a green light, traffic traveling west on Reina del Mar experiences a red 

light.  Conversely, when traffic traveling west on Reina del Mar experiences a green light, traffic 

traveling north on Highway 1 experiences a red light.   
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The Vallemar district is a small residential area with about 1,000 residents and Vallemar 

Elementary School.  It is constrained by hills on three sides and is unlikely to grow in population 

in the foreseeable future.  The only concentrated source of traffic leaving the Vallemar district 

during the AM commute period is due to parents who have dropped off their kids at Vallemar 

School.  School starts at about 8:20 and for about 10 minutes before and about 10 minutes after 

that time there are many parents dropping off their kids and then driving through the intersection; 

most of them headed north.  However, before about 8:10 and after about 8:30, westbound traffic 

approaching the intersection on Reina del Mar is light.  In view of this, it seems completely 

reasonable to time the stoplight so that during the school drop off period, traffic traveling west 

on Reina del Mar is given a relatively long green light while at other times traffic traveling west 

on Reina del Mar is given a relatively short green light and hence traffic traveling north on 

Highway 1 can be given a relatively long green light.  Is this being done now?  The DEIR 

provides no information to answer this question.  If it is not being done then I ask whether it 

could be done to improve traffic flow and reduce or even eliminate the need for the widening 

project?  The DEIR provides no information relative to this issue.  It must do so. 

Also, when parents leave the Vallemar district they often head north.  However, only one 

lane of traffic (the right lane) is allowed to turn northward (right).  Why not provide for the left 

lane to turn either left or right?   I recall that this has been done at times in the past, but it is not 

being done now.  Why? 

Let’s now consider the PM peak period.  It is obvious that a large factor in the backup 

north of the Reina del Mar intersection is the stoplight at the intersection.  I have often observed 

that once traffic has passed through the Reina del Mar intersection it can travel relatively freely 

until it nears the light at the Fassler intersection.   The timing of the Reina del Mar light is 
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puzzling.  Frequently the light is red for drivers approaching from the north for far too long, and 

for no apparent reason.  In other words the light is red for drivers heading south on SR1 although 

there is practically no traffic entering the intersection from the other three directions.  This of 

course leads to unnecessary backup of traffic to the north.  The current timing of the light should 

be stated in the DEIR and the reasons for that timing should be explained.  Also, adjusting the 

timing of that light with the objective of reducing the backup should be analyzed and explained 

in the DEIR as an alternative to the project. 

Perhaps one could argue that if the timing of the Reina del Mar light were adjusted to 

provide a longer green light to southbound traffic, the traffic would simply experience a greater 

backup at the Fassler intersection.  However, the DEIR provides no data on the timing of the 

light at the Fassler intersection.  Moreover, the DEIR provides no analysis of altering the timing 

of the Fassler light to improve traffic flow.  Other than southbound commuters, the only notable 

source of traffic into the Fassler intersection during the PM peak would be the east Rockaway 

business district, which generates very little traffic  during the PM commute period.  Therefore, 

setting the timing of the Fassler light to favor southbound commuters seems completely 

reasonable and practical.  The DEIR must discuss this. 

Moreover, the DEIR must discuss in detail the basis on which Caltrans has set the timing 

of the Reina del Mar and Fassler lights, including Caltrans’ criteria for the settings and the 

involvement, if any, which the City of Pacifica and its residents can have in setting the timing. 

At its public meetings concerning this project Caltrans has provided glimpses of what it 

considers to be a highly sophisticated computer-based traffic simulation system for studying 

alternative traffic flows.  One would expect that Caltrans has used its computer system to study 

alternative signal timing strategies for both the Fassler and Reina del Mar intersections to 
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improve traffic flow.  Such simulations should be discussed and explained in the DEIR.  If 

experimenting with alternative strategies in the field would be necessary then such studies should 

be done.  Studying and altering signal timing could obviously be a far cheaper and quicker way 

to provide traffic improvements than spending $52 million to widen the Highway 1. 

Moreover, the DEIR must disclose the current timing of the lights and the future timing if 

Caltrans proceeds with the widening project, both during the construction phase and thereafter. 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Hal Bohner 

 

Accompanying document: 

“FHWA California Division Checklist for Draft Environmental Documents (SS 
#S20319) / FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION CALIFORNIA DIVISION 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST "DRAFT" ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
Revised September 3, 1998”  (nepa_dr.pdf) 
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 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
 CALIFORNIA DIVISION ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 "DRAFT" ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
 Revised September 3, 1998 
 
THIS CHECKLIST IS A DYNAMIC WORKING DOCUMENT TO BE USED AS A TOOL TO 
DEVELOP AN ADEQUATE DOCUMENT FOR APPROVAL.  IT SHOULD BE USED IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER APPROPRIATE GUIDANCE AND DOES NOT INCLUDE ALL 
APPLICABLE FEDERAL LAWS OR REGULATIONS NOR IS IT INTENDED TO ADDRESS 
THE REQUIREMENTS OF STATE AND LOCAL LAWS. 
 
For each of the following potentially significant impacts, circle Y (yes) or N (no) if these factors are 
applicable and need to be evaluated for this project.  At a minimum, the following factors must be 
evaluated prior to the approval for circulation of this document by FHWA, unless otherwise noted.  This 
includes the requirements of various Federal environmental laws, Statutes or Executive Orders (e.g., Clean 
Air Act Amendments, Section 106 (Historic Preservation), Section 7 (Threatened & Endangered Species), 
Section 4(f), etc.).  The appropriate guidance from the FHWA Technical Advisory (TA) T6640.8A 
October 30, 1987 Attachment, is modified as needed to fit the checklist format and is provided in 
�italics� after every subject, as applicable. 
 
To help facilitate the review of the document it is recommended that the document page numbers be cross-
referenced onto the checklist next to the appropriate subject. 
 
R.C. RECURRING COMMENTS MADE ON ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
DISTRICT:     COUNTY:     ROUTE: 
POSTMILE:  
FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NO:   
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
I.  COVER SHEET 

A.  Includes information on page 11 in TA. 
 

R.C.: 
-- Only  federal agencies that have formally accepted cooperating agency status are listed 
(letters from agencies in appendix). 
-- Abstract includes listing of important social, economic, and environmental impacts 
expected. 
-- Citations referenced are correct. 
-- End of comment date listed is a minimum of 45 days from the date of the Federal 
Register availability. 
-- The FHWA signature block on the title page reads: 

Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 

 
II.  SUMMARY 

A.  Includes the following (from TA, pp. 12-13): 
1.  A brief description of the proposed FHWA action indicating route, termini, 
type of improvement, number of lanes, length, county, city, State, and other 
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information, as appropriate. 
2.  A description of any major actions proposed by other governmental agencies 
in the same geographic area as the proposed FHWA action. 
3.  A summary of all reasonable alternatives considered (The draft EIS must 
identify the preferred alternative or alternatives officially identified by the HA). 
4.  A summary of major environmental impacts, both beneficial and adverse. 
5.  Any areas of controversy (including issues raised by agencies and the public). 
6.  Any major unresolved issues with other agencies.  
7.  A list of other Federal actions required for the proposed action (i.e., permit 
approvals, land transfer, Section 106 agreements, etc.). 

 
III.  TABLE OF CONTENTS  

A.  Includes the following headings (p. 13 of TA): 
1.  Cover Sheet 
2.  Summary 
3.  Table of Contents 
4.  Purpose of and Need for Action 
5.  Alternatives 
6.  Affected Environment 
7.  Environmental Consequences 
8.  List of Preparers 
9.  List of Agencies, Organizations, and persons to whom copies of the document 
are sent 
10. Comments and Coordination 
11. Index 
12. Appendices (if any) 

B.  Lists Section 4(f) Evaluation, if appropriate. 
C.  Includes listing of figures and tables. 

 
IV.  PURPOSE AND NEED OF PROJECT (Refer to Purpose and Need Policy Paper, the 
NEPA/404 Merger Agreement and Guidance Papers) 

A.  Identifies the transportation problem with supporting data and proposed solutions to 
the problem. 
B.  Establishes level of service (LOS) objective, if any. 

 
R.C.: 
-- This section should include a summary of how the project purpose and need was 
identified in the planning process and a summary of relevant studies. 
-- The traffic and transportation conditions that the project is intended to address are 
discussed here and not in the Affected Environment Section. 
-- The purpose and need discussed is the purpose and need for the project, not for the EIS. 

 
TA Guidance: 
This section should identify and describe the proposed action and the transportation 
problem(s) or other needs which it is intended to address (40 CFR 1502.13).  This  
section should clearly demonstrate that a "need" exists and should define the "need" in 
terms understandable to the general public.  This discussion should clearly describe the 
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problems which the proposed action is to correct.  It will form the basis for the "no 
action" discussion in the "Alternatives" section, and assist with the identification of 
reasonable alternatives and the selection of the preferred alternative.  Charts, tables, 
maps, and other illustrations (e.g., typical cross-section, photographs, etc.) are 
encouraged as useful presentation techniques. 

 
The following list may assist in the explanation of the need for the proposed action.  It is 
not all-inclusive or applicable in every situation and is intended only as a guide. 
1.  Project Status - Briefly describe the project history including actions taken to date, 
other agencies and governmental units involved, action spending, schedules, etc. 
2.  System Linkage - Is the proposed project a "connecting link?"  How does it fit in the 
transportation system? 
3.  Capacity - Is the capacity of the present facility inadequate for the present traffic?  
Projected traffic?  What capacity is needed?  What is the level(s) of service for existing 
and proposed facilities? 
4.  Transportation Demand - Including relationship to any statewide plan or adopted 
urban transportation plan together with an explanation of the project's traffic forecasts 
that are substantially different from those estimates from the 23 U.S.C. 134 (Section 134) 
planning process. 
5.  Legislation - Is there a Federal, State, or local governmental mandate for the action? 
6.  Social Demands or Economic Development - New employment, schools, land use 
plans, recreation, etc.  What projected economic development/land use changes indicate 
the need to improve or add to the highway capacity? 
7.  Modal Interrelationships - How will the proposed facility interface with and serve to 
complement airports, rail and port facilities, mass transit services, etc.? 
8.  Safety - Is the proposed project necessary to correct an existing or potential safety 
hazard?  Is the existing accident rate excessively high?  Why?  How will the proposed 
project improve it? 
9.  Roadway Deficiencies - Is the proposed project necessary to correct existing roadway 
deficiencies (e.g., substandard geometrics, load limits on structures, inadequate 
cross-section, or high maintenance costs)?  How will the proposed project improve it? 
10.  Where new pedestrian or bicycle facilities are proposed as a part of the proposed 
highway project, the EIS should include sufficient information to explain the basis for 
providing the facilities (e.g., proposed bicycle facility is a link in the local plan or 
sidewalks will reduce project anticipated access impact to the community). 

 
V.  ALTERNATIVES 
(See also Alternatives Guidance Papers and the NEPA/404 Agreement) 

A.  Includes discussion and description of all reasonable alternatives and the "no action" 
alternative including estimated costs information. 
B.  Includes discussion on mass transit alternatives if in urbanized areas over 200,000 
population. 
C.  Demonstrates that Single Occupant Vehicle capacity increasing projects come from or 
are consistent with the State Congestion Management Plan and that all reasonably 
available travel demand reduction and operational management strategies have been 
adopted for the proposed project and project corridor. 
D.  Considers Transportation System Management (TSM) alternatives.   
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E.  Summarizes and references Major Investment Study (MIS), if developed separately 
(reference 23 CFR 450.318 and August 25, 1994 FHWA Questions and Answers on MIS 
Paper). 
F.  Explains in detail "other alternatives" previously considered in project development 
and why they were eliminated or rejected. 
G.  Evaluates all reasonable alternatives including the "no action" to a comparable level 
of detail.   
H.  Includes supporting information if a "preferred alternative" is identified. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Includes a summary of the screening process for eliminating the alternatives rejected 
during transportation planning. 
-- Includes a statement that indicates the final selection of an alternative will not be made 
until after the consideration of impacts and the public hearing comments and following 
approval of the final EIS. 
-- Includes 20-year traffic projection based upon anticipated Project Specifications and 
Estimates' (PS&Es) approval date. 
-- Discusses analysis of all alternatives including full and non-standard approved design.  
Also discusses any non-standard features. 
-- Includes pictorial of the six levels of service (LOS). 

 
TA Guidance: 
This section of the draft EIS must discuss a range of alternatives, including all 
"reasonable alternatives" under consideration and those "other alternatives" which were 
eliminated from detailed study (23 CFR 771.123(c)).  The section should begin with a 
concise discussion of how and why the "reasonable alternatives" were selected for 
detailed study and explain why "other alternatives" were eliminated.  The following 
range of alternatives should be considered when determining reasonable alternatives: 

 
1.  "No-action" alternative:  The "no-action" alternative normally includes short-term 
minor restoration types of activities (safety and maintenance improvements, etc.) that 
maintain continuing operation of the existing roadway. 

 
2.  Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative:  The TSM alternative includes 
those activities which maximize the efficiency of the present system.  Possible subject 
areas to include in this alternative are options such as fringe parking, ridesharing, 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on existing roadways, and traffic signal timing 
optimization.  This limited construction alternative is usually relevant only for major 
projects proposed in urbanized areas over 200,000 population. 

 
For all major projects in these urbanized areas, HOV lanes should be considered.  
Consideration of this alternative may be accomplished by reference to the regional 
transportation plan, when that plan considers this option.  Where a regional 
transportation plan does not reflect consideration of this option, it may be necessary to 
evaluate the feasibility of HOV lanes during early project development.  Where a TSM 
alternative is identified as a reasonable alternative for a "connecting link" project, it 
should be evaluated to determine the effect that not building a highway link in the 
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transportation plan will have on the remainder of the system.  A similar analysis should 
be made where a TSM element(s) (e.g., HOV lanes) is part of a build alternative and 
reduces the scale of the highway link. 

 
While the above discussion relates primarily to major projects in urbanized areas, the 
concept of achieving maximum utilization of existing facilities is equally important in 
rural areas.  Before selecting an alternative on new location for major projects in rural 
areas, it is important to demonstrate that reconstruction and rehabilitation of the existing 
system will not adequately correct the identified deficiencies and meet the project need. 

 
3.  Mass Transit:  This alternative includes those reasonable and feasible transit options 
(bus systems, rail, etc.) even though they may not be within the existing FHWA funding 
authority.  It should be considered on all proposed major highway projects in urbanized 
areas over 200,000 population.  Consideration of this alternative may be accomplished 
by reference to the regional or area transportation plan where that plan considers mass 
transit or by an independent analysis during early project development. 

 
Where urban projects are multi-modal and are proposed for Federal funding, close 
coordination is necessary with the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA).  In 
these situations, FTA should be consulted early in the project-development process.  
Where FTA funds are likely to be requested for portions of the proposal, FTA must be 
requested to be either a joint lead agency or a cooperating agency at the earliest stages 
of project development (23 CFR 771.111(d)).  Where applicable, cost-effectiveness 
studies that have been performed should be summarized in the EIS. 

 
4.  Build alternatives:  Both improvement of existing highway(s) and alternatives on new 
location should be evaluated.  A representative number of reasonable alternatives must 
be presented and evaluated in detail in the draft EIS (40 CFR 1502.14(a)).  For most 
major projects, there is a potential for a large number of reasonable alternatives.  Where 
there is a large number of alternatives, only a representative number of the most 
reasonable examples, covering the full range of alternatives, must be presented.  The 
determination of the number of reasonable alternatives in the draft EIS, therefore, 
depends on the particular project and the facts and circumstances in each case. 

 
Each alternative should be briefly described using maps or other visual aids such as 
photographs, drawings, or sketches to help explain the various alternatives.  The 
material should provide a clear understanding of each alternative's termini, location, 
costs, and the project concept (number of lanes, right-of-way requirements, median 
width, access control, etc.).  Where land has been or will be reserved or dedicated by 
local government(s), donated by individuals, or acquired through advanced or hardship 
acquisition for use as highway right-of-way for any alternative under consideration, the 
draft EIS should identify the status and extent of such property and the alternatives 
involved.  Where such lands are reserved, the EIS should state that the reserved lands 
will not influence the alternative to be selected. 

 
Development of more detailed design for some aspects (e.g., Section 4(f), COE or USCG 
permits, noise, wetlands, etc.) of one or more alternatives may be necessary during 
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preparation of the draft and final EIS in order to evaluate impacts or mitigation 
measures or to address issues raised by other agencies or the public.  However, care 
should be taken to avoid unnecessarily specifying features which preclude cost-effective 
final design options. 

 
All reasonable alternatives under consideration (including the no-build) need to be 
developed to a comparable level of detail in the draft EIS so that their comparative merits 
may be evaluated (40 CFR 1502.14(b) and (d)).  In those situations where the HA has 
officially identified a "preferred" alternative based on its early coordination and 
environmental studies, the HA should so indicate in the draft EIS.  In these instances, the 
draft EIS should include a statement indicating that the final selection of an alternative 
will not be made until the alternatives' impacts and comments on the draft EIS and from 
the public hearing (if held) have been fully evaluated.  Where a preferred alternative has 
not been identified, the draft EIS should state that all reasonable alternatives are under 
consideration and that a  decision will be made after the alternatives' impacts and 
comments on the  draft EIS and from the public hearing (if held) have been fully 
evaluated. 

 
VI  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The following  is a reminder of the issues that should be addressed to describe the existing 
conditions in the study area affected by all reasonable alternatives.  The outline format is used 
only for ease of referencing and follows the TA format.  Discussion of the information is not 
restricted to the listed headings but may be contained under broader or narrower subheadings.  
The discussion should be limited to information, issues, and values that have a bearing on 
possible impacts, mitigation and selection of an alternative.  Data and analysis should be 
commensurate with the importance of the impact.  Photographs, illustrations and other graphics 
should be used with the text.  A statement that an issue listed below is not pertinent within the 
project study area should be included when appropriate. 
 

A.  LAND USE (p. 19 of TA) 
1.  Includes a Regional summary. 
2.  Identifies the study area. 
3.  Includes a brief description of the scope and status of planning processes for 
the local jurisdictions, including conformance with local comprehensive plans. 
4.  Includes map showing existing and planned land use (farmland, parks, 
community and recreational facilities, etc., by type) and transportation plans. 

 
TA Guidance: 
This discussion should identify the current development trends and the State and/or local 
government plans and policies on land use and growth in the area which will be 
impacted by the proposed project.  These plans and policies are normally reflected in the 
area's comprehensive development plan, and include land use, transportation, public 
facilities, housing, community services, and other areas. 

 
B.  FARMLAND (pp. 19-20 of TA) Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Describes existing farmlands and consultation done to identify them.  
�Farmland� protected under the Farmland Protection Act includes prime and 
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unique farmland and other farmland of statewide or local importance. 
2.  Summarizes appropriate parts of Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) form AD 1006 farmland determination (includes form in appendix). 
3.  Where farmland would be impacted, a map showing the location of all 
farmlands in the project impact area. 

 
C.  SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC (pp 20-22 of TA) 

1.  Includes demographic data  (i.e., age, ethnicity, and income) from most recent 
census. 
2.  Discusses locations and sense of neighborhood and community cohesion 
relative to alternatives. 
3.  Identifies community resources (parks, churches, shopping, schools, 
emergency services, libraries, etc.). 
4.  Discusses existing travel patterns.    
5.  Discusses existing types of housing and businesses. 
6.  Discusses employment and tax base. 

 
TA Guidance: 
Where there are foreseeable impacts, the draft EIS should discuss the following items 
commensurate with the level of potential impacts and to the extent they are 
distinguishable: 
(a)  Existing neighborhoods or community cohesion for the various social groups, 
development trends, property values trend, etc. 
(b)  Existing travel patterns and accessibility (e.g., vehicular, commuter, bicycle, or 
pedestrian). 
(c)  Existing school districts, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police and fire 
protection, etc. 
(d)  Identifiable general social groups that could be benefitted or harmed by the proposed 
project.  The elderly, handicapped, nondrivers, transit-dependent, and minority and 
ethnic groups are of particular concern.  Secondary sources of information such as 
census and personal contact with community leaders supplemented by visual inspections 
normally should be used to obtain these data.  However, for projects with potentially 
major community impacts, a survey of the affected area may be needed to adequately 
evaluate the extent and severity of impacts of the various alternatives on these social 
groups. 

 
D.  PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies any existing facilities and their use (recreation-4(f) or transportation). 
2.  Discuss local and regional plans for existing and future facilities. 

 
E.  AIR QUALITY Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies relevant pollutants and their National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) in existing air quality. 
2.  Discusses regional compliance with NAAQS (TIP & RTP conformity to SIP). 
3.  Indicates attainment/non-attainment status of the area for CO, Ozone, PM10, 
and NOx. 
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F.  WATERWAYS & HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
1.  Identifies public water sources, aquifers (with emphasis on sole-source 
aquifers), wellhead protection areas, and  watersheds (drainage patterns, 
intermittent runoff channels). 
2.  Identifies lakes, bays, streams. 
3.  Coastal resources. 
4.  National Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
5.  Areas within Coastal Zone Management Program. 
6.  Areas subject to Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 
7.  Wetlands (discussion should not be unnecessarily repeated under a separate 
heading). 
8.  Factors that influence percolation and infiltration (now discussed under Water 
Quality). 

 
R.C.: 
-- Identifies beneficial uses of surface waters. 
-- Discusses only resources that could be affected by implementation of the project. 
-- Discusses resource parameters or characteristics of concern that could be affected by 
project alternatives. 

 
WATER QUALITY 
Water quality can be discussed in Waterways and Hydrologic Systems (preferable) or 
under a separate section.  If it is discussed under a separate section, it should not 
unnecessarily repeat the information.  The discussion should include the following; 

1.  Water bodies that may receive runoff from the project. 
2.  Ground water conditions along alternatives alignment. 
3.  Discussion of water quality parameters that may be affected by the project. 
4.  Identification of major aquifers, if not done under Waterways and Hydrologic 
Systems. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should include summaries of analyses and consultations with the State 
and/or local agency responsible for water quality.  Coordination with the EPA under the 
Federal Clean Water Act may also provide assistance in this area.  The discussion should 
include sufficient information to describe the ambient conditions of streams and water 
bodies which are likely to be impacted and identify the potential impacts of each 
alternative and proposed mitigation measures.  Under normal circumstances, existing 
data may be used to describe ambient conditions.  The inclusion of water quality data 
spanning several years is encouraged to reflect trends. 
The draft EIS should also identify any locations where roadway runoff or other nonpoint 
source pollution may have an adverse impact on sensitive water resources such as water 
supply reservoirs, ground water recharge areas, and high quality streams. 

 
G.  WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
(Including agricultural wetlands) (p. 17 of TA) 
The text needs to indicate whether waters of the U.S. are in the project area. 

1.  If there are no waters of the U.S. in the project area, the discussion should 
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provide the basis for and conclude that there are no waters of the U.S. in the 
project area.  
2.  If there are waters of the U.S. in the project area, the discussion should 

a.  Include and reference the location(s) of copies of Corps and other 
appropriate agencies (NEPA/404 Agreement agencies) letters concurring 
in the Purpose and Need and the Alternatives evaluated in the EIS  (Not 
required for wetland covered by Nationwide permits). 
b.  Includes an exhibit or exhibits depicting the waters of the U.S. in the 
project area relative to the alternatives under consideration, including 
identification of the location(s) of any associated sensitive species habitat 
or special aquatic sites. 
c.  Provides a concise description of the waters of the U.S. in the project 
area; 
d.  Briefly describes all sensitive resources associated with the waters of 
the U.S. in the project area; and 
e.  Refers to the location(s) for the exhibits depicting the waters of the 
U.S., special aquatic sites, and associated sensitive species habitat. 

 
H.  WILDLIFE, FISHERIES AND Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

VEGETATION 
1.  Discusses ecosystems (wildlife and vegetation), fisheries and any sensitive 
species. 
2.  Discusses wildlife and fish migration patterns and existing obstacles to 
migration. 
3.  Discuss threatened and endangered species under a separate heading. 

 
I.  FLOODPLAIN  Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies base flood plains (100 year) using National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) maps or other maps developed by the highway agency.  If the NFIP maps 
do not exist, the agency must develop the needed maps so that the floodplain can 
be identified. 
2.  Identifies natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

 
J.  WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Summarizes the coordination with Federal Land agency to determine presence 
of river on or under study for inclusion on the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System (possible Section 4(f)). 

 
TA Guidance: 
If the proposed action could have foreseeable adverse effects on a river on the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System or a river under study for designation to the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the draft EIS should identify early coordination 
undertaken with the agency responsible for managing the listed or study river (i.e., 
National Park Service (NPS), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), or Forest Service (FS)).  The EIS should identify the natural, 
cultural, and recreational values of the listed or study river. 
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Publicly owned waters of designated wild and scenic rivers are protected by Section 4(f). 
 Additionally, public lands adjacent to a Wild and Scenic River may be subject to Section 
4(f) protection.  An examination of any adopted or proposed management plan for a 
listed river should be helpful in making the determination on applicability of Section 4(f). 

 
K.  COASTAL BARRIERS 
Note: There are no designated coastal barriers in California as of February 1995. 

 
L.  COASTAL ZONE (page 31 of TA) Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP) area. 
 

TA Guidance: 
Where the proposed action is within, or is likely to affect land or water uses within the 
area covered by a State Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP) approved by the 
Department of Commerce, the draft EIS should briefly describe the portion of the affected 
CZMP plan, identify the potential impacts, and include evidence of coordination with the 
State Coastal Zone Management agency or appropriate local agency. (Additional 
guidance under Environmental Consequences) 

 
M.  THREATENED AND ENDANGERED Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

SPECIES 
1.  Includes a summary of the biological studies specific to threatened and 
endangered species. 
2.  Refers to and includes in the appendix,  recent Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) and/or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) letters identifying 
species and critical habitat. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The SHA must obtain information from the FWS of the DOI and/or the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the Department of Commerce to determine the presence or 
absence of listed and proposed threatened or endangered species and designated and 
proposed critical habitat in the proposed project area (50 CFR 402.12(c)).  The 
information may be (1) a published geographical list of such species or critical habitat; 
(2) a project-specific notification of a list of such species or critical habitat; or (3) 
substantiated information from other credible sources.  Where the information is 
obtained from a published geographical list the reasons why this would satisfy the 
coordination with DOI should be explained.  If there are no species or critical habitat in 
the proposed project area, the Endangered Species Act requirements have been met.  The 
results of this coordination should be included in the draft EIS. 

 
N.  HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

PRESERVATION 
1.  Includes identification and description of National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) listed and eligible historic and archeological resources for each 
reasonable alternative. 
2.  Refers to and includes in the appendix a concurrence in eligibility letter from 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for property affected by each 
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reasonable alternative. 
 

TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should contain a discussion demonstrating that historic and archeological 
resources have been identified and evaluated in accordance with the requirements of 36 
CFR 800.4 for each alternative under consideration.  The information and level of effort 
needed to identify and evaluate historic and archeological resources will vary from 
project to project as determined by the FHWA after considering existing information, the 
views of the SHPO and the Secretary of Interior's "Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeology and Historic Preservation."  The information for newly identified historic 
resources should be sufficient to determine their significance and eligibility for the 
National Register of Historic Places.  The information for archeological resources 
should be sufficient to identify whether each warrants preservation in place or whether it 
is important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal 
value for preservation in place.  Where archeological resources are not a major factor in 
the selection of a preferred alternative, the determination of eligibility for the National 
Register of newly identified archeological resources may be deferred until after 
circulation of the draft EIS. 

 
The draft EIS discussion should briefly summarize the methodologies used in identifying 
historic and archeological resources.  Because Section 4(f) of the DOT Act applies to the 
use of historic resources on or eligible for the National Register and to archeological 
resources on or eligible for the National Register and which warrant preservation in 
place, the draft EIS should describe the historical resources listed in or eligible for the 
National Register and identify any archeological resources that warrant preservation in 
place. The [Affected Environment Section] document should evidence coordination with 
the SHPO on the significance of newly identified historic and archeological resources 
and the eligibility of historic resources for the National Register. Where the draft EIS 
discusses eligibility for the National Register of archeological resources, the 
coordination with the SHPO on eligibility and effect should address both historic and 
archeological resources. 

 
The proposed use of land from an historic resource on or eligible for the National 
Register will normally require an evaluation and approval under Section 4(f) of the DOT 
Act.  Section 4(f) also applies to all archeological sites on or eligible for the National 
Register and which warrant preservation in place (see discussion on Section 4(f) 
evaluation). 

 
O.  HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

(page 34 of TA) 
1.  Identifies known and potential sites. 
2.  Coordinates with the EPA and the state agency to help identify sites, as 
appropriate. 

 
TA Guidance: 
Hazardous waste sites are regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
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Act (CERCLA).  During early planning, the location of permitted and nonregulated 
hazardous waste sites should be identified.  Early coordination with the appropriate 
Regional Office of the EPA and the appropriate State agency will aid in identifying 
known or potential hazardous waste sites.  If known or potential waste sites are 
identified, the locations should be clearly marked on a map showing their relationship to 
the alternatives under consideration.  If a known or potential hazardous waste site is 
affected by an alternative, the effects should be discussed in the Environmental 
Consequences Section. 

 
P.  VISUAL (page 34-35 of TA) Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies sensitive visual resources. 
2.  Indicates if project is in a visually sensitive urban or rural setting. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should state whether the project alternatives have a potential for visual 
quality impacts.  When this potential exists, the draft EIS [Affected Environment Section] 
should identify the existing visual resource and the potential viewers of and from the 
project.  When there is potential for visual quality impacts, the draft EIS should explain 
the consideration given to design quality, art, and architecture in the project planning.  
These values may be particularly important for facilities located in visually sensitive 
urban or rural settings.  When a proposed project will include features associated with 
design quality, art or architecture, the draft EIS should be circulated to officially 
designated State and local arts councils and, as appropriate, other organizations with an 
interest in design, art, and architecture. 

 
VII.  ENVIRONMENT CONSEQUENCES (Avoid, Minimize, and Mitigate) 

The document must fully describe  the probable impacts in the study area affected by all 
reasonable alternatives.  All measures proposed to mitigate any adverse impacts identified 
must be included or an explanation as to why the mitigation would not be a reasonable, 
feasible or prudent expenditure of public funds.  A statement that a given subject area 
listed below is not applicable for the particular project study area is recommended when 
appropriate. 

 
A.  LAND USE IMPACTS 

1.  Discusses consistency of the alternatives with land use plans. 
2.  Discusses growth inducement: 

a.  Future development trends and land use planning efforts.  
b.  Indirect effects of the project on land use patterns, population density 
and growth rate. 
c.  Identify any development prohibited from proceeding unless the project 
is approved. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Includes a statement, if applicable, that "(T)he proposed transportation project is 
intended to meet the existing and/or projected traffic demand based upon the local land 
use plans." 
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TA Guidance: 
This discussion should address how the alternatives will affect current development 
trends and their consistency with the State and/or local government plans and policies on 
land use and growth in the area. 

 
The land use discussion should assess the consistency of the alternatives with the 
comprehensive development plans adopted for the area and (if applicable) other plans 
used in the development of the transportation plan required by Section 134.  The 
secondary social, economic, and environmental impacts of any substantial, foreseeable, 
induced development should be presented for each alternative, including adverse effects 
on existing communities.  Where possible, the distinction between planned and unplanned 
growth should be identified. 

 
B.  FARMLAND IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Discusses impacts to farmland in the project area. 
2.  Summarizes results of coordination with NRCS. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Provides alternatives to avoid farmland impacts if feasible on scores of 160 points or 
greater on NRCS form AD 1006. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should summarize the results of early consultation with the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and, as appropriate, State and local agriculture 
agencies where any of the four specified types of farmland could be directly or indirectly 
impacted by any alternative under consideration.  Where farmland would be impacted, 
the draft EIS should contain a map showing the location of all farmlands in the project 
impact area, discuss the impacts of the various alternatives and identify measures to 
avoid or reduce the impacts.  Form AD 1006 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating) 
should be processed, as appropriate, and a copy included in the draft EIS.  Where the 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment score (from Form AD 1006) is 160 points or 
greater, the draft EIS should discuss alternatives to avoid farmland impacts.  If 
avoidance is not possible, measures to minimize or reduce the impacts should be 
evaluated and, where appropriate, included in the proposed action.  
C.  SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
(Also use other available guidance, such as guidance  on Environmental Justice) 

1.  Discusses neighborhood and community cohesion. 
2.  Addresses impacts on travel patterns, accessibility, community facilities, 
overall public safety.  
3.  Discusses impacts on economic vitality in project area and on established 
business districts, including employment effects, if any. 
4.  Identifies any contacts with community, city or county leaders. 
5.  Complies with Executive Order 12898, DOT Environmental Justice guidance.   

 
TA Guidance: 
SOCIAL ELEMENTS: 
Where there are foreseeable impacts, the draft EIS should discuss the following items for 
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each alternative commensurate with the level of impacts and to the extent they are 
distinguishable: 
1.  Changes in the neighborhoods or community cohesion for the various social groups 
as a result of the proposed action.  These changes may be beneficial or adverse, and may 
include splitting neighborhoods, isolating a portion of a neighborhood or an ethnic 
group, generating new development, changing property values, or separating residents 
from community facilities, etc. 
2.  Changes in travel patterns and accessibility (e.g., vehicular, commuter, bicycle, or 
pedestrian). 
3.  Impacts on school districts, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police and fire 
protection, etc.  This should include both the direct impacts to these entities and the 
indirect impacts resulting from the displacement of households and businesses. 
4.  Impacts of alternatives on highway and traffic safety as well as on overall public 
safety. 
5.  General social groups specially benefitted or harmed by the proposed project 
alternatives.  The effects of a alternatives on the elderly, handicapped, nondrivers, 
transit-dependent, and minority and ethnic groups are of particular concern and should 
be described to the extent these effects can be reasonably predicted.  Where impacts on a 
minority or ethnic population are likely to be an important issue, the EIS should contain 
the following information broken down by race, color, and national origin:  the 
population of the study area, the number of displaced residents, the type and number of 
displaced businesses, and an estimate of the number of displaced employees in each 
business sector.  Changes in ethnic or minority employment opportunities should be 
discussed and the relationship of the project to other Federal actions which may serve or 
adversely affect the ethnic or minority population should be identified.  

 
The discussion should address whether any social group is disproportionally impacted 
and identify possible mitigation measures to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts.  
Secondary sources of information such as census and personal contact with community 
leaders supplemented by visual inspections normally should be used to obtain the data 
for this analysis.  However, for projects with major community impacts, a survey of the 
affected area may be needed to identify the extent and severity of impacts on these social 
groups. 
ECONOMIC ELEMENTS: 
There are foreseeable economic impacts, the draft EIS should discuss the following for 
each alternative commensurate with the level of impacts: 
1.  The economic impacts on the regional and/or local economy such as the effects of the 
project on development, tax revenues and public expenditures, employment opportunities, 
accessibility, and retail sales.  Where substantial impacts on the economic viability of 
affected municipalities are likely to occur, they should also be discussed together with a 
summary of any efforts undertaken and agreements reached for using the transportation 
investment to support both public and private economic development plans.  To the extent 
possible, this discussion should rely upon results of coordination with and views of 
affected State, county, and city officials and upon studies performed under Section 134. 
2.  The impacts on the economic vitality of existing highway-related businesses (e.g., 
gasoline stations, motels, etc.) and the resultant impact, if any, on the local economy.  
For example, the loss of business or employment resulting from building an alternative 
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on new location bypassing a local community. 
3.  Impacts of the proposed action on established business districts, and any 
opportunities to minimize or reduce such impacts by the public and/or private sectors.  
This concern is likely to occur on a project that might lead to or support new large 
commercial development outside of a central business district. 

 
D.  RELOCATION IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Identifies and describes residential (number and type of dwelling and price 
range, tenants and owners) and non-residential (types of businesses) displacees for 
all reasonable alternatives. 
2.  Refers to or summarizes the preliminary relocation study including right-of-
way cost estimates. 
3.  Discusses available replacement dwellings and business sites based on current 
market data. 
4.  Discusses and refers to the Relocation Assistance Program including the types 
of benefits available to residential and business displacees (including Last Resort 
Housing, if applicable) and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  A detailed 
summary of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, should be included in the appendix, if 
appropriate. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Includes a statement, if applicable, that "(T)he acquisition and relocation program will 
be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended." 
 
TA Guidance: 
The relocation information should be summarized in sufficient detail to adequately 
explain the relocation situation including anticipated problems and proposed solutions.  
Project relocation documents from which information is summarized should be 
referenced in the draft EIS.  Secondary sources of information such as census, economic 
reports, and contact with community leaders, supplemented by visual inspections (and, as 
appropriate, contact with local officials) may be used to obtain the data for this analysis. 
 Where a proposed project will result in displacements, the following information 
regarding households and businesses should be discussed for each alternative under 
consideration commensurate with the level of impacts and to the extent they are likely to 
occur: 

 
1.  An estimate of the number of households to be displaced, including the family 
characteristics (e.g., minority, ethnic, handicapped, elderly, large family, income level, 
and owner/tenant status).  However, where there are very few displacees, information on 
race, ethnicity and income levels should not be included in the EIS to protect the privacy 
of those affected. 
2.  A discussion comparing available (decent, safe, and sanitary) housing in the area with 
the housing needs of the displacees.  The comparison should include (1) price ranges, (2) 
sizes (number of bedrooms), and (3) occupancy status (owner/tenant). 
3.  A discussion of any affected neighborhoods, public facilities, non-profit organizations, 
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and families having special composition (e.g., ethnic, minority, elderly, handicapped, or 
other factors) which may require special relocation considerations and the measures 
proposed to resolve these relocation concerns. 
4.  A discussion of the measures to be taken where the existing housing inventory is 
insufficient, does not meet relocation standards, or is not within the financial capability 
of the displacees.  A commitment to last resort housing should be included when 
sufficient comparable replacement housing may not be available. 
5.  An estimate of the numbers, descriptions, types of occupancy (owner/tenant), and sizes 
(number of employees) of businesses and farms to be displaced.  Additionally, the 
discussion should identify (1) sites available in the area to which the affected businesses 
may relocate, (2) likelihood of such relocation, and (3) potential impacts on individual 
businesses and farms caused by displacement or proximity of the proposed highway if not 
displaced. 
6.  A discussion of the results of contacts, if any, with local governments, organizations, 
groups, and individuals regarding residential and business relocation impacts, including 
any measures or coordination needed to reduce general and/or specific impacts.  These 
contacts are encouraged for projects with large numbers of relocatees or complex 
relocation requirements.  Specific financial and incentive programs or opportunities 
(beyond those provided by the Uniform Relocation Act) to residential and business 
relocatees to minimize impacts may be identified, if available through other agencies or 
organizations. 
7.  A statement that (1) the acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and (2) relocation resources are available to all 
residential and business relocatees without discrimination. 

 
E.  JOINT DEVELOPMENT Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

 
TA Guidance: 
Where appropriate, the draft EIS should identify and discuss those joint development 
measures which will preserve or enhance an affected community's social, economic, 
environmental, and visual values.  This discussion may be presented separately or 
combined with the land use and/or social impacts presentations.  The benefits to be 
derived, those who will benefit (communities, social groups, etc.), and the entities 
responsible for maintaining the measures should be identified. 

 
F.  PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Describes any measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to the facilities. 
2.  Discusses where new facilities are part of the project, basis for providing such 
facilities. 

 
TA Guidance: 
Where current pedestrian or bicycle facilities or indications of use are identified, the 
draft EIS should discuss the current and anticipated use of the facilities, the potential 
impacts of the affected alternatives, and proposed measures, if any, to avoid or reduce 
adverse impacts to the facility(ies) and its users.  Where new facilities are proposed as a 
part of the proposed highway project, the EIS should include sufficient information to 
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explain the basis for providing the facilities (e.g., proposed bicycle facility is a link in the 
local plan or sidewalks will reduce project access impact to the community). 

 
G.  AIR QUALITY IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Air quality conformity (for projects in areas that are in non-attainment for one 
or more of the transportation related pollutants) 

a.  States that the project is included in a conforming regional 
transportation plan (RTP) and TIP and that there have been no substantial 
changes in the design concept and scope as used in the TIP. 
b.  Contains a statement that includes a specific reference to the particular 
RTP and TIP conformity finding, and dates of the MPO and FHWA 
conformity determinations.  
c.  States that the conformity determination is based on the latest planning 
assumptions. 
d.  Summarizes results of hot spot analysis. 
e.  Demonstrates that the project does not cause or contribute to any new 
localized CO or PM-10 violations or increase the frequency or severity of 
any existing CO or PM-10 nonattainment and maintenance areas. 
f.  States that the project complies with PM-10 control measures, as 
applicable, in the PM-10 air quality plan. 
g.  States that the "hot-spot" analysis assumptions are consistent with those 
in the regional emissions analysis for those inputs which are required for 
both analyses.   

2.  Discusses possible mitigation to avoid exceeding the federal standard. 
 

H.  NOISE IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
1.  Identifies land use categories and sensitive noise receptors. 
2.  Uses A-weighted decibels (dbA), expressed as an equivalent steady-state sound 
level, Leq(h), to compare existing with predicted noise levels. 
3.  Describes noise abatement measures such as range of wall heights, decibel 
reductions.  
4.  Describes what are considered reasonable and feasible abatement measures 
that would likely be incorporated into the project including wall lengths, and 
associated costs. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Traffic noise impacts occur and consideration of noise abatement measures is required 
when the predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed and/or substantial increase.  
Uses FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) and includes the 23 CFR 772 reference. 
-- States that a final decision on the installation of abatement measure(s) will be made 
upon completion of the project design and the public involvement process.  Explains 
factors that will be used later in determining whether to abate noise in a given location. 

 
TA Guidance (also use �Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and 
Guidance,� issued in June 1995, and �FHWA approved� Caltrans Noise Protocol): 
The draft EIS should contain a summary of the noise analysis including the following for 
each alternative under detailed study: 
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1.  A brief description of noise sensitive areas (residences, businesses, schools, parks, 
etc.), including information on the number and types of activities which may be affected.  
This should include developed lands and undeveloped lands for which development is 
planned, designed, and programmed. 
2.  The extent of the impact (in decibels) at each sensitive area.  This includes a 
comparison of the predicted noise levels with both the FHWA noise abatement criteria 
and the existing noise levels.  (Traffic noise impacts occur when the predicted traffic 
noise levels approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria or when they substantially 
exceed the existing noise levels).  Where there is a substantial increase in noise levels, the 
HA should identify the criterion used for defining "substantial increase."  Use of a table 
for this comparison is recommended for clarity. 
3.  Noise abatement measures which have been considered for each impacted area and 
those measures that are reasonable and feasible and that would "likely" be incorporated 
into the proposed project.  Estimated costs, decibel reductions and height and length of 
barriers should be shown for all abatement measures. 
4.  Where it is desirable to qualify the term "likely," the following statement or similar 
wording would be appropriate.  "Based on the studies completed to date, the State 
intends to install noise abatement measures in the form of a barrier at (location(s)).  
These preliminary indications of likely abatement measures are based upon preliminary 
design for a barrier of _______ high and ______ long and a cost of $______ that will 
reduce the noise level by ______ dBA for ________ residences (businesses, schools, 
parks, etc.).  (Where there is more than one barrier, provide information for each one.)  If 
during final design these conditions substantially change, the abatement measures might 
not be provided.  A final decision on the installation of abatement measure(s) will be 
made upon completion of the project design and the public involvement process." 
5.  Noise impacts for which no prudent solution is reasonably available and the reasons 
why. 

 
I.  WATERWAYS and HYDROLOGIC Required for this project?  Y or  N 

 SYSTEMS 
Discusses impacts on the resources identified in the Affected Environment Section.  
Include impacts caused by indirect effects of the project, such as induced growth.  
Consider: 

1.  Water body modification. 
a.  Stream location and meander patterns (incudes stream relocations). 
b.  Quantities and flow rate, including possible effects of accreation and 
erosion (including channel deepening). 
c.  Effects on stream uses (including navigation). 
d.  Effects on stream and surface drainage (including impoundments). 
e.  Effects on resources subject to Section 10 and Section 404 permits for 
actions that would result in discharges to navigable waters and waters of 
the United States and Section 9 (U.S. Coast Guard Bridge) permits.  See 
discussion under Wetlands. 

 
TA Guidance (Also see guidance under the Water Quality and Wetland sections): 
PERMITS 
If a facility such as a safety rest area is proposed and it will have a point source 



FHWA California Division Checklist for Draft Environmental Documents (SS #S20319) 
 

 
 Revised September 3, 1998 19 

discharge, a Section 402 permit will be required for point source discharge (40 CFR 
122).  The draft EIS should discuss potential adverse impacts resulting from such 
proposed facilities and identify proposed mitigation measures.  The need for a Section 
402 permit and Section 401 water quality certification should be identified in the draft 
EIS. 

 
For proposed actions requiring a Section 404 or Section 10 (Corps of Engineers) permit, 
the draft EIS should identify by alternative the general location of each dredge or fill 
activity, discuss the potential adverse impacts, identify proposed mitigation measures (if 
not addressed elsewhere in the draft EIS), and include evidence of coordination with the 
Corps of Engineers and appropriate Federal, State and local resource agencies, and 
State and local water quality agencies. 

 
For proposed actions requiring Section 9 (U.S. Coast Guard bridge) permits, the draft 
EIS should identify by alternative the location of the permit activity, potential impacts to 
navigation and the environment (if not addressed elsewhere in the document), proposed 
mitigation measures and evidence coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard. 

 
WATER QUALITY IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Discusses roadway runoff and/or nonpoint source pollution impacting water 
resources. 

a.  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit required? 
2.  Coordinates with EPA, as appropriate. 
3.  Discusses water quality analysis and impacts. 
4.  Contains evidence of consultation with the State and/or local agency 
responsible for water quality.   See NEPA/404 Questions and Answers. 
5.  If project has impacts on any sole source aquifer(s), document must contain 
evidence of coordination with the EPA 
6.  Discusses any impacts on wellhead protection area(s). 
7.  Identifies Section 402 or Section 404 permit requirements. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should identify the potential impacts of each alternative and proposed 
mitigation measures.  Where an area designated as principal or sole-source aquifer 
under Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act may be impacted by a proposed 
project, early coordination with EPA will assist in identifying potential impacts.  The 
EPA will furnish information on whether any of the alternatives affect the aquifer.  This 
coordination should also identify any potential impacts to the critical aquifer protection 
area (CAPA), if designated, within affected sole-source aquifers.  If none of the 
alternatives affect the aquifer, the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act are 
satisfied.  If an alternative is selected which affects the aquifer, a design must be 
developed to assure, to the satisfaction of EPA, that it will not contaminate the aquifer 
(40 CFR 149).  The draft EIS should document coordination with EPA and identify its 
position on the impacts of the various alternatives. 

 
Wellhead protection areas were authorized by the 1986 Amendments to the Safe Drinking 
Water Act.  Each State will develop State wellhead protection plans with final approval 
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by EPA.  When a proposed project encroaches on a wellhead protection area, the draft 
EIS should identify the area, the potential impact of each alternative and proposed 
mitigation measures.  Coordination with the State agency responsible for the protection 
plan will aid in identifying the areas, impacts and mitigation. 
 
J.  WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

IMPACTS (23 CFR Part 777, page 26 of TA, NEPA-404 MOU Guidance 
Papers) 

The text needs to indicate whether waters of the U.S. are in the project area, and if so, 
whether any of the alternatives affect waters of the U.S. 

1.  If there are no waters of the U.S. in the project area 
a.  States that there are no waters of the U.S. in the project area; 
b.  Refers to the location of any Corps letters in the draft EIS. 

 
2.  If there are waters of the U.S. in the project area but are not affected by any of 
the project alternatives 

a.  Includes a copy of a Corps letter concurring that, based on the 
information provided, none of the project alternatives under consideration 
affect waters of the U.S. and/or that a section 404 will not be required for 
the project. 
b.  Provides the basis for and concludes none of the project alternatives 
under consideration affect waters of the U.S.; 
c.  States a section 404 permit will not be required for the project; and 
d.  Refers to the draft EIS locations of the Corps letter and the exhibit(s) 
depicting the waters of the U.S., special aquatic sites, and associated 
sensitive species habitat in the project area. 

 
3.  If all project alternative involvements with waters of the U.S. are nationwide 
404 permit situations 

a.  Resource description. 
(1)  Describes the location, extent, and quality of waters of the U.S. 
and special aquatic sites in the project area; 
(2)  Provides the basis for and concludes that all project alternative 
involvements with waters of the U.S. are nationwide 404 permit 
situations. 
(3)  Includes a copy of a Corps letter or letters concurring, based on 
the information provided, that all project alternative involvements 
with waters of the U.S. are likely to meet the conditions for 
nationwide 404 permits and also appear to require a nationwide 
permit. 

 
4.  If any of the alternatives affect or could affect special aquatic sites, includes 
drawings clearly showing each involved special aquatic site relative to the 
alternative(s). 

a.  Resource Description 
(1)  Refers to exhibit(s) depicting the waters of the U.S., special 
aquatic sites, and associated sensitive species habitat; and 
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(2)  Includes a description of the functions and values of the 
affected waters of the U.S. and special aquatic sites, identifying 
which functions are performed and the value of those functions 
(included in the Affected Environment Section). 
(3)  In conjunction with the associated EIS evaluations of upland 
wildlife habitat and vegetative communities, the exhibits of waters 
of the U.S., special aquatic sites, and associated sensitive species 
habitat, and the text, use mapping units of a recognized 
classification system or systems, and cite the source(s); 

b.  Impact evaluation.   
(1)  Identifies the location(s) and extent of modifications to waters 
of the U.S. and special aquatic sites for each alternative under 
consideration; 
(2)  Includes an assessment of the project impacts, including the 
type of impact (e.g., habitat removal, fragmentation, introduction 
of exotic species), its magnitude, and how the project will affect 
the continued performance of the identified functions; 
(3)  If a wetland assessment methodology was utilized as part of 
the wetland impact evaluation, it is identified; 

c.  Compensatory mitigation. 
Summarizes the general mitigation plan concepts developed to date: 

(a)  habitat types and approximate hectares of impact 
(b)  plant communities and habitat to be replaced 
(c)  functions and values to be enhanced or created by the 
mitigation 
(d)  plant species to be used 
(e)  cost estimate 
(f)  mitigation success criteria 
(g)  monitoring criteria for evaluation of the mitigation 

 
5.  If any of the project alternative involvements with waters of the U.S. are 
individual 404 permit situations 

a.  Resource description. 
(1)  Describes the location, extent, and quality of waters of the U.S. 
and special aquatic sites in the project area; 
(2)  Refers to a copy of a Corps letter included in the EIS which 
verifies the delineations of the waters of the U.S. and the special 
aquatic sites. 
(3)  If any of the alternatives affect or could affect special aquatic 
sites, includes a delineation of each involved special aquatic site at 
a 1:1200 scale relative to the alternative(s). 
(4)  Refers to exhibit(s) depicting the waters of the U.S., special 
aquatic sites, and associated sensitive species habitat; and 
(5)  Includes a description of the functions and values of the 
affected waters of the U.S. and special aquatic sites, identifying 
which functions are performed and the value of those functions. 
(6)  In conjunction with the associated EIS evaluations of upland 
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wildlife habitat and vegetative communities, the text and the 
exhibits of waters of the U.S., special aquatic sites, and associated 
sensitive species habitat utilize mapping units of a recognized 
classification system or systems, and cite the source(s); 
(7)  The draft EIS includes descriptive information for each exhibit 
mapping unit that provides: 

(a)  the distribution of the unit within the study area, 
(b)  an estimate of the total number of hectares present, 
(c)  the dominant plant species, and 
(d)  the relative sensitivity of the vegetation. 

(8)  All plant and animal taxa encountered during site visits are 
listed by vegetation type in an appendix to the draft EIS, and this 
listing is referred to in the draft EIS text. 

b.  Impact evaluation. 
(1)  Identifies the location(s) and extent of modifications to waters 
of the U.S. and special aquatic sites for each alternative under 
consideration; 
(2)  Includes an assessment of the project impacts, including the 
type of impact (e.g., habitat removal, fragmentation, introduction 
of exotic species), its magnitude, and how the project will affect 
the continued performance of the identified functions; 
(3)  Impacts are evaluated in a regional and, if appropriate, a local 
context; and 
(4)  If a wetland assessment methodology was utilized as part of 
the wetland impact evaluation, it is identified. 

c.  Compensatory mitigation. 
(1)  Summarizes the pertinent factors from the feasibility study of 
candidate mitigation sites which demonstrate that conditions at 
mitigation sites under consideration would make a successful 
mitigation effort likely--particularly groundwater, hazardous 
wastes, historic/archaeological resources, and easements/land 
ownership (see NEPA-404 MOU Guidance Papers page 27 for the 
feasibility study factors); and 
(2)  Summarizes the description of the general mitigation plan 
concepts developed to date, including: 

(a)  habitat types and approximate hectares of impact;  
(b)  plant communities and habitat to be replaced; 
(c)  functions and values to be enhanced or created by the 
mitigation; 
(d)  plant species to be used; 
(e)  cost estimate; 
(f)  mitigation success criteria; 
(g)  monitoring criteria for evaluation of the mitigation. 

d.  A draft 404 Alternatives Analysis is contained in a separate section of 
the draft EIS (e.g., an EIS Appendix) and is referred to in the draft EIS 404 
 discussion. (The content of a draft 404 Alternatives Analysis is outlined in 
the NEPA-404 MOU Guidance Papers, pp 21- 23) 
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e.  Agency Concurrence. 
(1)  Includes written documentation from the Corps, EPA, FWS, 
and (when marine or anadromous fish resources are involved) 
NMFS stating their agreement on: 

�  the project purpose and need, 
�  the project alternatives to be evaluated in draft EIS, 
�  the preliminary preferred alternative (if known), and 
�  any involvement as a cooperating agency. 

(2)  Refers to this documentation in the discussion of waters of the 
U.S./Section 404 

 
TA Guidance: 
When an alternative will impact wetlands [the Environmental Consequences section of 
the] draft EIS should (1) describe the impacts to the wetlands [area, quality, and 
functions], (2) evaluate alternatives which would avoid these wetlands, and (3) identify 
practicable measures to minimize harm to the wetlands.  Exhibits showing wetlands in 
the project impact area in relation to the alternatives, should be provided. [If the exhibits 
appear in the Affected Environment section, they should be referenced here.] 

 
In evaluating the impact of the proposed project on wetlands, the following two items 
should be addressed:  (1) the importance of the impacted wetland(s) and (2) the severity 
of this impact.  Merely listing the number of acres taken by the various alternatives of a 
highway proposal does not provide sufficient information upon which to determine the 
degree of impact on the wetland ecosystem.  The wetlands analysis should be sufficiently 
detailed to provide an understanding of these two elements. 

 
In determining the wetland impact, the analysis should show the project's effects on the 
stability and quality of the wetland(s).  This analysis should consider the short- and 
long-term effects on the wetlands and the importance of any loss such as:  (1) flood 
control capacity, (2) shore line anchorage potential, (3) water pollution abatement 
capacity, and (4) fish and wildlife habitat value.  Knowing the importance of the wetlands 
involved and the degree of the impact, the SHA and FHWA will be in a better position to 
determine the mitigation efforts necessary to minimize harm to these wetlands.  
Mitigation measures which should be considered include preservation and improvement 
of existing wetlands and creation of new wetlands (consistent with 23 CFR 777). 

 
K.  WILDLIFE IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Discusses impacts to fish and wildlife including any sensitive species resulting 
from the loss of degradation or modification of aquatic or terrestrial habitat. 
2.  Documents coordination with state, local agencies and FWS under the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958. 

 
TA Guidance: 
Impacts to fish and wildlife resulting from the loss degradation, or modification of 
aquatic or terrestrial habitat should also be discussed.  The results of coordination with 
appropriate Federal, State and local agencies should be documented in the draft EIS 
(e.g., coordination with FWS under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958). 
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L.  FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

( 23 CFR 650 Subpart A) 
1.  Identifies and evaluates longitudinal/transverse encroachments of project 
alternatives on flood plains. 
2.  Includes summary of the "Location Hydraulic Study". 
3.  Reflects coordination with the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) and appropriate State and local government agencies for each floodway 
encroachment. 
4.  Includes a discussion of the consistency of the project with the Regulatory 
floodway. 
5.  Evaluates and discusses practicable alternatives if it has been determined that 
there is a significant encroachment. 

 
TA Guidance: 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) maps or, if NFIP maps are not available, 
information developed by the highway agency should be used to determine whether an 
alternative will encroach on the base (100-year) floodplain.  The location hydraulic 
studies required by 23 CFR 650, Subpart A, must include a discussion of the following 
items commensurate with the level of risk or environmental impact, for each alternative 
which encroaches on base floodplains or would support base floodplain development: 

 
(a)  The flooding risks; 
(b)  The impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values; 
(c)  The support of probable incompatible floodplain development (i.e., any development 
that is not consistent with a community's floodplain development plan); 
(d)  The measures to minimize floodplain impacts; and 
(e)  The measures to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

 
The draft EIS should briefly summarize the results of the location hydraulic studies.  The 
summary should identify the number of encroachments and any support of incompatible 
floodplain developments and their potential impacts.  Where an encroachment or support 
of incompatible floodplain development results in substantial impacts, the draft EIS 
should provide more detailed information on the location, impacts and appropriate 
mitigation measures.  In addition, if any alternative (l) results in a floodplain 
encroachment or supports incompatible floodplain development having significant 
impacts, or (2) requires a commitment to a particular structure size or type, the draft EIS 
needs to include an evaluation and discussion of practicable alternatives to the structure 
or to the significant encroachment.  The draft EIS should include exhibits which display 
the alternatives, the base floodplains and, where applicable, the regulatory floodways. 

 
For each alternative encroaching on a designated or proposed  regulatory floodway, the 
draft EIS should provide a preliminary indication of whether the encroachment would be 
consistent with or require a revision to the regulatory floodway.  Engineering and 
environmental analyses should be undertaken, commensurate with the level of 
encroachment, to permit the consistency evaluation and identify impacts.  Coordination 
with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and appropriate State and 
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local government agencies should be undertaken for each floodway encroachment. 
 

M.  WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
1.  Indicates that the "National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers" has been 
reviewed. 
2.  Summarizes the coordination between the highway agency and the National 
Park Service, if appropriate. 

 
TA Guidance: 
If the proposed action could have foreseeable adverse effects on a river on the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System or a river under study for designation to the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the draft EIS should identify early coordination 
undertaken with the agency responsible for managing the listed or study river (i.e., 
National Park Service (NPS), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), or Forest Service (FS)).  For each alternative under consideration, 
the EIS should identify the potential adverse effects on the natural, cultural, and 
recreational values of the listed or study river.  Adverse effects include alteration of the 
free-flowing nature of the river, alteration of the setting or deterioration of water quality. 
 If it is determined that any of the alternatives could foreclose options to designate a 
study river under the Act, or adversely affect those qualities of a listed river for which it 
was designated, to the fullest extent possible, the draft EIS needs to reflect consultation 
with the managing agency on avoiding or mitigating the impacts (23 CFR 771.123(c)). 
Publicly owned waters of designated wild and scenic rivers are protected by Section 4(f). 
 Additionally, public lands adjacent to a Wild and Scenic River may be subject to Section 
4(f) protection.  An examination of any adopted or proposed management plan for a 
listed river should be helpful in making the determination on applicability of Section 4(f). 
 For each alternative that takes such land, coordination with the agency responsible for 
managing the river (either NPS, FWS, BLM, or FS) will provide information on the 
management plan, specific affected land uses, and any necessary Section 4(f) 
coordination. 

 
N.  COASTAL BARRIERS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
Note:  There are no designated coastal barriers in Region 9 as of February 1995. 

 
O.  COASTAL ZONE IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Indicates whether the proposed project is within, or is likely to affect land or 
water uses within the area covered by a State Coastal Zone Management Program 
(CZMP). 
2.  Documents coordination between the highway agency and the State CZM 
agency. 

 
TA Guidance: 
Where the proposed action is within, or is likely to affect land or water uses within the 
area covered by a State Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP) approved by the 
Department of Commerce, the draft EIS should briefly describe the portion of the affected 
CZMP plan, identify the potential impacts, and include evidence of coordination with the 
State Coastal Zone Management agency or appropriate local agency. 
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P.  THREATENED OR ENDANGERED Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

 SPECIES IMPACTS 
1.  Documents coordination with FWS and/or NMFS. 
2.  Identifies whether any threatened or endangered species and/or designated or 
proposed critical habitat may be impacted in the project area; includes exhibits 
depicting habitat and avoidance alternatives. 
3.  Discusses biological assessment and documented FWS coordination of Section 
7 consultation.  

 
R.C.: 
-- Ensures that only the FHWA or the State DOT made the written request to the FWS for 
listed or proposed species and/or critical habitat in the project area.  Include the FWS 
written response in the appendix and refer to it in both the "affected" and "consequences" 
sections of the endangered species discussion. 

 
TA Guidance: 
When a proposed species or a proposed critical habitat may be present in the proposed 
project area, an evaluation or, if appropriate, a biological assessment is made on the 
potential impacts to identify whether any such species or critical habitat are likely to be 
adversely affected by the project.  Informal consultation with FWS and/or NMFS should 
be undertaken during the evaluation.  The draft EIS should include exhibits showing the 
location of the species or habitat, summarize the evaluation and potential impacts, 
identify proposed mitigation measures, and evidence coordination with FWS and/or 
NMFS.  If the project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any proposed 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat, 
the HA in consultation with the FHWA must confer with FWS and/or NMFS to attempt to 
resolve potential conflicts by avoiding, minimizing, or reducing the project impacts (50 
CFR 402.10(a)). 

 
When a listed species or a designated critical habitat may be present in the proposed 
project area, a biological assessment must be prepared to identify any such species or 
habitat which are likely to be adversely affected by the proposed project (50 CFR 
402.12).  Informal consultation should be undertaken or, if desirable, a conference held 
with FWS and/or NMFS during preparation of the biological assessment.  The draft EIS 
should summarize the following data from the biological assessment: 

 
(a)  The species distribution, habitat needs, and other biological requirements; 
(b)  The affected areas of the proposed project; 
(c)  Possible impacts to the species including opinions of recognized experts on the 
species at issue; 
(d)  Measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts; and 
(e) Results of consultation with FWS and/or NMFS. 

 
Q.  HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

PRESERVATION 
1.  Refers to the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) as necessary. 
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2.  Describes in qualitative and quantitative detail the potential effects of each 
alternative on each NRHP property. 
3.  Discusses and documents all Section 106 coordination efforts with the SHPO 
regarding eligibility and effects under each alternative.  Refers to a copy of the 
SHPO letter which is included in the appendix. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Indicates whether archaeological sites warrant preservation in place or are only 
significant for their data.  If preservation is warranted, then Section 4(f) applies. 

 
TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS discussion should briefly summarize the methodologies used in identifying 
historic and archeological resources [discussed in Affected Environment].  The draft EIS 
should summarize the impacts of each alternative on and proposed mitigation measures 
for each resource.  The document should evidence coordination with the SHPO on the 
significance of newly identified historic and archeological resources, the eligibility of 
historic resources for the National Register, and the effects of each alternative on both 
listed and eligible historic resources.  Where the draft EIS discusses eligibility for the 
National Register of archeological resources, the coordination with the SHPO on 
eligibility and effect should address both historic and archeological resources. 
The draft EIS can serve as a vehicle for affording the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment pursuant to Section 106 requirements if 
the document contains the necessary information required by 36 CFR 800.8.  The draft 
EIS transmittal letter to the ACHP should specifically request its comments pursuant to 
36 CFR 800.6. 

 
R.  HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Includes a map identifying the location of the site(s) in relation to the 
alternatives. 
2.  Discusses results of coordination with resource agency, state and local agencies 
including description of clean-up plans. 
3.  Includes information on the number and types of sites/structures, extent of 
contamination, and alternative treatment/disposal measures with relative costs. 
4.  Includes justification for not avoiding waste sites, if warranted. 
5.  Includes statement on how hazardous wastes will be handled if encountered 
during construction activities. 

 
TA Guidance: 
If known or potential waste sites are identified, the locations should be clearly marked on 
a map showing their relationship to the alternatives under consideration.  If a known or 
potential hazardous waste site is affected by an alternative, information about the site, 
the potential involvement, impacts and public health concerns of the affected 
alternative(s), and the proposed mitigation measures to eliminate or minimize impacts or 
public health concerns should be discussed in the draft EIS. 

 
S.  VISUAL IMPACTS Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Discusses impacts to potential viewers of and from the project. 
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2.  Uses a federally accepted visual assessment methodology. 
 

TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should state whether the project alternatives have a potential for visual 
quality impacts.  When this potential exists, the draft EIS should identify the impacts to 
the existing visual resource, the relationship of the impacts to potential viewers of and 
from the project, as well as measures to avoid, minimize, or reduce the adverse impacts.  
When there is potential for visual quality impacts, the draft EIS should explain the 
consideration given to design quality, art, and architecture in the project planning.  
These values may be particularly important for facilities located in visually sensitive 
urban or rural settings.  When a proposed project will include features associated with 
design quality, art or architecture, the draft EIS should be circulated to officially 
designated State and local arts councils and, as appropriate, other organizations with an 
interest in design, art, and architecture. 

 
T.  ENERGY Required for this project?  Y  or  N 

1.  Discusses cost/benefit analysis of reasonable alternatives for major projects 
 
TA Guidance: 
Except for large scale projects, a detailed energy analysis including computations of 
BTU requirements, etc., is not needed.  For most projects, the draft EIS should discuss in 
general terms the construction and operational energy requirements and conservation 
potential of various alternatives under consideration.  The discussion should be 
reasonable and supportable.  It might recognize that the energy requirements of various 
construction alternatives are similar and are generally greater than the energy 
requirements of the no-build alternative.  Additionally, the discussion could point out that 
the post-construction, operational energy requirements of the facility should be less with 
the build alternative as opposed to the no-build alternative.  In such a situation, one 
might conclude that the savings in operational energy requirements would more than 
offset construction energy requirements and thus, in the long term, result in a net savings 
in energy usage. 

 
For large-scale projects with potentially substantial energy impacts, the draft EIS should 
discuss the major direct and/or indirect energy impacts and conservation potential of 
each alternative.  Direct energy impacts refer to the energy consumed by vehicles using 
the facility.  Indirect impacts include construction energy and such items as the effects of 
any changes in automobile usage.  The alternative's relationship and consistency with a 
State and/or regional energy plan, if one exists, should also be indicated. 

 
U.  CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS (pages 35-36 of TA) 

1.  Discusses related adverse impacts on safety, air, noise, water, traffic 
congestion, access to businesses, schools, community facilities and potential 
detours for each alternative. 
2.  Discusses appropriate mitigation measures. 
3.  Includes impacts of borrow or disposal of waste material and appropriate 
mitigation. 

 



FHWA California Division Checklist for Draft Environmental Documents (SS #S20319) 
 

 
 Revised September 3, 1998 29 

TA Guidance: 
The draft EIS should discuss the potential adverse impacts (particularly air, noise, water, 
traffic congestion, detours, safety, visual, etc.) associated with construction of each 
alternative and identify appropriate mitigation measures.  Also, where the impacts of 
obtaining borrow or disposal of waste material are important issues, they should be 
discussed in the draft EIS along with any proposed measures to minimize these impacts. 

 
VIII.  THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-
TERM PRODUCTIVITY (page 36 of TA) 
 
TA Guidance: 
The EIS should discuss in general terms the proposed action's relationship of local short-term 
impacts and use of resources, and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.  
This general discussion might recognize that the build alternatives would have similar impacts.   
The discussion should point out that transportation improvements are based on State and/or 
local comprehensive planning which consider(s) the need for present and future traffic 
requirements within the context of present and future land use development.  In such a situation, 
one might then conclude that the local short-term impacts and use of resources by the proposed 
action is consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for the 
local area, State, etc.   
 
IX.  ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 
RESOURCES WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION 
(pp. 36-37 of TA) 
 
TA Guidance: 
The EIS should discuss in general terms the proposed action's irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources. This general discussion might recognize that the build alternatives 
would require a similar commitment of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources.  An 
example of such discussion would be as follows: 
 
"Implementation of the proposed action involves a commitment of a range of natural, physical, 
human, and fiscal resources.  Land used in the construction of the proposed facility is considered 
an irreversible commitment during the time period that the land is used for a highway facility.  
However, if a greater need arises for use of the land or if the highway facility is no longer 
needed, the land can be converted to another use.  At present, there is no reason to believe such 
a conversion will ever be necessary or desirable. 
 
Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as cement, 
aggregate, and bituminous material are expended.  Additionally, large amounts of labor and 
natural resources are used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials.  These 
materials are generally not retrievable.  However, they are not in short supply and their use will 
not have an adverse effect upon continued availability of these resources.  Any construction will 
also require a substantial one-time expenditure of both State and Federal funds which are not 
retrievable. 
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The commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents in the immediate area, 
State, and region will benefit by the improved quality of the transportation system.  These 
benefits will consist of improved accessibility and safety, savings in time, and greater availability 
of quality services which are anticipated to outweigh the commitment of these resources." 
 
X.  LIST OF PREPARERS 

A.  Summarizes the credentials of all preparers. 
 
TA Guidance: 
This section should include lists of: 

1.  State (and local agency) personnel, including consultants, who were primarily 
responsible for preparing the EIS or performing environmental studies, and a brief 
summary of their qualifications, including educational background and experience. 
2.  The FHWA personnel primarily responsible for preparation or review of the EIS and 
their qualifications. 
3.  The areas of EIS responsibility for each preparer. 

 
XI.  LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES 
ARE SENT 

R.C.: 
Check for correct mailing addresses and phone numbers for Federal/State agencies. 
Ensure FHWA and the state DOT are not on the mailing list. 

 
TA Guidance: 
List all entities from which comments are being requested (40 CFR 1502.10). 
 
XII.  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

A.  Discusses scoping meetings and other meetings. 
B.  Includes copies of pertinent correspondence with other agencies and the public. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Summarizes key issues from the public and government. 
-- References and includes copy of Notice of Intent and letters inviting cooperating 
agency  status. 
-- Removes FHWA from the mailing list and any letters from FHWA and the State DOT. 

 
TA Guidance: 
1.  The draft EIS should contain copies of pertinent correspondence with each cooperating 
agency, other agencies and the public and summarize:  1) the early coordination process, 
including scoping; 2) the meetings with community groups (including minority and non-minority 
interests) and individuals; and 3) the key issues and pertinent information received from the 
public and government agencies through these efforts. 
 
XII.  INDEX 

R.C.: 
-- Includes accurate page numbers. 

 



FHWA California Division Checklist for Draft Environmental Documents (SS #S20319) 
 

 
 Revised September 3, 1998 31 

TA Guidance: 
The index should include important subjects and areas of major impacts so that a reviewer need 
not read the entire EIS to obtain information on a specific subject or impact. 
 
XIV.  APPENDICES 

A.  Consists of various material prepared specifically for this EIS to substantiate 
information in the EIS.  Lengthy technical discussions are part of a technical report and 
are made available for review at specified locations. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Includes plan and profile drawings or aerial photographs.  

 
TA Guidance: 
The EIS should briefly explain or summarize methodologies and results of technical analyses 
and research.  Lengthy technical discussions should be contained in a technical report.  Material 
prepared as appendices to the EIS should: 

1.  consist of material prepared specifically for the EIS; 
2.  consist of material which substantiates an analysis fundamental to the EIS; 
3.  be analytic and relevant to the decision to be made; and 
4.  be circulated with the EIS within FHWA, to EPA (Region), and to cooperating 
agencies and be readily available on request by other parties.  Other reports and studies 
referred to in the EIS should be readily available for review or for copying at a 
convenient location. 

 
XV.  DRAFT SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION Required for this project?  Y  or  N 
(See also FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper) 

A.  Cites the Section 4(f) Regulation and explains the requirements of 4(f). 
B.  Identifies and depicts on map, all 4(f) or 6(f) resources in project corridor to show 
relationship of resource to project. 
C.  Discusses actual use on each 4(f) resource for each alternative.  Includes discussion on 
the types of activities affected. 
D.  Discusses avoidance alternative(s) which avoid each and all 4(f) properties. 
E.  Discusses any proximity impacts on each 4(f) resource not actually used under each 
alternative.   

1.  Includes detailed discussion with maps and photographs of any proximity 
impacts such as noise, visual and access. 
2.  Ensures that proper noise abatement criteria are applied depending on types of 
activities impacted. 

F.  If there are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives, the discussion is clear. 
G.  Discusses all possible mitigation measures to minimize harm. 
H.  Discusses results of coordination efforts with jurisdictional parties over the 4(f) 
properties and with National Park Service (NPS) for 6(f) properties. 

 
R.C.: 
-- Includes citation: �submitted pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c) and 49 U.S.C. 303� on 
the title page or in the introductory paragraph.  
-- Need to clearly indicate whether a property is a 4(f) resource or it is not.  "Potential" 
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4(f) resources has no meaning. 
-- Any planned parks and recreation trails are subject to Section 4(f) evaluation and must 
be identified. 
-- For potential constructive use issues, ensure that regulations at 23 CFR 771.135(p) are 
complied with and any compliance with Section 4(f) based on joint planning must be 
carefully documented. 

 
TA Guidance: 
A Section 4(f) evaluation must be prepared for each location within a proposed project before 
the use of Section 4(f) land is approved (23 CFR 771.135(a)).  For projects processed with an 
EIS or an EA/FONSI, the individual Section 4(f) evaluation should be included as a separate 
section of the document, and for projects processed as categorical exclusions, as a separate 
Section 4(f) evaluation document.  Pertinent information from various sections of the EIS or 
EA/FONSI may be summarized in the Section 4(f) evaluation to reduce repetition.  Where an 
issue on constructive use Section 4(f) arises and FHWA decides that Section 4(f) does not apply, 
the environmental document should contain sufficient analysis and information to demonstrate 
that the resource(s) is not substantially impaired. 
 
The use of Section 4(f) land may involve concurrent requirements of other Federal agencies.  
Examples include consistency determinations for the use of public lands managed by the Bureau 
of Land Management, compatibility determinations for the use of land in the National Wildlife 
Refuge System and the National Park System, determinations of direct and adverse effects for 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, and approval of land conversions under Section 6(f) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act.  The mitigation plan developed for the project should include 
measures which would satisfy the various requirements.  For example, Section 6(f) directs the 
Department of the Interior (National Park Service) to assure that replacement lands of equal 
value, location, and usefulness are provided as conditions to approval of land conversions.  
Therefore, where a Section 6(f) land conversion is proposed for a highway project, replacement 
land will be necessary.  Regardless of the mitigation proposed, the draft and final Section 4(f) 
evaluations should discuss the results of coordination with the public official having jurisdiction 
over the Section 4(f) land and document the National Park Service's position on the Section 6(f) 
land transfer, respectively. 
 

A.  Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 
The following format and content are suggested.  The listed information should be 
included in the Section 4(f) evaluation, as applicable. 

 
1.  Proposed Action. 
Where a separate Section 4(f) evaluation is prepared, describe the proposed project and 
explain the purpose and need for the project. 

 
2.  Section 4(f) Property. 
Describe each Section 4(f) resource which would be used by any alternative under 
consideration.  The following information should be provided: 

 
(a) A detailed map or drawing of sufficient scale to identify the relationship of the 

alternatives to the Section 4(f) property. 
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(b) Size (acres or square feet) and location (maps or other exhibits such as 
photographs, sketches, etc.) of the affected Section 4(f) property. 

(c) Ownership (city, county, State, etc.) and type of Section 4(f) property (park, 
recreation, historic, etc.). 

(d) Function of or available activities on the property (ball playing, swimming, 
golfing, etc.). 

(e) Description and location of all existing and planned facilities (ball diamonds, 
tennis courts, etc.). 

(f) Access (pedestrian, vehicular) and usage (approximate number of users/visitors, 
etc.). 

(g) Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity. 
(h) Applicable clauses affecting the ownership, such as lease, easement, covenants, 

restrictions, or conditions, including forfeiture. 
(i) Unusual characteristics of the Section 4(f) property (flooding problems, terrain 

conditions, or other features) that either reduce or enhance the value of all or 
part of the property. 

 
3.  Impacts on the Section 4(f) Property(ies). 
Discuss the impacts on the Section 4(f) property for each alternative (e.g., amount of land 
to be used, facilities and functions affected, noise, air pollution, visual, etc.).  Where an 
alternative (or alternatives) uses land from more than one Section 4(f) property, a 
summary table would be useful in comparing the various impacts of the alternative(s).  
Impacts (such as facilities and functions affected, noise, etc.) which can be quantified 
should be quantified.  Other impacts (such as visual intrusion) which cannot be 
quantified should be described. 

 
4.  Avoidance Alternatives. 
Identify and evaluate location and design alternatives which would avoid the Section 4(f) 
property.  Generally, this would include alternatives to either side of the property.  Where 
an alternative would use land from more than one Section 4(f) property, the analysis 
needs to evaluate alternatives which avoid each and all properties (23 CFR 771.135(i)).  
The design alternatives should be in the immediate area of the property and consider 
minor alignment shifts, a reduced facility, retaining structures, etc. individually or in 
combination, as appropriate.  Detailed discussions of alternatives in an EIS or EA need 
not be repeated in the Section 4(f) portion of the document, but should be referenced and 
summarized.  However, when alternatives (avoiding Section 4(f) resources) have been 
eliminated from detailed study the discussion should also explain whether these 
alternatives are feasible and prudent and, if not, the reasons why. 

 
5.  Measures to Minimize Harm. 
Discuss all possible measures which are available to minimize the impacts of the 
proposed action on the Section 4(f) property(ies).  Detailed discussions of mitigation 
measures in the EIS or EA may be referenced and appropriately summarized, rather than 
repeated. 

 
6.  Coordination. 
Discuss the results of preliminary coordination with the public official having 
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jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property and with regional (or local) offices of DOI and, 
as appropriate, the Regional Office of HUD and the Forest Supervisor of the affected 
National Forest.  Generally, the coordination should include discussion of avoidance 
alternatives, impacts to the property, and measures to minimize harm.  In addition, the 
coordination with the public official having jurisdiction should include, where necessary, 
a discussion of significance and primary use of the property. 

 
Note: The conclusion that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives is not normally 

addressed at the draft Section 4(f) evaluation stage.  Such conclusion is made 
only after the draft Section 4(f) evaluation has been circulated and coordinated 
and any identified issues adequately evaluated. 

 
XVI.  GENERAL COMMENTS 

R.C.: 
-- Avoids using the term "Significant" except to describe 4(f) resources, 106 properties, or 
floodplain impacts.   
-- Satisfies State only requirements with a separate section or appendix in the document. 
-- Provides information and data to thoroughly describe each impact to support 
conclusions made.  
-- Refers to specific technical reports and summarizes contents as appropriate. 
-- Uses photographs, illustrations, and other graphics as appropriate. 
-- Includes a key for figures and tables that is easily understandable. 
-- Includes a statement that the project will conform with the American Disabilities Act 
(ADA) of 1990, as appropriate. 
-- Discusses cumulative impacts: substantial, foreseeable, induced secondary impacts for 
each alternative - in particular to air, water quality, and wetlands.  
-- Uses a table summarizing total project mitigation.  
-- Ensures that the consultants' names do not appear on the binding, cover, and title page 
of the EIS except under the List of Preparers. 
-- Checks that names of the preparers of technical reports are not in the narrative of the 
subject discussions but listed under List of Preparers. 
-- Refers to verbal communications with date, complete name and  title of individuals 
involved in conversation with documentation in the project file. 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
The State DOT ensures that this environmental document has been reviewed for completeness. 
 
 
 
REVIEWED BY:          DATE:   

State DOT Project Manager 
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The FHWA Division office Project Manager (i.e., Transportation Engineer) and the EIS Review 
Team (ERT) have completed their review of this environmental document. 
 
 
REVIEWED BY:          DATE:   

FHWA Division Project Manager (TE) 
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todd bray 
<jazb@sbcglobal.net> 

1012812011 11 :35 AM 

Dear Ms. Rivas, 

To tom-caltrans <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

cc billcollins <bcollins@cta.org>,bobpilgrim 
<trebor.pifgrim@gmail.com>,brian<briangaf@aof.com>, 
coastafexecutive <vmiller@coastaf .ca.gov>, 

bee 

Subject Additional Comments: Calera Parkway DEIR/EA; LOS E 
During AM Peak 

Attached please find an updated traffic calculation provided by Caltrans on CD to a recent PRA 
request. It seems to show that the Calera Parkway project area is currently operating at a LOS E. 

Please explain why this document was not included in the DE[RlEA. 

Please recalculate using this infonnation and the correct ABAG growth projections for the coastal 
region of .07% out to year 2035. 

Please use those findings to recalculate the benefits of co-ordinating the signals at both intersections 
within the project area without the project and the benefits of all non six lane alternatives. 

Thank. you for your attention to this matter 

Todd McCune Bray 
468 Donaldson 
Pacifica CA 94044 
6503556788 

--:t 
ElCisting AM Volumes_Revised S9"lal Timings.pdf 
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VISSIM Post-Processor 
Average Results from 10 Runs 
Volume and Delay by Movement 

Calera Parkway 
Existing Conditions 

AM Peak Hour 
Revised Signal Timings 

Intersection 1 SR 1/Reina del Mar Signalized 

Demand Volume Served Total Delav I sec/veh) 
Direction Movement Volume Average % Average Std. Dev. LOS 

Left Turn 7 5 71.4% 249.2 26.8 F 

NB Through 2480 2397 96.7% 64.3 5.0 E 
Right Turn 176 136 77.3% 67.5 6.7 E 
Subtotal 2663 2538 95.3% 64.8 5.0 E 
Left Turn 138 124 89.9% 176.8 17.9 F 

SB Thro!,!gh 1037 1004 96.8% 9.4 0.6 A 
Right Turn 44 42 95.5% 8.6 1.4 A 
Subtotal 1219 1170 96.0% 27.2 2.9 C 
Left Turn 5 6 120.0% 118.8 38.0 F 

EB Through 33 29 87.9% 141 .2 15.6 F 
Right Turn 2 3 150.0% 113.3 65.7 F 
Subtotal 40 38 95.0% 134.8 9.3 F 

Left Turn 122 104 85.2% 295.8 88.3 F 

WB Throuah 
Right Turn 292 246 84.2% 196.1 23.3 F 
Subtotal 414 350 84.5% 227.3 40.5 F 

Total 4336 4096 94.5% 68.5 4.9 E 

Intersection 2 SR 1/Fassler Signalized 

Demand Volume served Total Delay (sec/veh 
Direction Movement Volume Average % Average Std. Dev. LOS 

Left Turn 4 2 50.0% 198.9 94.2 F 

NB Through 1708 1629 95.4% 139.9 71.0 F 
Richt Turn 10 9 90.0% 111.1 72.5 F 
Subtotal 1722 1640 95.2% 139.9 71.0 F 

Left Turn 434 414 95.4% 72.2 6.5 E 

SB Throuah 687 646 94.0% 8.3 0.8 A 
Right Turn 40 40 100.0% 4.3 2.1 A 
Subtotal 1161 1100 94.7"'" 32.3 3.3 C 
Left Turn 41 40 97.6% 89.2 11.6 F 

EB Throuoh 15 16 106.7% 89.6 5.8 F 
~ight Turn 2 2 100.0% 4.2 4.2 A 
Subtotal 68 58 100.0% 86.9 9.9 F 

Left Turn 21 19 90.5% 417.0 97.3 F 

WB Throuah 7 5 71.4% 417.5 109.1 F 
Righi Turn 914 887 97.0% 388.5 109.6 F 
Subtotal 942 911 96.7% 389.4 109.3 F 

Total 3883 3709 95.5% 166.9 13.5 F 
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