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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

SDSU PLAZA LINDA VERDE
San Diego, California

August 6, 2010

1.0 INTRODUCTION
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers ("LLG") has been retained to prepare a traffic study for the
San Diego State University ("SDSU") Plaza Linda Verde project ("PropoSed Project"). The purpose
of this study is to assess the traffic impacts to the local circulation system as a result of the Proposed
Project in both the near- and long-term scenarios.

The mixed-use Proposed Project is located north of Montezuma Road and both east and west of
College Avenue in the City of San Diego.

The Proposed Project would be developed in multiple phases, and a detailed project description is
presented in Section 2.0 of this report.

The traffic analysis presented in this report includes the following:

[] Project Description
[] Analysis Approach and Methodology
¯ Existing Conditions Description
¯ Analysis Approach and Methodology
¯ Significance Criteria
[] Analysis of Existing Conditions
¯ Cumulative Projects Traffic
¯ Project Traffic Generation, Distribution & Assignment
¯ Analysis of Near-Term Scenarios
¯ Analysis of Long-Term Scenarios
¯ Congestion Management Program Compliance (CMP)
¯ Construction Traffic
¯ College Avenue/Lindo Paseo Driveway Access
¯ Parking Assessment
¯ Transit Assessment
¯ Pedestrian/Bicycle Circulation
¯ Roadway Closures/Street Vacations
¯ Emergency Vehicle Access
¯ Alternative Mitigation Measure Diversion Analysis Significant Impacts and Mitigation

Measures
¯ Post Mitigation Operations
¯ Reduced Project Alternative - Qualitative Impact Comparison
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Project Description
The proposed San Diego State University Plaza Linda Verde project consists of the development of
¯ additional on-campus student housing and retail services to support SDSU and the surrounding
community. The Proposed Project is a mixed-use development featuring ground-floor commercial
and upper-floor student housing, student apartments, additional parking facilities to accommodate
increased parking demand within the area, a Campus Green featuring a public promenade, and
pedestrian malls in place of existing streets/alleys linking the proposed mixed-use buildings to the
main campus.

The Proposed Project would be located adjacent to the main SDSU campus, which is located
approximately 8 miles east of downtown San Diego. The existing boundaries of the SDSU campus
generally are Hardy Avenue on the south, East Campus Drive on the east, 55th Street/Remington
Road on the west, and Adobe Falls Road/Del Cerro Boulevard (north of Interstate 8 [I-8]) on the
north. The Proposed Project would be developed on property located south of the existing Campus
Master Plan boundary, generally between Aztec Walk and Montezuma Road. The land on which the
Proposed Project would be developed is currently owned by SDSU, the SDSU Foundation, and
private entities. Lands currently owned by private entities would be purchased by SDSU prior to
development.

The project consists of the demolition of existing structures and parking lots and is on an
approximately 18-acre site located immediately south of the SDSU main campus. The development
of certain portions of the Proposed Project, primarily including the pedestrian malls, would be
contingent upon the vacation of certain existing vehicular rights-of-way; if the subject vacations are
not approved, the Proposed Project would proceed on a modified basis.

In conjunction with the Proposed Project, SDSU also is proposing to amend the SDSU Campus
Master Plan boundary such that the southern campus boundary between 55th Street and one block
east of College Avenue would extend south generally from Aztec Walk to Montezuma Road.

The Proposed Project would consist of development of the following five project components:

I.     Mixed-Use Retail/Student Housing. This project component consists of the development of
four ground-floor retail and upper-floor residential buildings located south of Hardy Avenue, north
of Montezuma Road, and west and east of College Avenue. Collectively, the four buildings would
contain approximately 294 apartments to house approximately 1,216 students, and also would
contain approximately 90,000 gross square feet of university/community-serving retail uses.

II.    Student Apartments. This project component would consist of two four-story buildings
located west of Campanile Drive, north of Montezuma Road, and south of Lindo Paseo.
Collectively, the two buildings would contain approximately 96 apartments to house 416 students.

III. Parking Facilities. A freestanding parking structure would be constructed at the northwest
cornerof Lindo Paseo and Montezuma Place. The structure would consist of five levels--one

LLG Ref. 3-08-1857LINSCOTr, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers
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underground parking deck and four aboveground decks--and would provide approximately 342
parking spaces. The parking structure also would support approximately 1,815 net square feet of
ground-floor retail space. The Mixed-Use Retail/Student Housing buildings to be developed east of
College Avenue would contain underground parking for an additional 160 to 220 vehicles,
depending on the ultimate configuration.

IV. Campus Green. A Campus Green is planned for development south of the existing SDSU
TransitCenter and would consist of active and passive recreational areas for public use.

V.    Pedestrian Malls. The Proposed Project also would include two pedestrian malls, in place of
existing streets/alleys, to be located along the western and eastern flanks of the main mixed-use
building area. These corridors would facilitate non-motorized movement between the proposed
buildings and main campus and would support meeting/resting space and outdoor eating facilities
associated with the adjacent retail shops. This project component would be ancillary to the Mixed-
Use Retail/Student Housing component and would not be essential to development of the overall
project site.

This traffic analysis assesses 90,000 total gross square feet of retail and 400 student housing units.
These are the number of student housing units is slightly higher than what is currently proposed.
Thus, the results of this traffic study are slightly conservative.

Figure 2-1 shows the project vicinity and Figure 2-2 shows the project area map. Figure 2-3
shows the proposed site plan.
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The project study area was determined based on a Select Zone Assignment. The Select Zone
assignment was prepared by SANDAG and predicts the project trip assignments on the street
network using a computer model. The assignment of project traffic is described later in this report.
Figure 3-1 illustrates the existing street network.

The specific study area includes the following intersections and street segments
determined using the 50 peak hour trip thresholds as a guideline.

Intersections

College Avenue / !-8 WB Ramps
College Avenue / I-8 EB Ramps
College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive

Street

College Avenue /
College Avenue /

College Avenue /

Zura Way

Lindo Paseo
Montezuma Road

College Avenue / E1 Cajon Boulevard

Montezuma Road / Collwood Boulevard
Montezuma Road / 55th. Street
Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive
Montezuma Road/Catoctin Drive
Montezuma Road / E1 Cajon Boulevard

Segments
College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way
College Avenue: Zura Way to Montezuma Road

College Avenue: Montezuma Road to E1 Cajon Boulevard
Montezuma Road: Collwood Boulevard to 55th Street
Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue

Montezuma Road: College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

which were

Since the project adds less than 50 peak hour trips to Interstate 8 and adds less than 20 peak hour
trips on any individual ramp meter, it was not necessary to conduct a freeway or ramp meter analysis
as part of the Congestion Management Program requirements (see Section 11.0 for more details).

3.1 Existing Street Network
The current City of San Diego Street Design Manual (November 2002) generally applies to new
roadways only. The majority of roadways within the study area were built under the previous
standards, which may vary from the current standards described below.
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Six-Lane Primary_ Arterials should be 98 feet wide in 142 feet of Right-of-Way (R/W), providing six
through lanes, bike lanes, and a raised median/left-turn lane. Six-Lane Major Streets should be 112
feet wide in 140 to 152 feet of R/W, providing six through lanes, bike lanes, and a raised
median/left-rum lane. Four-Lane Maior Streets should be 76 feet wide in 120 feet of R/W, providing
four through lanes, bike lanes, and a raised median/left-rum lane. Four-Lane Collectors with a Two-
Way Left-Turn Lane should be 82 feet wide in 110 to 122 feet of R/W, providing four through lanes,
bike lanes, left-turn lanes, and curbside parking. Two-Lane Collectors with a Two-Way Left-Turn
Lane should be 54 feet wide in 78 to 94 feet of R/W and provide two through lanes, bike lanes, and
curbside parking. Two-Lane Collectors with Bike Lanes should be 46 feet wide in 70 to 96 feet of
R/W, providing two through lanes, bike lanes, and curbside parking. Two-Lane Collectors should be
36 feet wide in 60 to 86 feet of R/W and provide two through lanes and curbside parking.

The principal roadways in the project study area are described briefly below. Roadway
classifications were determined from a review of the College Area and Navajo Community Plans,
field observations, and information obtained from Caltrans. This information is provided in
Appendix A.

Interstate 8 (I-8) is an interstate freeway operated by CALTRANS. I-8 is an east-west facility
spanning San Diego and Imperial Counties. This facility provides access to the Fairmount Avenue,
Waring Road, College Avenue and Lake Murray / 70th Street interchanges within the project
vicinity.

Campanile Drive is classified as a Collector road according to the College Area Community Plan.
Campanile Drive is a two-lane, divided roadway with a northerly termination at the SDSU trolley
station. The speed limit is not posted and parking is intermittently limited.

College Avenue is classified as a Major Arterial according to the College Area Community Plan.
College Avenue is a four-lane intermittently divided roadway within the project vicinity. The speed
limit is generally 35 mph, parking is prohibited and infrequent bus stops are provided.

Montezuma Road is classified as a Major Arterial according to the College Area Community Plan.
Montezuma Road is a four-lane, divided roadway south of the SDSU Campus. The posted speed
limit is 35mph, bus stops are provided, and curbside parking is permitted along the roadway.

55th Street is classified as a Collector road according to the College Area Community Plan. 55th

Street is a north-south, four-lane undivided roadway located to the west of the SDSU Campus.
Parking is not permitted north of Montezuma Road in the vicinity of the Campus and the posted
speed limit is 25mph.

Collwood Boulevard is classified as a Major Arterial according to the College Area Community
Plan. Collwood Boulevard is a three lane undivided roadway south of Montezuma Road with two
northbound lanes and one southbound lane. Parking is permitted and bike lanes are provided at
frequent locations.
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Lindo Paseo is an unclassified roadway according to the College Area Community Plan. Lindo
Paseo is a one lane undivided (one-way) eastbound roadway between 55th Street and Campanile
Drive. Parking is allowed along the roadway.

Zura Way is an unclassified roadway according to the College Area Community Plan. Zura Way
provides one lane of undivided travel in a generally east-west direction. This roadway connects
College Avenue with East Campus Drive via a series of parking lots. The Zura Way / College
Avenue intersection is an unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection; Left turns onto College
Avenue are prohibited.

El Cajon Boulevard is classified as a Major Arterial according to the College Area Community
Plan, E1 Cajon Boulevard is a four lane divided roadway. Parking is permitted intermittently and
bike lanes are provided.

3.2 Existing Traffic Volumes
3.2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Turing Movement Volumes
Weekday manual peak hour intersection counts were conducted in December 2008 while all local
schools were in session. Weekday counts were conducted during both the AM (7:00-9:00) and PM
(4:00-6:00) peak periods. Figure 3-2 shows the existing peak hour and daily traffic volumes in the
study area.

¯
32.2 DailySegment Volumes
Bi-directional daily traffic counts were conducted on the study area street segments in December
2008, while the college was in session. Traffic counts at two study area segments along Montezuma
Road where obtained in February 2008. Figure 3-2 depicts the 24-hour segment volumes along the
study area segments.

Table 3-1 summarizes the ADT counts. Appendix B contains the manual intersection and street
segment count sheets.

TABLE 3-I
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Street Segment

College Avenue
Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way
Zura Way to Lindo Paseo
Montezuma Road to E1 Cajon Boulevard

Montezuma Road
Collwood Road to 55th Street
55th Street to Campanile Drive

College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

ADT a Date Source

44,000
30,000
29,100

30,600
26,100

14,800

December 2008
December 2008
December 2008

February 2008
February 2008
December 2008

Footnotes:
a. Average Daily Traffic Volumes.

LLG
LLG
LLG

LLG
LLG
LLG
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4.0 ANALYSIS APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

4.1 Analysis Overview
This traffic study is organized into the several sections, pursuant to standards of practice in the San
Diego region. Generally, the LOS analyses summarize Near-term and Long-term (2030) traffic
operations in the study area, and compares Proposed Project impacts to a no-build baseline.

In addition to the LOS analyses, the report includes assessments of potential traffic impacts to
regional Congestion Management Program roadways, impacts related to project construction,
driveway access, parking, transit, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and proposed street vacations
and roadway closures.

Table 4-1 provides an overview of the various analyses completed in this traffic impact report, lists
their respective sections, and briefly describes each analysis.

TABLE 4-1
ANALYSlS OVERVIEW

Scenario/Element

Existing

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +
University-Serving Retail

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +
University/Community-Serving Retail

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +
University -Serving Retail + Student
Housing

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +
University/Community-Serving Retail
+ Student Housing

Report DescriptionSection
6.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

Summarizes the existing intersection and street
......................................................................................................

Includes the effects of 33 near-term cumulative projects
in the study area. The results of this analysis form the
baseline against which near-term net project impacts
are measured.
This analysis measures the near-term net project
impacts of only the universi .ty-serving retail scenario.

...T)~...i~.. fC~...Ye.f~[~P~:.~])~: ...........................................................................................................................
This analysis measures the near-term net project
impacts of only the universi _ty/communi _ty-serving retail
,..~.~.~P.~!P.:,. T1}.!.~...J.~...f~[.,r.~f~n.~...qn!Y.: ......................................................................................
This analysis measures the near-term net project
impacts of both the universi _ty-serving retail scenario
and the student housing. These results are measured
against Existing + Near-Term Cumulative results to
determine impacts based on the significance criteria in
Section 5.0.
This analysis measures the near-term net project
impacts of both the university/community-serving retail
scenario and the student housing. These results are
measured against Existing + Near-Term Cumulative
results to determine impacts based on the significance
criteria in Section 5.0.

Continued
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TABLE 4-1 continued
ANALYSIS OVERVIEW

Report
DescriptionScenario/Element Section

Long-Term (2030) Without Project 10.0 Includes the effects ofbuildout of the study area land
uses and network. The results of this analysis form the
baseline against which long-term net project impacts
are measured.

Long-Term (2030) + University - t0.0 This analysis measures the long-term net project
Serving Retail impacts of only the university-serving retail scenario.

This is for reference only.

Long-Term (2030) + 10.0 This analysis measures the long-term net project
University/Community-Serving Retail impacts of only the tmiversity/community-servin~ retail

scenario. This is for reference only.

Long-Term (2030) + University - 10.0 This analysis measures the long-term net project
Serving Retail ÷ Student Housing impacts of both the university-serving retail scenario

and the student housing. These results are measured
against Long-Term (2030) Without Project results to
determine impacts based on the significance criteria in
Section 5.0.

Long-Term (2030) + .10.0 This analysis measures the long-term net project
University/Community-Serving Retail impacts of both the university/communiW-serving retail
+ Student Housing scenario and the student housing. These results are

measured against Long-Term (2030) Without Project
results to determine impacts based on the significance
criteria in Section 5.0.

Congestion Management Compliance 11.0 This section discusses the study’s compliance with
respect to the regional Congestion Management
Program (CMP)

Construction Traffic Impacts 12.0 This section discusses the potential traffic impacts

College Avenue/Lindo Paseo 13.0 This section discusses the potential traffic impacts
Driveway Access associated with the parking garage access proposed at

College Avenue/Lindo Paseo.

Parking 14.0 This section discusses the potential impacts associated

Transit

Pedestrian/Bicycle Circulation

Roadway Closures/Street Vacations

_ with par!~!r!~..~p.[ ~he pr0p.p.~.~..p~gj~: ...............................
15.0 This section discusses the potential impacts of the

...p~oj.~...~...~.~!...~.a~.!~: ......................................................................................................................................
16.0 This section discusses the potential impacts of the

project on pedes~i~ and bicycle circulation.
17.0 " This section discusses the potential i~pacts of the

proposed road closures and s~eet vacations in the study
area.

18.0 This section discusses the emergency vehicle
access/circulation in the study ~ea.

Emergency Vehicle Access

For the purposes of segregating volumes and delays between the two project entities (retail and
student housing), an analysis adding only the retail portion of the Proposed Project was conducted.
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4.2 Net Project Analysis
The mixed-use development consists of seven new buildings that would replace approximately 24
existing parcels in the study area. Many of these parcels are developed and currently generating
traffic. Therefore, this analysis summarizes the existing site traffic, and subtracts it from Proposed
Project traffic to yield net project traffic volumes. This net total ,traffic is then added to near-term and
long-term baseline (no-build) traffic volumes to determine potential significant impacts. Section 8.0
(Trip Generation) provides more specific information on the gross and net project traffic generation.

4.3 Retail Scenarios
At this time, the exact retail tenants are unknown. The analysis classifies the retail uses as either
"university/community-serving" retail uses, or as "university-serving" retail uses. The differences
between these two retail types would be based largely upon the intended consumer demographic,
and the subsequent retailers that would serve that demographic. The following describes each retail
type in detail.

4,3.1 University/Community.Serving Retail
The demographic for university/community-serving retail uses would include both students and non-
students living the College Area neighborhood, as well as those living in adjacent communities, such
as Del Cerro, Rolando, Talmadge and La Mesa, for example. Retail uses that would attract
consumers from the greater community (not just SDSU students and faculty) would likely be larger,
national chain or franchise retailers. However, independent specialty retailers providing goods or
services appealing to consumers county-wide would also attract trips from outside of the SDSU area,
and therefore be considered a university/community-serving retailer.

University/community-serving retailers would generate higher traffic volumes than university-
serving retailers, since more of the former’s trips would originate in locations outside of the
immediate SDSU area, and university/community-serving retail uses could include both retail and
restaurant land uses.

4.3.2 University-Serving Retail
The demographic for university-serving retail uses would largely include faculty/staff and students
and living on campus and in the College Area neighborhood. University-serving retail uses would be
smaller, independent businesses such as bookstores, repair shops, record stores, coffee shops and
small restaurants, which would rely heavily on the nearby concentration of students and faculty/staff
SDSU for their business.

In contrast to university/community-serving retailers, these businesses would attract the vast
majority of their trips from patrons already on campus, and would generate few trips from outside
the College Area. Also, fewer vehicle trips would be expected, as patrons would be located close to
their target market, making bike/walk trips very attractive. University-serving retail uses could
include both retail and restaurant land uses.

The analyses assess the impacts of each of these retail options (called "scenarios") against the near-
term baseline separately, since the traffic generation characteristics with each scenario are unique.
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The student-housing traffic is added to each scenario separately such that those trips are segregated
from the entire project. Sections 9. 0 and 10.0 contain the Near-term and Long-term (2030) analyses.

4.4 Level of Service Concept
Level of service (LOS) is the term used to denote the different operating conditions which occur on a
given roadway segment under various traffic volume loads. It is a qualitative measure used to
describe a quantitative analysis taking into account factors such as roadway geometries, signal
phasing, speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver, and safety. Level of service provides an index to
the operational qualities of a roadway segment or an intersection. Level of service designations
range from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions (free-flow) and LOS F
representing the worst operating conditions (gridlock). Level of service designation is reported
differently for signalized and unsignalized intersections, as well as for roadway segments.

4.5 Intersection Analysis Methodology
4.5,1 Signalized intersections
Signalized intersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Average vehicle
delay was determined utilizing the methodology found in Chapter 16 of the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM), with the assistance of the Svnehro (version 6.0) computer software. The delay
values (represented in seconds) were qualified with a corresponding intersection Level of Service
(LOS). A more detailed explanation of the methodology is attached in Appendix C.

4.5.2 Unsignalized intersections
Unsignalized intersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Average vehicle
delay and Levels of Service (LOS) were determined based upon the procedures found in Chapter 17
of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), with the assistance of the Synchro (version 6.0)
computer software. A more detailed explanation of the methodology is attached in Appendix C.
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4,5,3 Intersecting Lane Volume (IL tO
Caltrans requires that State-owned intersections be analyzed using Intersecting Lane Volume (IL!O
methodology as described in Chapter 400, Topic 406 of the Department Highway Design Manual.
The ILV methodology is based on the concept that the capacity of intersecting lanes of traffic is
1,500 vehicles per hour. For the typical local street interchange there is usually a critical intersection
of a ramp and the crossroads that establishes the capacity of the interchange.

Neither the City of San Diego nor Caltrans consider the ILV methodology as an approved
methodology for determining significance of impacts. ILV methodology is basic, and does not allow
for the sophisticated analysis that the HCM methodology discussed in 4.5.1 does. In some cases,
ILV results will vary dramatically from HCM results. However, the local Caltrans District 11
requests ILV analyses be included for informational purposes.

Table 4-2 summarizes the ILV capacities.

TABLE 4-2
ILV CAPACITIES

UNDER NEAR OVER
(ILV/hr<1200) (ILV/hr 1200 - 1500) (ILV/hr >1500)

Denotes stable flow with slight but
acceptable delay. Occasional signal
loading may develop. Free mid-block
operations.

Denotes unstable flow with considerable
delay. Some vehicles occasionally wait
two or more cycles to pass through the
intersection. Continuous backup occurs at
some approaches.

Denotes stop and go operation with
severe delay and heavy congestiona.

Traffic volume is limited by maximum
discharge rates of each phase. Continuous
backup in varying degrees occurs on all
approaches. Where downstream capacity
is restrictive, mainline congestion can
impede orderly discharge through the
intersection.

Footnotes:
a. The amount of congestion depends on how much the ILV/hr value exceeds 1500. Observed flow rates will normally not exceed 1500

ILV/hr and the excess will be delayed in a queue.

4.6 Street Segments Methodology
Street segment analysis is based upon the comparison of daily traffic volumes (ADTs) to the City of
San Diego’s Roadway Classification, Level of Service, and ADT Table. This table provides segment
capacities for different street classifications, based on traffic volumes and roadway characteristics.
The City of San Diego’s Roadway Classification, Level of Service, and ADT Table is attached in
Appendix D,
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5.0 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The Proposed Project would add additional daily and peak-hour traffic volumes to the existing street
system, including roadway segments and intersections that are already operating at undesirable LOS
E and LOS F. Technical studies such as this traffic impact study rely on published significance
criteria to provide definitive guidance on when and how a significant project impact is determined.
As a state entity, CSU/SDSU is not subject to local planning directives, including those of the City
of San Diego. Notwithstanding, for the purposes of this analysis, the City of San Diego significance
criteria was applied.

In addition to the City of San Diego guidelines, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
has published guidelines that include a checklist in Appendix G to evaluate project impacts based on
seventeen criteria. Criterion XV of this appendix relates specifically to Transportation/Traffic
impacts.

The following is detailed discussion of both the City of San Diego and the general CEQA
significance criteria.

5.1 City of San Diego Significance Criteria
According to the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds report dated January
2007~ a project is considered to have a significant impact if the new project traffic has decreased the
operations of surrounding roadways by a City def’med threshold. For projects deemed complete on or
after January 1, 2007, the City defined threshold by roadway type or intersection is shown in
Table 5-1.

The impact is designated either a "direct" or "cumulative" impact. According to the City’s
Significance Determination Thresholds report,

"’Direct traffic impacts are those projected to occur at the time a proposed development becomes
operational, including other developments not presently operational but which are anticipated to be
operational at that time (near term)."

"’Cumulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some point after a proposed development
becomes operational, such as during subsequent phases of a project and when additional proposed
developments in the area become operational (short-term cumulative) or when affected community
plan area reaches full planned buildout (long-term cumulative)."

It is possible that a project’s near term (direct) impacts may be reduced in the long term, as future
projects develop and provide additional roadway improvements (for instance, through implementation
of traffic phasing plans). In such a case, the project may have direct impacts but not contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact."

For intersections and roadway segments affected by a project, level of service (LOS) D or better is
considered acceptable under both direct and cumulative conditions."
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If the project exceeds the thresholds in Table 5-1, then the project may be considered to have a
significant "direct" or "cumulative" project impact. A significant impact can also occur if a project
causes the Level of Service to degrade from D to E, even if the allowable increases in Table 5-1 are
not exceeded. A feasible mitigation measure will need to be identified to return the impact within the
City thresholds, or the impact will be considered significant and unmitigated.

TABLE 5-I
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANT THRESHOLDS

Level of
Service with

Projectb

E

F

Footnotes:
a.

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts"

Freeways

V/C Speed (mph)

0.010
~

0.005 [ 0.5

Roadway Segments Intersections

V/C Speed (mph) Delay (sec.)

0.02 [ 1.0 2.0

0.Ol [ 0.5 1.0
i

Ramp Metering

Delay (min.)

1.0c

Ira proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are determined to be significant. The
project applicant shall then identify feasible improvements (within the Traffic Impact Study) that will restore/and maintain the
traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see note b), or if the project adds
a significant amount of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the project
applicant shall be responsible for mitigating the project’s direct significant and/or cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.
All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Capacity Manual procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, V/C ratios for
roadway segments are estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 2 of the City’s Traffic Impact Study
Manual). The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections ~s generally "D’" (’°C" for undeveloped locations). For
metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However, romp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.
The impact is only considered significant if the total delay exceeds 15 minutes

General Notes:

- Delay = Average control delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters.
- LOS = Level of Service
- V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (capacity at LOS E should be used)
- Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour for Congestion Management Program (CMP) analyses

5.2 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) "Appendix G" Checklist
The published 2009 CEQA Statute & Guidelines provide a checklist in Appendix O specifically
related to transportation and traffic impacts. These consist of seven questions, listed "a" through "g".
The analyst must answer whether the project would result in "Potentially Significant Impact", "Less
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation", "Less than Significant Impact", or "No Impact".
This traffic study addresses each of these questions, where applicable. Table 5-2 lists the seven
questions and shows which sections within this traffic impact study address them.
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a)

TABLE 5-2
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANT THRESHOLDS

CEQA Question

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant 6omponents of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets highways and freeways,

Corresponding Traffic
Study Section

Section 9.0 Analysis of
Near-term Traffic
Volumes; Section 10.0-
Analysis of Long-term
Traffic Volumes; Section

pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 15.0 - Transit," and
Section 16.0-
Pedestrian/Bicycle
Circulation

c)

Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management
agency or designated roads or highways?

d)

Would the project 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?

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

g)

Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? (Note: While this
criteria has been removed from the CEQA Guidelines, an analysis of available
parking capacity nevertheless was conducted.)

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities supporting Scenario transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Section 9.0 - Analysis of
Near-term Traffic
Volumes; Section 10.0 "
Analysis of Long-term
Traffic Volumes, and
Section 11.0 - Congestion
Management Program
Compliance

(This is not applicable to
this traffic impact study)

Section 13.0 - College
Avenue/ Lindo Paseo
Driveway Access

Section 18.0 - Emergency
Vehicle Access

Section 14.0 - Parking

Section 15.0- Transit;
and Section 16.0 -
Pedestrian/Bicycle
Circulation;

Source: 2009 California Environmental Quality Act- Statute & Guidelines
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6,0 ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

The analysis of exi sting conditions includes the assessment of the study area intersections and street
segments using the methodologies described in Section 4.0. Appendix E contains the existing
conditions analysis worksheets and.ILV operations sheets.

6.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 6-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for existing conditions. As shown in
Table 6-1, all study area signalized intersections are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or
better except the following:

2. College Avenue / I-8 EB Off-Ramp (LOS E during the AM peak hour)

3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

4. College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during the AM peak hour)
7. College Avenue / E1 Cajon Boulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

In addition, the unsignalized intersection of College Avenue and Zura Way is calculated to operate at
LOS F for southbound left-turn onto Zura Way during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM
peak hour.

6.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 6-2 summarizes the existing segment operations. As shown in Table 6-2, all segments in the
study area are calculated to operate at LOS D or better except the following:

5. College Avenue between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)
6. Montezuma Road between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS E)

6.3 ILV Operations
Table 6-3 summarizes the results of the existing ILV analysis. As shown in Table 6-3, the College
Avenue / I-8 interchange is calculated to operate under capacity during both the AM and PM peak
hours.
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TABLE 6-I
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Intersection

1. College Avenue / 1-8 Westbound Ramps

Control Peak
Type Hour

Signal       PM

Existing

Delaya        LOSb

9.3 A
8.3 A

¯ ¯ AM 77 0 E
2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps Signal PM 15"2 B

’ AM 48.6 D
3. College Avenue / Canyon CreSt Drive Signal PM 57.5 ! E

4. College Avenue / Zura Way TWSCc

5. College Avenue / Lindo Paseo

6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road

7. College Avenue / E1 Cajon Boulevard

Signa!

Signal

Signal

8. Montezuma Road / Collw0od Boulevard

9. Montezuma Road / 55th Street

10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive

11. Montezuma Road / Catoctin Drive

12. Montezuma Road / E1 Cajon Boulevard

Signal

Signal

Signal

¯Signal

Signal

AM 67.0 ’
PM 16.2

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

11.9
20.1

36.6
45.7

36.6
56.4

21.2
24.7

41.2
34.1

28.0
34.2

20.0
20.4

24.6
20.7

F
C

B
C

D

D
E

C
C

D
C

C
c

B
C

C
C

Footnotes:
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. TWSC - Two-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left

turn delay is reported.

SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

Delay LOS Delay LOS

0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A

10.1 to 20.0 B 10.I to 15.0 B

20.1 to 35.0 C 15.1 to 25.0 C

35.1 to 55.0 D 25.1 to 35.0 D

55.1 to 80.0 E 35.1 to 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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TABLE 6-2
EXISTING DALLY STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment

College Avenue

Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

Zura Way to Montezuma Road

Montezuma Road to E1 Cajon Boulevard

Montezuma Road

Collwood Boulevard to 55th Street

55th Street to College Avenue

College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

Capacity
(LOS E) a

40,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

30,000

30,000

Footnotes:
a. Capacities based on City of San Diego Roadway Classification Table.
b. Average Daily Traffic Volumes.
c Level of Service.
d. Volume to Capacity.

ADT b

44,000

30,000

29,100

30,600

26,100

14,800

LOS °

F

C

C

C

E

C

V/Cd

1.100

0.750

0.728

0.765

0.870

0.493

TABLE 6-3
EXISTING ILV OPERATIONS

Intersection

College Ave / I-8 WB Ramps

College Ave / I-8 EB Ramps

Peak
Hour

AM
PM

AM
PM

:     Existing

Total Operating Level
(ILV / Hour)

1596
682

615

1124

Capacitya

Under
Under

Under

Under

Footnote:
a. CAPACITY is shown as UNDER capacity, NEAR capacity or OVER capacity;

Under Capacity = <1200 ILV/Hour
Near Capacity = >1200 but < 1500 ILV/Hour
Over Capacity = > 1500 ILV/Hour

General Notes:

1. See Appendix E for ILV calculation sheets.
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7.0 NEAR-TERM CUMULATIVE
There are other planned projects in the project vicinity, which will add traffic to the roadways
surrounding the project site. Based on a review of other potential projects within the area,
discussions with City of San Diego staff, and a review of the SDSU Master Plan Update (completed
June 2007) it was determined that the following cumulative development projects listed on
Table 7-1 were included in the traffic analysis. Figure 7-1 shows a summary of the total near-term
cumulative project traffic assignment. Figure 7-2 shows the existing + near-term cumulative traffic
volumes.
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TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY

C.P. # Project Title

Crossroads Redevelopment Area

Project Location Project Description

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency

BuildoutStatus Year

2

Crossroads

Redevelopment Proiect

Mesa Commons Ia

Three non-contiguous
subareas within the following
boundaries: (a) E1 Cajon
Boulevard and University
Avenue from 54th Street to the
City of La Mesa, (b) the east
side of 54th Street and north of
College Grove Drive, and (c)
Redwood and Thorn Streets,
Martin Luther King Freeway,
and 54th Street

E1 Cajon Boulevard and
Catoctin Drive

3 Mesa Commons IIa 4883, 4905, and 4915 Catoctin
Drive, northeast of Art Street

4 Centrepointa Intersection of 63rd Street and
E1 Cajon Boulevard

Redevelopment project consisting of a
variety of programmatic, residential,
commercial, and public facilities with
approximately 2,421 dwelling units
("DUs") proposed to be built over a 1,032-
acre redevelopment area.

Mixed-use project containing 52 DUs and

2,833 square feet ("SF") of retail. Residential

component includes 16 row homes, 31

condominium units, and 5 rental units.

33 "for sale" attached row home-style units
in seven buildings, and seven detached
single-family units (170 total beds).

63 townhouse units and 249 residential
flats. The project will also include nearly
4,000 SF of retail space, 610 off-street
parking spaces, open space, and
recreational facilities.

Approved

Approved

2032

2015

Approved 2015

Approved Fall 2013

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-I
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

C.P. #

5

Project Title

Chollas Triangle

Redevelopment Project

College Community Redevelopment Area

6 5566 Lindo Paseo

7 Village Lindo Paseo
(formerly known as
Plaza Lindo Paseo)

8 6195 Montezuma Road

Plaza Lindo Paseo

Project Location

Southside of 5400 University

Avenue

5566 Lindo Paseo

5565 - 5619 Lindo Paseo

6195 Montezuma Road

Project Description Status

Pedestrian-oriented mixed-use project In planning

(possibly 500-600 DUs) on 36-acre site. process

.

.......................Demolish existing structures and construct .Approved
45 residential condominiums, 4 commercial

and 2 fraternity houses.condominiums,

Continued Next Page

Buildout
Year

Unknown i

Demolish existing residences and: constructIn planning Unknown

a 7,771 SF, 26-bed fraternity house.,process

--~olish five existing single=family DUsIn planning 2011/2012

on six lots and construct an 896-bed process

student dormitory facility. The project also

proposes an underground parking facility

and accessory uses.

.... ~i~-~h two existing single-family DUs -X~ ................~i~i~ ......

and construct a four-story structure with 2025

two levels of underground parking.

Construct 40 DUs (22 four-bech’oom DUs, 2

three-bedr0om DUs, and 16 two-bedroom

DUs), 84 on-site parking spaces, and

associated improvements.

2011/2012
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TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

Buildout
Year

Unknown

C.P. # Project Title Project Location Project Description Status

10 Wesley House 5716 Hardy Avenue 200 beds. Anticipated
future
proposal

11 SDSU Religious Centers West of Campanile Drive, Unknown. Anticipated Unknown
Project along Lindo Paseo and Hardy future

Avenue proposal .

12 Sorority Row Housing West side of College Avenue, Housing project for 215 student-sorority In Planning Unknown
Project south of Montezuma Road members on 1.56-acre vacant parcel. Process

Project will include 65 apartments and 5
sorority chapter houses.

13 5030 College LLC 5030 College Avenue Construct 107 rental DUs on a vacant site In planning Unknown
(site of SDSU Sorority Housing project thatprocess
was approved but not constructed).

Campanile Drive and rooms and retail and service areas.
Montezuma Road

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1

C.P. #

15

Project Title

Alvarado Apartments

(The Dinerstein
Companies)

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

Project Location

6599 Alvarado Road

4929 Collwood Boulevard

Project Description

Redesignate 9.9 acres of Institutional

land to Very High Residential Land;

construct 664 rental DUs and 2,800 SF

Status

In planning process

Buildout
Year

2011

of retail. ,

.... ~~~ii~~~~~-~~~~i~ ...........Completed, ’ ~al12010

building and construct 260 units, undergoing
inspections

.........~ .............................................................................................Aztec Court ~"~~.~~-~~- Demolish existing residences and "~"~i~~g ~;~~ss ........Unknown

Apartments construct 25 DUs.

Continued Next Page
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C.P. # Project Title

City of San Diego

18 Parc@ 54 (formerly
Park at 54th Street)

19 Centrepoint-Grantville

TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

Project Location Project Description Status

4079 54th Street

Block bounded by Vandever
Avenue, Fairmont Avenue,
Twain Avenue, Mission
Gorge Road

90-unit apartment complex.

12-acre site for mixed-use development
of 588 multi-family DUs and 135,228
SF of office, retail, and restaurant
space.

Completed

Proposed

20 Montezuma South Near SE corner of College 450 beds. Anticipated future

21

23

Grantville Trolley
Station Transit
Oriented Development
("TOD")

Kohl’s Department
Store

-Levanto Townhomes

Avenue and Montezuma proposal
Road

4510 Alvarado Canyon Road Approximately 900 beds. Anticipated future
proposal

3450 College Avenue

4525 Waring Road

73,872 SF of retail development.

100 units (multi-family complex).

Buildout
Year

November
2009

Through
2025

Unknown

Proposed

Completed June 2010

Conlinued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1

C.P. # Project Title

San Diego State University

24

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

Project Location Project Description Status Buildout Year

ProposedCollege of Business Southeastern portion of 170,000 SF College of Business

Administration SDSU, between College building in Lot F.

Building Avenue and East Campus

Drive (existing Lot F)

25 Parma Payne Goodall 55th Street between          New 28,000 SF Alumni Center to

Alumni Center         Athletics Center and Sports house the offices of the Alumni

Deck Association, Annual Giving, and staff

of University Advancement.

........................ ........................ .................. .......
Building Music Building in the house a 400-seat black box performing

central portion of campus arts theatre, dance studios, drama

rehearsal space, and support space.

Unknown

Completed October 2009

Proposed Unknown

27 Three-story, 70,000 SF building to Approved UnknownEast of 55th Street,
immediately east of Viejas
Arena

Campus Conference
Center provide meeting/conference space,

office space, food services and retail

services. The building would consist

of I subterranean and 2 above-ground
floors.

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

C.P.#

28

29

Project Title

Aztec Center

Expansion

Storm/Nasatir Halls
Renovation

Project Location

West of College Avenue,

northeast of Aztec Transit
Center

East of Aztec Circle Drive,
south of parking structure 8

Project Description

Construction of additional meeting
spaces; a multi-purpose theatre; a 24-
hour study lounge; and expanded and
improved office spaces for student
organizations, student activities, and
student life.

Upgrade structures to meet current
Health and Safety Code standards,
correct deferred maintenance issues,
and improve energy conservation.

Status

Approved

On hold

Buildout Year

2012 ¯

2012

30 Remington Road Western campus boundary,Construct median in Remington In design (awaiting Unknown
median north of softball and Road. City permit)

baseball fields

31 Softball Stadium South of Remington Road, Construct press box at softball On hold (possible Unknown "

Pressbox Addition adjacent to Tony Gwynn stadium, future project)
Stadium

32 Bioscience TI South of Canyon Crest Renovations to internal utilities. Completed 2009
Drive, west of A Lot
adjacent to the Life Sciences
North Building

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1

C.P. #

33

Project Title

Student Housing
Phase I

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

Project Location

East of College Avenue,

north of Montezuma Road

on G Lot

Project Description

10-story building (approximately

350,000 SF in size) to house 95-105
suite-style residential units.

Status

Approved

Buildout Year

Unknown

34 Olmeca/Maya North of Montezuma Road,Two 10-story buildings Approved Unknown

Reconstruction east of existing residence (approximately 350,000 SF in size :

halls and Parking each) to house approximately 1,600

Structures 3 and 6 students.

35 U Lot Residence Hall North of Remington Road,10-story building (approximately Approved Unknown

west of 55th Street atop 350,000 SF in size) to house

Parking Structure 7 approximately 800 students and

redesign Parking Structure 7 to

accommodate 750 vehicles.

South of Interstate 8, east of Additional apartments                 Approved               Unknown

College Avenue on C Lot     (approximately 50 two-bedroom
apartments) in 2-3 story structures to

provide an additional 200 beds.

36 Villa Alvarado

Residential Hall

Expansion

37 Alvarado Hotel South of Interstate 8,
adjacent to Alvarado Road visitors to SDSU. Facilities may also

include a business center, exercise     ’

room, and several meeting rooms.

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)

C.P. # Status Buildout Year

38 Approved Unknown

Project Title

Alvarado Campus-D

Lot

Project Location

South of Alvarado Road,
north of an undeveloped
slope and Alvarado Creek
on D Lot

Project Description

Approximately 280,000 SF of
instructional and research space.

Alvarado Campus-
Alvarado Medical
Center

39 South of Alvarado Road,
north of an undeveloped

slope and Alvarado Creek

at the existing Alvarado
Medical Center

Approximately 332,285 SF of
instructional and research space and a
1,840-car multi-story parking
structure.

Approved Unknown

of Adobe Falls Road

41 Adobe Falls Phase II North of Interstate 8, south Housing for SDSU faculty and staff.Approved Unknown
of Adobe Falls Road

42 Children’s Center East side of campus, east ofLandscape improvements. In design Unknown

Landscape Upgrade College Avenue, north of
Zura Way (north of South E
Lot) ¯

43 Tennis Locker Rooms South of Remington Road, Construct additional locker rooms.Complete 2009
west of the Aztec Aquaplex

Continued Next Page
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TABLE 7-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT°D)

C.P. # Project Title Project Location Project Description Status

44 Telecom-Infrastructure Campus wide

City of San Diego Metropolitan Water Department

45 Located adjacent to Lake
Murray near the City of San
Diego’s eastern boundary
with La Mesa

Alvarado Water
Treatment Plant

City of La Mesa Redevelopment Agency

46 Grossmont Transit

Station

Southside of Fletcher
Parkway at Grossmont
Center Drive

City of La Mesa

47 Coleman College Site

Upgrade the campus , Complete
telecommunication infrastructure to

meet CSU standards.                  ¯

Plant capacity will be increased to 200 Proposed

million gallons per day to provide
increased capacity and improve

reliability. ’

TOD project to include a 527-unit Completed,

apartment complex and a two-level undergoing

(600 space) parking structure, inspections

Buildout
Year

Complete

2011

2010s

7380 Parkway Drive 9.2 acres redeveloped as 150 senior On hold Unknown

(former) housing units.

48 Jessie Avenue 4888 Jessie Avenue 47 townhomes and two commercial Approved Unknown

units. I

49 Parks Avenue Parks Avenue and E1 Cajon ’"10"townhomes"and’one’liveiwork’unit.X~i

Townhomes Boulevard

Continued Next Page

LINSCOTF, LAW & GREENSPAN engineers 28
LLG Ref. 3-08-1857

Plaza Linda Verde



TABLE 7-1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SUMMARY (CONT’D)
Buildout

Year
Unknown

C.P. # Project Title Project Location Project Description Status

50 Comandae Apartments Comanche Drive and E1 Cajon19 townhomes with a small commercialIn planning
Boulevard component process

51 Montebello North 5017 Thorne Drive General Plan Amendment and rezone forIn planning Unknown
multiple unit residential structure process

52 Park Station Specific Plan Several parcels centered Specific Plan for mixed-use In planning Unknown
around 4999 Baltimore Drive development, process

53 Lowell Street North end of Lowell Street Five-unit planned residential In planning Unknown
development, process

End o ~List
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8.0 TRIP GENERATIONIDISTRIBUTION/ASSIGNMENT

8.1 Trip Generation Overview
The proposed Plaza Linda Verde retail/residential mixed use redevelopment will replace existing
land uses on 24 parcels in the study area. This existing traffic was summarized from The Paseo at
San Diego State University EIR and removed from the gross traffic generation for both the
university/community-serving and university-serving retail scenarios to yield the net new traffic for
the project.

Separate trip generation calculations were completed for both the university/community-serving and
university-serving retail scenarios, based on their respective characteristics discussed in Section 4.0.
Trip generation rates were based on City-approved retail trip rates published in the College
Community Redevelopment EIR and The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR.

Trip generation was also calculated for the proposed student housing component of the project, using
City-approved trip rates published in the College Community Redevelopment EIR.

The following is a detailed discussion of the trip generation calculations.

8.1.1 Existing Site Traffic to be Removed

The Proposed Project comprises seven buildings to be built on existing, occupied parcels within the
study area. The Proposed Project has two primary trip generating components: 90,000 total square
feet of retail use, and 400 total dwelling units of student housing, as assumed in this study. The
current project description proposes slightly lower values. As stated in Section 4.0, the existing
parcels upon which the project would be built are currently occupied and generating traffic.
Figure 8-1 shows the existing parcels to be removed. This existing traffic was summarized based on
occupancy information provided by the applicant, as well as on a summary of existing land use trip
generation contained in the traffic study prepared for The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR
(Section 3.2, p. 3-11).

Table 8-1 shows the summary of the existing trip generation for the parcels to be redeveloped as
part of the Proposed Project. This table shows the parcel-by-parcel reference to the summary table
presented in the Paseo EIR traffic study, as well as the land use, size, and daily and peak hour traffic
calculations. In total, the existing parcels are calculated to currently generate 3,113 ADT, with 110
inbound/90 outbound AM peak hour trips, and 132 inbound/ 127 outbound PM peak hour trips.
These existing volumes were subtracted from the gross Plaza Linda Verde project traffic generation
to yield the net project traffic generation for use in the analysis.

Appendix F contains the existing parcel trip generation information from The Paseo .at San Diego
State University EIR.

8.1.2 University/Community.Serving Retail Scenario- Trip Generation
Section 4.3.1 discussed in detail the characteristics associated with university/community-serving
retail uses. Generally, retailers in the university/community-serving retail scenario would be stand
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alone, higher-profile, regional or national chains or franchises that would generate higher vehicle
trips from a greater distance than university-serving retailers. University/community-serving retail
uses would provide goods and services that would appeal to a wider demographic than just SDSU
faculty/staff, students and local College Area residents.

A total of 90,000 square feet of retail development is proposed for the project for either retail
scenario. Since exact tenants and land uses are unknown, the 90,000 SF was split in two to account
for both higher (grocery and restaurant, for example) and lower (general retail, bike shop, dry
cleaners, etc.) trip-generating retail uses. This is to allow the development to have flexibility to
include a variety of retail land uses later on, when specific tenants are identified. Approximately one
half (44,000 SF) was assessed using a highertrip generation rate,, while the other half (46,000) was
assessed using a lower rate. This would account for some higher generating uses (such as restaurant
or grocery store) within the overall university/community-serving retail scenario.

Commercial/retail trip generation rates from both The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR and
the College Community Redevelopment EIR were reviewed for applicability to the Proposed Project.
Upon review, it was determined that the rates shown in both EIRs were comparable at 31.4 trips/
1,000 SF for. "retail". The Paseo EIR included an additional trip generation rate of 100 trips/1,000
SF for "restaurant" uses (Section 3.2, p. 3-9).

Thus, a trip generation rate of 11111 trips/1,0!1tl SF was applied to 44,000 SF of the project square
footage which is assumed to be developed as restaurants or grocery stores, based on rates published
in The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR. This would allow for the development of higher trip
generating commercial retail uses, including high-turnover, sit down restaurants and grocery stores
(e.g., national chains). While the Paseo at San Diego State traffic study refers to the "100" trip rate
as "restaurant", this rate would also cover grocery stores/supermarkets since the City of San Diego’s
published cumulative trip rate is higher for sit down restaurants than for grocery stores
(104 trips/I,000 SF vs. 90 trips/I,000 SF, respectively). A combined pass-by/diverted/mixed use
reduction of 48% was applied to this square footage, based on the percentage used in the The Paseo
at San Diego State University EIR (Section 3.2, p. 3-9).

A rate of 31.4 trips/ 1,11t)11 SF (based on rates published in both the College Community
Redevelopment EIR and Paseo EIR [Section 3.2, p. 3-9]) was applied to the balance of the retail
(46,000 SF) to account for less intensive retail/commercial uses.

8.1.3 University-Serving RetaiI Scenario - Trip Generation
Section 4.3.2 discussed in detail the characteristics associated with university-serving retail uses,
which would include retail uses/commercial uses that would generate fewer trips, and from closer
distances as compared to university/community-serving retailers. Examples of university-serving
retailers would include a locally-owned restaurant or store, catering primarily to faculty and
students, and "commons"-type groups of retail and restaurants. This retail use would not attract as
many vehicle trips as would a stand-alone national chain restaurant or store that would cater to both
students and residents from adjacent communities.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 31 LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



As previOusly described, university-serving retail would be comprised of tenants that would serve
students and faculty/staff already on campus. This would not include grocery stores such as Trader
Joe’s and stand alone restaurants such as Chili’s or McDonalds. University-serving retail would
generate very .little new vehicular trips and the overall rate would be expected to be a small fraction
of a "university/community-serving" retail rate. There are no published trip rates for "university-
serving" retail. To be Conservative, a full 50% of the university/community-serving retail trip rates
discussed above, and based on the Paseo and Redevelopment EIRs, was utilized in this report.

A rate of 50 trips/I,000 SF was applied to 44,000 SF of restaurant/ retail, while a rate of 15.7
trips/I,000 SF was applied to 46,000 SF of retail. The same pass-by/diverted/mixed use combined
reduction of 48% used in the university/community-serving retail assessment was applied to these
square footages.

8.1.4 Student Housing Trip Generation
Student housing trip generation is unique among the trip rates associated with the various types of
residential projects (e.g., single family, apartment, condominium, etc). Student housing and
apartment/Condominium land uses have similarities (high density, low trip generation), but trip rates
for student housing are considered lower than typical multi-family rates. This is because unlike other
multi-family dwellings (such as apartments), many students do not have cars, and those who do tend
to make fewer trips since many trip ends associated with students lie within the sphere of the campus
area. These include work (school) and pleasure trips (gym, sports fields), as well as trips to grocery
stores, laundromats, drug stores, etc. Bike and walk trips are also easy and convenient within the
sphere of the campus area.

LLG reviewed the trip generation rates published in both The Paseo at San Diego State University
EIR the College Community Redevelopment EIR. The residential trip rate in the Paseo EIR was 3.1
trips/DU for "high density-" residential (Section 3.2, p. 3-9). This rate was approved by City Staff
for use in that document. The Redevelopment EIR used a more conservative residential rate of
4.44 trips/DU (Section 3, p. 3-15) that was also approved by City Staff. Based on a review of the
particular Plaza Linda Verde project in terms of density and location, a residential rate of 4.44
trips/unit was used in this study.

Section 8.3 of this report discusses the very real phenomenon that the provision of on-campus
housing eliminates the need for those students to otherwise drive to campus, thereby resulting in a
decrease in regional traffic. The student housing aspect of the project embodies smart growth
principles by placing the trip origin (the student) very near their primary destination (the university).
A trip reduction of this nature would be considered reasonable and, in fact, would provide a more
accurate assessment of trip generation. However, in light of the relatively small difference in project
trip generation (about 1,200 ADT) that would result from assuming that the student housing would
eliminate some trips (which would be reflected in a reduced trip generation rate), and the fact that
the number of significant impacts would be unchanged if the analysis made this assumption, the
traffic analysis does not factor into the calculations the potential decrease in commuter trips that
would result. Therefore, the impact analysis overstates the trip generation.
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8.1.5 Trip Generation Summary
Table 8-2 and Table 8-3 show summaries of the gross and net trip generation for the
university/community-serving retail scenario, respectively. Table 8-4 and Table 8-5 show
summaries of the gross trip and net trip generation for the university-serving retail scenario,
respectively.

These tables show that the net new trips calculated within the study area are higher for the
university/community-serving retail scenario, as would be expected. The calculated net ADT for this
scenario (both retail and student housing) are2,396 ADT, with 46 inbound/139 outbound net AM
peak hour trips, and 195 inbound/84 outbound net PM peak hour trips.

By contrast, the university-serving retail scenario results in lower traffic volumes on a daily (ADT)
basis, and peak hour basis. The calculated net ADT for this scenario (both retail and student housing)
is 529 ADT, with -19 inbound/82 outbound net AM peak hour trips, and 101 inbound/8 outbound
net PM peak hour trips. The net-negative AM inbound trips are calculated due to the ~change in trip
characteristics from the existing to proposed land uses. For the purposes of the analysis, LLG did not
subtract trips from the existing traffic volumes for this net negative value, but rather considered the
change as "zero".            ~

8.2 Trip Distribution/Assignment
The retail and student housing land uses are completely different with respect to their trip-
origin/destination characteristics. Therefore, separate distributions and assignments were developed
for each.

To determine the overall project’s regional trip distribution percentages, a Select Zone Assignment
(SZA) for the SDSU Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) was obtained from SANDAG. The model was
reviewed to ensure that both retail and residential land uses were accounted for in the SDSU TAZ.
This information was used as a starting point to develop two separate traffic distributions: one for the
retail component of the project and one for the student housing component.

Figure 8-2a shows the retail traffic distribution. To be conservative, the retail traffic distribution for
university-serving retail was assumed to be the same as university/community-serving retail, even
though the former’s trip lengths would be shorter. Figure 8-2b shows the student housing traffic
distribution.

The net project traffic volumes for the university/community-serving and university-serving retail
scenarios were multiplied against these distribution percentages to calculate the project traffic
volumes in the study area. Figure 8-3 shows the assignment of university/community-serving retail
project peak hour volumes and ADT. Figure 8-4 shows the assignment of university-serving retail
project peak hour volumes and ADT. Figure 8-5 shows the assignment of student housing project
peak hour volumes and ADT.
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The project traffic assignments described above were added to the existing + near-term cumulative
(baseline) traffic volumes shows on Figure 7-2 to develop the various "existing + cumulative +
project" traffic volumes.

Figure 8-6 shows the assignment of existing + near-term cumulative ~- university/community-
serving retail project peak hour volumes and ADT. Figure 8-7 shows the assignment of existing +
near-term cumulative + university-serving retail project peak hour volumes and ADT. These
volumes represent the addition of only retail traffic volumes, and are for informational
purposes only.

Figure 8-8 shows the assignment of existing + near-term cumulative + university/community-
serving retail + student housing project peak hour volumes and ADT. Figure 8-9 shows the
assignment of existing + near-term cumulative + university-serving retail + student housing project
peak hour volumes and ADT. The volumes on these two figures represent the total project for each
scenario, and are compared to the existing + near-term cumulative (baseline) traffic volumes in the
analyses presented in Section 9.0.

8.3 Regional Net Traffic Decrease
The additional student housing proposed by the project would eliminate the need for those students
to otherwise drive to campus, thereby resulting in a decrease in regional traffic. Development of the
Proposed Project would be expected to result in a net decrease in commuter peak hour trips on
Interstate 8, and other regional roadways in the area. This is because the student housing component
will allow students who would have otherwise needed to commute to campus for classes to be
located immediately adjacent to SDSU, thereby essentially converting a regional peak hour vehicle
trip into a walk or bike trip. Please note, however, this information is provided for informational
purposes only; no quantitative adjustments were made to the impacts analysis to account for this
decrease in regional traffic. Also, the existing and proposed mixed-use developments (including the
Proposed Project) would provide goods and services for the residents of the proposed student
housing component that also would not require a vehicle trip.

The project is not increasing the number of students or faculty, so no new "to/from SDSU" school
trips would occur. To the contrary, the project is eliminating these trips that would otherwise have
occurred.
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TABLE 8-1
EXISTING LAND USE TRAFFIC TO BE REMOVED

Paseo ’ AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Daily ADT d

r

LocationParcel. MaPParcelID#/#
Use Size b Rate c % AM In:Out Split In Out , Total ~                                                                                                  % PM      ~ In:OutSplit

1 1 Parking Lot 0 ksf 0/ksf , 0 0% 0% 0% 0 0 0 :0% : 0% 0% 0 0 0

4 20 3.721 ksf 18/ksf 67 13% 90 % 10% 8 1 9 .14% 20% 80% 4 7 9

5          21           -         1 825ksf 18/ksf     33      13%     90%    1.0% , 4 ~ 0 , 4 , 14%                                  5 20%    80%    1     4 . ..........................

8 7 Residential 25 du 4.1/du 103 8% 20% 80% 2 7 9 10% " 70% i 30% 9 3 10

9 13 Residential 1 du 4.1/du 4 8% 20% 80% 0 0 0 10% 70% 30% 0 0 0

12 31 5.98ksf 36/ksf 215 3% 60% 40% 4 3 7 :9% 50% 50% 10 I 10 20

13 32 1.224 ksf 18/ksf 22 13% 90% 10% 3 0 3 14% 20% 80% 1 3
......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ~ ......................... ~ ....... r""-: ...................... ~’’ ............. : ........ ~ ........................ ’ ...................... ~ ...................~ ........

14 28 2.795 ksf 420/ksf 1174 4% 60% 40% 28 19 47 8% 50% 50% 47 47 , 94

15 27 2.4ksf 350/ksf 840 9% 50% 50% 38 38 76 7% 50% 50% 29 29 58

16 30 1.52 ksf 104/ksf 158 4% 60% 4Q% 4 3 7 8% 50% 50% 7 7 14

17 26 2.28ksf 104/ksf 237 8% 50% 50% 9 9 18 8% 60% 40% 13 8 19

18 29 Gas Station 8 fs 30/ksf 240 8% 50% 50% 10 10 20 8% 50% 50% 10 10’ 20

19 5721 Residential 1 du 4.1/du 4 8% 20% 80% 0 0 0 10% 70% 30% 0 , .     0 , 0

Continued

LINSCOTT, LAW ~ GREENSPAN, engineers
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Parcel
Location

22

Paseo
Map 1])#/
Parcel #

5734

23 5742

24 5750

TABLE 8-1 continued
EXISTING LAND USE TRAFFIC TO BE REMOVED

Use

Residential

Residential

Residential

Size Daily ADT
Rate

1 du 4.1/du 4

1 du 4.1/du 4

1 du 4.1/du 4

AM Peak Hour

% AM In:Out Split In Out Total

8% 20% 80% 0 0 0

8% 20% 80% 0 0 0

8% 20% 80% 0 0 0

PM Peak Hour

% PM In:Out Split In Out Total

10% 70% 30% 0 0 0

10% 70% 30% 0 0 .0

10% 70% 30% 0 0 0

Total Existing Trips to be Removed 3113 110 90    200

Footnotes:

a. "Parcel Location" based on Plaza Linda Verde EIR figures.

b. Size of land use presented as "I,000 square feet" (ksf), "dwelling" unit" (du), or "fueling station" (fs).

c. ’°Daily Rate" and all trip generation rate information arc taken from the Paseo EIR Traffic Study source table.

d. ADT = Average Daily Traffic

General Notes:
1. Source: The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR Traffic Study

2. Additional land use data provided by SDSU (four digit parcel numbers). Trip generation rates for these pamels are based on those published in the Paseo EIR Traffic Study.

3. Shaded values represent parcels that do not generate traff~c (e.g., parking lots).

4. (-) = land use not defined in Paseo EIR Traffic Study source table.

132 127 259
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Location

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

TABLE 8-2
UNIVERSITYICOMMUNITY-SERVlNG RETAIL GROSS TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak Hour                                  PM Peal{ Hour
Use ~ Size b Daily Rate ADT ,¯

% AM In:Out Split In Out Total % PM , In:Out .Split In Out Total

a. Residential 90 du       4.44/du400     8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70% 30% 31 13 44

b. Retail 12.5 ksf 31.4/ksf 393 4% 60% 40% 9 6 15 11% 50% 50% 22 22 44

e. Retail iiii.-iii~i5i~)~i,._,,,!,0_,,0_..(a~.2(_,~,,,,~f, ..........,65,..,,,.,,,0,,, .............8.°_/o. ...............~50_%.o.._,.50% ........~6. ............_2.6,__.,~~ ...................................................... ...........8% 160% ’40% ........~1 ........21 52

Subtotal Bldg I 1440 4I 58 99 84 56 140

a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 30

b. Retail 10 ksf 31 4/ksf 314 4% 60% ’ 40% 8 5 13 11% 50% 50% 17 17 34

c. Retail 10 ksf 100 (.52)/ksf 520 8% 50% 50% 21 21 42 8% 60% 40% 25_ 17 42_

Subtotal- Bldg 2 1100 33 43 76 63 43 , 106

a. Retail 2 ksf 31.4/ksf 63 4% 60% 40% 2 1 3 11% 50% 50% 3 3 6

a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 30

b. Retail 10ksf 31.4/ksf 314 4% 60% 40% 8 5 ......13 1 11% 50% 50% 17 17 34

c. Retail 10ksf 100 (.52)/ksf 520 8% 50% 50% 21 21 42 8%: 60% 40% 25 17 42

Subtotal Bldg 4 1100 33 43 76 63 43 ,. 106

residential 90 du 4.44/1 du 400 8% 20% 80% ! 6 26 32 11% , 70%
30% 31 13 : 44

a ........................................... I ................................I ...........................l~T ..............................

b. retail ....................iii~i~ ................................~ii;i~] .............~;i ....................-~;~; ......................;~;2; ....................~;~; ~ .................. .........................;~.i_".iiiiii’.iiiiiiil;iiiiiiiiii... ,,],,]~o,,, ,,. 50% 50% 2(3 ~0 40

c. retail 11 ks-’~~; ~~5~jii~~

Subtotal Bldg 5 1359 39 56 95 80 52 132

Building 6 a. residential 50 du 4.44 du 222 8% 20%

Building 7 a. residential 50 du 4.44 du 222 8% 20%

Total Residential 400 du - 1776

Total Retail 90 ksf 3733 -

Total Gross Trips 5509

80%    4 14 18 11% 70% 30% 17 7 24

80%    4 14 18 . 11% 70% 30% 17

28 114 142 ’ 138 58 196~

- 128 115 243 ’ ’    - - 189 153 342

- 156 229 385 - - - 327 211 538

Footnotes:
a. The 90,000 square feet of total retail land use is assessed as 44°000 square feet at 31 4 trips/ksf~ and 46,000 sf at 100 trips/ksf (See Section 8.1for discussion).
b. Si~e of land use presented as "1,000 square feet" (ksfL or "dwelling ~nit" (du).

General Notes:
1. Trip Generation Rates are based on trip rates published in College Community RedevelopmentEIR, and the Paseo E1R.
2. ADT = Average Daily Traffio
3. The "Total Gross Trips" represent project traffic prior to removal of traffio volumes associated with existing land uses to be redeveloped with the Proposed Projeot.
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TABLE 8-3
UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY-SERVING RETAIL NET TRIP GENERATION

Location

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

AM Peak Hour
Use a       Size b     Daily Rate    ADT

% AM In:Out Split In    Out Total % PM In:Out Split
a. Residential 90 du 4.44/du 400 8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70% 30%
b. Retail 12.5 ksf 31.4/ksf 393 4% 60% 40% 9 6 15 11% 50% 50%
e. Retail 12.5 ksf 100 (.52)tksf 650 8% 50% 50% 26 26 52 8% 60% 40%

Subtotal- Bldg I 1443 41 58 99
a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 . 17 21 11% 70% 30%
b. Retail 10 ksf 31.4/ksf 314 4% 60% 40% 8 5 13 11% 50% 50%
e. Retail 10 ksf 100 (.52)/ksf 520 8% 50%    50% 21    21 42 8% 60%    40%

PM Peak Hour
In Out Total
31 13 44
22 22 44
3! 21
84 56 140
21 9 30
17 17 34

a. Retail
a. Residential
b. Retail
c. Retail

a. Residential
b. Retail
e. Retail

Building 6 a. Residential
Building 7 a. Residential

Total Residential
Total Retail

Subtotal Bldg 2 1100 33 43 76
2 ksf 31.4/ksf 63 4% 60% 40% 2 1 3 11% 50%

60 du 4.44/du 266     8% 20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70%
10ksf 31.4/ksf 314 4% 60% 40% 8 5 13 11% 50%
10ksf "i66ii~ii~i .............~~0 ........................8;,~ ............50% 50% .......

Subtotal - Bldg 4 1100 33 43    76
90 du 4.44/du 400 8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70%

11.5 ksf 60%
11.5 ksf 100 (.52)/ksf 50%

Subtotal- Bldg 5
50 du 4.44/du
50 du 4.44/du
400 -
90 -

31.41 ksf 361 4% 40% 9 6 15 11% 50%
598 8% 50% 24 24 48 8% 60%
1359 , 39 56 95
222 8% 20% 80% 4 14 18     11% 70%
222 8% 20% 80% 4 14 18 11% 70%
1776 - 28 114 142
3733 - 128 115 243

Total Gross Tips 5509 - 156 229 385
Total Existing Land Uses" Trips (Subtracted)(3113) - - (110) (90) (200~

Total Net Project Trips 2396 - 46 139 185
Footnotes:

a. The 90,000 square feet of total retail land use is assessed as 44,000 square feet at 31.4 trips/ksf, and 46,000 sf at 100 trips/ksf (See Section 8.1 for discussion).
b. Size of land use presented as "1,000 square feet" (ksf), or "dwelling unit" (du).

~enerai Notes:
1. Trip Generation Rates are based on trip rates published in College Community Redevelopment EIR, and the Paseo EIR.
2. ADT = Average Daily Traffic
3.
4.
5.

The "Total Gross Trips" represent project traffio prior to removal of traffic volumes associated with existing land uses to be redeveloped with the Proposed Project.
The "Total Existing Land Uses’ Trips" are the summary of trips from Table 8-1 to be removed with redevelopment of the Proposed Project.
The "Total Net Project Trips" are the volumes used in the LOS analyses in Sections 9.0 and 10.0 of this traffic study.

25 17 42_
63 43 106

50% 3 3 6
30% 21 9 30
50% 17 17 34
40% 25 17 42

63 43 106
30% 31 13 44
50% 20. 20 40
40% 29 19 48

80 52 132
30% 17 7 24
30% 17 7 24

- 138 58 196
- 189 153 342.
- 327 211 538

- 195 84 279
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TABLE 8-4
UNIVERSITY-SERVING RETAIL GROSS TRIP GENERATION

Location

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

AM Peak Hour
Use        Size     Da~ly Rate ADT

% AM In:Out Split, In    Out Total                      Split

a. Residential 90 du 4.441du 400     8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70% 30%

b. Retail 12.5 ksf 15.7/ksf 196 4% 60% 40% 5 3 8 11% 50% ~ 50%
e,~g{~ii................. 12.5 ksf’ ~~-(52)/ksf32--~_ .......8’;,)~ ...................5-{5b/£ ..............~~ ..... 1--~ 13 26 8% 60% 40%

......................................................... Subtotal Bldg 1 921 24 42 .......g~’’’’i’v ...... "i

PM Peak Hour

In Out ’Total

31 13 44
11 11 22
16 10__’ ......."~’6

58 34 9

a. Residential      60 du        4.44/du

b. Retail 10 ksf 15.7/ksf

......................................... i6ii ?....... 50 (.52)/ksf ...........}~{) ....................-~6/~ .......................~06)£ ....................~662;-’-i6 ..............._i6...........
.................................................. Subtotal Bldg 2683 18 30

a. Retail 2 ksf 15.7/ksf 31     4% 60% 40% 1 1

a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 17

b. Retail 10 ksf 15.7/ksf .........i~:~ ....... 4% 60% 40% 4 ...........~

~iRe{~ii ................... 10ksf 50(.52)/ksf 260 8% 50% 50% 10 [ 10 20 ! 8%- 60% 40%

Subtotal- Bldg 4 683 18 30 48 . .

a. Residential 90 du 4.44/du 400 8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% .70% 30%

b. Retail ..............iii~i~~ .... 15.7/ksf .........i i .................. ig ......................g6O  ...........40% .........a ...........3
;iRetaii...........,iii~-i~i~ 50 i.52yksf .......~~~ .................{;]~ .........................5~56~ .................~{5;); ..............i{ ....................i~ ...........

Subtotal- Bldg 5 880 22 41

266 8°,4    20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 30

157 .......... ~6)~ ........... -~{5~)o- ...... -z~O-~ ..... ~-- "’~- ......... 7-:j ............ 11% 50% 50% 919 ...........

48 : : 42 26 68.

2 ’ 11% ’ 50% 50% 2 2 4
21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 ’ 30

7 11% 50% 50% 9 ’ 9 ’ ............

~2 8_ 20
6842 26

31 13    4̄4
...............................iia£ ..................5{5a2 ............ .... lO ’ 20
........... ~ ............8%    60% 40% 14 10

63 55 33 ............8~~’~ ...........

Building 6
Building 7

a. Residential 50 du 4.44 du 222 8% 20% 80% 4 14

a. Residential .50 du 4.44 du 222 8% 20% 80% 4 14

Total Residential 400 du 1776 - - 28 114

1866 - - 63 58Total Retail 90 ksf ,
Total Gross Tips 3642 - - " - -- ’ 91 172

18 , 11% 70%    30%
18 11% 70% 30%

142 - -
121 -
263 _: ,     a

17 7 24
17 7 24

138 58 !96
95 172
233 135 " 368

Footnotes:
a. The 90,000 square feet of total retail land use is assessed as 44,000 square feet at 31.4 trips/ksf, and 46,000 sf at 100 trips/ksfto reflect higher and lower-trip generating potential retail uses.
b. Size of land use presented as "1,000 square feet" (ksf), or "dwelling unit" (du).

General Notes:
1. Trip Generation Rates are based on trip rates published in College Community Redevelopment EIR, and the Paseo EIR.
2. ADT = Average Daily Traffic

3. The "Total Gross Trips" represent project traffic prior to removal of traffic volumes associated with existing land uses to be redeveloped with the Proposed Project.
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TABLE 8-5
UNIVERSITY-SERVING RETAIL NET TRIP GENERATION

Location

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

Use

a. Residential
b. Retail
e. Retail

AM Peak Hour                                 PM Peak Hour
Size     Daily Rate ADT

% AM In:Out Split In Out Total % PM In:Out Split In
90 du 4.44/du 400 8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70% 30% 31

12.5 ksf 15.7/ksf 196 4% 60% 40% 5 3 8 11% 50% ! 50% 11
12.5 ksf 50 (.52)/ksf 325 8% 50% 50% 13 13 26 8% 60% 40% 16 10 26

Subtotal- Bldg~ 1 921 24 42 66 58 34 92
a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 30
b. Retail 10 ksf 15.7/ksf 157 4% 60% 40% 4 3 7 11% 50% 50% 9 9 18
c. Retail 10 ksf 50 (.52)/ksf 260 8% 50%    50%    10    1020 8%

A~tbtotal- Bldg 2 683 18    30 48
a. Retail 2 ksf 15.7/ksf 31 4% 60%    40%    1 1 2 11%

Out Total
13 " 44
11 22

60% 40% 12 8 20
42 36 68

50% 50% 2 2 4
a. Residential 60 du 4.44/du 266 8% 20% 80% 4 17 21 11% 70% 30% 21 9 30
b. Retail 10 ksf 15.7/ksf 157 4% 60% 40% 4 3 7 11% 50% 50% 9 9 18
c. Retail 10 ksf..I 50 (.52)/ksf 260 8% 50% 50% 10 10 20 8% 60% 40% 12 _.8 20

Subtotal- Bldg 4 683 18 30 48 42 36 68
a. Residential 90 du 4.44/du 400 8% 20% 80% 6 26 32 11% 70% 30% 31 13 44
b. Retail 11.5 ksf 15.7/ksf 181 4% 60% 40% 4 3 7 11% 50% 50% 10 10 20
e. Retail

Building 6 a. Residential
Building 7 a. Residential

Total Residential

11.5 ksf 50 (.52)/ksf299, 8% 50% 50% 12 12 24~ 8% 60% 40% 14
Subtotal Bldg 5 880 " 22 41 63 55

50 du 4.44/du 222 8% 20% 80% 4 14 18 11% 70% 30% 17
50 du 4.44/du 222 8% 20% 80% 4 14 18 11% 70% 30% 17

400 du 1776 - 28 114 142 - - 138

TotalRetail 90 ksf 1866 - 63 58 121 - 95
Total Gross Tips 3642 - - 91 172 263 - 233

Total Existing Land Uses Trips (Subtracted)(31131 - - (110) (90) (200) ’ - - (132)
Total Net Project Trips 529 - -19 82 63 - 101

Footnotes:
a. The 90,000 square feet of total retail land use is assessed as 44,000 square feet at 31.4 trips/ksf, and 46,000 sf at 100 trips/ksfto reflect higher and lower-trip generating potential retail uses.
b. Size of land use presented as "1,000 square feet" (ksf), or "dwelfing unit" (du).

General Notes:
1. Trip Generati~n Rates are based ~n trip rates pub~ished in C~llege C~mmunity Redeve~pment E~R~ and the-pase~ E~R~
2. ADT = Average Daily Traffic
3. The "Total Gross Trips" represent project traffie prior to removal of traffic volumes assoaiated with existing land uses to be redeveloped with the Proposed Project.
4. The "Total Existing Land Uses’ Trips" are the summa~aj of trips from Table 8-I to be removed with redevelopment of the Proposed Projeat.
5. The "Total Net Project Trips" are the volumes used in the LOS analyses in Sections 9.0 and 10.0 of this traffic study.

10 24
33 - --88
7 24
7 24

58 196
77 172
135 368

8     109
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Parcels to be Redeveloped
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Student Housing Component Trip Distribution
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9.0 ANALYSIS OF NEAR-TERM SCENARIOS

The following scenarios were analyzed under near-term traffic conditions to determine the impacts
of the "university-serving retail" scenario relative to the "university/community-serving retail"
scenario, in combination with the student housing:

Existing + Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline)
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University-Serving Retail-only
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University/Community-Serving Retail-only
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University-Serving Retail + Student Housing
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing

The two scenarios that present the "retail-only" impacts are informational, and are included to help
determine what, if any, impacts the student housing component has by itself. These results are
summarized in Sections 9.2 and 9.3.

The "total project" impacts (retail + student housing) are measured against the published
significance criteria to determine the overall project impacts. These results are summarized in
Sections 9.4 and 9.5.

Table 9-1 shows the peak hour intersection analysis results comparison for all scenarios. Table 9-2
shows the daily street segment analysis results comparison for all scenarios. Table 9-3 shows the
ILV operations comparison results for all scenarios. Appendix G contains the near-term intersection
worksheets and ILV operations sheets.

9.1 Existing + Near-Term Cumulative
The Existing ÷ Near-Term Cumulative traffic volumes were calculated using the existing traffic
volumes and the addition of near-term cumulative traffic as described in Section 7. 0. The results of
these analyses form the baseline against which the total project impacts for both retail scenarios
("university -serving retail + student housing" and "university/community’-serving retail + student
housing") are measured in Sections 9.4 and 9.5, respectively.

9.1.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 9-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline) scenario. This table shows that the following study
area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or worse with the addition of near-term
cumulative project traffic:

2.College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the AM peak hour)
3.College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively)
4.College Avenue/Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
6.College Avenue/Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

7.College Avenue/E1 Cajon Boulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
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10. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

In several cases, the LOS degrades to LOS E or LOS F with the addition of the cumulative projects’
traffic volumes.

9.1.2 Oaily Street Segment Operations

Table 9-2 summarizes the study area segment operations in the study area in the
Existing ± Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline) scenario. This table shows that all of the study area
segments are calculated to operate at LOS D or better conditions on a daily basis with the exception
of the following two segments:

College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)
[] Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS F)

These two segments continue to operate at LOS F with the addition of the cumulative projects’
traffic volumes.

9.1.3 IL V Operations
Table 9-3 summarizes the results of the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline) ILV analysis.
This table shows that the College Avenue/ I-8 interchange is calculated to operate "Under" or
"Near" capacity during both the AM and PM peak hours.

As discussed in Section 4.5.3, the ILV method of analysis does not reliably correlate with the more
advanced HCM method of signalized intersection analysis. This is evidenced in this case, where the
ILV results show the College Avenue/ I-8 Eastbound Ramps operating at "Under" capacity
(indicating good LOS), whereas the HCM method (discussed in Section 9.1.1 above) shows LOS F
operations.

Findings of significance are made using the results of the HCM method. Therefore, the ILV results
should be considered informational.

9.2 Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University-Serving Retail
This section presents the results of the University-Serving Retail project traffic when added to the
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative traffic. The student housing component of the Proposed Project is
not included in these volumes. Therefore, these results are informational, for use in determining the
relative effects of student housing. These results are not for determining the ultimate findings of
significance.

9.2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Table 9-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the University-
Serving Retail project traffic volumes. This table shows that with the addition of retail-only project
traffic to the near-term baseline, the following study area intersections are calculated to continue to
operate at LOS E or worse:
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2. College Avenue/1-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the AM peak hour)

3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively)
4. College Avenue/Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
6. College Avenue/Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
7. College Avenue/E1 Cajon Boulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
10. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

Again, these results are informational. Findings of significance for the University-Serving Retail
scenario (including Student Housing) are shown in Section 9.4.

9.2.2 Daily Street Segment Operations
Table 9-2 summarizes the study area segment operations in the study area with the addition of
University-Serving Retail-only project traffic volumes. This table shows that the majority of the
study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or better on a daily basis with the
following exceptions:

¯ College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)
¯ Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS F)

The addition of the University-Serving Retail-only traffic does not degrade any study area segment
LOS. While these results are informational, findings of significance for the University-Serving
Retail scenario (including Student Housing) can be found in Section 9.4.

9.2.3 IL V Operations
Table 9-3 summarizes the results of the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University-Serving
Retail-only ILV analysis. This table shows that the College Avenue/I-8 interchange is calculated to
continue to operate "Under" or "Near" capacity during both the AM and PM peak hours. Again, ILV
results are for informational purposes only.

9.3 Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University/Community-Serving Retail
This section presents the results of the University/Community-Serving Retail project traffic when
added to the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative traffic. The student housing component of the
Proposed Project is not included in these volumes. Therefore, these results are informational, for use
in determining the relative effects of student housing. These results are not for determining the
ultimate findings of significance.

9.3.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 9-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the
University/Community-Serving Retail prqject traffic volumes. This table shows that with the
addition of the retail-only project traffic to the near-term baseline, the following study area
intersections are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse:

2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the AM peak hour)
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3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E/F during both AM/PM peak hours)
4. College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

6. College A_venue ! Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
7. College Avenue / E1 CajonBoulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

Again, these results are informational. Findings of significance for the University/Community-
Serving Retail scenario (including Student Housing) are shown in Section 9.5.

9.32 Daily Street Segment Operations
Table 9-2 summarizes the study area segment operations in the study area with the addition of
University/Community-Serving Retail-only traffic volumes. This table shows that the majority of the
study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or better on a daily basis with the
following exceptions:

¯ College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)
¯ Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS F)

The addition of the University/Community-Serving Retail-only traffic does not degrade any study
area segment LOS. While these results are informational, findings of significance for the
University/Community-Serving Retail scenario (including Student Housing) can be found in Section

9.5.

9.3.3 IL V Operations
Table 9-3 summarizes the results of the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +
University/Community-Serving Retail ILV analysis. This table shows that the College Avenue / I-8
interchange is calculated to continue to operate "Under" or ’2qear" capacity during both the AM and

PM peak hours. Again, ILV results are for informational purposes only.

9.4 Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + University-Serving Retail + Student Housing
This section presents the results of the University-Serving Retail and Student Housing total project
traffic when added to the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline) traffic. The results of these
analyses are compared to the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative baseline results to determine
significance of impacts. These results are for use in determining the ultimate findings of
significance.

9.4.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 9-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the University-
Serving Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table shows that with the
addition of total project traffic, the following study area intersections are calculated to continue to

operate at LOS E or worse:

2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the AM peak hour)
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3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively)

4. College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
7. College Avenue / E1 Cajon Boulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

The proposed University-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project exceeds the allowable
increase in delay at the College Avenue/Zura Way unsignalized intersection, and the College
Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive and College Avenue/Montezuma Road signalized intersections. Based
on the City’s published significance criteria, significant impacts are calculated at ~hese three
intersections. The remaining four intersections are not considered significant since the project adds
less than the maximum increase of allowable delay for a poorly operating intersection.

9.4.2 Daily Street Segment Operations
Table 9-2 summarizes the study area segment operations in the study area with the addition of the
University-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table shows that the
majority of the study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or better on a
daily basis with the following exceptions:

¯ College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)
¯ Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS F)

Although the street segments listed above continue to operate at LOS F, the increase in v/c due to the
total project is less than 0.01. Therefore, based on the City’s significance criteria, these study area
segments are deemed not significant

9.4.3 IL V Operations
Table 9-3 summarizes the ILV operations with the addition of the University-Serving Retail +
Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table shows that the College Avenue/I-8
interchange is calculated to continue to operate "Under" or "Near" capacity during both the AM and
PM peak hours. This does not compare to the accepted HCM-method analysis results shown in Table
9-1. The ILV summaries should be considered for informational purposes only.

9.5 Existing + Cumulative + University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing
This section presents the results of the University/Community-Serving Retail and Student Housing
total project traffic when added to the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative (Baseline) traffic. The
results of these analyses are compared to the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative baseline results to
determine significance of impacts. These results are for use in determining the ultimate findings of
significance.

9.5.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 9-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the
University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table

¯
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shows that with the addition of total project traffic, the following study area intersections are
calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse:

2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the AM peak hour)
3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively)
4. College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

7. College Avenue/El CajonBoulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (LOS E during the PM peak hour)

The proposed Universit?.’/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project exceeds the
allowable increase in delay at the College Avenue/Zura Way unsignalized intersection, and the
College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive and College Avenue/Montezuma Road signalized intersections.
Based on the City’s published significance criteria, significant impacts ave calculated at these three
locations. The remaining four intersections are not considered significant since the project adds less
than the maximum increase of allowable delay for a poorly operating intersection.

9.5.2 Daily Street Segment Operations
Table 9-2 summarizes the study area segment operations in the study area with the addition of
University/Community-Serving Retail+ Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table
shows that the majority of the study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or
better on a daily basis with the following exceptions:

[] College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way (LOS F)

[] Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue (LOS F)

The increase in v/c due to the total project exceeds the allowable threshold of 0.01. Therefore,
significant impacts are calculated at these two study area segments.

9,5.3 IL V Operations
Table 9-3 summarizes the ILV operations with the addition of the University/Community-Serving
Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. This table shows that the College Avenue/I-8
interchange is calculated to continue to operate "Under" or "Near" capacity during both the AM and
PM peak hours. This does not compare to the accepted HCM-method analysis results shown in Table
9-1. The ILV summaries should be considered for informational purposes only.
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Control
Type

Peak

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

PM

Delay"    LOSb

93 A
83 A

77.0 E
152 B

670    F
162      C

366 D
457 D

366    D
56.4 E

212 C
247 C

33.8 C
330 C

280 C
342 C

200    B
204 C

246 C
207 C

TABLE 9-1
NEAR-TERM PEAK HOUR ~NTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Delay LOS

98 A
91 A

1097 F
388 D

685    E
148.9 F

4080 F
95.6 F

12.6 B
23.3 C

119.0 F
176.0 F

383    D
698 E

24,0 C
497 D

525 D
403 D

45.1 D
721 E

21.1 C
21.9 C

249 C
220 C

9.8 A 00
91 A 00

1097 F 00
393 D 05

69.5 E 1.0
149.1 F 02

954 F

115 B -1 t
233 C O0

i!90 F O0

383 D 00
698 E O0

240 C 00
51.2 D 1.5

531 D 06
40.6 D 03

45.8 D 07
728 E 0.7

21 1 C 00
219 C 0.0

249 C 00
220 C O0

Delay LOS A Sig’?

98 A 0.O
9.i A 0,0

1097 F 0.0
397 D 0.9

98 A 00

1097 F 00
414 D 26

170 B 4 4
329 C 9.6



LOS E
Capacity"

40.000

40.000

40,000

40,000

30,000

30.000

(Baseline)

TABLE 9-2
NEAR-TERM SEGMENT OPERATIONS

ADTb    LOS°    V/Cd    ADT LOS V/C ADT LOS     V/C A~

45,353 F 1134 0 003

31,109 D 0778 0003

33081 D 0827 0001

ADT    LOS

44.000

30,000

29.100

30,600

26.100

14.800

F 1100 45,258

C 0750 31.014

C 0728 33.041

C 0765 34.277

E 0870 31,172

C 0493 18,547

1131

0.775

0826

D 0.857

F 1039

C 0618

45,828

31,584

33,286

34,357 D 0859 0002

31 252 F 1042 0003

18582 C 0619 000l

34,767

31,662

18,757

F

D

D

D

F

C

V/C A~ ADT

I 146 0015 45,663

0,790 0015 31,419

0832 0006 33,236

0 870 0013 34,552

LOS V/C

D     0864

A Sig? ADT LOS

o.olo
0.010 31,894 D

0.005 33.441 D

0007 34,962 D

0005 18,872 C

1.055

0625

0016 31,447

0007 18,697

1048

0623

V/C A      Sig?

0874 0017

YoN

Yes



TABLE 9-3
NEAR-TERM ILV OPERATIONS

1 College Avenue /
I-8 Westbound Ramps

2 College Avenue /
I-8 Eastbound Ramps

Peak

PM

PM

Total
Operating

Level Capacity

(ILV / Hour)

~96 Under

682 Under

586 Under

1,029 Under

Existing +
Cumulative Projects

Total
Operating

CapacityLevel
(ILV/Hou r)

714 Under

833 Under

693 Under

1,227 Near

Existing +
Cumulative Projects +

Universily-Sen, ing Retail

Total
Operating

CapacityLevel
(ILV/Hour)

716 Under

834 Under

693 Under

1,228 Near

Existing +
Cumulative Projects +

University/Community-
Serving Retail

Total
Operating

Level Capacity

(ILV! Hou r)

716 Under

841 Under

698 Under

1,235 Near

Existing +
Cumulative Projects +

University-Serxing Retail +
Student Housing

Total
Operating

CapacityLevel
(ILV/Hour)

721 Under

837 Under

692 Under

1,228 Near

- See Appendix E lbr ILV calculation sheets

Existing +
Cumulative Projects +

University/Community-
Serving ReCall +
Student Housing

Total
Operating

Level Capacity

(ILV/Hour)

720 Under

845 Under

698 Under

1,235 Near



10.0 ANALYSIS OF LONG-TERM SCENARIOS
The following scenarios were analyzed in the Long-Term (Year 2030) to determine the comparative
impacts of the "university-serving retail" scenario and the "university/community-serving retail
scenario" in combination with the student housing:

Long -Term
Long -Term
Long-Term
Long-Term

Long-Term

(2030) Without Project (Baseline)
(2030) + University-Serving Retail-only
(2030) ÷ University/Community-Serving Retail-only
(2030) + University-Serving Retail + Student Housing
(2030) + University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing

The two scenarios that present the "retail-only" impacts are informational, and are included to help
determine what, if any, impacts the student housing component has by itself. These results are
summarized in Sections 10.3 and 10.4.

The "total project" impacts (retail + student housing) are measured against the published
significance criteria to determine the overall project impacts. These results are summarized in
Sections 10. 5 and 10. 6.

Table 10-1 shows the peak hour intersection analysis results for all scenarios. Table 10-2 shows the
daily street segment analysis results for all scenarios. Table 10-3 shows the ILV operations for all
scenarios. Appendix H contains the intersection analysis worksheets and ILV operations sheets.

10.1 Long-Term (2030) Traffic Forecasts
Long-term (Year 2030) traffic volumes were forecast using the SANDAG Series 10 model volumes
for the Year 2030. In addition, traffic generated by cumulative project that were assumed not already
in the model were added to the Year 2030 forecast volumes. Additionally, these forecasts include the
total SDSU Master Plan, and are consistent with the forecast volumes analyzed in that traffic study.

Figure 10-1 shows the Long-term (2030) Without Project traffic volumes. Figure 10-2 shows the
Year 2030 + University-Serving Retail project traffic volumes. Figure 10-3 depicts the Year 2030 +
University/Community-Serving Retail traffic volumes. Figure 10-4 depicts the Year 2030 +
University-Serving Retail + Student Housing traffic volumes. Figure 10-5 depicts the Year 2030 +
University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing traffic volumes.

10.2 Long-Term (2030) without Project Operations
The Long-term (2030) Without Project (Baseline) traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the
peak hour intersection and daily segment analysis results. These results form the baseline against
which the total project impacts for both retail scenarios (university/community-serving retail +
student housing and university-serving retail + student housing) are measured in Sections 10.5 and
10. 6, respectively.
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10,2.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 10-1 summarizes the Year 2030 without project (Baseline) peak hour intersection operations.
This table shows that the majority of the study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E
or worse during both the AM and PM peak hours.

10.2.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 10-2 summarizes the Year 2030 without project (Baseline) study area segment operations in
the study area. This table shows that the majority of the study area segments are calculated to operate
at LOS E or worse conditions on a daily basis.

10.2.3 ILV Operations
Table 10-3 summarizes the results of the Year 2030 without project (Baseline) ILV analysis. This
table shows that the College Avenue/I-8 interchange is calculated to operate under capacity during
both the AM and PM peak hours with the exception of the College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound ramps,
which is calculated to operate at over capacity during the PM peak hour. This does not compare to
the accepted HCM-method analysis results shown in Table 10-1. The ILV summaries should be
considered for informational purposes only.

10.3 Year 2030 + University-Serving Retail
This section presents the results of the University-Serving Retail project traffic when added to the
Long-term (2030) Without Project traffic. The student housing component of the Proposed Project is
not included in these volumes. Therefore, these results are informational, for use in determining the
relative effects of student housing. These results are not for determining the ultimate findings of
significance.

10.3.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 10-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the University-
Serving Retail project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-1, with the addition of retail-only
project traffic, the majority of the study area intersections are calculated to continue to operate at
LOS E or worse conditions. Again, these results are informational. Findings of significance for the
University-Serving retail scenario (including student housing) are shown in Section 10.5.

10.3.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 10-2 summarizes the study area segment operations with the addition of the University-
Serving Retail-only project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-2, the majority of the study area
segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse conditions on a daily basis. Again,
these results are informational. Findings of significance for the University-Serving retail scenario
(including student housing) are shown in Section 10.5.

10.3.3 ILg Operations
Table 10-3 summarizes the results of the Year 2030 + University-Serving Retail-only ILV analysis.
As shown in Table 10-3, the College Avenue/I-8 interchange is calculated to operate under capacity
during both the AM and PM peak hours with the exception of the College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound
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ramps, which is calculated to continue to operate at over capacity during the PM peak hour. Again,
the ILV summaries are not used to determine significant impacts, and should be considered for
informational purposes only.

10.4 Year 2030 + University/CommunityrServing Retail
This section presents the results of the University/Community-Serving Retail project traffic when
added to the Long-term (2030) Without Project (Baseline) traffic. The student housing component of
the Proposed Project is not included in these volumes. Therefore, these results are informational, for
use in determining the relative effects of student housing. These results are not for determining the
ultimate findings of significance.

10.4.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 10-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the addition of the
University/Community-Serving Retail-only project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-1, with
the addition of retail-only project traffic, the majority of the study area intersections are calculated to
continue to operate at LOS E or worse conditions. Again, these results are informational. Findings
of significance for the University/Community-Serving retail scenario (including student housing) are
shown in Section 10. 6.

10.4.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 10-2 summarizes the study area segment ope~’ations with the addition of the
University/Community-Serving Retail-only project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-2, the
majority of the study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse
conditions on a daily basis. Again, these results are informational. Findings of significance for the
University/Community-Serving retail scenario (including student housing) are shown in Section
10.6.

10.4.3 1LV Operations
Table 10-3 summarizes the results of the Year 2030 + University/Community-Serving retail-only
ILV analysis. As shown in Table 10-3, the College Avenue/I-8 interchange is calculated to operate
under capacity during both the AM and PM peak hours with the exception of the College Avenue/I-8
Eastbound ramps, which is calculated to continue to operate at over capacity during the PM peak
hour. Again, the ILV summaries should be considered for informational purposes only.

10.5 Year 2030 + University-Serving Retail + Student Housing
This section presents the results of the University-Serving Retail and Student Housing total project
traffic when added to the Long-term Without Project (Baseline) traffic. The results of these analyses
are compared to the Long-term Without Project baseline results. These results are for use in
determining the ultimate findings of significance.

10.5.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 10-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the University-Serving Retail +
Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-1, with the addition of project
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traffic, the majority of the study area intersections are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or
worse conditions.

The proposed University-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project exceeds the allowable
increases in delay based on the established significance criteria at the following intersections:

2.College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
3.College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
4.College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during both AM!PM peak hours)

6.College Avenue / Montezuma Road (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
9. Montezuma Road / 55th Street (LOS F during the AM peak hour)

10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

Based on the City’s significance criteria, project impacts at these six intersections were deemed
cumulatively significant.

10.5.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 10-2 summarizes the study area segment operations with the proposed University-Serving
Retail ~- Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-2, the majority of the
study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse conditions on a daily
basis. However, the project-attributable increase in v/c does not exceed those allowable based on the
City’s significance criteria. Therefore, project impacts at these three study area intersections are
were deemed not cumulatively significant.

10,5.3 II g Operations
Table 10-3 summarizes the ILV operations with the addition of the University-Serving Retail ~-
Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-3, the College Avenue/I-8
interchange is calculated to operate under capacity during both the AM and PM peak hours with the
exception of the College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound ramps, which is calculated to continue to operate at
over capacity during the PM peak hour. Again, the ILV summaries should be considered for
informational purposes only.

10.6 Year 2030 + University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing
This section presents the results of the University-Serving Retail and Student Housing project traffic
when added to the Long-term Without Project traffic. The results of these analyses are compared to
the Long-term Without Project baseline results. These results are for use in determining the
ultimate findings of significance.

10,6.1 Peak Hour Intersection Analysis
Table 10-1 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations with the University/Community-
Serving Retail - Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-1, with the
addition of total project traffic, the majority of the study area intersections are calculated to continue
to operate at LOS E or worse conditions.
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The proposed University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project exceeds the
allowable increases in delay based on the established significance criteria at the following
intersections:

2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
4. College Avenue / Zura Way (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)
9. Montezuma Road / 55th Street (LOS F during both AM/PM peak hours)

10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (LOS F during AM!PM peak hours)

Based on the City’s significance criteria, project impacts at these seven intersections were deemed
cumulatively significant.

10.6.2 Daily Street Segment Analysis
Table 10-2 summarizes the study area segment operations with the University/Community-Serving
Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-2, the majority of the
study area segments are calculated to continue to operate at LOS E or worse conditions on a daily
basis.

The University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing total project increases the v/c at the
following three study area segments operating at LOS F by 0.01:

¯ College Avenue: between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way

¯ College Avenue: between Zura Way and Montezuma Road

¯ Montezuma Road: between 55th Street and College Avenue

Based on the City’s significance criteria, project impacts at these three study area segments were
deemed cumulatively significant.

10.6.3 IL V Operations
Table 10-3 summarizes the ILV operations with the addition of the University/Community-Serving
Retail + Student Housing total project traffic volumes. As shown in Table 10-3, the College
Avenue/I-8 interchange is calculated to operate under capacity during both the AM and PM peak
hours with the exception of the College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound ramps, which is calculated to
continue to operate at over capacity during the PM peak hour. Again, the ILV summaries should be
considered for informational purposes only.

LINSCOIT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers
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1. College Avenue / I 8 Westbound Ramps

2,College Avenue i I 8 Eastbound Ramps

3 College Avenue I Canyon Crest Drive

4.College Avenue / Zura Way

5.CoIlegn Avenue / Lindo Pas~:~

COnlTol
Type

Long-Term (2030)
Wigaout Project

AM 112 B
PM 639 E

AM 1562 F
PM 1075 F

TABLE 10-1
LONG-TERM (2030) PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Delay LOS A Delay

01 112
O0 63.9

0.1 156.4

~:~ " ~o,g

(Total Project)
Long-Term (2030) +

UniversRy-SerHng Retail +
Student Housing

A     Sig?LOS

B
E

F 02

(Total Project)
Long-Term (2030) +

Urdver si ~y/Commu~i~er vln g Retail +

AM 2141 F
PM 426.3 F

(Retail Only)
Long-Term (2030) +

University-Serving Retail

B
C

F
F

F
F

D
F

F
F

F
F

B
E

Yes

Delay LOS

639 E

1562 F

Student Housing

A

C
D

F

F
F

D
F

F
F

C
C

AM 7658 F
PM 10210 F

147
253

176.6

132.4
202.2

438
1563

134.7
1483

83.0
220.3

25.5
327

76.0
802

639

156.3
~09,6

166 B 35
273 C 2.5

1767 F 01

1326 F 02
202.6 F 05

440 D 04
1565 F 06

Z~ g F ~d

E
F

0.0

4.7

02
06

0.2
0.5

Signal AM 131 B
PM 248 C

Signal AM 1766 F
PM 3360 F

Signol AM 132.4 F
PM 202 1 F

Signal AM 436 D
PM 15~9 F

Signal AM 134.0 F
PM 148.0 F

SignaI AM 822 F
PM 2194 F

Signal AM 25,5 C
PM 325 C

Sigaal AM 760 E
PM 80 1 F

C
C

E
F

16 187 B 56
05 28.6 C 3.8

0.9 Z.~ F

227
484

202.4

449
1569

Sig?

Yes



College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

Long-Term (2030)
Buildout Without Project
LOS E

TABLE 10-2

LONG-TERM (2030) SEGMENT OPERATION!

(Retail Only)
Lon g-Term (2030) +

Unlver slly/Conununily-Se rvin g

ADT LOS V/C Ae

76,235 F 1 906 0.002

56,135 F 1403 0002

ADT LOS WC A~

s6 o:0t4

Long Term (2030) +
University-Serving Retail +

ADT LOS WC A

76,545 F 1.914 0.010

56,445 F I411 0.010

Sig? ADT LOS V/C A

s6~9~
40,000

40000

30,000

30,000

40,200

33,850

35.010

28,800

F 1.005 40,240

D 0846 33,930

F 1167 35,090

E 0960 28,835

F 1006

D 0848

E 0.96i

0001    40,445

0002 34,430

0.003

F L011

D 0.861

E 0.967

0.006 40,395

0.015 34,125

35,285

0007 28,950

F I 010 0 005

D 0.853 0.007

F 1176 0009

E 0965 0.005

40,600 F 1015 00!0

34,625 D 0.866 0020

Would Additional
Traffic Due to Student

Housing Cause the
Impact?



TABLE 10-3

LONG-TERM ILV OPERATIONS

Long-Telrm (2@30) Long-Term (2030) + Long-Term (2030) + Long-Term (2030) +

Without Project Uni, er sit~-Ser~ing Retail
UniversRy/Communit~- Un i~e rsiiy. - Servin g Reta +

Serving Retail Student Housing
PeakIntersection

! College Avenue /

I-8 Westbound Ramps

2 College Avenue /
1-8 East burned Ramps

AM

PM

PM

Total
Operating       Capacity.

Total
Operating

CapacByLevel
(ILV/Hour)

906 Under

1,113 Under

955 Under

1 634 Over

Total
Operating       Capaei&

Total
Operating

Level Capacity

(ILV/Hour)

908 Under

955 Under

1,638 Over

Long-Term (2030) +

Serving Retail +
Student Housing

Total
Operating CapacilyLevel

(ILV/Hour)

907 Under

1,124 Under

960 Under

1,641 Over
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11.0 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM COMPLIANCE
The 2008 Congestion Management Program (CMP) is intended to link land use, transportation and
air quality through level of service performance. The CMP requires an Enhanced CEQA Review of
select principal arterials and freeway segments for projects that are expected to generate more than
2,400 ADT or more than 200 directional peak hour trips. Within the study area, Interstate 8 is the
only roadway identified in the CMP..

As shown in Table 8-3 and Table 8-5, the Proposed Project does not generate trips in excess of
these thresholds. However, to be conservative, a CMP review and analysis was conducted for
Interstate 8, using the Caltrans-approved peak hour volume/capacity methodology.

Tables 11-1, 11-2, 11-3 and 11-4 show the results of the CMP peak hour freeway analysis. These
tables show that the project-induced increase in volume/capacity for any LOS E or worse-operating
freeway segment does not exceed the minimum allowable increase of 0.01. Therefore, no
significant project impacts are calculated.
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# of     Hourly
Freeway Segment       Dir. Lanes Capacity"

TABLE 11-1
NEAR-TERM FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

UNIVERSrfY-SERVlNG RETAIL

10,000

10,000

9,200

10.000

ADT

Existing Peak
Hour Volume b

AM I PM

Near-Term
Cumulative

(Baseline)
Existh~g + Near-Term Cumulative

AM I PM

Vol~rae V/C ~ LOS ¢

Housulg

AM PM

Volume

AM PM

6,110

9,970

4,091

9A45

v/c

AM PM

5,830 9,010
223,860

9780 6,810

4,040 7,970

9.300 5.740

277 297 6,107 9,307

179 179 9,959 6,989

48 71 4,085 8,041

145 192 9,445 5.932

061! 0931 B E

0.996 0.699 E C

0 444 0,874 B D

0945 0593 E B

6 0

0 8

9,318 0611 0932

6.989 0997 0699

8,041 0445 0874

5,940 0945 0 594

LOS

AM PM

E

c

D

B

Ad

AM    PM

0 00l

0001

0000

TABLE 11-2
NEAR-TERM FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

UN [VERSITY~COMMUNff¥-SERVING RETAI~

# of     HourlyFreeway Segment       Dir.Lanes Capadty~

Interstale 8

Warhag Road 1o College EB 5 10,000
Avenue WB 5 10.000

College Avenue 1o Lake EB 4 + 1 9,200

ADT      Hour Volume

AM PM

Cumulative

AM I PMAM I PM

B E

E C

B D

E B

AM PM

Volume

AM    PM

6,108 9,320

9,971 6,994

I    4,090 8,042

(Total Ih.oject)
Exisfmg + Near-Term Cumulative +

U ulver si~/Community-Se~ vin g Retail +
Student Houdm g

V/C

AM PM

5,830 9,010
223,860

9,780 6,8!0

4,040 7.970
193.190

9,300 5,740

V~htme

AM PM

277 297 6107 9,307 0611 093!

I79 179 9,959 6,989 0996 0699

48 71 4.085 8.041 0 4’H 0 874

145 192 9,445 5.932 0.945 0593

12     5

5

0611 0932 B

0997 0699 E

0 445 0874 B

0.945 0.594 E

LOS

AM PM

E

C

D

B

AM PM

0001

0001

0 000

LOS V/C
A <0.41
B 062
C 08
D 0.92

F(0) 1.25
F(I) 135
F(2) 145



College Avenue to Lake EB 4 + 1
Murray Boulevard WB 5

TABLE 11-3
LONG-TERM (2030) FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

UNIVERSITY-SERVING RETAIL

# of Hourly ADTLanes Capacily"

10,000

10.000

9,200

10,000

245.000

232.000

Volume V/C b LOS ~

AMI PM AM I PM AM IPM

7,070 11.292 0707 i I29 C F(0)

I 1,844 7.394 1.184 0 739 F(0) C

5.760 11,266 0626 1225 C F(O)

11.754 7501 1.175 0750 F(0) C

AM

3

6

0

AM

0

0

Volume WC LOS Aa

PM PM AM PM    AM    PM    AM PM

7,073 11,301 0.707 i 130 C F(0) 0.001

11,855 7.394 1 186 0739 F(0) C 0 002

5,766 11,266 0627 1.225 C F(0) 0.000

II,7M 7.509 L175 0751 F(0) C 0000

# of

TABLE 11-4
LONG-TERM (2030) FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

UNIVERSITY/COMMUNffY-SERVING RETAIL

245,000

232,000

(Baseline)
Long-Term (2030) Without Project

AM PM AM [ PM

Communily-
Serving Retail

HouSing
Pro jeer

AM PM AM     PM

v/c

AM PM

0 707

0 627

7.070 11,292 O 707 1129 C

11,844 7,394 1184 0739 F(0)

5,760 II,266 0626 /225 C

11,754 7,501 1175 0750 F(0)

E(0) t ~3

C 12

F(0) 5

7.071 11,305

5 11,856 7,399

1 5,765 11,267

9 11,755 7,510

LOS

AM PM

I 131 C F(0)

0740 F(0) C

1 225 C F(0)

0.751 F(0) C

LOS
A
B
C
D
E

v(0)

F(3)

AM PM

0.002

0.002

0.000

0001

v/c
<041
0.62

0.92

125
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L45

>L46



12.0 CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC
Typically, substantial traffic generating components of any construction period include: demolition;
excavation and grading; pouring of foundation, and; construction of the buildings. Other effects of
construction include temporary road closures due to staging of equipment/materials, and trenching,
among other things.

These elements all have varying effects on the nearby circulation system depending on a host of
variables, including: the length of time each phase takes; the amount of material being moved
to/from the site; which parts of the site are under construction, and; the hours of construction
proposed. As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Description, Project Phase 1 construction is proposed
to proceed as follows: Building 1, followed by Building 3, followed by Building 2. Under Phase II,
Buildings 4 and 5 would be constructed simultaneously, followed by the simultaneous consecution
of Buildings 6 and 7. Therefore, all 7 buildings would not be constructed simultaneously, and,
instead, construction of no more than two buildings at a time presently is envisioned. If some
construction phases could occur at night or on weekends, traffic impacts would be less.

Due to the uncertainty associated with the project construction, for purposes of this analysis, the
traffic impacts associated with construction are considered potentially significant. It is
recommended that a construction traffic control plan (TCP) be prepared to mitigate the potential
impact.
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13.0 COLLEGE AVENUE/LINDO PASEO DRIVEWAY ACCESS

The conceptual project site plan is shown on Figure 2-1. Based on the project description, 220
parking spaces are proposed in subterranean parking beneath Buildings 4 & 5, and would be served
by what is currently the. east leg of the College Avenue/Lindo Paseo signalized intersection: In the
future, the alleyway that runs parallel College Avenue (east of College Avenue) will be vacated.
Also, the existing retail land uses on the east side of College Avenue between Montezuma Road and
Hardy Avenue will be replaced with the proposed land uses for Buildings 4 and 5 (150 combined
dwelling units of student housing and 43,000 SF of retail).

The analysis provided in Table 9-1 (near-term) and Table 10-1 (long-term) account for the removal
of the existing commercial land uses’ traffic volumes. The existing volumes for the turning
movements to/from the new project driveway (the east leg of the College Avenue/Lindo Paseo
intersection) were removed, and the gross traffic volumes for Buildings 4 and 5 were added to the
intersection. Thus, the resulting "+ project" LOS presented in the summary tables represents the
operations with the existing land uses zeroed out, and the total traffic associated with Buildings 4
and 5 added in.

It is recommended that a westbound left/thru lane and dedicated a right-turn lane on Lindo Paseo be
provided to allow for adequate queuing of outbound trips from Buildings 4 and 5. The analysis
shows that LOS D or better operations can be maintained at the College Avenue/ Lindo Paseo
intersection with this westbound geometry.

The site plan for Buildings 4 and 5 is currently in a conceptual form. Specific dimensions and
locations of the entry points to the subterranean parking garage are yet to be developed. Inbound
queues to/from the parking garage could spill back and affect operations at the College Avenue/
Lindo Paseo intersection, resulting in a potential significant impact. The ultimate design of the
garage entry should be designed to ensure that adequate throating and appropriate entry-gate controls
(if any) are designed to accommodate peak traffic volumes.

As the final garage access and entry design are yet to be developed, for purposes of this analysis, the
traffic impacts associated with access to Buildings 4 and 5 at the College Avenue/ Lindo Paseo
intersections are considered potentially significant. It is recommended that the subterranean garage
entry be designed in a manner that ensures adequate throating and that appropriate entry-gate
controls (if any) are designed to accommodate peak traffic volumes.

L NSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 62
LLG Ref. 3-08-1857

Plaza Linda Verde



14.0 PARKING
14.1 Parking Supply
As stated in the project description, the project proposes to construct a parking structure located
north of Lindo Paseo and west of Building 1, at the northwest comer of Lindo Paseo and Montezuma
Place. The proposes five-storey parking structure would provide five levels of above ground parking
and one level of below ground parking, totaling approximately 340 parking spaces in support of the
retail component of the Proposed Project. The eastern portion of the parking structure would feature
a ground-floor rentable retail space, accessible to pedestrians via an entrance opening to the adjacent
public promenade.

An additional 160-220 spaces of project parking are proposed in subterranean parking associated
with the Buildings 4 and 5, which will be located east of College Avenue. Thus, the project proposes
to develop approximately 500-560 new off-street parking spaces.

Development of the various project buildings will result in the loss of approximately 288 existing
off-street parking spaces from the affected SDSU surface parking lots serving students, faculty, staff
and visitors, as shown in Table 14-1 below:

TABLE 14-1
SDSU PARKING LOTS TOBE REMOVED

Proposed Building
Campus Green

Building 1

Building 2

Building 6

Net Parking Loss
Footnotes:

ao
b.

Location
North of Hardy Drive, west of

College Avenue
North ofLindo Paseo, between
Montezuma Place and College

Avenue
Northwest comer of College

Avenue and Montezuma Road
Southwest comer of Lindo

Paseo and Campanile

SDSU Lot Affected
"5-Star" Lot a

LotOb

Lot P b

Lot S b

Spaces
- 123

- 88

-39

-38

- 288

This lot is owned by the SDSU Foundation and currently leased to 5-Star Parking Management as public, for-pay parking.
This lot is a formal SDSU campus lot by permit only.

According to SDSU parking administrators, a maximum of 5% of the parking demand for the 288
spaces listed above is estimated to be used by non-SDSU related activities, such as patronization of
adjacent retail uses, etc. This is equal to approximately 15 spaces. Those businesses not directly
related to SDSU, and the related parking demand will be replaced by the Proposed Project, which
will provide parking to serve itself. Thus, there is no parking impact to existing businesses since they
will be replaced with development of the Proposed Project.
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14.2 Residential Parking Demand
The project proposes to construct 400 units of residential student housing. To determine the
appropriate residential parking ratios for the Proposed Project, LLG reviewed the parking analyses
for both the College Community Plan Redevelopment EIR (p. 3-51) and The Paseo at San Diego
State University EIR. Information from both EIR’s is provided in Appendix I. Upon review it was
determined that the Paseo EIR used general "multifamily" residential parking ratios (and not student
housing ratios)within a shared-parking analysis, whereas the Redevelopment EIR used parking
ratios developed specifically for "medium/medium-high-density" and "high/very-high-density"
student housing.

A shared parking analysis is not appropriate for the Proposed Project based on the land use mix and
the need for specific parking for housing units.

Since the residential component of the Proposed Project is student housing, LLG determined that the
Redevelopment EIR parking ratios were appropriate.

Table 3-15 of the College Community Plan Redevelopment EIR presents parking ratios for "medium-
medium high density" residential at 1.87 parking spaces per unit. For "high densit3"’ and "very high
density" residential, the ratios are lower at 1.56 parking spaces per unit. The medium-density ratios
were deemed most applicable to the Proposed Project as proposed. These ratios are also the higher
of the two, which yields a more conservative analysis.

Using the higher ratio (1.87 parking spaces per unit) for "high density/very high density", the
residential student housing parking demand is calculated to be 748 spaces. Residential student
housing parking for the entire development will not be provided on-site, but will occur in campus
parking lots such as structures 3 and 6. A detailed parking study was conducted for the SDSU
Master Plan EIR, which identified an overall parking supply of 15,591 parking spaces. It also
identifies an overall demand of 12,103 spaces, which resulted in a campus-wide surplus of 3,488
spaces. The parking study data is provided in Appendix J. This surplus can accommodate the
student-housing demand of 748 spaces and the loss of 288 surface lot spaces.

Therefore, no significant parking impacts are calculated with respect to the residential student
housing component.

14.3 Retail Parking Demand
As previously stated, the 90,000 square feet of "retail" development is assumed to be developed as
50% retail and 50% restaurant. To determine the appropriate retail parking ratios for the Proposed
Project, LLG reviewed the parking analyses for both the College Community Plan Redevelopment
EIR (p. 3-51) and The Paseo at San Diego State University EIR (Appendix I). Upon review it was
determined that the Paseo EIR used standard city commercial parking ratios for restaurant and retail
in a shared-parking analysis, whereas the Redevelopment EIR used a retail parking ratio developed
specifically for the "Core Subarea" of SDSU.
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Again, no shared parking analysis was prepared for the Proposed Project as was prepared for the
Paseo project, so Paseo ratios were not used. Additionally, the retail density proposed in the
Redevelopment EIR project was 14,000 SF so the low "Core Subarea" ratios used in that study
would be appropriate for a smaller mixed use development, but not applicable to the Proposed
Project given its proposed square footage of 90,000 SF, and the corresponding potential for higher
trip and parking generating retail uses. In lieu of either of these parking ratios, LLG instead
determined that ratios based on the project’s zoning and the City’s published municipal code would
be most appropriate.

The Proposed Project’s commercial zoning is CN-1-2. The published City of San Diego Municipal
Code general parking requirement for the CN-1-2 zone for restaurant ("eating and drinking
establishment") is 12.8 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and for retail is 4.3 spaces per 1,000 square
feet. These are general parking ratios used for this type of zoning in many low to medium density
parts of the City.

However, the municipal code also acknowledges reduced parking requirement in specified areas
throughout the city, called "planned districts", which generally have a high density and a
complementary mix of land uses that justify a lower ratio. Currently, the College Area is not
identified as a planned district. Nonetheless, SDSU and its surrounding area exhibit many of the
characteristics of these typically older, denser districts that comprise many of these planned district
areas including Golden Hill, Old Town, La Jolla and others. The City acknowledges that parking
ratios lower than the general parking ratios are appropriate in most of these planned districts, since
many have high density and mixed-use characteristics, as well as transit opportunities. These are all
qualities that the Proposed Project development offers, and in addition, there are thousands of
students, faculty, staff and visitors on campus every day that will serve as potential patrons of the
retail/restaurant portion of the project.

Table 14-2 shows a summary of the various planned district parking ratios compared with the
general City ratios described above. This table shows that within the planned districts, the highest
ratios (which typically coincide with the general ratios) are for lower-density districts such as
Carmel Valley and Otay Mesa. Table 14-2 shows that on average, the percent-reduction in retail
parking demand for planned districts as compared to the general ratios varies from 78%
(eating/drinking establishment) to 56% (retail).
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TABLE 14-2
"PLANNED DISTRICT" RETAIL PARKING RATIO COMPARISON

"Planned Districts" Densit~ and Ratio
Eating/Drinking Establishment ~                 Retail b

Lower Planned Higher Planned Lower Planned Higher Planned
District Ratio District Ratio District Ratio District Ratio

Barrio Logan: Subdistrict Bc 1.00 ............................._-... ......................... 1.00 , -
............................................................................................ ffS~ ..............................’ .............................~ ....................................

Barrio Logan: Exc~j!.t Subdistrict B 2.10

-~s~~r~ .............................................................." - 4.30 ~ - 2.00 -

Golden Hill 1 25 - , 1.25 , -
La Jolla 4.30 ...........................~ ................................1.70 -

....L.a_ ~p~ g_S..t)p~e_s. ..................................................................................................1:0!~ .......................................................7: ..............................................................~..0.0. ............................................................7~ .................................
Mid Ci~: CN-3, CV-3 1.25 - 1.25 ~ -

_.._M. o_u~.._H~p~ ............................................................................................................................2._~0~ ....................................................-~ ....................................i .........................~.18.0 ................................................................c ..................................

Mission Valleg: Esce__e.p~._cv 4.30 2.10
__o...t a_ay_ _M. e__s.9~ .......................................................................72 .............................................~..i......1_~_:~._0 .....................
Old Town
Southeast San Di~gq ....................................
San Ysidro
West Lewis Streetc
__Ay_e_r. a_g,e ...............................................................
Percent Reduction e
Footnotes:

1.00 -

...................... ~,...s_0. ...............................................!.~,#P... ......................
78% 100%

3.40
2.10
2.10
1.00
1.9

56%

4.30

4,30
100%

a Source: City of San Diego Municipal Code, Table 142-05E {ratios shown am "minimum required within a transit district")
b. Source: City of San Diego Municipal Code, Table 142-05D (ratios shown are "minimum required within a transit district")
c. Alley Access. For properties with alley access, one parking space per 10 linear feet of alley frontage may be provided instead of the

parking ratio shown in Table 142-05D.
d. Ratios for these planned districts are also the general ratios published for project’s CN- 1-2 commercial zoning (minimum required within

a transit district).
e. Percentages shown under planned district ratios represent the average percentage of reduction from the general ratios,

General Note:
1. Planned district rates shown represent rates within a transit area.

With respect to the Proposed Project, it is considered inaccurate to utilize general municipal code
parking ratios which would be applicable to developments with lower densities and less synergistic,
complementary land uses (e.g., development with little if any mixed-use interactions). For example,
the proposed retail is located literally adjacent to a major university campus, which provides a
substantial pool of ped/bike trips by virtue of the on-site student housing, and also a large pool of
potential patrons who have already parked on campus. Also, the Proposed Project itself is a mixed-
use project, which further reduces traffic (and therefore parking) by providing housing directly
above the proposed retail uses. Finally, use of the general parking ratios would presume that parking
characteristics for the Proposed Project would be the same as those for a similar development in a
lower density, more auto-oriented neighborhood such as Carmel Valley or Otay Mesa (see Table 14-
2). Clearly, the density, mixed-use opportunity, synergy of uses and ped/walk trips in the vicinity of
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SDSU are much higher than those of a general, typical suburban area associated with the general
parking ratio. As such, it is reasonable that parking requirements for the Proposed Project would be
less.

Based on these factors, it is considered appropriate to utilize the City’s lower planned district ratios
for the Proposed Project. Table 14-2 shows that among all of the planned district ratios, the
maximum ratio for restaurant ("eating and drinking establishment") is 5.0 spaces/I,000 sf, and the
maximum ratio for "retail" is 3.40 spaces/I,000 sf. While lower than the general parking ratios for
the project’s zoning, these proposed ratios are higher than the average of all of the planned district
ratios, as shown in Table 14-2.

Utilizing these ratios, the Proposed Project’s total retail parking demand would be calculated as
follows:

¯ Eating/Drinking Establishment - 5.00 spaces/I,000 sf * 45,000 sf = 225 spaces
¯ Retail-3.40 spaces/I,000 sf* 45,000 sf= 153 spaces
¯ Total Parking Demand: 194 + 153 = 3 78 spaces

Using the above assumptions, 378 spaces would be required for the proposed restaurant/retail uses.
To be conservative, a 20% factor of safety was added (76 spaces), resulting in a total calculated
retail parking requirement of 454 spaces. Since 500-560 spaces are proposed, adequate parking is
being provided and no significant parking impacts would occur. Therefore, no significant parking
impacts are calculated with respect to either the university-serving or university/community-
serving retail components.
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15~0 TRANSIT

15.1 Existing Transit Service
The SDSU Transit Center connects the campus to the bus and trolley routes that serve the greater
San Diego area, including the airport, train station and Qualcomm Stadium, where the Aztec football
team plays. Students are able to purchase a discounted, unlimited transit-use semester pass.

Buses .stop on the street level mezzanine. The green-line San Diego Trolley stops at the station
located 55 feet underground. Trolley riders emerge from the station onto Aztec Green, a one-acre
park that serves as a gateway to campus.

The following is a brief description of the existing transit service at SDSU:

]5.].] Bus Routes
The San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) operates the following six bus routes which
serve SDSU directly. All routes are "bike buses" and provide wheelchair lift service.

Bus Route 11: runs from Paradise Hills at Paradise Valley Road, through downtown and
Hillcrest, to campus

Bus Route 14: runs from the Grantville Trolley Station eastward along Mission Gorge Road,
Zion Avenue, Waring Road, College Avenue, Montezuma Drive and Lake Murray
Boulevard, terminating at Baltimore Drive in La Mesa.

Bus Route 15: runs from the Union Street Downtown to University Heights, then along E1
Cajon Boulevard to campus

Bus Route 955: runs from the SDSU campus through southeastern San Diego to National
City

Bus Route 115: runs north and east from campus, through the neighborhoods of Del Cerro,
Allied Gardens, Navajo, San Carlos, and Fletcher Hills, terminating in E1 Cajon on
W. Marshall Avenue

¯ Bus Route 936: runs southeast from campus to the Spring Valley Shopping Center on
Gillespie Drive

¯ Bus Route 856: runs from the SDSU campus through southeastern San Diego to Lemon
Grove, Spring Valley, La Presa and Rancho San Diego

] 5.] .2 Trolley Service
As mentioned, SDSU is served by the Green Line trolley service between Santee and Old Town.
Existing ridership at the SDSU Transit Center for fiscal year 2008 was 8,046 total riders/weekday,
according to SANDAG records.
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Along the green-line route, transfers are possible to the red-line (Mission Valley to Downtown), the
Blue Line (Old Town to San Ysidro), and the Orange Line (Downtown to El Cajon). Transfers from
the trolley to bus routes 1!, 14, 15, 115, 856, 936, 955 are possible from the vicinity of the Transit
Center, although only 6 routes serve SDSU directly.

15.2.10uantitative Assessment - MTS System
As to quantifying the potential impacts associated with the increased transit usage, neither the City
of San Diego nor SANDAG publish guidelines specifying a methodology within traffic studies for
the preparation of quantitative transit analyses. Therefore, LLG devised a method by which existing
Green Line trolley ridership, in combination with increased ridership attributable to the Project,
would be measured against the capacity of the trolley and the impacts assessed accordingly. This
type of analysis can be utilized for projects with a short buildout timeframe (several years), but
accuracy would be limited for long-range projects (10-15 years) given the lack of accurate
long-range transit facility data that is available.

The following methodology is based on volume to capacity (V/C) methodology published in the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).

Capaci _ty:
Maximum "person-capacity" for the trolley system was determined using the following
equation from the HCM:

P = 3,600 N~_~_P~ P__(p.__~
hmin

where:
P = maximum single track capacity in passengers per peak-hour direction,
Nc= number of cars per train = 2 (data obtained from MTS),
Pc = maximum allowed passenger load per car - 200 (data obtained from MTS),
hmin= minimum train headway (s), = 900 (data obtained from MTS), and
PHF = Peak hour factor = obtained from October 2008 ridership counts conducted by
SANDAG

¯ 0.65 Eastbound Direction - AM peak
¯ 0.85 Westbound directions - AM peak
¯ 0.79 Eastbound Direction - PM peak

0.71 Westbound directions -PM peak

Based on the above formula, the maximum capacity (riders/hour) for the Green Line in the
vicinity of the SDSU station was calculated for both the AM and PM peak hours. Table 15-1
summarizes the calculated peak hour person capacity information.

Volume:
Existing trolley ridership information (volume) was obtained from October 2008 ridership
counts conducted by SANDAG. Table 15-1 summarizes the peak hour ridership information.

Project related ridership was estimated based on the project trip generation, distribution and
the Proposed Project land uses, as well as the potential mode-split of the project trip
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generation between vehicular trips and "other" (e.g., pedestrian/bicycle trips, transit, etc.)
trips. This mode-split assumption was based on information published in the trip generation
calculations for The College Community Redevelopment Project EIR (Table 3-10) and the
Paseo EIR (p. 3-9), which determined that the amount of "other" trips associated with
faculty/staff and students was 20% and 30%, respectively. Therefore, LLG applied a
composite rate of 25% to the Proposes Project trip generation to estimate the potential
increase in ridership associated with the Proposed Project. It should be noted that because
this approach assumes that all non-vehicular trips (e:g., pedestrian, bicycle, bus and other) are
trolley trips, the resulting ridership projections are higher than would be expected, and
therefore conservative.

Table 15-1 summarizes the peak.hour project and the peak hour Existing + Project ridership
information.

Appendix M contains excerpts from the HCM used.to develop this analysis methodology.

Direction

Eastbound

TABLE 15-1
TROLLEY ANALYSIS - VOLUME/CAPACITY [M]ETHOD

SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY

CalculatedPeak Capacity
Hour (Riders/hr)

AM 1,040

PM 1,264

AM     1,360
Westbound

PM 1,136

Existing " Project

Volume
(Riders/hr)

366

391

579

154

Ridership
(Riders/hr)

25

36

25

36

Existing +
Project
Volume

(Riders/hr)

391

427

604

190

Table 15-1 shows that in the study area, the peak-hour ridership volume on the trolley system
accounts for less than 50% of the estimated capacity. The forecasted peak hour project contribution
is a modest 25-36 riders and can be accommodated within the capacity of the system.

With respect to the bus system, MTS runs six bus lines to the campus as described in Section 15.1.1.
As compared to the trolley which runs on fixed lines and has limitations on the number and sizes of
trains that can be run, the bus system is flexible. MTS regularly reviews the efficiency and level of
service of its routes, and makes adjustments to routes, headways, and bus sizes depending on
demand. The Proposed Project is expected to generate very few additional bus passengers.

15.2 Potential Project Impacts
The Proposed Project consists of both student residential housing, and retail land uses (either
university-serving or university/community-serving retail). The student housing component places
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students within walking distance of many of their trip ends (e.g., classrooms, athletic facilities,
commons and on-campus retail, etc.). As such, this element of the project would not be considered a
major generator of new transit trips. Some new transit trips by the student housing residents would
be expected to areas outside of the College Area community, such as trips downtown or to Mission
Valley. However, the number of increased trips is expected to. be relatively small, and would not
occur during peak travel periods when demand is greatest. Additionally, by locating housing near the
campus destination, the student housing component of the project could have the effect of reducing
transit ridership to/from the university as these students would no longer be commuting to the
campus for classes.

With respect to retail trips, both the university-serving and university/community-serving retail uses
are expected to draw from relatively close to the project site. As stated previously in the report, the
university/community-serving retail scenario could generate more vehicle trips if the tenants are
comprised of retailers that appeal to other sectors of the population than students. While again it is
possible that the development of such retail space could increase transit ridership, the relatively
small scale of the development would not be expected to create a significant impact.

Thus, the proposed Project (student housing + retail component) is expected to generate little
increase in transit ridership demand. A meeting was held with MTS staff and they agreed that the
Proposed Project would generate low additional transit ridership. Appendix L contains a copy of the
meeting notes. For the transit ridership demand that is generated, it can be served by either the
trolley or the bus system. The trolley system is calculated to operate below capacity, and the bus
system is flexible enough to be scaled to any demands potential demand changes that occur.
Ultimately, no significant impacts to the bus or trolley system are calculated.
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16.0 PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE CIRCULATION

Existing conditions at the site of the Proposed Project provide pedestrian facilities along all roadway
segments that traverse and border the site.

With respect to bicyclists, east and westbound Montezuma Road is striped for Class II bicycle
facilities between Campanile Drive and College Avenue. College Avenue is neither signed nor
striped for bicycle facilities. (Class I bicycle facilities [Bicycle Path] are a paved right-of-way
completely separated from any street or highway; Class II facilities [Bicycle Lane] are a striped and
stenciled lane for one-way travel on a street or highway; Class III facilities [Bicycle Route] are a
shared right-of-way designated by signs only, with bicycle traffic sharing the roadway with motor
vehicles-) .....

The Mobility Element of the City of San Diego General Plan states that development, maintenance,
and support of the bicycle network are guided by the City’s Bicycle MasterPlan ("BMP"). The BMP
contains detailed policies, action items, and network maps, and addresses issues such as bikeway
planning, community involvement facility design, bikeway classifications, multi-modal integration,
safety and education, and support facilities. The BMP is intended to provide a citywide perspective
that is enhanced with more detailed community plan level recommendations and refinements.
(General Plan, March 2008, ME-36.)

The BMP is not intended to override the existing community plans or other existing plans. (BMP
(May 2002) p. 3.) In that regard, and specific to the proposed project, the College Area Community
Plan recommends the completion of Class II bike lanes on College .Avenue. (BMP p. 22; see also
College Area Community Plan, p. 65.) The BMP, meanwhile, recommends the segment of College
Avenue in the vicinity of the proposed project as a "Top Priority Proposed Class 3 Bikeway."
(BMP pp. 63, 70, 115.)

The City presently is in the process of revising the BMP and has issued a Draft Bicycle Master Plan
Update (March 2010). The Draft BMP Update depicts College Avenue between I-8 and Montezuma
Road as a "Class II or III". (Draft BMP Update, p. 133.) This segment of College Avenue does not
appear on the BMP Update Top Priority Project List. (Addendum to March 2010 Draft City of San
Diego Bicycle Master Plan Update: Revised Top Priority Project List; BMP Update p. 178.)

While CSU/SDSU as a state entity is not subject to local land use plans such as the Community Plan
and Bicycle Master Plan, the Proposed Project includes sufficient right-of-way on College Avenue
for the ultimate development of Class II bicycle lanes in the areas fronting the project. Specifically,
Buildings 1, 2, 4, and 5 have been designed to provide adequate setback to facilitate the placement of
Class II bicycle lanes within the College Avenue right-of-way. (See Project Description, Section
1.5.5.) Because these improvements would be implemented within the City of San Diego right-of-
way, the improvements would require the approval of the City and would be implemented by the
City, with CSU funding assistance. As such, the proposed Project would not result in significant
impacts relative to bicycle plans.
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There are no physical elements of the Proposed Project that would increase traffic hazards to
pedestrians or bicyclists. Additionally, although the Proposed Project would increase velficle traffic
volumes in the vicinity of the campus, the increase in vehicle traffic volumes would not be
substantial enough to result in or cause increased safety risks to pedestrian or bicyclists.

A review of the roadway improvement mitigation measures proposed to mitigate the identified
significant impacts to roadway carrying capacities was conducted to determine if the improvements
potentially could result in increased vehicle speeds on the mitigated roadways and, therefore,
increased safety risks to pedestrians and bicyclists. (See Section 3.12.7, Mitigation Measures.)

The proposed mitigation measures along the College Avenue project frontage would widen the
roadway for motorized vehicles by approximately 10 feet. This amount of widening would not
result in a measurable increase in vehicular travel speeds. In addition, the current controlled
pedestrian crossings on College Avenue will continue to exist at both the Lindo Paseo and
Montezuma Road intersections, providing safe crossing for pedestrians and bicyclists at these
locations. It also is noted that the proposed Project would include the construction of sidewalks
along the College Avenue frontage from Montezuma Road north to the new pedestrian bridge, which
will facilitate pedestrian and bicyclist movements outside the vehicular right of way. For these
reasons, no significant impacts to pedestrian or bicycle movements are expected to occur as a result
of implementation of the Proposed Project or the proposed College Avenue mitigation measures
along the project frontage.

As to the other roadways that are the subject of the mitigation improvements, the mitigation
measures could result in minor widening (less than 10 feet) of roadways, which also would not
measurably increase roadway speeds. Therefore, no significant impacts to pedestrians or bicyclists
are expected at these locations either.
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17.0 ROADWAY CLOSURES/ STREET VACATIONS

The Proposed Project description includes several road closures/street vacations in the project area,
as shown on the site plan (Figure 2-1). The following is a brief description of these proposed
modifications.

Montezuma Place
The project proposes to vacate Montezuma Place between Lindo Paseo and Hardy Avenue. This is to
provide a pedestrian promenade between the proposed Building 1 and Building 3. Currently, this
roadway serves residences to the west and a parking lot to the east. Traffic volumes on this portion
of Montezuma Place primarily serve these uses, both of which will be removed and replaced witl~
development of the project.

North of Hardy Avenue, the project proposes to vacate Montezuma Place for development of the
Campus Green element of the project. This is currently a parking lot serving the transit station
(approximately 122 spaces). Again, this portion of Montezuma Place currently only serves this
existing parking lot, which will be removed as part of the project. Counts in March 2008 indicated
approximately 820 ADT on this portion of Montezuma Place. This is a small amount of traffic that
will be redistributed from Montezuma Place to the adjacent circulation system, would therefore not
have a significant impact.

Between Lindo Paseo and Montezuma Road, the project proposes to vacate the existing diagonal-
parking street easement which serves adjacent businesses. This portion of Montezuma Road does not
carry much cut-through traffic, other than traffic destined to businesses on the west side of the street
(approximately 870 ADT). Elimination of the diagonal parking would not affect vehicle flow on this
segment.

Hardy Avenue
The project proposes to vacate Hardy Avenue between Montezuma Place and College Avenue. This
is currently blocked from vehicular traffic by bollards, and appears to be an easement for a sewer or
other utility line. No traffic or circulation impacts are expected with this vacation.

The project proposes to terminate Hardy Avenue at its intersection with Montezuma Place. The
Campus Green will be developed to the north, Building 1 to the east, and Building 3 to the south. A
remaining residential complex will remain adjacent to the cul-de-sac, and will be expected to have
access from it. With the redevelopment of the adjacent area as part of the project (especially the
vacation of Montezuma Place between Lindo Paseo and Hardy Avenue discussed above), no traffic
impacts would be expected for the proposed Hardy Avenue modification since there would be no
demand for through trips. Currently, the major demand for this portion of Hardy Avenue is for the
transit station parking lot, which will be removed with development of the Campus Green.
Accordingly, no significant impacts to traffic circulation are expected.
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Lindo Paseo/Alley East of College Avenue
East of College Avenue, Lindo Paseo is proposed to be vacated in order to provide access to the
underground parking proposed beneath Buildings 4 and 5. Currently, this very short portion of Lindo
Paseo provides access to a small amount of metered parking for businesses on the south side of
Lindo Paseo, as well as access to the 7-Eleven convenience store located on the north side. Lindo
Paseo currently connects to an alleyway that runs parallel to College Avenue. This alleyway also
provides access to parking and deliveries for businesses both north and south of Lindo Paseo. Counts
in March 2009 showed between 1,450 and 1,920 ADT on this alleyway. However, this traffic is
largely associated with the businesses that will be removed as Buildings 4 and 5 are developed.
Therefore, the current demand associated with both Lindo Paseo and the alleyway will be
terminated. Section !3.0 discusses the driveway recommendations for this vacated portion.

In summary, several small roadways within the project area are proposed to be modified, vacated or
otherwise changed. Upon review, it is clear that these roadways exist now to serve the current micro
parking or retail demands placed upon them by the existing land uses (which will be removed). They
do not function in any meaningful way as circulation roadways providing anything other than micro
access within the study area. As discussed above, the development of the various buildings within
the project area will remove and replace these existing businesses and residences with new retail and
residential uses. Parking will be provided in new locations, and the proposed roadway system
(including street vacations) will be designed to accommodate these revised demands. Therefore, the
vacation of these roadways would not result in a significant impact to traffic circulation.
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18.0 EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS
An important consideration in evaluating the effects of a project on the circulation system is its
potential impact to emergency vehicle response times. It is recognized that Alvarado Hospital, for
instance, is located within 1 mile of the project site.

When evaluating emergency access it is important to note that emergency vehicles have the right-of-
way and, therefore, are able to bypass traffic when driving to their destination. Specifically, drivers
are required to pull to the right side of the road and stop to allow emergency vehicles to pass. If
required, drivers of emergency vehicles are trained to utilize center turn lanes or to travel in
opposing through lanes to pass through crowded intersections~ Thus. the access entitled to
emergency vehicles allows these vehicles to negotiate typical street conditions in urban areas such as
the College Area, therefore no significant impacts to emergency vehicle access are expected.
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19.0 ALTERNATIVE MITIGATION MEASURE DIVERSION ANALYSIS
An alternative design for College Avenue has been presented that proposes to retain the majority of
College Avenue in its current configuration as a 4-lane road. College Avenue is classified as a 6-
lane roadway and is planned to be widened to 6-lanes in the future. The intent of this design would
be to enhance the pedestrian experience along the College Avenue corridor in the vicinity of the
campus in part by limiting additional vehicle capacity on College Avenue. By limiting additional
capacity on College Avenue, however, this alternative design could result in the re-direction of
traffic loads to other area roadways, thereby impacting these roads. This section provides an analysis
of the potential impacts of the alternative design.

!9.1 College Area Arterial Roadways
There are three major arterial roadways that provide regional access to SDSU and the surrounding
College Area: Fairmount Avenue, College Avenue, and 70th Street. Two of these three arterials
provide direct access to Montezuma Road, which provides local access to/from the College Area and
adjacent neighborhoods. The following is a brief discussion of the College Area arterial roadways
that could be affected by a reduction in capacity on College Avenue:

Fairmount Avenue serves to link I-8 and the neighborhoods of Kensington, Talmadge and City
Heights, as well as providing efficient access to the western terminus of Montezuma Road and
the College Area. Existing daily weekday traffic volumes on Fairmount Avenue are 78,800
ADT.

College Avenue serves as the primary link for regional SDSU traffic using the I-8 corridor. In
addition, College Avenue is also an important Circulation Element roadway serving residents of
the College Area, including the adjacent Rolando and Talmadge neighborhoods. College
Avenue between E1 Cajon Boulevard and I-8 currently carries between 29,000 to 44,000 ADT
during weekdays with SDSU in session. This traffic is comprised of both SDSU traffic and
local residential and commercial traffic.

70th Street provides access to/from I-8 for the community of Rolando, as well as the City of La
Mesa to the east. The eastern portion of the College Area can be accessed from 70th Street via
El Cajon Boulevard to Montezuma Road. Existing daily weekday traffic volumes on
Fairmount Avenue are 20,300 ADT.

Montezuma Road runs parallel to 1-8 and E1 Cajon Boulevard, and provides access to SDSU
and the College Area and I-8 via Fairmount Avenue. Montezuma Road also serves regional
traffic to SDSU using 70th Street and E1 Cajon Boulevard. Existing daily weekday traffic
volumes on Montezuma Road range from 14,800 to 30,600 ADT between Collwood Boulevard
and Catoctin Drive.
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19,2 Diverted Trips Estimation
The SANDAG traffic model was used to determine the potential amount of traffic that could divert
from College Avenue to other roadways if the ultimate capacity on College .Avenue were reduced
from 6-lanes to 4-lanes as proposed in this alternative. The regional model is an appropriate tool for
this analysis because it is in essence a "gravity model", which means that it connects trip attractors
with trip generators using the roadway system as efficiently as possible; this means using the
shortest routes on the largest (and presumably least constrained) roadways. When the capacities of
the roadways in the system are changed, the model recognizes the increase or decrease in capacity
(and the resultant change in constraint), and adjusts routes and volumes accordingly. However, the
model will always seek to connect the generated trips with the attractions.

Specific to this analysis, the model recognizes the substantial trip attraction which is the SDSU
campus. Additionally, under the model, the campus will attract the requisite number of trips
regardless of whether the roadways serving it are two lanes or twenty lanes. Since the College
Avenue Capacity would reduce from 6-lanes to 4-lanes under the alternative design, some trips on
College Avenue would be diverted to the adjacent, parallel routes to the west and east, which are
Fairmount Avenue and 70th Street, respectively. Due to the close proximity of the SDSU campus
and parking garages to I-8, it is likely that the nature of the diverted trips would be residential, not
SDSU related. In other words, drivers using College Avenue as a route from I-8 to more distant (2~-

miles) residential destinations along the E1 Cajon Boulevard or University Avenue corridors could
be expected to more readily travel out-of-direction on parallel routes to avoid congestion on a 4-lane
College Avenue than would a commuting student or faculty member of SDSU, whose destination is
along College Avenue and within 1/10 mile of I-8.

Based on the model runs conducted, the diverted ADT from College Avenue commensurate with the
reduction in capacity from 6-lanes to 4-lanes was 4,000 ADT. For perspective, this equates to
approximately 9%-14% of existing traffic volumes on College Avenue. For the purposes of this
analysis, this diverted traffic was considered to be non-SDSU related for the reasons explained
above. This traffic was distributed to Fairmount Avenue and 70th Street assuming a 75:25 split,
respectively, based on existing daily traffic volumes on these roadways. These volumes were then
distributed along Montezuma Road and E1 Cajon Boulevard to the neighborhoods along these
corridors, again using existing traffic volumes as the basis of distribution.

19,3 Analysis
To assess the potential impacts to the surrounding streets that would result from the diverted traffic,
a long-term street segment analysis was conducted for segments on Fairmount Avenue, 70th Street
and Montezuma Road using roadway capacities consistent with the long-term street segment
analysis utilized in Section 10.0. These long-term segment volumes represent the "No Diversion, 6-
Lane College Avenue" baseline condition. The diverted volumes discussed above (4,000 ADT)
were added to the long-term baseline volumes to yield "With Diversion, 4-Lane College Avenue"
conditions. The LOS for each condition was calculated, as was the volume/capacity (V/C) ratio.
The change in the V/C ratio was then calculated, and compared to the City of San Diego’s
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significance criteria (Section 5. O) to determine if the reduction in lanes would result in a significant
impact.

Table 19-1 shows the analysis results.

Street Segment ¯

Fairmount Avenue (+3.000 ADT)

Montezuma Road to I-8

Montezuma Road (+ Variable ADT)

Collwood Boulevard to 55th Street

55th Street to College Avenue

College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

70th Street (+1, 000 ADT)

Alvarado Road to E1 Cajon Boulevard

Source:
SANDAG Series 11 Traffic Model.

TABLE 19"I
LONG-TERM (2030)

STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS
WITHOUT AND WITH COLLEGE AVENUE DIVERSION

Long
Term

Capacity
(LOS E) a

60,000

40,000

30,000

30,000

40,000

No Diversion
(6-Lane College Avenue)

ADT b V/C �    LOS d

89,000 1.483 F

33,850 0.846 D

35,010 1.167 F

28,800 0.960 E

33,000 0.825 D

LLG Plaza Linda Verde Traffic Study, June 2010.
Footnotes: .

a) Capacities based on City of San Diego Roadway Classification & LOS table.
b) Average Daily Traffic
c) Volume + Capacity
d) Level of Service
e)

With Diversion
(4-Lane College Avenue)

ADT V/C LOS A e Sig?

92,000 1.533 F 0.050 Yes

35,650 0.891 D 0.045 No

36,510 1.217 F 0.050 Yes

30,150 1.005 F 0.045 Yes

34,000 0.850 D 0.025 No

A denotes a decrease in volume to capacity ratio attributable to diversion of trips from College Avenue onto these segments.

Table 19-1 shows that the diversion of 4,000 ADT from College Avenue to Fairmount Avenue, 70th
Street and Montezuma Road would cause significant cumulative impacts at the following locations:

¯ Fairmount Avenue from Montezuma Road to I-8
¯ Montezuma Road from 55th Street to College Avenue
¯ Montezuma Road from College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

19.4 Summary/Conclusions
The proposed alternative design for College Avenue that maintains a 4-lane cross section would
result in approximately 4,000 ADT to be diverted from College Avenue to adjacent arterial
roadways in the study area. These diverted trips would result in increases in traffic volumes on
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several roadways forecasted to operate at LOS F at buildout. The V/C contribution of the diverted
trips would exceed the allowable increase in V/C on one segment on Fairmount Avenue, and two
segments on Montezuma Road.

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would provide sufficient additional capacity on
Fairmount Avenue to accommodate the increased traffic, i.e., due to existing physical constraints
and lack of available right-of-way, the significantly impacted segment cannot be sufficiently
widened to add the necessary additional travel lanes. Therefore, this impact would remain
significant and unmitigated. With respect to Montezuma Road, improvements to the impacted
segments that would bring the road up to Major Road standards would increase the capacity from
30,000 ADT to 40,000 ADT. This would reduce the identified significant impact to the segment of
Montezuma from 55th Street to College Avenue to less than significant. However, improvement to
Major Road standards would not reduce the significant impacts to the second segment (College
Avenue to Catoctin Drive), and improvements beyond these standards are not feasible due to
existing physical constraints, lack of available right-of-way and the fact that existing structures
would likely need to be demolished in order to provide for a six-lane facility. Therefore, the
significant impacts to Montezuma Road between College Avenue and Catoctin Drive would remain
significant and unmitigated.
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20.0 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Based on the City of San Diego significance criteria, significant impacts were determined at several
study area intersections and street segments in the near-term and long-term scenarios.

20.1 Significance of Impacts
The following is a list of the significant impacts based on the established significance criteria for
each of the two project scenarios

20.1.1

20.1.2

20.1.3

Near Term (University.Serving Retail Scenario)
Intersections

A-1. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

A-2. College Avenue/Zura Way

A-3. College Avenue/Montezuma Road

Near Term (University/Community-Serviny Retail Scenario)

Intersections

B-1. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

B-2. College Avenue/Zura Way

B-3. College Avenue/Montezuma Road

Street Segments

C-1. College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

C-2. Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue

Long- Term (University-Serving Retail Scenario)
Intersections

D-1. College Avenue/I:8 Eastbound Ramps

D-2. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

D-3. College Avenue/Zura Way

D-4. College Avenue/Montezuma Road

D-5. Montezuma Road/55th Street

D-6. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive

Long-Term (University/Community.Serving Retail Scenario)
Intersections

E-1. College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound Ramps

20.1.4

E-2. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive
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20.1.5

E-3. College Avenue/Zura Way

E-4. College Avenue/Montezuma Road

E-5. Montezuma Road/55th Street

E-6. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive

Street Segments

F-1. College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to ZuraWay

F-2. College Avenue: Zura Way to Montezuma Road

F-3. Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue

Both Retail Scenarios
Other

G-1. Construction Impacts

G-2. College Avenue/Lindo Paseo Driveway Access Impacts

20.2 Mitigation Measures
The mitigation measures (MMs) listed below are intended to mitigate the direct and cumulative
impacts associated with the Plaza Linda Verde mixed-use development project.

20.2.1 Near Term (University-Serving Reta# Scenario)
Intersections

Mitigation Measure A-1: College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

¯ Contribute a fair share towards restriping College Avenue to provide an additional
(third) northbound through lane from 500 feet south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound Ramps.

Mitigation Measure A-2: College Avenue/Zura Way

[] Contribute a fair share towards the provision of a traffic signal at the intersection.
No widening of College Avenue is necessary to mitigate this impact.

An Alternate mitigation would be to prohibit southbound left-turns at the
intersection. As a result of this mitigation option, an additional southbound left-
turn lane would be necessary at the College Avenue/ Montezuma Road
intersection.
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20.2.2

Mitigation Measure A-3: College Avenue/Montezuma Road
¯ Contribute a fair share towards widening the College Avenue/Montezuma Road

intersection to provide an additional (second) left turn lane at the southbound and
westbound approaches.

Near Term (University/Community-Serving Retail Scenario)
Intersections

Mitigation Measure B-l: College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

Contribute a fair share towards restriping College Avenue to provide an additional
(third) northbound through lane from 500 feet south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound Ramps.

Mitigation Measure B-2: College Avenue/Zura Way
¯ Contribute a fair share towards the provision of a traffic signal at the intersection.

No widening of College Avenue is necessary to mitigate this impact.

An Alternate mitigation would be to prohibit southbound left-turns at the
intersection. As a result of this mitigation option, an additional southbound left-
turn lane would be necessary at the College Avenue / Montezuma Road
intersection.

Mitigation Measure B-3" College Avenue/Montezuma Road

Contribute a fair share towards the widening of the College Avenue/Montezuma
Road intersection to provide an additional (second) left turn lane at the
southbound and westbound approaches.
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Street Segments

Mitigation Measure C-1: College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

¯ Contribute a fair share towards restriping College Avenue to provide an additional
(third) northbound through lane on College Avenue between I-8 and Zura Way.

Mitigation Measure C-2: Montezuma Road: 55tu Street to College Avenue

¯ Contribute a fair share towards providing a raised median on Montezuma Road
between 55th Street and College Avenue.

Intersections

Mitigation Measure D-l: College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound Ramps
¯ The fair share contribution towards restriping College Avenue to provide an

additional northbound through lane from 500 feet south of Canyon Crest Drive to
the I-8 Eastbound Ramps (MM A-1/B 1) would mitigate this cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure D-2: College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

The fair share contribution towards restriping College Avenue to provide an
additional northbound through lane from 500 feet south of the Canyon Crest
Drive intersection to the I-8 Eastbound Ramps (MM A-liB-l) would mitigate
this cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure D-3: College Avenue/Zura Way

¯ The fair share contribution towards installing a traffic signal at the College
Avenue/Zura Way intersection (MM A-2/B-2) would mitigate this cumulative
impact.

Mitigation Measure D-4: College Avenue/Montezuma Road

The fair share contribution towards widening the College Avenue/Montezuma
Road intersection to provide an additional (second) left turn lane at the
southbound and westbound approaches (MM A-3/B-3) would mitigate this
cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure D-5:55tu Street/Montezuma Road

¯ Contribute a fair share towards the provision of a right-turn overlap phase for the
westbound approach at the 55th Street / Montezuma Road intersection.
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20.2.4

Mitigation Measure D-6: Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive
¯ Contribute a fair share towards widening Campanile Drive to provide a 75-foot

long dedicated right-turn lane on the northbound approach.

Long-Term (University/Community.Serving Retail Scenario)
Intersections

Mitigation Measure E 1" College Avenue/I-8 EB Ramps

The fair share contribution towards restriping College Avenue to provide an
additional northbound through lane from 500 feet south of the Canyon Crest
Drive intersection to the I-8 Eastbound Ramps (MM A-l/B-l) would mitigate
this cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure E-2: College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

The fair share contribution towards restriping College Avenue to provide an
additional northbound through lane from 500 feet south of the Canyon Crest
Drive intersection to the I-8 Eastbound Ramps (MM A-l/B-l) would mitigate
this cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure E-3" College Avenue/Zura Way

The fair share contribution towards installing a traffic signal at the College
Avenue/Zura Way intersection (MM A-2/B-2) would mitigate this cumulative
impact.

Mitigation Measure E-4: College Avenue/Montezuma Road

The fair share contribution towards widening the College Avenue/Montezuma
Road intersection to provide an additional (second) left mm lane at the
southbound and westbound approaches (MM A-3/B-3) would mitigate this
cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure E 5:55th Street/Montezuma Road

¯ Contribute a fair share towards the provision of a fight-turn overlap phase for the
westbound approach at the 55th Street / Montezuma Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure E-6: Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive

¯ Contribute a fair share towards widening Campanile Drive to provide a 75-foot
long dedicated right-turn lane on the northbound approach.
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Street Segments

Mitigation Measure F-1: College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

¯ The fair share contribution to the restriping of College Avenue to provide an
additional (third) northbound through lane between I-8 EB Ramps and Zura Way
(B-3) would mitigate this cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure F-2: College Avenue: Zura Way to Montezuma Road

¯ Contribute a fair share towards widening the southbound approach of College
Avenue at Montezuma Road to provide a second left-turn lane. This extra lane
results in a 7-lane cross section on College Avenue between Montezuma Road
and Lindo Paseo. Also, provide a third northbound through lane on College
Avenue between Lindo Paseo and Zura Way.

Mitigation Measure F-3: Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue

The fair share contribution towards providing a raised median on Montezuma
Road between 55th Street and College Avenue (MM C-2) would mitigate this
cumulative impact.

20.2.5 Both Retail Scenarios
Other

Mitigation Measure G-1: Construction Impacts

¯ Prepare appropriate Traffic Control Plans to ensure maximum roadway capacity
during the construction period

Mitigation Measure G-2: College Avenue/Lindo Paseo Driveway Access Impacts

Ensure that the ultimate site plan, including any access control to the subterranean
garages located in Buildings 4 and 5, be designed in a manner that ensures
adequate throating and that appropriate entry-gate controls (if any) are designed to
accommodate peak traffic volumes.

Table 20-1 shows a summary of the near-term and long-term impacts and mitigation measures for
both the university-serving and university/community-serving retail scenarios.
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Impact Location

TABLE 20-1
NEAR-TERM PROJECT IMPACT]MITIGATION SUMMARY

Significant Impact?
University/

Community -
Serving
Retail +

Residential

University - _
Serving
Retail +

Residential

Mitigation

Correspond-
ing Impact

from Master
Plan

Does
Additional

Student
Housing
Cause the
Impact?

lnterseetions (University- Serving Retail)
A-1    3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest

Drive (signalized)

A-2 ¢" ¢" A-4 -4. College Avenue/Zura Way
(unsignalized)

A-3 6. College Avenue/Montezuma
Road (signalized)

Intersections (University/Community-
Serving Retail)
B-l    3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest

Drive (signalized)

Contribute fair share towards restriping
College Avenue to provide an
additional (third) NB thru lane
Contribute a fair share towards the
provision of a traffic signal at the
intersection. No widening of College
Avenue is necessary. An Alternate
mitigation would be to prohibit
southbound left-tums at the
intersection. As a result of this
mitigation option, an additional
southbound left-turn lane would be
necessary at the College Avenue/
Montezuma Road intersection.
Contribute fair share towards widening
the College Avenue/Montezuma Road
intersection to provide an additional
(second) left-rum lane at the SB and
WB approaches.

A-5

Contribute fair share towards restriping
College Avenue to provide an
additional (third) NB thru lane
Contribute a fair share towards the
provision of a traffic signal at the
intersection. No widening of College
Avenue is necessary. An Alternate
mitigation would be to prohibit
southbound left-turns at the
intersection. As a result of this
mitigation option, an additional
southbound left-turn lane would be
necessary at the College Avenue/
Montezuma Road intersection.
Contribute fair share towards widening
the College Avenue/Montezuma Road
intersection to provide an additional
(second) left-torn lane at the SB and
WB approaches

B-2 4. College Avenue/Zura Way
(unsignalized)

A-3

A-4

A-5B-3 6. College Avenue/Montezuma
Road (signalized)

Segments (University/Community- Serving
Retail)
C-1 College Avenue: Canyon Crest

Drive to Zura Way

C-2 Montezuma Road: 55th Street to
College Avenue

Contribute fair share towards restriping
College Avenue to provide an
additional (third) NB thru lane
Contribute a fair share towards
providing a raised median on
Montezuma Road between 55th Street
and College Avenue

B-3

F-8
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Impact

TABLE 20-2
LONG-TERM PROJ ECT1MPACT/MITIGATION SUMMARY

Significant Impact?

Intersections (University-Serving Retail)
D-1    2. College Avenue/I-8

’ Does
Correspond- Additional

Mitigation ing Impact Student
from Master Housing

Cause the
Impact?

A-2, E-6
~ Eastbound Ramps (signalized) ~ I restfiping College Avenue to provide ’¯

I ’ " I I . an additional NB thru lane fxom 500 . .
feet south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound
Ramps (MM A-l/B-I) will mitigate    ,

3.College Avenue/Canyon Crest
Drive (signalized)

D-3

D-4

D-5

4. College Avenue/Zura Way
¯ (unsignalized)

6.College Avenue/Montezuma
Road (signalized)

9.Montezuma Road/55th Street
(signalized)

10. Montezuma Road/Campanile
Drive (signalized)

9-6

this cumulative impact
The fair share towards restfiping
College Avenue to provide an
additional NB thru lane from 500 feet
south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound
Ramps (MM A-lIB-l) will mitigate
this cumulative impact
The fair share contn~bution towards
installing a traffic signal at this
intersection (MM A-2/B-2) will
mitigate this cumulative impact
The fair-share towards widening the
College Avenue/Montezuma Road
intersection to provide an additional
(second) left-turn lane at the SB and
WB approaches (MM A-3/B-3) will
mitigate this cumulative impact
Contribute a fair share towards the
provision of a right-turn overlap phase
for the WB approach at the
Montezuma Road/55~ Street
intersection
Contribution a fair share towards
widening Campanile Drive to provide
a 75-foot long dedicated NB right-turn
lane

Continued

E-7

E-8

E-9

E-2

E-3
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Impact Location

Intersections (University/Community-
Serving Retail)
E- 1    2. College Avenue/I-8

Eastbound Ramps (signalized)

E-2 3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest
Drive (signalized)

E-3    4. College Avenue/Zura Way
(unsignalized)

E-4 6. College Avenue/Montezmna
Road (signalized)

TABLE 20-2 CONT’D
LONG-TERM PROJECT IMPACT/MITIGATION SUMMARY

E-5 9. Montezuma Road/55th Street
(signalized)

E-6    10. Montezuma Road/Campanile
Drive (signalized)

Significant Impact?

Continued

Mitigation

The fair share contribution towards
restfiping College Avenue to provide
an additional NB thru lane from 500
feet south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound
Ramps (MM A- 1/B- 1 ) will mitigate
this cumulative impact
The fair share contribution towards
restriping College Avenue to provide
an additional NB thru lane ~om 500
feet south of the Canyon Crest Drive
intersection to the I-8 Eastbound
Ramps (MM A-l/B-l) will mitigate
this cumulative impact
The fair share contribution towards
installing a traffic signal at this
intersection (MM A-2/B-2) will
mitigate this cumulative impact
The fair-share contribution towards the
widening the College Avenue/
Montezuma Road intersection to
provide an additional (second) left-turn
lane at the SB and WB approaches
(MM B-3) will mitigate this
cumulative impact
Contribute a fair share towards the
provision of a right-turn overlap phase
for the WB approach at the
Montezuma Road/55t~ Street
intersection
Contribution a fair share towards
widening Campanile Drive to provide
a 75-foot long dedicated NB right-turn
lane on Campanile Drive

Correspond-
ing Impact

from Master
Plan

A-2, E-6

E-7

E-8

E-9

E-2

E-3

Does
Additional

Student
Housing

Cause the
Impact?
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Impact Location

TABLE 20-2 CON’T
LONG-TERM PROJECT IMPACT/MITIGATION SUMMARY

Significant Impact? Mitigation Correspond-
ing Impact
from Master

Plan

Does
Additional

Student
Housing
Cause the
Impact?

Segments (University/Communi~- ’ , [ I I
Serving Retail) f ,
F- l    College Avenue Canyon Crest] - "/ The fair share contribution to the F-4

Drive to Zura Way ~ restriping.of C011ege Avenue to [
" I - I ¯

[ orovideanadditional(third)NBthru"         ""

cumulative impact ,
F-2 College Avenue: Zura Way to ~ -

Montezuma Road ~

Other
G-1

G-2

Montezuma Road: 55t~ Street to
College Avenue

"Both Retail Scenarios)
Construction Impacts

College Avenue/Lindo Paseo
Driveway Impacts

Source. LLG 2009

Contribute a fair share towards
widening the Southbound approach on
College Avenue at Montezuma Road
to provide a second left-turn lane. This
extra lane results in a 7-lane cross
section on College Avenue between
Montezuma Road and Lindo Paseo.
Also, provide a third northbound
through lane on College Avenue.
between Lindo Paseo and Zura Way

- ,/" The fair share contribution towards F-8
providing a raised median on

" Montezuma Road:between 55t~ Street
and College Avenue (MM C-2) will
mitigate this cumulative impact

Prepare appropriate Traffic Control
Plans to ensure maximum roadway
capacity during the construction period
Ensure that the ultimate site plan,
including any access control to the
subterranean garages located in

,
manner that ensures adequate throating
and that appropriate entry-gate controls
(if any) are designed to accommodate
peak hour traffic

F-5

N/A

N/A "
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20.3 Mitigation Measure Fair Share Contributions
Table 20-3 and Table 20-4 show fair share percentages for each of the mitigation measures listed
above. These percentages are calculated based on a commonly used City. of San Diego formula:

Near-Term Project Impact Fair Share % =
(Project Volumes)

(Existing + Cumulative + Project Volumes) - (Existing Traffic Volumes)

Long-Term Project Impact Fair Share % =
(Project Volumes)

(Year 2030 + Project Volumes) - (Existing Traffic Volumes)

The impacts identified in the Plaza Linda Verde study were calculated for the SDSU 2007 Campus
Master Plan Revision EIR traffic study as well (Tables 16-2 and 1 6-3).
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TABLE 20-3
NEAR-TERM MITIGATION FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTIONS

Mitigation
Measure Impacted Locations
Number

Intersections: (University-Serving Retail)

Near Term Impacts
Fair Share Percentage

University University/
Community Student

Serving Retail % Serving Retail % Housing %

A-1 3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive I 1. 3 ~ N/A I 2.18%

A-2 4. College Avenue/Zura Way 1.26% , N/A

A-3    6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road

Intersections: (University/Community-Serving Retail)

B 1 , 3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive

B-2 4. College Avenue/Zura Way

B-3 6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road

Segments: (University/Community-Serving Retail)

C-1 College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

1.00%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

3.53%

3.77%

3.21%

29.49%

2.33% ’

1.47%

2.18%

2.33%

1.80%

5.74%

C-2 Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue N/A 6.77% 0.91%

General Notes:
- Student housing fair share percentages (%) could potentially vary between University-Serving and University/Community-Serving Retail based
on which peak hour (or both) has been impacted.
- N/A = Not applicable for this scenario.
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TABLE 20-4
LONG-TERM AND OTHER MITIGATION FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTIONS

Mitigation
Measure
Number

Impacted Locations
Year 2030 Impacts Fair Share Percentage

University Serving
Retail %

University/
Community

Serving Retail %

Student
Housing %

Intersections: (University-Serving Retail)

D-1 2. College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound Ramps 0.79% N/A 1.35%

D-2 3. College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive 0.51% N/A 0.95%

D-3 4. College Avenue/Zura Way 0.73% N/A 1.32%

D-4 6. College Avenue/Montezuma Road 0.72% N/A 1.06%

D-5 9. Montezuma Road/55th Street 0.32% N/A 0.52%

D~5 10. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive 0.67% N/A 0.80%

Intersections: (University/Community-Serving Retail)

~ E-I 2. College Avenue/I-8 Eastbound Ramps N/A 2.77% 1.35%

~ E-2 3. College Ave.nue/Canyon Crest Drive N/A 1.57% 0.95%

E-3 4. College Avenue/Zura Way N/A 2.16% 1.32%

E-4 6. College Avenue/Montezuma Road N/A 2.26% 1.27%

E-5 9. Montezuma Road/55th Street N/A 2.00% 0.88%

E~5 10. Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive N/A 2.05% 0.80%

Segments: (University/Community Serving Retail)

F-1 College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way N/A 1.74% 0.33%

F-3 College Avenue: Zura Way to Montezuma Road N/A 2.14% 0.40%

F-3 Montezuma Road: 55th Street to College Avenue N/A 5.21% 0.72%

General Notes:
- N/A = Not applicable for this scenario.

The fair share co ntribution calculations for each impacted location listed below can be found in
Appendix M.
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21.0 POST MITIGATION OPERATIONS

With the implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in Section 19.2, all impacts are
mitigated to below a level of significance. The "University/Community-Serving Retail + Student
Housing" scenario is the higher trip generator of the two retail scenarios studied. The impact
locations are identical for both this and the less intense "University~Serving Retail + Student
Housing" scenarios, as are proposed mitigation measures. This section shows how the proposed
mitigation measures would result in acceptable LOS at the impacted locations for the more intensive

Retail Student Housing project, so it is reasoned that the"University/Community-Serving " + " "
mitigation would suffice for the less intensive "University-Serving + Student Housing" scenario as
well.

It should be noted that the provision of a raised median on Montezuma Road (proposed mitigation
measures C-2 and F-3) will limit the driveways serving uses along this segment to right-turns. Field
reviews show that very few vehicles currently make the left-turn into the driveways since there are
no mid-block left-turn lanes along Montezuma Road at the driveways. Field reviews also show very
few left-turns are made out at the driveways, since high volumes on Montezuma Road make this
movement very difficult. Therefore, the provision of a raised median will result in a nominal
amount of displaced left-turns, which will be served as eastbound and westbound u-turns at the
College Avenue/Montezuma Road and Montezuma Road/55th Street signalized intersections,
respectively.

Table 21-1 and Table 21-2 show summaries of the mitigated near-term intersection and street
segment calculations for the "University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing" scenario,
respectively.

Appendix N contains the mitigated analysis worksheets.
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Intersection

3. College Avenue/
Canyon Crest Drive

4. College Avenue/Zura Way

6.College Avenue/
Montezuma Road

TABLE 21-1
MITIGATED NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION CALCULATIONS

UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY-SERVING RETAIL + STUDENT HOUSING

(Baseline)
Control Peak Existing + Near-
Type Hour Term Cumulative

bDelay a LOS
Signal AM 68.5 E

PM 148.9 F

OWSC e AM 408,0 F

PM 95.6 F

Signal AM 119.0 F
PM 176.0 F

(Total Project)
Existing + Near-Term

Cumulative +
University/Community-
Serving Retail + Student

Housing

Delay LOS Ad

71.4 E 2.9
153.4 F 4.5

463.3 F >5.0

128.8 F >5.0

121.3 F 2.3
187.0 F >5.0

With Mitigation

Delay LOS Ad

50.6 D -17.9
76.9 E -72.0

26.4 C -381.6
49.2 D -46.4

59.7 E -59.3
144.5 F -31.5

Footnotes:
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level &Service.
c. OWSC - One-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street approach delay
is reported.
d. A denotes project induced delay increase.
General Notes:
Bold and shading represents a significant impact

SIGNALIZED               UNSIGNALIZED

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

.Delay LOS Delay LOS
0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
10.1 to 20.0 B 10.1 to 15.0 B
20.1 to 35.0 C 15.1 to 25.0 C
35.1 to 55.0 D 25.1 to 35.0 D
55.1 to 80.0 E 35.1 to 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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Segment

College Avenue "

Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

Montezuma Road

55tu Street to College Avenue

TABLE 21-2
MITIGATED NEAR-TERM SEGMENT OPERATIONS

UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY-SERVING RETAIL + STUDENT HOUSING

LOS E
Capacity

40,000

30,000

(Baseline)
Existing + Near-Term

Cumulative

Volume LOS b V/C~

45,258 F    1.131

31,172 F    1.039

(Total Project) ....
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative +

University/C0mmunity-Serving Mitigatet [
Retail + LOS E

Student Housing Capacity

Volume LOS b V/C c A

45,933 F 1.148 0.017 : 45,000

31,662 F 1.055 0.016 : 35,000

With Mitgafion

Volume

45,933

LOS V/C

F     1.021

31,662    E     0.905

Footnotes:
a. Capacities based on City of San Diego’s Roadway Classification & LOS table. The mitigation includes the addition of a 3ra northbound lane on College Avenue. An additional capacity of 5,000

ADT is assumed. The mitigation includes the addition of a raised median on Montezuma Road. The increase in eapa0ity between a Collector and a Major road is 10,000 ADT. The raised
median is part of the description of a Major that yields this increase. Therefore, an additional capa0ity of 5,000 ADT is assumed for the capacity provided by a raised median.

b. Average Daily Traffic

c. Volume to Capacity ratio
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Table 21-3 and Table 21-4 show summaries of the mitigated long-term (2030) intersection and
street ~egment calculations for the "University/Community-Serving Retail + Student Housing"
scenario, respectively.

TABLE 21-3
MITIGATED LONG-TERM (2030) INTERSECTION CALCULATIONS

UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY-SERVING RETAIL + STUDENT HOUSING

Intersection

2. College Avenue/
I-8 Eastbound Ramps

3. College Avenue/
Canyon Crest Drive

4. College Avenue/Zura Way

6.College Avenue/
Montezuma Road

9.Montezuma Road!

55th Street

10. Montezuma Road/
Campanile Drive

Long-Term (2030)
Control Peak Without Project

Type Hour

Signal

Delay a LOS b
AM 132.5 F
PM 107.5 F

AM 214.1 F
PM 426.3 F

Signal

OWSC c AM

PM

Signal AM
PM

Signal AM
PM

765.8 F
102.1 F

176.6 F
336.0 F

134.0 F
148.0 F

82.2 F
219.4 F

(Total Project)
Long-Term (2030) +

University/Comm unity-
Serving Retail + Student

Housing
Delay LOS Ad

135.0 F 2.5
110.1 F 2.6

218.8 F 4.7
436.3 F >5.0

905.0 F >5.0
107.5 F >5.0

178.5 F 1.9
350.5 F >5~0

136.6 F 2.6
151.7 F 3.7

With Mitigation

Delay LOS Ad

117.6 F -14.9
35.8 D -71.7

88.6 F -125.5
195.9 F : ,230.4

46.3 D .719.5
121.9 F .899.1

115.9 F -60.7
169.9 F .166.1

123.5 F -10.5
136.4 F -11.6

Signal AM
PM

85.3 F 3.1
226.5 F >5.0

78.7 F -3.5
186.2 F -33.2

Footnotes:
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. OWSC - One-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street approach delay

is reported.
d. A denotes project induced delay increase.
General Notes:
Bold and shading represents a significant impact

SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY!LOS THRESHOLDS

Delay LOS Delay LOS

0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
10.1 to 20.0 B 10.I to 15.0 B
20.1 to 35.0 C 15.1 to 25.0 C
35.1 to 55.0 D 25.1 to 35.0 D
55.1 to 80.0 E 35.1 to 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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TABLE 21-4
MITIGATED LONG-TERM (2030) SEGMENT OPERATIONS

UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY-SERVING RETAIL + STUDENT HOUSING

Segment

College Avenue

Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

Zura Way to Montezuma Road

Montezuma Road

55~1 Street to College Avenue

LOS E
Capacity

40,000

40,000

30,000

Long-Term (2030)
Without Project

Volume LOSb V/CO

76,140 F 1.904

56,040 F 1.401

35,010 F 1.167

56,715

35,565

(Total Project)
Long-Term (2030) +

University/Community-Serving Retail ÷
Student Housing

Volume LOS b V/C c A Volume

76,815 F 1.920 . 0.016 I 45,000    76,815

56,715 F 1.418 0 017 45;000.
I

35,565 F 1.186 0.019 35,000

With Mitigation "

F.    1.7071

F ~ 1.2601

F 1.016

Foot, lores:
of a 3 northbound lane on College Avenue. An additional capacity of 5,000

a. Capaoities based on City of San Diego’s Roadway Classification & LOS table. The mitigation inoludes the addition
rd

ADT is assumed The n£itigation inoludes the addition of a raised median on Montezuma Road. The increase in capacity between a Colleotor and a Major road is 10,000 ADT. The raised median is
part of the description of a Maior that yields this inorease. Therefore, an additional eapaoity of 5,000 ADT is assumed for the capacity provided by a raised median.

b. Average Daily Traffio

o. Volume to Capaoity ratio
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22.0 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE- QUALITATIVE IMPACT COMPARISON

A reduced Project Alternative has been considered which would construct 195 dwelling units and
38,605 square feet (st) of commercial retail. This reduced intensity yields slightly less than half of
the Proposed Project, which proposes 400 dwelling units and 90,000 sf of retail. A qualitative
analysis of potential reductions to the Proposed Project’s significant impacts (listed above in Section
19. O) was prepared, using identical trip generation rates for both the retail and residential land uses
as used for the Proposed Project, and identical trip distribution throughout the study area.

When compared to the Proposed Project’s trip generation, The Project Alternative would generate
642 less ADT with 26 less total AM peak hour trips, and 16 less total PM peak hour trips.

22.1 Near-Term Impact Assessment
LLG reviewed the Proposed Project’s near-term intersection and street segment impacts (shown in
Tables 9-1 and 9-2, respectively) to determine if a reduced project contribution to these locations
could result in the determination of no near-term impacts, based on whether the increase over the
allowable thresholds (seconds of delay for intersections, V/C increase for segments) was minor or
great. The five impacted locations that were reviewed included:

¯ College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (Impact A-l, B-l)
¯ College Avenue / Zura Way (Impact A-2, B-2)
¯ College Avenue / Montezuma Road (Impact A-3, B-3)
¯ College Avenue from Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way (Impact C-1)
" Montezuma Road from 55th Street to College Avenue (Impact C-2)

Based on the reduced project traffic volumes associated with the Project Alternative, LLG estimates
that near-term impacts would remain at the following two locations:

¯ College Avenue / Zura Way (Impact A-2, B-2)
¯ College Avenue / Montezuma Road (Impact A-3, B-3)

As shown in Table 9-1, the delay increase due to the project is in excess of 2.1 seconds at LOS F
intersections. If the Project Alternative were to result in a 50% reduction in delay increase at these
locations (commensurate with a 50% reduction in trip generation), it is reasoned that the delay
increase would still exceed 1.0 second, which would be the allowable maximum at these LOS F-
operating intersections.

22.2 Long-Term Impact Assessment
LLG reviewed the Proposed Project’s long-term intersection and street segment impacts (shown in
Tables 10-1 and 10-2, respectively) to determine if a reduced project contribution to these locations
could result in the determination of no long-term impacts using the method described above. The
nine impacted locations that were reviewed included:
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[] College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps (Impact D-l, E-l)
[] College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (Impact D-2, E-2)
[] College Avenue / Zura Way (Impact D-3, E-3)

College Avenue / Montezuma Road (Impact D-4, E-4)
Montezuma Road / 55th Street (Impact D-5, E-5)

[] Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (Impact D-6, E-6)
[] College Avenue from Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way (Impact F-l)
[] College Avenue from Zura Way to Montezuma Road (Impact F-2)
¯ Montezuma Road from 55th Street to College Avenue (Impact F-3)

Based on the reduced project traffic volumes associated with the Project Alternative, LLG estimates
that leng-term impacts would remain at the following five locations:

[] College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive (Impact D-2, E-2)
[] College Avenue / Zura Way (Impact D-3, E-3)
[] College Avenue / Montezuma Road (Impact D-4, E-4)
[] Montezuma Road / 55th Street (Impact D-5, E-5)
¯ Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive (Impact D-6, E-6)

Again, were the adjusted delay increases of the Project Alternative to result in a 50% reduction at
these locations, the remaining delay increase would continue to be in excess of 1.0 second, and
cumulative project impacts would continue to be calculated.
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APPENDIX A

COLLEGE AREA AND NAVAJO COMMUNITY PLANS EXCERPT
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INTERSECTION AND SEGMENT MANUAL COUNT SHEETS
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O1-1424 & D|-14~i
ZOC: (;~W Ave & !-8 W8 Ramps

.?

Weather: Clear & Dry
Counted By: Be Reid & C. Mattmitler
Board #: D1-1424 & D1-1425
Loc: College Ave & 1-8 WB Ramps

TDSSW, Inc.
PO Box 1544

Lakeside, CA 92040
(619) 390-8495 Fax (866) 768-1818

File Name :08198011
Site Code : 00198011
Start Date : 11/18/2008
Page No : 2



Weather: Clear & Dry
Counted By: W. Williford & B. Vockemth
Board#: DI-1307 & D1-1426
Loc: College Avenue & |-8 E/B Ramps

TDSSW, ln~.
PO Box 1544

Lakeside, CA 92040
(619] 390-8495 Fax (866) 768-1818

File Name : 08198021
Site Code :00198021
Stad Date : 1111312008
Page No :2



Linsvott Law & ~an

Pe~k Hour Plot

Linscott Law & Cu’eenspan

~B To~ls

Peak Hour Plot
16:~0 to 17:15

Stast I~t~:
File l~m~: 830-07-2



Weather: Clear & Dry
Counted By: D. Wellm~n
Board #: 01-1429
Loc:College Ave & Zura Way

TDSSW, Inc.
PO Box 1544

Lakeside, CA 92040
(619) 390-8495 Fax (866) 768-1818

Fde Name : 08198031
Site Code : 00198031
Slart Date : 1111312008
Page No :2



True Count

Peak Hour Data

Tree Count
3401 Rmt Ave #123

San Diego, CA 92103

Peak Hour Data



Linscott Law & ~pau

P~ Ho~ P!o~ "

$B Totals

Peak Hour Plot
1 ~.’45 to 17~0

I~Totel~



Loe.: Co~g~ A~ & Ei~m Bbd

7

Weather: Clear & Dry
Counted By: C. HIggel
Board #: D1-1430
Loc: College Ave & E! Cajon Bird

TDSSW, Inc.
PO Box 1544

lakeside, CA 92040
(619) 390-8495 Fax (866) 768-1818

RI~ Name : 08198041
Site Code : 00198041
Stad Date : 11/1312008
P~je No : 2



Linscott Law & Caeenspau

Hour Plot

Linscott Law & Greenspan
4542 Rt~ne~ Slr¢~ Suite I0~1, Sa~ Diego, CA 92111

Peak Hour Hot
17.’~0 to 17"45

l’~ Tolals



Linseott Law & G~an

Peak Hour Plot

Linscott Law & Greenspau
4~42 l~r ~:[reet. ~iie I~0, S~u D|eg~, CA 92111

M~t~a Road
Peak I-Iour Plot

1~:45 ~



Linseott Law & ~l~an

Peak I!our Plot

Linscott Law & Greenspan
4.~2 Ruiner $~ ~ttn I00~ ~ D~r~o, ~ 921! 1

HB Totsls I [02 I[~

Peak Hour Plot
I?.’00 to 17:4~

\VB Thm~

02/07/2008
t~iIe Nemo: 830-0~2



I



Weather : Clear & Dnj
Counted By: J. Fort & B. Tymic~
Board #: D1-2172 & 2173
Lo~: Montezuma Rd & El Cajon Blvd

TDSSW, ln~.
PO Box 1544

Lakeside, CA 92040
(619) 390-8405 Fax (866] 768-1818 File Name : 08198061

Site Code : 00198061
Start Date : 11/13/2008
Page No : 2

--

~
! 0! OI    OJ

~.__;

N~ ~’~



TDSSWJn¢,
Event Counts

L=ventCount-lO,,*-- Enqllsh {ENU)

Schent~.
Units:
In profile:

17.’00 Monday, December 08. 2008 => 8:00 Friday, IDecemb~ 12, 2008
Factory ~fau|t
Count ~er~ d~d~d by t~o.
Non metric (ft, mS, if/s, mph, Ib, ton)
Events - 25833 / 26842

~TDSSW, Inc,
Ev_ent. Counts

EventCount,lO- Enallsh (ENUt

Site:
Input A~
Input B:
Survey OuraUon:
File:

.~Jgo~thm:

Scheme:
Units:
~n profile:

17:00 Monday, I)~ember 08, 2008 ~ 8.’00 I:dday, D~em~er 12,
F~otory d~f~Jit pro~e
Count ewnts d~v~ed by two.
Non metro (~ ml, if/s, repel, Ib, ton)
Events ~, 24740 / 26278 (94.15%)

December 0~, 200S~’/243, t5 minute

w~n~dW+ ~ 1~ ~0~71~ lS m~to

Thu~+ ~ t 1, ~7410, lS ml~

~r 12, ~112 (~om~),



TDSSW, Inc.
Event ,Counts

E~v..cr~Courrt-10- Enollsh (ENU1

File:
IdenUfl~r:
Ngodthm:
Data type:

[’f9803N] Coflege Avenue. Btwn Montezuma Road & EJ CaJon Bird
1 - No~ bound. - A~d~d to totals. (1)
0- Unused o~ unknown. - Excluded f~om totals. (0)
16:31 Mo~, December 08, 200~ ,~. 16:09 Saturday, De~llber 18, 2008
Z.’~mcda.~LLG’2008~I ~19805N1:3DeC2008,EC0 (Plus)
M272CHN1 MCSS-S [MC55] (¢)M~crocom 02/03/01
Event Count
Axle se.so~. Sep~-~e (Count)

FlEer time:
N,~me:
Scheme:
Units:
~n pmfUe:

17:00 Monday, December 0~, 2008 => 8.’00 FHday, 9ecembsr 12, 2008
F,~c~ory default profile

Non m~tr~ (ft, ml, ft/s, mph, ~b, ton)
Events. 48208 ! 52588

Ev_ertt .C,o_u~nts
EventCount.10 - FJI<tIIsN (ENU~

Slte:
Input A:
Input B;
,Survey Duration:

Identifier:
Ngodlbm:
Data type:

Filter tlme:

So, heine:
Units:
In profile:

17:00 Monday, Dmcembor 08i 2008 ~, 8:00 Friday, Decell~er 12~ 2008
Fa~ory dmfa~t p~oflle
Couilt evenle d;vid~f by two.
Non met~ (ft,

¯ Tuosday~ D~¢omber 0~, 200G~4~4~ 15 minute

" W~nes~W, ~ 10, 2~4817~ 15 ~



TDSSWJnc.
,Ey,em ,Count~

Input A:
Input I~
Survey Duration:
Rle:

Rlter time:
Name:

Units:
In profflm

17:00 Monday, IDecember 08, 2008 => 8:00 Friday, I:~mber 12, 2008
Factory (~fault
Count ever~s divvied by two.
Non metdo (ft, ml, Ws, mph, Ib, ton)
Evems = 52114 /

EvontCoum-t 0 Pago I

"o~’ ~ 08, 20~4022 (In--e), 15 minute drops

TDSSW,Inc.
Event Count~,

Event~nt-10 - ~noll~t ~HU~

S~te:
Input~
Inpu~ B:
Survey Dura~on:

Oats type:

RIt~r time:
Name."
Scheme:
Units:
In profile:

17,’00 M .o~d. a~’~ ~eoeml~r 08, 2008 ~ 6:00 Frl~ly~ Ibc~ml~r 1~ H
Factory ~ePau~ prof~e

Non m~o (~ ml, Ws, mph, ~, t~)
~e~ ~ ~1 I~t17 (~)

~0oum,10 P~ ~



TDSSW,Inc.
Event Counts

EventCounl.lO- En~lllsh (ENU)

Input
survey Duration:
File:
;dent]fief:
Ngorlthm:

Rlter ’dine:
Name:

Units:
In profile:

[19801N] Co, age Avenue- Btwn E~B Off Ramp & Zura Way
1 - North bound. - Ad~ to totals. (1)
0 - Unused or u~<ilovm. - Excluded from totals. (0)
15:30 Monday, D~enlber 08, 2008 ,o 16.-01 Saturd~.y. D~o~mbet 13, 2008
Z:Im~data~.LG~2008~l~19801 NI 3Dec"Z008.EC0 (Plus)
~9KIV~t" M056-6 [M055] (<;)Mlctocorn
Event Count
Ax~ semors - Sep~cme (Count)

17:00 Monday~ December 08, 2008 => 8:0D Frlday~ December 1:~ 2008
Factory default profile

Non metrk; {ft, ~, Ws, mph, Ib, tontEvems - 89305 / 9~919 (g2.14%)

Eve~Count.lO -- Sna.~,h (EI~)

Survey Duratlen;
Rle;
Identlt/e~.

~ta type;

Rlter time;
Name;

Units:
In profile:

~- ~=, ~-~ ~=~ (1)
15~1 Mo~, Deoem~r 08, ~

A~QTA4 M~I [M~ (o)MIc~ 0~
~e~ Coum

2O08

17=00 Monday, De.tuber 08, 2008 ~ 8,’05 Fr/day, D~mber 12, 2008
Factory default pro~e
Count evont~ died by two.
Non metric (It ml f*ds mph, Ib ton~
Events = 60705 ! 662g0 (91.57%)



Daily Vehicle Volume Report

18,’00
18,~9
1515

1935

Daily Vehicle Volume Report
Location:

Montezuma Rd btwn 551h St and Campanile Dr
File Number: 83020-2
Counter ID: SP102
Report Duration;

Wednesday Feb 06, 2008 - 00:00 to
Wednesday Feb 06, 2008 - 23:59

Other Notes:
None at this time,

West Bound Fast Bound

00.~0 o 00.59                     117 __                    t65
0t~0-01.59 64 88

oz-oo- o2~.~ ~ ............... -,~ ................ ~.~i
~........ -.~ ............ sT]~- 05:59 .. .............

04:50-04:59 41
0~0- 05.59 .................. .131 .................. 41
0s.-00- 0s:59 .............
0;t;00 -07.59 t1~. 420
08.’00 - 08:59
09:00 - 09:59
10:00 - 10:69
11:00-11:59
12,’00-12"59
13"00-13:59
14.’00 - 14"59

Vo~ur~e

PM Peak
Hour

956 523:
643 611

740 616
776 742
8O8 734

912 993
829 ’1090
850 1207
953 1178
937 59O
584 527

470 668

13666 124,~19

18:30
19:29 18:21
1034 1261

Tot~1
Volume

172
97
75
61

172
840

1542
1479
1254

13.56
1617
1542
146~
1905
1919
2O57
2131
1527

1175
1058
425

7:15
9:14

t8.’00
18.59
2|31
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APPENDIX E

EXISTING INTERSECTION ANALYSIS AND ILV OPERATIONS SHEETS

LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-aWB R~mp & College Ave
~/23/2009 ~x AM

Move~nent EBL EBT EBR WBL WI~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SaT
Lane con~u~ens
IdeaJRow(vphpl) 1900 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 lg00 1900 1900
ToW Lo~ time
Lane U=. Factor

Flpb, ped/ulkes
Frt
Fit Pro~ed
Satd. Row Corot)
Fit Penn~ed

Volume (vph)

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0
0.97 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 t.00 0.97
0,96 1,00 t.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

3304 "~655 3539 1536 3539 1836
0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00

33O4 1555 ~ 1538 3539 !5_’~u~
0 0 0 445 0 I~ 0 746 431 0 633 86I

Peak-lxxJrfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.g2 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 484 0 97 0 811 468 0 688 936
RTOR Reduct~en (vpk) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 484 0 ~q’ 0 81t ~ 0 688 936
co.fl, p~. <~ 20 2o 2o 20
Turn Type custom Free Free F~e
Protected Phases 2 6Permitted Pha~es 8 Free Free Free
Actuated Groen, G ($) 16o0 100.0 74.0 100,0 74.0 100.0
Effeolive Green. g (s) 18.0 100.0 74,0 100,0 74.0 100.0~tuated g/C Ratio 0.18 1.00 0.74 1.00 0.74 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension <s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGr~Cap(vph) 595 1555 26t9 1536 26"~9 1~
v/s Patio Pint 0-23 0.19
vls Ra~o Penn c0.15 0.06 0.30 c0,61
vlc Ratio 0.81 0.06 0.31 0,30 0.26 0,6tUnifen’n De~ay. dl 39,4 0.0 4,4 0.0 4.2 0.0Progn~don Factor 1.00 1.00 1.15 t,00 1,00 1.00Incremental Detay, d2 8.4 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 1.8
Delay (s) 47.7 0,1 5.4 0.5 4.4 1o8Level of $ e~ce D A A A A AApproach Delay (s) 0.0 39,8 3.6 2.9
Approach LOS A D A A
Inteme<Y, ion Summa~
HCM Average ConUo! Delay 93 HCM Levet of Service A
HCM Volume to Ca~ ra~ 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lust Ume (s) 4.0
I ntersec~o~ ~ Utilization 4~.0% I CU Level of Service A
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdtlual Lane Group

Synchm 6 Ra~xt
Page I

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 2: I-8~B Ramp & College Ave
6./23/2009 Ex AM

Movement     EBL ~ EEIR WBL V~T V~R NBL N~, NI~R~ ",L t~B,~,,,,81~

ldealRow(vflhpl) 1900 1900 IgO0 1900 1900 1900 I~0 1000 1900 IgO0 I~ 1900
Total Lost time ($) 4.0 4.0                     4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.76
Fmb, pe~kes 1,00 0.95
Flpb. ped/b~kee 0,96 1,00
Fn 1.00 O°65
Fit Protected 0.95 1,00
Satd, Fk~w (prot) ~ 34a4
Fit Pemtitted 0.95 ’~.00

Volume (v~) 29~ 0 tS~8    0 0

0,gs 1‘90 0,~ 1‘90
1.00 0,97 1.00 0,~7
t.00 1.00 1.00 t.00
t.00 0,8~ 1.00 0,~
1.00 Io00 t,00 t.00

1.00 1,00 t,00 t,00

Peak~outf’a~ffir, PHF 0.92 0,92 0‘92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0.92 0.92 0‘9~ 0‘92
AdJ. Row (vph) 291 0 2107 0 0 0 0 771 195 0 984 ~tl

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 77t 195 0 ~4 211

2

~,0 1~.0 ~,0 100,0
~,0 I~.0 ~,0 1~.0
o~ 1,~ 0~ I~
4,0 4~
~,0 S,0

0,~3 0,14
0,~ 0,~3 0,62 0,14
1S.~ 0,0 ~‘9
0.52 1.~ 0.~ t.00

0‘9 0,1 1,6 0,2
t0.9 0,1 19,0 0,2

B A S A
0.0 8,8
A A

HCM Leve~ of 8er~ E

Sum of ~t time (s) 0.0
ICU Level of Service O

Plaza Unda Vecde Mixed-Use
N~1857’,AnalysisVevlsed tdp gen\1857 EX AM,sy~
Ummott, Law& Gmenspen Englneem



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/23/2009 Ex AM

Movemeet          EBL EBT E~BR V~R~L ~ WBR NSL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

ldealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 ~900
Toter Lo~t time (s) 4.0 4.0
Lane Utfl. F~oto~ 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/blkes 1.00 0.95
Rpb, ped/~kes 1.00 1.00
Frt ’J .00
Rt Protected 0.97 1.00
Satd. Row (pint) 1798 1506:
Rt Permitted 0.97 1.00
Satd. Row (petal) 1796 1506
Volume (vph) 43 17 23

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 %00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1o00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 O,B5
0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00

1846 1583 1770 3539 1~06 3433 5085 2787
0.99 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

1846 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
26 113 66 t27 656 59 468 985 624

Peek-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0;92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
~j. Row (vph) ,~7 16
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 65
Costt. Peds. ( ,#/~3 20 20 20
Tum Type Split Perm Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Pen’nltted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.5 9.5
Effec~ve Green, g (s) 9.5 9.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10
P_J eamnce Time (s) 4°0 4.0
Vehicle Extension ~s) ~,.0 3.0
La~e Gm Cap (vph) 171 143
v/s Ratio P~ot c0.04
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/~ Ratio 0.38 0.02
Uniform Delay, dl 42,5 41o0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
]ncrement~ Delay. d2 1.4 0.0
Delay (s) 43.9 41
Level of Se~ce D D
Approach De~y (s) 43.1
App~ad~ LOS D
I ntersec~on Summary
HCM Aver-age Control Delay 48.6
HCM V~ume to Capacity ra6o 0.56
,~tuated Cycle Length (s) 100,0
lntet’secSon Capacity Utillz~t~m
Analysis Peded (rain) t5
c Cdtloal Lmle Group

25 28 123 72 138 713 64 509 1071 678
23 0 0 51 0 0 44 0 0 614
2 0 151 21 138 713 20 509 1071 64

20 20 20 20 20
Over" Prot Perm Plot

8 1 5 2 1 6
2

13.0 29.7 13.4 31.8 31.8 29.7 48.1 9,5
t3.0 29.7 13.4 31.8 31.8 29,7 48.1 9.5
0.13 0.30 0.13 0.32 0.32 0.30 0,48 0~10
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

240 470 237 1125 479 t020 24<.6 265
C0.08 0.01 c0.0B c0.20 C0.15 0.21 0.02

0.01
0.63 0.05 0,58 0;63 0.04 0.50 0.44 0.24
41.2 25.0 40,7 29.1 23,6 29.0 17;1 41.9
1.00 l J00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 0.78 3.49

5.1 0.0 3.6 2,7 0.2 0.0 0~1 0.0
43.3 25.1 44,3 31.9 23.7 24.9 13.4 146.5

D C D C C C B F
39.5 33,2 55.9

D C

HCM Len~l of ~ D

Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
I CU Level of ,~vica B

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
N:\18~ysisVevlsed trip gen\1857 Ex AM.sy7
L~s=~t, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchm 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

4~ Zura Way & Col|ege Ave

Movement
La~e Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (ve~)
Peak Hour Factor
Hou~w rate
Pedestdans
Lane Width (ft)
Wa~ng Speed (ft/s)
Pervert Bloc,~oge
Right turn f~are (ve~)
Medk~n type None
M ~’d{an storage ve~)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unbloc~ed 0.93 0.94
vC, confll~ng volume 2623 574
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conr
vCu, unbiocked vci 2481 488
tC, single (s) 6.6 6.9
tC. 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5
p0 queue free % 0 80
eM capacity (veWh) 0 480

V’~L WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Stop Free Free

o 87 983 I39 496 840
0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,~

0 95 1068 t51 53g 913
20 20

12.0 12,0
4.0 4.0
2 2

733 t 088
0,94

1240

"I~
4,1

2.2
o

DIPection, Lane# WBI NB1 NB2 NB3 $91 ~B2
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 65th (It)
ConUo! Delay
Lane LOS
Apprca~h De~ (s)
Approach LOS

Intersec~on Summed/
Average Delay
Inteme~lon Capacity Utilization

95 5~$ 534 151 639
0 0 0 0 539 0 0

95 0 0 151 0 0 0
480 1700 1700 t700 538 1700 1700

0.20 0.31 0,31 0,09 1.00 0,27 0,27
18 0 0 0 357 0 0

14.3 0,0 0,0 0.0 67,0 0,0 0.0
B F

14.3 o,o 24,9

13.5

15

Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use System 6 Report
N:\165"P, Analy~ds’u’evlsed trip 9en\1657 I~x AM,sy7 P~le 4,
Llns~i~. Law & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

Movement
Lane Configurations
~¢eat Row (vphp~
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Sa~. ROW (prot)
Fit Pen,~ltted

Volume (vph)

5: Lindo Paseo & College Ave
ExAM

F-.3L EBT EBR VCBL ~ ~ NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 "1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 t.00 0.95 t.00 0.95
0.95 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.95
0.97 0.98 0.9~5 1.00 0.95 1.00

1731 1752 1770 3516 1770 :33~0
0.81 0.88 0.95 1.00 0.9’3 1.00

1434 1562 1770 3516 1770 3380
39 8 24 23 21 20 84 7~N. 36 63 511 219

Pcek-hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Row (vph) 42 9 26 25 23 22 91 ~52 39 6B 555 338
RTOR Reductlo~ (vph) 0 18 0 0 t6 0 0 2 0 0 22 0Lane Group Row (vph) 0 59 0 0 54 0 91 889 0 68 771 0
Turn Type Perm Perm Plot Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6Pan’nitted Pl~aeas 4 8
Actuated Green. G (s) 8.4 8.4 9.1 64.7 8.1 63.7Effective Green. g (s) 8.4 8.4 9.1 64.7 8.1 63.7Actuated g/C Ra~ 0.09 0.09 0.t0 0.69 0.09 0.68
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4°0 4.0
Vehicle Extensien (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3..0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 129 t41 173 244I 154 2310
v/s Ratio Ptot c0.05 c0.25 0.04 0.23
vls Ratio Perm c0.04 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.46 0.~8 0.53 0.36 0.44 0.33
Uniform De~ay. dl 40.2 39.9 40.0 5.8 40.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 %00 tlncmment=d De~ay. d2 2.5 1.7 2.9 0.4 2.0 0.4
D~W (s) 42.5 41.7 42.9 6.3 42.4 6.4
Levol of Service D D D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 42.8 41.7 9.6 9.3Approach LOS D D A A
Intemectiea Summauy
HCM Average Control Delay 11.9 HCM Level of ~"~l~rvfce B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.38
~ Cycle Length (s) 93.2 Sum of k~t time ($) 8.0
In.mention Capadty U~ization 42.7% ICU Le~.l of Setvtce A
Analysis Petied (rain) t5
c Cflt~cal Lane Group

Unda Verde Mixed-Use
N:\1857V~a~ysLsVevlead ~p gan\1857 EX AM.Sy7

Law 8, Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Repo~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

6; Montezuma Rd & College Ave
EXAM

1~ 1~ 19~ 1~ 1~ 1~ t~ 1~
#.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0

t.00 t,~ 0.02 t,~ 1,00 0~ 1.~ 0,~ I,~ I.~ 0,~

1,~ t,~ 0,~ 1.~ t,~ 0,~ t.~ 0,~ 1,~ t.~ 0~
0,95 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ ~,~ 0,~S 1.00 0.~ 1.~

1~0 ~ 14~ t~0 ~99 1~ ~ ~

Peak-ho~rfa=or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.~2 0.~2 0.02 0.~ 0~2 0.~ 0.~
~J.~(~) ~ 3~ ~ 27 S~ 1~S 4~ ~6 t~ t02
RTOR R~u~on (~h) 0 0 8B 0 0 152 0 12

Turn T~ ~llt P~ Sp~t Pe~
~ ~ 4 4 8 8 5 2
P~ Phas~ 4
A~.G(s) 16.5 16.5 16.5 20.0 20.0 ~.0 1~.1 28.1
~G~.g(s) 16~ 18.5 16.6 20.0 20,0 ~.0 18.t
Antuated O/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehlee Extension
Lane ew ~ (vph)
v#, Ratio Prot
vie; Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progfes..~on Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Oe~y
Appmac~ LOS

Interse~on Summa~
HCM Average Control De~y
HCM Volume to O~padly ratio
Actuated Cy==la Length
Intersectkm Capacity LPdllzatlon
~alysls Pedod (rain)
� Cdtk:al Lane Group

0.t8 0,18 0.18 0.22 0.22 0.22
4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0

,,,3.0 3.0 30 ~,o,,,,,,,~.o s.o ~,0 ..~,~). .......

0.~0     0.02 ~.17
0.0t         0.0~

0.~ 0~ 0.~ 0.~ 0.~

t.~ t.~ t.~ I.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~
5.5 0.9 0.1 0.1 4.S 0.2 1a.8 7.2

~.7 ~.2 ~A 27.7 37.e
O C C C D C O D

35.5 ~,I
D D D

$6.5 HCM Level of 8mvlce
0.80
8~.0 Sum of loci time

88.9% IOU Level ot

o,to o,~ o~
4,0 ~,0 4,0
~0 3~0

0,10

29,8

~ Llnda Verde Mixed.Use
N~l~alyslsVevieed trip gen\1857 Ex AM,sy7
Unscatt. Law & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6/23/2009 Ex AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vpl~
Total Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Rt Permitted
Sale, Row (perm) ,
Volume (vph)
Pea~-hourfastor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
AdJ. Flow (vph) 226 396 87 1~5 536 I34. 176 1042 100 105 285 118
RTOR Redt~Jon (vph) 0 16 0 0 19 0 0 0 56 0 0 73
Lane Group Row ~vph) 2~6 467 .... 0 105 651 0 175 1042 44 105 28~ 45
TumType Prot Pint Prot Perm Prot Porto
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 I 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated G~een, G (s) 11.5 31.7 6.1 26.3 t5.3 48,2 48.2 9,5 42,4 42,4
Effective Green, g
Actuated g/C
Clearanse Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Pint
v/s Ratio Penn
v/c Ra~o
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

D~ay (s)
Level of Satv~e

Approach LOS

Intm’sectJon Summa~,,
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ~tlo
A@~mted Cycle Length
Intersect~or~ Capacity
Analysis Peded (rain)
c CdUcel Lane Group

11.5 31=7 6,1 26.3
0,10 0,28 0.05 0.24
4.0 4,0 4.0 4;0
3.0 3,O 3,0

354 979 t86 810
�0,07 0,14 0.03 c0.t9

0.64 0.48 0.56 0,60
48.0 3,3.0 61.4 40,2
1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00
3.8 0.4 3.6 5.8

5t,8 33.4 55.0 46~0
D C D D

3~ 47~
D D

15,3 48.2 48.2 9.5 42.4 42,4
0.14 0.43 0,43 O.0g 0.~ 0,3~
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3~0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.9

243 1530 684 151 1346 602
c0.10 C0.29 0,06 0.08

0.03 0.03
0.72 0,68 0,06 0.70 0.21 0.07
46.1 25.5 18.8 49.6 23.3 22.0
1,00 1.00 1;00 1.00 1,00 1~00
10.0 2.5 0,2 13.0 0,4 0,2
56.t 27.9 18,7 62,6 23,6 22,3

E C B E C C
31.0 31.4

C C

36,6
0,70

111,5
68,7%

15

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost tlrne (s)
ICU Level of Service

0

12.0
C

Raz~ Linda Vet’de Mixed-Use
N:\185~e~alysls~’e~ised trip gen\1857 Ex AM.sy7
Linscott, Law & Greenspan Englneam

sync~ro 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Ver~e Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Blv¢l
Ex AM

Lene Configurations
Ideal Flow (~hl~
Total Lo~ time (s)
Lane UB, Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Sate. Row (pro~)
Fit Permitted

EBT EBR Wg, L ~ NBL.. NBR

1900 1900 1900    19~0    1900    1900
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0

0.95 1,~ 1,~
1,~ 0.85 1,~ 1
1,~ I.~ 0,~ 1
~ 1~ 1770 ~39
1.~ 1,00 0.11 1.~ 0,95 1,~

Satd. Flow(~) ......... ~ 1583 206 ~ ~
Volume (vplt) 1087 258 ~ ~0 ~7
Pe~-hourf~,PHF 0.92 0.~ 0.~ 0,92 0,~ 0,~2
Adj. R~ (vph} t1~ 280 ~ ~ 1029
RTOR R~u~ (~h) 0 0 o 0 0 1
~neG~pRow~h) 1182 2~ ~ ~7 10~
Turn ~e             p~ov Pe~
~ Ph~ 4 2 8 2
P~i~ed P~ 4 8 2
A~G~n,G(S) 36,2 81.5 36~ ~ 48.3
Sff~iveGmen, g(s} 36,2 81~ ~ ~.2 45.3 ~.3
Actuate~ gig Redto
Clearance Time
Veh~e Exten=on
Lane Grp Cap (~h)
vie Ratio Prot
vie Ra~o Perm
v/� Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
oe~y (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay
,%oproac~ LOS
IntemecJlon
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cep~Clty Patio
Ac~Jated Cycle Leng~ (s)
Inte~ectlon Capadt~ Utlllze~don
A~alysis Period (rain)
¢ Cdtlcel Lane Group

0,40 0.91 0.4O 0.40 0,61 0,6~
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 $.0 3,0 $.0

1431 1.~3 83 I43t 17~
~3~ 0.~ 0,~

0,~ 0.26 0.~
0,83 0,18 0,~ 0.~ 0,69 0.~
23,8 0A 21~ 21,8
1.~ 1,~ 1.00 1,~     1,~     1.00
4.0 0.1 t5.0 1.~ f,S 0.1

27,9 0,6 ~.4 28,1
O A O C

22,6 2~,8 ~6,7
C O B

21.2 HCM Level of Sel~oe
0,70
89.5 Sum ~f Io~time (s)

70.4% 10U Level ~ S~
15

8,0

Ptaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
N~l~aly’~sVevlsed trip gen\165"7 Ex AM.Sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenapart Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/23/2009 ExAM

Mevemont EBL EBT ~=BR WBL
Lane Configurations ~ tt’~ ~ ’~ideolRow(vphp~) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0~Um.Fac~ 0.97 o~ 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00Fq~b.~romes ~.00 1.00 t,00 0,98 0,69 1.00 1.00 0.92Rpb, pecVblkes 1.go %00 0,95 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1,00 1,go 0,98 0,98 1.00 1.00 0,55RtProtected 0.95 1.00 0,96 1.go 0,97 0,96 0.96 1.00
Sa~.Row(.~) ~ ~ 16~ 3505 1;’50 ~981 1691 1+s6Fit Permitted 0.95 1.go 0,95 1.00 0,97 0.95 O.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (germ) 3433. 3508 1688
Volume (vpll) 646 432 15 8 619 258 ~ t3 6 80 3 129
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Row (vph) 702 470 16 0 673 2~2 41 14 7 87 3 140RTOR Reduc~on (’~ph) 0 2 0 0 44 0 0 4 0 0 0 1t 8Latte Groug Row (vph) 702 484 0 9 9ti 0 0 58 0 44 46 22

Co~fl. Bikes (#~tr) t0 10 10 10
Tan Type Prot Plot S~oltt Split Penn
Pm~ected Rlases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pemtitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 23.3 52‘7 0.8 30.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Effec~ve Green, g (s) 23.3 527 0.8 30.2 16.0 16.0 16,0 16.0

0.23 0.52 0.01 0.30 0.16 0.16 0.16 0,16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 . 4.0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3

788 1821 13 984 277 265 267 230
c0.20 0,t4 0.01 c0.28 c0.03 0,03

0.02
0,17 0.t7 0.10
37.0 37.0 36,6
I,OO 1.00 1.00
t ,3 1.4 0,8

38,3 38A. 37.4

0.89 0.27
37,9 13.8
1,go 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 t2,3 0.1
De~ay (S) 50.2 13.7
Lavel of Se~’~e D B
Approac~ D~ay (s) 35.2
Approach LOS D
Intmsectlon Summar~"
HCM Average Control De~y
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycm L+mgt~
Intemactlon Capacity Ut~iz:at~on
~elysis peded
~ Cdtica) Lane Group

0.69 0,98 0.21
~0.2 34.6 37,2
1,00 1.00 1
~.3 14.0 1.7

146,5 48,5 38.9
F D D

49.5 38.9
D D

41.2 HCM Level of Service D
0.64

101.5 Sum of Iost t~me (a) 16.0
68.0% ICU Level of Senate C

15

D D D
37.8

D

Plaza Un~a Verde Mixed-Use
N:\1857~AnelydsVev~sed tdp ge~\1857 Ex AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greonspan Engineers

Syn~hm 9 Report
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/23/2009 ~x

ldea~Row(vphpl) 1900 1600 t900 t~00 1~00 1~00 1900 I~0 1{~0 t980 t~00 I~00
Total Lost time (a) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4+0 4,0Lane Utll. Fact~- 1,00 0,95 t~00 0.66 1.00 0,~6 0,98Fmt~. peal/bikes tOO 1,00 1.00 0,~ 0.~ 1,go 1,00 I+00Rpb, ped/olkes 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 t,00 t,00 1,00Frt t.00 t.00 1.00 0.98 0,93 t.00 1.00
FitProt.e~t~ 0,9~ 1,00 0,98 t,00 0,99 0,~ I,00
Satd. Flow(prot) 1770 35t0 1770 3402 16~ 1981 t770FItPem~Rted 0.06 1,00 0,98 t,00 ; 0,~) 0,~ 1,00 1,00
_Satd, Row(pen~) .... ~770 ~510 1170 5402 t~ , 1~ 1770
Volume (vplt) t05 ~4 13 20 842 t47 22 ~0 49 15 16 ~11Pea~hourfactot, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,62 0,92 0.~2 0,92 0,62 0.62 0,~2 0.~2 0.~Adj. Row (vph) 114 428 14 22 9t5 160 ~4 ~ ~ 10 1tRTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 ~ 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 114 440 0
Cong, Peds. (#ihr) 30 30
Conti, Bikes (#/hr) 10
Turn Type
Protected Ph~es 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.9 42,2
Eff~:~ve Gt+een, g (s) 7.9
Actuated ~ Ratio o.og 0.46
Cle~ranne Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3~0 3,0
Lane Gq> Cap (vph) 151 1~00
via Ratio Prot ~0.06 0+13
via Redo Penn
vlcRatlo 035 0,27
Uniform Delay, ~I 4.1.4 16.7

Incmmenta~ De~y. d2 1g,1 0.1
Delay(a) 00,5 15,8
La~ E 8
App~ Oe~ (s) ~,9
~m~ LOS C
Int~ ~mm~,
HCM A~e ~ D~
HCM Volu~ to ~d~ m~

lnt~ ~p~ U~

c Cdfl~ ~ Group

2,2 38,6 16.1 t8,t 16.1
2,2 ~,5 16.1 16,t 16.1 7,9

0.02 0,3~ 0,17 0.17 0,17 0,~
4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0

0,01 ~.31 ~.~ ~=01 0.01

28,O
0,51
92,6

65,0%
Sum of’lo= time (s) 10.0
ICU Lavel of Serv~ ~

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
N:\l~ly~Ve~sed Mp gen\I857 EX AM.~7
UnscotL ~ & G~ns~ E~ln~

Page 10



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/23/2009 Ex AM

Movement
Larm Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
sate. F~ow Lomt)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow
Wlume (vp~)

EBL EBT EBR VV~L WBT W/~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 I900 1900 1900 lg00 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0

1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 I
1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.93
0.95 1.00 0,95 t.00 0.98 0.98

1770 3514 1770 3530 1693 "![698
0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.91 0~92

1770 3514 t770 3530 1571 1598
14 146 7 46 675 I2 20 1 23 25 7 37

Peak..hourfas.to~.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad.L Row
RTOR Reduc~on (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G ($)
Effectlve Gm~l, g {s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
C~-...arance Tm~e (s)
Ve~e Extension

15 159 8 50 734 13 22 1
0 5 0 0 1 0 0 13

15 162 0 50 746 0 0 35
Prot Ptot Penn

7 4 3 8 2
2

1.1 14.7 4.6 18;2 29.7
1.t 14.7 4.6 18;2 29.7

0°02 0.24 0.0S 0.30 0,49
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

25 27 8 4O
0 0 21 0
0 0 54 0

Penn

Lane G~p Cap (v~h) 32 847
via Ratio Pint 0,01 0.05
v/s Ratio Parrn
vlc Ratio 0.47 0.19
Uniform Delay, dl ~3 18,4
Pr~ Fa~ 1.~
ln~m~ ~W, d2 10.5 0.1
~(s) 40,1 18;5
Levi of ~ D

~ LOS C
Intern S~
HCM:Av~ ~n~ De~
HCM V~ to Capacl~
A~ated ~e L~g~
Intem~ ~
~ys~ P~ (~)
c C~I ~ Group

133 ~053 765
c0.33 co.21

29.7
293
0.49
4.0
3.0

778

0.02
0.38 0.71 0.05 0.07
26.8 t9,0 8,2 8.3
t~00 1.00 1,00 t,00
1.8 2.2 0.1 0.2

28.6 21.2 9..3
C C A A

21.7 8.3 8.5
C A A

B

12.0
A

20.0 HCM Leve~ of Service
0.33
61.0 Sum of lost time (s)

37.t % ICU Level of 8e~ce
15

Plaza Linda Verde M~ed.4Jse
N:\1857~s~’evlsed trip gen\1857 Ex AM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Gmenspan Engineers

6 Report
Page 11

Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

12: El CaJon Bird & Mofftezuma Road

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideat Row (vphpl)
T(~!I Lest ~e
~e UtiL Fa~
F~
Rt Pr=~d
~. R~ (pint)
RI
~. Row
Vd~e (~h)

1~ 1~ 1900
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0

1,~ 0.~ 0,91 0,91 0,~
1.00 1,00 0,96 0,~ 1,00 0.~

0.95 I.~ 1,~ 1
1~0 35~ ~0 1~1

~ 378 ~1 8~9 112 29
Pea~-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0°92 0.92
Adj, Row (vph) 90 412 ~l,S 67~ 122 32
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 24 31~6 0 17
,Lane ,G, roup R~v ~vph) ~0 ~ 4~ 2 6~9 149 122 ,1,~
Turn 3’ype Prot Ptot Prot
Protected Pllases 7 4 8 8 6
Pan~Itted Phases
Actuated Gmes. G (s) 8,2 38,0 25.8 25,8 41.3
Effective Green, g (s) 8.2 3~,0 25.8 25,8 41.3 41.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,09 0,44 0.~0 0,80 0,47 0,47
C~earance Time (e) 4.0 4.0 ,1,0 4,0 4,0 4.0
Vehicle EL’-’tenston (e) 3.0 3,0 3,0 .3,0 ~,0
Lane Grp Cap
vie Ratio
via Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl

Level ~

~pr~ LOS

HCM A~e ~n~d Delay
HCM V~ume to Capad~
A~a~ Cycle L~g~
tnte~i~ ~p~
~a~S~ PaH~ (rain)
� C~I Lane Grip

166 I~t4O 966 420    1824
c0.05 0.12 ¢0.21 0,10 ~0,04 0,01

0.5~- 0,27 0.7t 0,35 0,08     0,02
37.8 15,8 27.4 24.2 12.8 t2,2
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00
3.6 0,1 2,~ 0,6 0.1

41.3 15.8 ~,0.0 24,7 t2,7 12.3
D B C C B

20.4 27.8 12,6
C C

24.6 HCM Level of:l~,Nlea C
0,~
87.3 Sum oflO~t time (e) 12,0

~.4% ICU Level ot ~endce A
15

Plaza Lind~ Verde Mixed-Use
N:\1857’~nalys~sW~v~sed t~p gen\1857 Ex AM.ey7
LInscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers

Page 12



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
EXPM

EBL I:::i~T EBR    WBL    WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1800 1900    ’1900    1900    1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Utt]. Factor 0,97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1‘00
Frpb, ped/bike= 1.0O 0.~8 1‘00 0,97 1.00 0,97
Flpb, Fed/bikes 0.96 1.0O 1‘00 t‘00 1.00 1‘00
Fit 1.00 0.85 1‘00 0,85 t‘00Fit Protected 0.95 1;00 1,0O "~‘00 1.00 1,0O
setd. Row(prot) 33O4 1555 ~ 1538 :]539 1536
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.0O 1.00 ’~.~0 1,0O
Satd. Row (pe~m) 33O4 ’1555 3S~9 1 ,~;38 ~
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 411 0 211 0 ~31 1194 0 525 536
Peak-hourfa~tor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.~2
MJ. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 447 0 229 0 1034. 1298 0 571
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Lane Group Row (vph} 0 0 0 44.7 0 229 0 1034 1298 0 571
Confl. Peals. I#~hr) 20 20 20
Tum Type custom Free Fme Free
Prote~ed Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free F~ee Free
Actuated G~e~o G (s) 17.0 ’100.0 75.0 t0O,0 75.0 100,0
.=ft’ective Green, g (s) 17,0 ’~00,0 75‘0 100,0 75.0 100,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 t.00 0.75 1.00 0.75 1.00
Cleam~e Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0
Ve~l~e F.~ondon ~s) 3.0 3,0 3.0
LoneGq)Cap(vph} 562 1555 2654 1536 2854 1536
v/s Ra~o Plot 0,29 0.16
v/$ Ratio Pe~l 0.14 0.15 c0~4 0.38
vie Ratio 0.80 0.15 0.39 0~, 0.22 0.38
Unifonn Delay. dl 39.8 0.0 4.4 0.0 3.7 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 1.03 1‘00 1.00 1‘00
Inc~eflt~ De~y. d2 7.7 0.2 0,3 4.3 0~ 0.7
De~ay (s) 47.5 0.2 4.8 4.3 3.9 0.7
Level of Service D A A A A A
Approach De~ay (s) 0.0 31.5 4~5 2.3
Approach LOS A C A A
Intersection Summa~
HCM Average Control De~ay 8.3 HCM Level of senate A
HCM Volume to copad~ ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 ~um of lost t~rne (s) 0.0
;nte~ Capadty Utilization 44.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

N:\18-.57V~’mlysis’~Superceded~1857 Ex PM,sy7
Unscett, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Repor~
Page I

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 2: I-8EB Ramp & College Ave
6/23/2009 £x PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR ~L
L~ne Cen~gur~or~ ~ Fff’
IdeelFIow(vphpl) 1900 t900 t900 1900 ’1~00 t900 1~0 ’1~)0 t~u 1~0O 10O0 t900
Total Lo~t time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0Lane Utlh Fa~tor 0,97 0.78 0.g~ 1‘00

Rpb, ped/blken 0,~6 1.00 1‘00 t,0O
Fit 1,0o 0,85 t
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.0O I‘00
Said, Row (prot) 3304 34~4
Ftt Permltted 0,95 1~0O I‘00 i‘00
Said. Ftew (~n~), 33O4 ~ ~&.~ !__~
Volume (vph) 617 0. 986 0 0 0 74~ 430

t.00
1.0O 1,0O
1 ‘00
1.00 1,0O

1.00 t‘00

0 0 1440 B0B
Peak.hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.g2 0,92 0.92 0.~2 0,e2 0,92 0,g2 0,92 0,e2 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph)      671 0 104g 0 0 0 0 1686 Bl~2 0 808 467
RTOR Redu¢tion (vph) 0 0 131
Lar~ Group Flow (vph) 671 0 9~8
Conn. Peds. (#/hr) 20 ,~0
Turn Type ~tom ~u~tom
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 3~,9
Effe=Ive Green, 0 ($} 38.9
A~tuate~ g/C: Ratio 0.36
Clearance 13me (s) 4,0 4.0
vehl=~ Exten,,~ ~sI 3.O, ...3‘0
Lane Grp C~p (vph) 11~6 1233
vls Ratio Prot
vls Ratio Perm 0,20 00.27
vie Patio 0.57 0.74
UnZform Delay, �1 2.5.8 28,0
Progression Factor 1.00 1,0O
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 2,5
De~y (s) 2S,,~
Level of ~v~ee C C
AP~ D~y {s) 38.9
Approach LOS G
intet~ecUon Summa~
HCM Average ConVol Delay
HCM Volume to ~ty mile 0,77
Actuated v"y~le Length (s) 100.0
Inter~ection Cap~ Utilization 64.1%
~s Pe~ed (~n)
o Cdt~l Lane Group

0 0 0 0    0 0 0 0
0 0 0 lr~; ~2 0 80~ 467

20 ....

Fr~

0,~ ~‘00     0,~
4‘0

O,Tg 0,~ 0.41
~7,3 0,0 1~ 0‘0
0,72 ~,~ 0.74 1.~

0,~ 0A 0‘0 0,5
12,7 0,t 9‘0

B A A A
o,0 9~
A A A

N.’\1857~alysls\Super~ed~18~7 Ex PM,~y’t
Llnscott, Law & Grcenspan Englnee~ Pa0e 2



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

Movement

Ideal Row
Total LoSt time (s) 4,0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00

Flpb, pad/bikes 1.00 1"00
F~ 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.96 1,00
Sa~d. Row (prot) 1780 1506
Fit Permitted 0.96 1
Stud. Row,(~m) ~780 1506
volume (vph) 4~, 34

3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
Ex PM

ESL EBT EBR    WSL    V~T WI~R NBL NBT NBR S~ S~ SBR

4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1"00 1"00 1"00 0.95 1"00 0.97 0.9t 0,~8
1.00 1"00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 I’00
1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 I’00
1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0~5 I’00 1.00 0,85
0;98 1.00 0.95 1"00 1"00 0.95 1,00 I’00
t792 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 ~065 2787
0~98 1"00 0.95 1.00 1"00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1792 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

12 252 28 1335 75 190 962 105
Pe~k-hoorfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Row (vp~) 503 37 47 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 34 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 540 13 0
Canfl, Pedso (#/hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Perm Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.0 24"0
Effecth/e Green° g (s) 24.0 24.0
Actuated g/C RaUo 0,24 0.24
C~earance Time (s) 4;0 4.0
Vehicle Exte~slo~ Isl 3.0 3.0
Lane Gq~ Cap (yph) 427 361
via Ratio Pint c0.30
v/s Ratlo Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 1.26 0.04
Uniform Delay, dl 38.0 29,1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Oelay, d2 136.6 0.0
Oetay (s) 174.6 ~.2
Level of Service F C
Approa¢~ DelaY (s) 163.0
ApFoach LOS F
Intersection Summa~.
HCM Average Control De~y
HCM Vo~uroe to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intarsec~ion Capadty Utilization
Analysis Pedod (re{n)
~ Crff~cel Lane Group

13 274 30 1451 82 207 1046 114
0 242 0 0 ~3 0 0 87

61 32 30 I451 49 207 1046 27
20 20 20 20 20

Ovo~ Prot Pe~Tn Pro~ Over
8 1 5 2 1 6 4

2
7.4 11,7 4,9 40.9 40.9 11,7 47,7 24.0
7.4 11.7 4,9 40.9 40,9 11.7 47.7 24.0

0,07 0,12 0,05 0‘41 0.41 0.12 0,48 0.2<,
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4"0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

133 195 87 1447 616 402 2426 669
c0"03 0.02 0,02 c0,41 C0.06 0.21 0.0t

0 "03
0.46 0.17 0.34 1.00 0,08 0.51 0.43
44‘4 39,8 46"0 29.6 t8.1 41.5 17,2 29,2
1"00 1"00 I’00 I’00 1"00 1.01 0.85 1.79
2.5 0.4 2.4 24.3 0,3 0.9 0,4 0.0

46.9 40.2 48.4 53,9 18,3 42,7 15,1 52.3
D O D D B D B D

41.4 51,9 22‘4
D O C

57.5 HCM Level of SaUce E
0,~6

100.0 Sure of lost time (s) 16,0
91.9% ICU Level of Service F

15

N:\I ~lysls\Superceded\1857 Ex PM.sy7
Llnscett, Law & G~eenspan ~g~neers

6 Report
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/23/~009

WBL ’W~R NBT NBR SBL,......S._~_T__

St~ F~
0% ~/~

0 ~ 111~
0.~ 0,92 O,S2 0.~2

0 416 1210

12.0 12"0
4,0 4"0

2 2

4: 3turn W~ & College AVe

733
px, platoon unblocked 0,91 0.88
vC, confg=lng voluroe 2041 645
vC1, stage I coal vol
vC2, stage 2 �onf voI
V(~J. unbloe~ed vol
t~, single (s)
tG, 2 stage

p0 queue ~ee %
~ =pacl~ (ve~)
OIm~lon, ~ne
V~lume T~I
Valume L~
Voluroe R~ght
~H
Vol~e to

1086
0.88

1919

1656 ~ 1222

3,5 3.9 2.2
100 10
52 465 48I

416 ~5 605 ~ 172
0 0 0 0 172 0 0

416 0 0 ~ 0     0     0
~ 17~ 1700 17~ 491
0.~ 0,36 0.~ 0.0~ 0,~ 0,~ 0,28

Qu~ Len~ 95~ (if) ~ 0 0 0 ~ 0    0
~nlml D~W (s) ~,8 0.0 0.0 0,0 16,2 0,0

LOS E
~pma~ ~Iw (s) 49~ 0,0
App~ LOS E
Int~ ~m~
A~m~ Delay
In~ ~p~ Utlll~iOn ~.1% ICU ~1
~el~s P~od (rain) 15

:t

,,i

N;\18571Analysis\Suparceded\1857 Ex PM,Sy7
Unsoott, Law & Greenepan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
6/23/2009 Ex

Movement EBL E~T EBR WSL th13T ~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

To~ L~ time (s) 4.0
Frt 0.95 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97RtP~otected 0.97 o~ 0.99 1,00 o.es 1.00S=d. Fk~ (pr=) 1719 1781 ~770
F~tPemlitted 0.80 0.83 0,95 1o00 0.95 t.00

Volume (vph) 146 18 102 28 29 13 53 764 35 58 737 152
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92Adj. Row (vph) 159 20 111 30 32 1<, 58 830 38 63 801 165
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 I9 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 11 0
Lane Gl~Jp ,Row ~vph) 0 271 0 0 69 0 58 866 0 63 955 0
Turn Type Pe~rn PerTh Pint Prot
Pmtected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8
Actuated Gree~, G (s) 23.3 23.3 7.3 56.2 7.5 56,4
Effecthte Green. g (s) 23.3 23.3 7,3 56.2 7.5 56,4Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.07 0.57 0.08 0.57
Clearance ~me (s) 4.0 4-.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Ve~tcle Extees~on (s) 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 333 355 131 1996 134 1965
v/$ RaUo Pro! 0.03 0.25 c0.04 c0.28
v/s Ratio Perm c0.19 0,05
v/n Ratio 0.81 0.t9 0.44 0.43 0.47 0.49
Uniform Delay, dl 35.8 30.3 43.9 12.3 43.8 12.7
Fh’ogresston Factor 1‘00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 t,00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.t 0,3 2.4 0.7 2.6 0.9De~y (s) 49.3 30,6 46.3 13.0 46.4 13,6
Level of serv~e D C D B D B
Approach Delay (s) 49.3 30,6 15.1 15.6
Aapmach LOS D C B B
Intersection Summa~/
HCM Average Conkol De~ 20.1 HCM Level or Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cyc/e Length (s) 99.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capac~. Utilization 605% ICU Level of Servk:e B
An~ysLs Peded (m~n) 15
¢ Cdflca~ Lane Group

N:\1~ysLs\Supemeded~1857 Ex PM,Sy7
Unscott, Law & Grnenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Repatt
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Plaza Linda Ven:fe Mixed-Use
6/23/2009

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave

IdeeJFlow(~hpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 I~10 I~00 I{~0 lg00 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4.9 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0LaneUtli, Factor 1.00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.~5 1.00 0,97 0.98 1,00 0,1~ t,00Frpb.ped/ldkes 1.00 1‘00 0.92 1,00 1.00 0,92 t.00 0,99 t.00 t.00 0,92Rpb. pad/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 t,00 1,00
Frt 1,00 1,00 0.8~ t,00 1,00 0,85 ~.00 0.~ t.00 1,00
FItPmtected 0.95 1,00 Io00 0,6~ 1.00 1,00 0,95 1.00 0.96 1,00 t,00
Satd. Flow(prot) 1770 3539 14~0 1770 ~,39 t4~ ~ 3484 1’~’0 ~ 1460FItPem’dlted 0.95 t,00 1.00 0,95 1,00 t=00 0.95 1,00 0i~ t.00 1,00

Volume (vph) 263 757 899 207 544 218 295 808 52 215 940 121
Peak~ourfa~tor. PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,~ 0.92
A~j~Row(~ph) 286 828 494 225 691 282 32t ~2 67 244 e~Je t
RTOR Reducllon (vph) 0 0 267 0 0 t81 0 8 0 0 0 t00
Lane Group Row (vph) 286 823 167 225 591 51 321 801 0 ~ 69~ 32
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 ~0 30
Cenfl. Bikes (#/’nr~ 15 1~ 16
Turn Type Sl~lt Perm Spilt Penn Prot Prot Phrm
P~otested Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 i
Pemlltted Phases 4 8
Actuated Gtesn, G ($) 24,0 24.0 24.0 21.5 21,6 2~,5 t2.0 24,0 t2,0 24.0 24,0
Effective Green, g (s) 24,0 24.0 24.0 21,5 21.5 2t,6 ~2.0 24,0 12,0Actuated g/C Ra~/o 0,25 0.25 0,2~; 0.22 0,22 0,22 0,t2 0‘26 0.12 0.25 0,25
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 a,,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0

LaneGrpDep(vph) 43~ 871 ~ ~ 780 321 423 ~3 218
v/sRattoProt 0,15 ¢0.23 0,t3 ¢0,17 0,09 0,t7 o0,13
v/$ Ratio Pewn 0.11 0,0� 0,02
vie Ratio 0,66 0.94 0.4/ 0,~ 0.76 0,t9 030 0,7t to67 0.80Uniform Delay, dt 33,0 31~,1 31,3 33,9 36.6 30.7 41.4 3~.5 42‘3 34,6 28‘3
Progression Faoto~ %00 1.00 1,0o 1.o0 1.00 1.00 1,00 t,00 1,0o 1,00 t,o0
Incmmentel Delay. d2 3,8 18.4 t.0 2.1 4,2 0,2 7.0 4,9 8t,8 9’,8 0,6
Delay (s) 36.6 54.5 32.2 36.0 39.8 30,9 49.0 38.4 124,6 42.1 28.8Level of Service D D C D D C O D F D
Approach Delay (s) ~.9 ~.0 <,2.0 56,e
~proach LOS O D O

HCM Average Corttml Delay 45.7 HCM Level of ~m~10e D
HCM Volume to Capacity ra~o 0,67
A~uated Cyele Length (s) 9;’.5    ~,Jm of Io~t time (~)
Intersentlon P.,apaelty Utl,zatien 73,6% ICU Level of ~eNk~
Anely~s P~ed (r~n) t5
¢ Cdtlcal Lane Group

N :\1857t.~n aty~ls~Supateede(~1857 Ex PM0ay7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6/2312009 Ex PM

Movenlerd
Lane Cceflgundk~n$
Ideal Row (vl>hpl)
Total Lcet time Is)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. ~
Volume [vph)

EBL EBT EBR V~L t,V~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SI~T SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.85
0.95 t.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.90 1.00

3433 3442 3433 3353 1770 3539 15~3 1770 3539 1583
0,95 1.(RI 0.95 1,00 0,95 1.00 t.00 0.96 1.00 1.00

3433 3442 3433 3353 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
238 694 155 303 543 293 209 575 146 435 872 22~

Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance 11me (s)
Veh~e Extension (;s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v,’s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Unifon~ Delay. dl
Pmgresalon Factor

Peak-Ilourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 259 754 168 329 590 316 227 625 159 47~ 948 248
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 59 0 0 0 126 0 0 163
Lane Group Flow (vph) 259 906 0 329 849 0 227 626 ~3 473 94~ 85
Turn Type Pint Prot Prot Perm Prot Petal
Prorated Phace~ 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 0
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G ($) 10.0 32.7 17.8 25.9 25.0 33.1 40.3 40.3

10.0 32.7 17.8 25.0 25.9 3:3.1 40.3 40,3
0.98 0,28 0.15 0.21 0.2l 0.28 0,34 0,34

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

289 947 265 745 333 493 1201 537"
0.08 c0.26 0.13 0.16 c0.27 c0.27

0.02 0.05
0.95 0.87 0.86 0,84 0.10 0.96 0.79 0.t6
53,1 39,9 49.3 45.9 37.8 42.2 35.4 27.4
1.00 t.00 1.90 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1o00
34.6 8.2 22‘S 10.9 0.6 30,0 5,3 0,6
87.6 48.9 72.0 55.9 38.4 72‘2 40.7 28.0

F D E E D E D C
58.6 56,8 47.8

E E D

0,90 0.96
53.9 42.4
1.00 1.00

In=-emental Delay. d2 27.8 19.4
Delay (s) 81.7 61.7
Level of Ser,.P.,e F
Approactl Delay (s) 66.1
Approa~ LOB

Inte.-~tion Summ=y
HCM Average Con~of De~y
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Leng~
Intemectlon Capa~ Utilization
Ana~y~,.is Period (rain)
c Cdtiea~ Lane Group

12.0 34.7
12.0 34.7
0.10 0.29
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

347 979
c0.10 0,25

56.4 HCM Leve~ of Service
0.9O

118,6 Sum of lost tb’ne (s)
~,6.1% ICU Level of Secv~ce

15

N:\I ~alysis\sepereaded\l ~57 Ex PM,sy7
Unseatt, Law& Greenspan Engineers

Synd~m 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde MiXed-Use
6/2312009

Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
~ PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
F~t
F(t Protected
Satd. Flcw
Rt Permitted

EBT E, BR WBL ~ NBL NBR

i900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0

0.96 1,00 1,00 0,95 0.97 1.00
1.00 0,85 1.00 1,98 1,00 0,8~;
t.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,96 1.00

1.00 t.00 0,0g I,00 0.95 1,00

Actuated g/C Ratio
C~eamnce Time
Vehk~e Extension
L~ne Grp Cap (vph)
vls Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Patio
Uniform Delay, dl
Pm~’e=don Factor
Incremontat Delay. d2
Dalay (s)
Level of Service
~pro~oh De~/
Approach LOS
~ntersection Sum, maw
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cyee Length
inton~ec~on Capacity Utilization
~’mlysis Pedod (rain)
c Cdticel Lane Group

0.46 0.92 0.46 0,46 0,46 0.46
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 8,0

1627 1588 70 1627 157~ 1~26
~0,4.3 �0.11 0,24 0,10

0.12 0,35 0,02
0,93 0.?3 0#6 0,53 0,21 0,04
25.0 0.4 22,1 18.9 15,9 14,7
1.00 1.00 1.00 ’L~0 1.00 1,00
9.5 0.I 353 0.3 0,3 0,1

34.6 0,5 57,8 19.2 16.2 14.8
o A E B 8 g

27.9 2t,7 16.1

24,7 HCM Level of
O.56
98.3 Sum of lost time

~9,4% ICU Level ~
15

C

4,0

N:\ls57v,.nalyals\Supen?,ede~,1857 Ex PM,sy7
Linscott, Law& Gmenspan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/23/2009 Ex PM

Movemm EBL EBT I=~R W~L W~T WSR NBL NBT NBR SBL SB’rLane Conngu~on~ ~i ÷t. ~f t’~, ¯ ~t 4"IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Ut~. Factor 1,00 0,95 1.00 0,95 0.95 1.00F~ob, peal/bikes 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.~0 0.93
Rpb, ped/b~es 1.00 t,00 1.00 1.00 1.~ 1.00
Frt 1.00 0,96 0,98 1.00 1.00 0,85
Rt PKdected 0,95 1,00 0,98 0.95 0.96 1,00
Satd, Fk:~w (Wot) 1770 33.32 1748 1681 t696 1469
Rt Permitted 0.95 1,00 0.98 0.95 0,96 1,00
,~td. Row (perm) t770 ~332 1748 1681 1696
Volu~rle (vph) 98 28 512 191 30 t8 11 423 32 403
Pea~-hou=’factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Row (vph)       415 962 107 30 557 208 33 20 12 460 35 438
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9
Lane Group Flow (vph) 415 1060
Conn. Pe~s. (#mr) 30

Turn Type Pint
Prote~ted Phases 7 4

Actuated Green, G (s) ~5.6 38.3
£-ffed~ve Gree~. g (s) 15.6 38,3

0 0 38 0 0
0 30 727 0 0

30 30 3O 30
10 10

Prot S~|t
3 8 2

2‘3 25.0
2.3 25.0

8     0 0 0 359
57 0 241 254 79

30 30 30
t0 10

Sprit Perm
2       6 6

8
16.1 16.1 16,1 t6.1
16.1 16.1 16.1 16,1

0.03 0.28
4.0
3.0 3.0
46 938

0.02 0.22

0.65 0:/7
4.2,9 29.3
1.00 1.00
28.5 4.1
71.4 33.4

E C
34.8

C

0.18 0.18 0.15 0.18
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
8.0 3.0 3,0 3,0

317 805 307 266
c0.03 0.t4 c0.15

0.05
0,18 0.79 0.~3 0,30
30.8 34.7 3~,0 81.5
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00

1.2 18.6 2’L9 2.9
32.0 53.3 58,9 34.3

C D E C
32.0 45.4

C D

34.1
0~
~.8

7Z0%
15

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost time (s)
IGU Leve~ of Service

C

12.0
C

N:\I ~ s\Superceded~1857 EX PM.sy7
Uns~ott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchm 6 Report
Page 9

RTOR Redu¢~o~ (vph) 0 2
Lane Group Row (vph) 111

~ehfde Ext~slon (s),,, 3,O
La~e Gm Cap (vph) 147 1516
v/s R~ ~t 0,~ W~
vie ~ P~
v/c Ra~ 0,78 0.~
U~ ~, dl 42.7

lnme~tal ~W, d2 19.6
De~ (s) 6~3 81.0

~ LOS          C
Intm~ Sum~

H~ Vdu~ to ~ ~o
~at~ Cy~e L~ (s)
Int~on ~p~ ~ti~
~s Pefl~ (rain)

6,0 39,t t8,t t6.t t8,I 7,9
6,0 39,1 ~8,1 t8,t 16,1

0,06 0At 0,1’/ 0,17 0,t?
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
9,0 S,0 ...... ~0 ,, ,3~0 ~.0 ~f0
112 I~ ~ 2~ ~

34.2
0.61

HCMI~of~ C

Sum of lost time (~) t2.0

N:\lS~alys~s~up~ree~e¢,185"7 Ex PM.sy7
Law & Greenspa~ Englneer~ P~le 10



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/23/2009 Ex p~

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ide~ Fk~w (vphp~
Total Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Fit P:ote~t.ed
Satd. Flow
Fit Permitted
Satd. Row
Volume

EBL EBT EBR V~L WBT WBR NBL NaT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1gO0 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 I~00 1900 1900 lg00 1900 lg00
4,0 4.0 4‘3 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1
1.00 t.00 1.00 0.99 0.90 0,94
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98

1770 3524 t770 3505 1670 ’17t4
0.95 t.00 0,95 t.00 0.96 0.88

t770 3524 1770 3505 1619 1534
29 675 19 61 293 20 24 20 112 26 7    27

Peak-hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.g2 0.92 0.~2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad~j. Row (vph) 32 734 21 66 318
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 6
~e G~p R~ (~) 32 753 0 ~ 3~
Tum T~ ~
P~ ~ 7 4 3 8
P~ ~
h~t~ ~. G (S) 2~ ~3 4.9 ~4
~ G~. g {s) 2.8 20~ 4.9
h~t~ ~ R~ 0.~ 0.30 0.07 0.~
C~ T~e (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
V~l~e ~e~o, (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
~eG~C~(~h) 74 1~1 1~ t1~
via ~o P~ 0.02 ~.21 ~.~ O.lO
via ~o P~
v/c~ffo 0.43 0.71 0.5~ 0~9
un~o~ ~W. dl 31.5 ~.9 30.1 16.6
P~i~ Fa=or 1.~ 1.~ ~.~ 1.00
I~men~ D~ay. ~ 4.0 2.2 3.4
De~ (s) ~.5 ~.1 ~ 16.7
Le~ ~ ~ D C C B
~ ~IW (s) 23.6 19.5
~ LOS C B
Inte~ Summ~
HCM Avenge C~ol D~ay 20A
HCM V~ume to ~p~W mtlo 0.~
~uat~ ~ L~ (s) ~.4
lnt~ C~ Ueli~on 42.4%
~s P~ (rain) 15
c ~0~ ~ Group

22 26 22 122 28 5
0 0 67 0 0 ‘16
0 0 103 0 0 49

Perm Perm
2 6

2           6
30.2 30.2
30.2 30.2
0.45 0.45

4.0 4,0
3.0

725 687

C0.06
0.14 0.07
11.0 10.6
1 o00 1.00

0.4 0.2
11.4 10.8

B B
‘11.4 10,8

HCM Level of Service

~ of ~cet time (s)
ICU Level of Service

C

12.0
A

29
0
0

N.~I 8~alysis~Supe~ceded\1857 Ex PM.sy7
UnscotL Law & Gmenspan E~glneem
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6123/200~ .....

12: El CaJon Bird & Montezuma Road

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (~phpl)
Total Lcet time
Lane Util, Factor
Ftt
Rt P~ed
~td. R~

EBL EBT V~T W~,R,,,,,,,.,,~BL ~BR

19~ ~ 1~ t~0 1~ ~
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0

1.00 0.95 0.91 0,91 0,97 1,00
1,00 1,~ 1,00 0.~ ~.~ 0,~
0.95 1,00 1,~ 1,~ 0.95 ~,00

0.95 1.~ ~,0O 1,~ 0,~ t.00
Satd, Row(perm). 1770 3539 3390 t441
Volume (~h) ~ ~0 ~0 191
Pe~-h~r~or, ~F 0,92 0.~ 0.~2 0,~2

~OR R~u~n (~h) 0 0 0 167

Turn Type Prot
Protected ~$ 7
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G
F.ffec~tve Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C R~o
Clearance 11me Is)
Vehicle E~tenslon
Lane G~p ~ (v~h)
via Ratio Ptot
via Ratio Pe~
vlc Rat~o
Unifoml Delay, dl
Pragms~.lee Factor
=nccemental Delay, d2

Level Of
Approac~ Delay (s)
,~oproa= LOS
Intemectron Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity Patio
Actuated Cycle Length
Interse~Jon CapacJty Utillzatian
Analysis Pedod (rain)
¢ Critical Lane Group

Prot Prot
4 8 8 6 6

5.2 2~,0 18,8 18,8 41"2 41,2
5.2 28,0 18,8 18,8 41,2 41,2

0,07 0.~, 0,~ 0"24 0,~$ 0,~
4.0 4,0 4,0 ~,0 4,0 4,0
~.0 3,0 3,0 3,0 ~,O ~,0

1t9 t2~ 8~ ~t t~2 ~
~,~ 0.09 ~,17 0,~ ~.14 0,02

0.54 0.24 0.70 0.14 0,2~
;~4,8 t7,2 28.6 22.9 9,7
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.~ I,~ 1
4,6 0,1 ~6 0~ 0.3 0,1

~.5 17.2 ~.2 ~,t ~0,0 8.6
D B C C S A

0.4O
77,2 Sum of I0~ time

42,3% ICU Level of
15

A

N:\185"AAnelysls~qupe~ed\1857 Ex PM,ay7
Unscett, Law & Grsenspan Engineers Page ’/2



ILV OPERATIONS

L{NSCOTT, LAW & GREENBPAN, englnee~ LLG RCf. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



¯ gna,zea Intersection
CAPACITY ANALYSIS
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:INTERSECTION-
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CAPACITY ANALY818

TIME
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APPENDIX F

EXISTING PARCEL TRIP GENERATION -
"THE PASEO AT SDSU EIR"

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

for

THE PASEO

Prepared for

SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION

Fifth Review Draft: October I, 2004

© URBAN SYSTEMS ASSOCIATES, INC.
TRAFFIC PLANNING & ENGINEERING, MARKETING & PROJECT SUPPORT

CONSULTANTS TO INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT

4540 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 106
San Diego, California 92123-1573

(858) 560-49t 1



Add a s~cond right turn lane for the southbound to w~ound fights at Coll~g~

Avenue and Ivlon~a Road;

Add acceleration/deceleration lane for prelect Co]l~ge Avenue garage access;

pedestrian ovemrossing structure across Coll~%~e Avenue ~ Lindo Paseo;

Provide addt’tional median landscaping on College Avenue from Montezuma Road

to the University pedestrian ~ucture;

Remove existing traffic signal at Lindo Paseo and College Avenue;

Extend left turn storage for south to east.bound College Avenue at iVlontezumaRoad.

3.2 PROJECT TRAFFIC GENgRATION

I
I
i
!
I
!
!

The approved College Community Redevelopment Plan program EIR had an extensive traffic

analysis which established some traffic generation rates for the project, see ARp..~.~A. Trip

generation for the currently proposed Paseo project was determined in consultation with City of San

Diego staff, tt was determined that all square footage used for ~ip generation purposes should be

based on Gross Floor Area (GFA) rather than Gross Leaseable Area (CrLA). Further, some rates

¯ from the original Program EIEL completed for the College Area Redevelopment Project in 1993

w~e modified. The result is the trip generation table shown in Table 3-1. As shown in this table,

there are 15,955 Average Daily Trips (ADT) estimated to be generated by the Paseo prelect,

however, as discussed in the next section of this report, not all trips am new trips because the

project also will remove many existing high traffic generating uses such as Sack in the Box,

McDonald’s and the %11 store.

002799

2799-rpt-tOOl O4.wPd



TABLE 3-1

Paseo Proposed Project Traffic Generation

Amount

I53,500 SF

60,000

4,500 SF

2,900 Seat

llO,O00 S1c

. "~Trip Rate I ADTt AM PEAK H(~UR "

# In/Out In Out

’ 3.’~I D~ 1,457 8% i17 2 : 8 23 93 II% 16017 : 3t12 48

31.4 /t000SF 4,820 4% 193 6 : 4 t16 77 11% 530 5 : ~265 265

100 11,000(.52) 3,120 8% 250 5 : 5 125 125 8% 250 6 : 4150 100

31.4 /I000"** 14Ii 4% 6 6 : 4 3 2 11% 16 5 : 5 8 8

1.53 / Scat 4,437 .3%

18/1000SF - 1,980 13% 257 9 : 1 232 26 14%

Totals 15,955 822 499 323

355] 7 : .3248 I06

277 2 : 8 55 222

1,588 839 749

2799-TABS-ID, wpd

Source: Approved Rat~ b Ci ff

Source: Table 3-1, Final Program EIR TrMfie Study, JI3K and Associates, December 1992

more conservative, Commercial/Retail rate was used for this use in order to allow the Religious Center use to
be converted to a retail use at a later date if the center is not located on the project site.

Feet
’ Unit~

f Traffic
hour percentage of ADT for each use, do not add.

2 799-rpt-I OO l t34.tvpd



APPENDIX G

NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION ANALYSIS AND ILV OPERATIONS SHEETS

LINSCO’Fr, LAW & GREENSPAI~, engineers LLG Rcf, 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

LINSCOTr, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLO Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



4.0

1.00
0,96
1.00
0,95

3304

33O4

4.0
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
t.00
~555
1,00
~555

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-~WB Ramp & College Ave
6/’1 9/200~ Ex ÷ CP AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W’BL ’W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 Ig00 Ig00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lont time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Utll. Facto~ 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Fqob. ped~ikes 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97FII~, pedr~kon 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fit 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (l~:~t] ~ 1536 353~ 1536
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3.~39 1536 353~
Volume(vpt0 0 0 0 50e 0 170 0 S17 525 0 619 945
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Row (vph) 0 0 0 553 0 185 0 997 57t 0 890 1028RTOR Reduction (~ph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 553 0 t85 0 997 .571 0 890 1028
Cont. Peals. (#ihr) 20 20 20
Turn Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free/~:~tated Green, G (s) 20,1 100.0 71.9 100,0 71.9 100.0Effecth~eGreefl, g(s) 20.1 100,0 71.9 100,0 71.9 100.0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 1.00 0,72 1.00 0.72 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0
Veh~Je Fu~enslee (=) 3.0 3.0 3.0
LeneGrpCap(vph) 664 1555 2545 1536 2545 1536
vls Ratio Pint 0.28 0,25
v/s Ratio Pe~n c0.17 0.12 0.37
v/c Ratio 0,83 0.12 0,39 0,37 0.35 0.67
unirown De~ay, dl 38,3 0.0 6.6 0.0 5,3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.27 1.00 1.00 1.00~nc~emental Delay, d2 8.8 0.2 0,4 0,6 0.4 2.3
Delay(s) 47.1 0.2 7.4 0.6 5,7 2.3
Level of Sen/~ee D A A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 35.4 4.9 3.9
Appree~ LOS A D A A
I~ Summal~/
HCM Average Control Delay 9.8 HCM Level of Se~Ace A
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length ($) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) ~-,0
Int®mec~on Capad~y Utilization 46.5% ICU Level of Sendoe A
Ana~s Period (rain) 15
c C~<;a~ Lane Group

Nh185"AAnalysls~evIsed trig gen\1857 Ex~CP
Linscu~ ~ & Graeespan Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1

Plaza Unda Verde MiXed-Use 2: 1-81EB Ramp & College Ave
6/19/2009 ..................................

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL ,,WI~T,,W~R ,NSL NBT NBR,,, ~,~,.,,,,~T 8BR
~,~ cont~r~o~
IdeelRoW(vphpl) I~0 I~00 ’lgO0 I~ I~00 Ig00 1900 I~30 I~0 I~00 I~30 I~00
Tot~ Lost time (~) 4.0 4.0
i.me UtlL Fa¢tor 0.97 0°76
Frpb, pedr~kes 1,00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.8~
Rt Protected 0.g5 1,00
Satd. Flow (pint) 3304. 3434
Rt Pemdtted 0.95 t,00
Satd. F~w (pure)
Volume (vph) 309    0 2t74    0    0 0

4,0 4,0      4,0 4.0
0.96 1,00 0,95 1,00
1.00 0°97 1.00 0.97
1,00 1.00 1,00 t
t,00 0,86 1,00
1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00
~39 1&36 3539
1.00 t,00 1,00 1.00
~39 15~ 3539

987 ~99 0 ’10"/8 222PeaP,.~rmt~fac~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.g2 0,92 0,92 0.~2
Adj, Flow(vph)      336 0 2~3 0 0 0 0 1073 ~16 0 11~8 241
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 33S 0 2328
Co~. P~ (~ ~ 20
T~ T~ ~
P~
P~ Pha~ 4 4
~ G~, G (s) 47.0 47.0
~ Gre~. g (s) 47.0 47.0
~ ~C ~ 0AT 0.47
C~a~ ~ (s) ~.0 4.0
V~lde ~ens~ (~,, 3.0 3.0

0 0
o 0

0 0 0    0 0 0 0
0 0 10~ 216 0 1t~8 244

20 2O
Free Free

2 6
F~e Free

4~,0 100,0 45,0 t00.0
46.0 100,0 45,0 100.0
0.45 1.00 0.45 1,00
4.0 4.0
~.0 , 3.0

Lane G~ Cap (vph) 1553
v/s Ratio Prot
vls Ratio Pefm 0.10
v/c Ratio 0~2
Uniform Delay, dl 18,6
Progression Factor 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0,1
De~y (s] I s.7
Level ot’ Service B
Approach De~y (s)
Approach LOS

Inter~ea~on Summary. ,
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
A¢tuated CyCe Length (s) .

An,a~s Pe~od (rain)
~ Cdtical Lane Group

202.6
F

1614

~0,68
1~4
28.5
1,00

202.8
229.1

F
0.0
A

18g$ 1536 1593 1628
0.~0

0.14 0,16
0.67 0,14 0,?~ 0,15
21.7 0o0 22.8 0,0
0~7 1,00 0,81 1,00
0,8 0,1

Ig.? 0,1 20,5 0.2
B A C A

t5.4 17o~,

109,7
1.10

100.0
89,0%

16

HCM Levol of ~

Sum ~leet time (~)
ICU Level of Servlee

F

N:\l~aly~l’eVleed tt~ gen\t857
Unsc~-t. Law & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/19/2009 Ex ÷ CP AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL V~BT ’W~R NBL NBT NI~R SBL SBT SBR

=,.~=lRaw(vp.p~ t900 1~00 I~00 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1~0
Total Lost time (s)
Lathe Util. Factor
F~pb, ped~olkes
Flpb. ped/biP.es
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd, Row
Fit Permitted
sate, Row
Vol~e (vph)

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
t~00 0.85
0.97 1.00
1798 1506
0.97 1.00
1798 1506

,49 19 46

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.97 0.91 0.88
t,00 1.00 1.00 t.00 0.05 %00 1.00 1.00
t;00 %00 1,00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 %00
1.00 0.85 t,00 1.00 0.85 1.00 %00 0.85
0..98 1.00 0.95 1.00 "Z.00 0.95 1,00 1
1828 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

182~ 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
87 144 152 152 910 89 52~ 1254 706

Peak-hourfa~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 21 50
RTOR Reductto~ {uph) 0 0 45
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 74 5

Turn Type Split Perm " Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8

Actuated Green, G (s) t0.0 t0.0
Effec~ve Green, g (s) 10.0 10.0
Ao.u~ed g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
VehZde Extension (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ~80 151
v/s Radio Prot c0,04
vts Ratio Perm 0.00
vlcRat~o 0.41 0.03
Uniform Delay, dl 42,2 40.6
Progresslen Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental De~ay, d2 1.5 0.1
De~j’ (s) 43.8 40.7
Level of Service D D
.~proach Delay (e) 42.5
Approach LOS D
Intome~on Summa~/
HCM Average Contto~ Delay 68.5
HCM Volum~ to Cagac~/mtJo 0,80
Actuated Cycle Leng~ (s) 100.0
Intersect;on Capadty Ut~,za6on 74.6%
Analysis Period (m~) t5
c Critical Lane Group

95 157 165 165 989 97 567 1363 767
0 0 113 0 0 74 0 0 690
0 252 52 165 ~89 23 567 1363 77

20 20 20 20 20
Over Pint Penn Prot Ov~

8 1 5 2 I 6 4
2

18.6 31.3 15.0 24.1 24.1 31.3 40.4 t0.0
t8.6 31.3 19,0 24.1 24.1 31.3 40.4 10.0
0.19 0,31 0.15 0.24 0.24 0.31 0.40 0,10
4,0 4.0 4,0 4;0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
340 495 266 853 363 1075 2054 279

¢0,14 0~03 c0.09 c0,28 0.t7 c0.27 0.03
0.02

0,74 0,10 0,62 t,16 0.06 0,53 0~66 0.27
38,4 24.4 30,8 38.0 29.3 28.3 24.3 4.1,6
1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 0.87 3.50

8.4 0,1 4.4 84.7 0,3 0,0 0.2 0.0
46,9 24.5 44.3 I227 29.6 24,B 21.3 146,0

D C D F C C C F
38.0 105.1 57.5

D F IE

HCM Level of Sen,4ce         E

Sum of ~ost t~e (s) 20.0
1CU Level of Service D

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
611912009

Movement
Lane Cor~uratlons
Sign ConVol
Grade
Volume (vel’~)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly.flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane W~dt~ (~)
Watidng Speed
Percent Blockage
Rl~t turn ~e
Median type None "
Median storage veh)
Up~te~.m slgna~ (E)
px. platoon unbloc~ 0.87
vC. co~l~ng volume 33~1 771
vC1, stage 1 cord’vol
vC2, stage 2 ¢onf vol
vC~, u~blocked vol 208~ 527
tC, single (s) 6;8 e.9
tC, 2 ~age (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3
pO queue E’ee % o 73
~ capacty(ve~S~) o 4O0

4: Zura Way & Gollege Ave

W~L W~R NI~T NBR SBL SBT

~op Free Free

0 100 t~5 171 ~ t215
0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92

0 109 1~2
~ 20

1~0 12.0
4,0 4,0

2 2

733 1086
0,83
1668

t61T2
4.1

2.2
o

332
Directlen. Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Rigl~t
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Lertgth
Contrel O~ay
Lane LOS

Approach LOS
IntersectJen Sumrnaw
Average Delay
Intersec~Jen Capacity Utiliz,~tJen
Analysis Pedod (rain)

WBI NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 882 8B3
109 731 7~1 186 604 660 660

0 0 0 0 6O4 0 0
109 0 0 186 o 0 0
400 t700 t700 1700 8~2 "~700 t700

0.27 0.4~ 0.43 0,11 1.82 0.39 0.39
27 0 0 o 9~)4 0 0

17.3 0,0 0,0 0.0 408,0 0.0 0,0
C F

17.3 0,0 128,1
C

07,5
~6.2~ ICU Level Of ~rvk~

15

N:\1857~AnolystsVevised trip gen\1857
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

N~185?~hlalysls\rovL~ trip gen\1857 F..X+CP AM.,.-y7 Synchro 6 Report
Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 2,



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement

Total Lost t~ne (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row Corot)
Rt Pem~ltted

Volume (v~)

5: Undo Paseo &.College Ave
Ex÷ CPAM

lg00 1900 lgo0 lg00 19~0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

1.00 1,o0 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,95
0,96 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97
0,97 0.98 0,95 1,00 0,95 1.00
t741 1752 1770 3523 1770 3430
0.78 0,88 0.95 t.00 0.95 1.00
1400 1589 t770 9523 1770 3430

60 8 24 23 21 20 84 1195 36 83 863 224
Peak-Ilou~fantor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,~2 0,92
Adj, Flow (vph) 85 9 26 25 23 22 91 1257 39 68 938 243
RTOR Radu~en (~h} 0 13 0 0 16 0 0 1 0 0 1t 0
La~_GroupFIow(vph) 0 67 0 0 54 0 81 1295 0 68 1170
Turn Type Pen~ Petrn Prot PintProtected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 8
Permitted Phases 4 8
Actuated G~’e~, G (s) 10,0 10.0 9.1 63.9 8.0 67_8
Effe~lve Green, g (s) 10.0 10.0 9.1 63.9 8.0 6’2.8Actuated g/C Ratio 0.tl 0,11 0.10 0,6~ 0.09 0,67
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle ~ ~s) 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0

¯ Lane G~o Cap (vph) 145 167 172 2397 151 2294
vls Ratio Prot c0.05 �0.37 0,04 0.34
vls Raffo Penn c0.05
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.32 0.53 0,54 0.45 0.51Uniform Delay. dl 40.0 38.8 40.4 7,6 40.9 7.8Progression F~mtor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incxementa~ Delay, d2 5.8 1.1 2.9 0,9 2.t 0,8
Delay (s) 45.8 39.9 43.3 8.5 43.0 8.8
Level of ~ce D D D A D AP~op~oach De~ay (s) 45.8 39.9 t0,7 10,5
P~opraach LOS D D B B
IntersectJon Summary
HCM Average ConVol De~ay 12,6 HCM Level of,Semite B
HCM Volt.me to ~ ratio 0.53
Actuatad Cycle Length (s) 95.9 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capadty Utilization 55.7% ICU Level of Se,p~ce B
Analy’ds Pealed (rain) 15
c Cdt~al Lane Group

N:\’185"/V~revi$ed tdp gen~�~ev. EX+CP AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gr~ospan Eng~nee~

Synchro S Raper
Page 8

Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed.Use
=!2/14/2009

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Util, Factor
Flpb,
Rpb. pedib~kes
F~t
Rt Protected
S~td. Flow Corot)
P’3t Permlttad

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
IIIIIII II II i ii i iiiI II iiii Ii

~                ~     NBL, ~ NBR

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.01.~ 0,~ 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.~ 0,97 0,~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,~
1.~ 1.~ 0.92 1,~ 1,W 0,02 1,~ 0,~ t,~ ~,~ 0.~
I.~ t,~ 1,~ 1,~ 1.00 1.~ 1,00 1.~ t,~ I,~

Lane Group Flow (vph) 353 449 34 60 849 142 812 117t

~ot~ ~ 4 4 8 8 ~ 2
P~ ~ 4 8
A~~,G(s) ~,4 ~.4 22,4 24.0 24~0 ~.0 12,0 ~.0
~e~Gr~n,g(s) ~A ~.4 ~,4 ~,0 24,0 ~,0 ~2,0
~d~C~o 0.~ 0.~ 0.~ 0.~ 0~4 0,24 0,t2 0,~
Ci~ ~ (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Veh~e ~on (S) 3.0 S.0 8,0 8,0 ~,0 S.0 ~,~,,,
~Gm~p(~) ~ ~ ~ ~2 ~ ~ 4t9 ~ ....
v/sR=IoP~ ~,20 0,13 0,~ ~,~ ~,~8 ~,~
v/s ~o P~ 0.~ 0.10
v/c~o 0,~ 0.~ 0.10 0,14 0.98 0.~ tA6
Un~lw, dl 3S.7 33,8 30,t ~,t 37.0 31J ~,2
P~onF~ 1.~ t,~ 1,~ 1,~ 1.~ t,~ 1,00
In~man~l ~W, d2 18.7 0.8 0,1 0,~ ~,~ 0.7 ~1.t 189,~
~(s) 55.4 ~.5 30,2 ~.3 ~,8 3t~ 2~
Leve~ of 8en4ce
Approa~ ocay (s)
Approach LOS
Int~lan

H~ VCu~ to ~ ~tiO

c ~6~ ~ne G~p

C C C E C F F
41.5 ~,0 2~,4

D D F

t 19,0 H~U~Levet ~f ~ F
1o15
95,4 Sum of lost time (~) 1

95.2% ICU Level ~ ~ F

N~18.~sVev~ t~p gen~Rev. EX÷CP AM,sy7



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
12/14/2009 IF.x + CP AM

Movemertt
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
To~I Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow
Fit Perm~ed
S~. F~ow
volume (vph)

1~00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 t900
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 0,9~ 1.CO 1,00 0.95 1
1.00 0;97 1.00 0.97 1.CO 1.00 0.85 1.CO 1.00 0.85
0.95 %00 0.95 t.00 0.95 1.00 t,00 0.95 1,00 1.00

3433 3429 .3433 3432 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539
0.95 1.00 0.95 1,90 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.CO

3433 3429 3433 3432 1770 35,39 1583 1770 3539 1583
209 364 96 113 493 124 168 1089 99 99 378 114

Peak*hour fool=..PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92
Adj. Row (vp~) 227 396 104 123 536 135 183 1t84 108 108 411 124
RTOR Reductloe (vph) 0 20 0 0 19 0 0 0 55 0 0 75
Lane Group Flow ~ ,yph) ,227 480 0 123 652 0 1~8 1184 53 108 411 49
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Perm Prot Petal
Protected Phases 7 4 3 6 5 2 1 6
Pan’nltted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.2 29.1 7.7 25.6 16;3 51.2 51.2 10.6 45,5 45.5
Effective Green. g
A~a~ed g/C Ratio
Clean, ca Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gq~ cap (vph)
v/s Ra~o Pint
vls Rs~o Perm
v/c Ratio
Unit’o~m Delay. dl
Pmgre~sien Fact="
Incmmantol Delay. d2
D~ay (s)
Lave{ of S=.vfce
Approach Oeay (s)
Approach LOS

Intereactkm Summary
HCM Average Co~r~
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Leng~ ($)
Intersection Capacity Utillzatlen
Analysis Peded (mtn)
c Cdtical Lane Group

11.2 29.1 7.7 25.6
0.10 0.25 0.07 0.22
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
336 871 231 767

c0.07 <0.14 0.04 c0.19

0.66 0,56     0.53 0.85
49.9 37.1 51.7 42.7
1.CO 1.00 1.00 1.00
5.3 0.8 2;4 9.0

55.2 37.8 54.t 51.6
E D D D

43.3 52.0
D D

16.3 51.2 51.?. 10.6 45.5 45.5
0.14 0.45 0.45 0.09 0.40 0.40
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,9 4.0 4.0
3,0 3,0 3,9 3.0 3.0 3.0
252 t581 707 164 1405 629

c0.10 c0.33 0.08 0.12
0.03 0;03

0.73- 0.75 0.08 0.66 0.2~ 0.08
47.0 26.4 18.1 50.3 23.6 21.5
1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
10.0 3.3 0.2 6.2 0.5 0.2
57.0 29.7 18,4 59.4 24.1 21.7

E C B E C C
32.2 29.6

C C

0.77
114.6
72.5%

t5

HCM Level of S=.~

Sum of lost t~me (s)
ICU Level of Service

D

16,0
C

N:\1857~Vevlsed tdp gen~:tev. Ex+CP AM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Grennspan E~girteers

6Report
Page 7

Plaza Unda Vex’de Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Oollwood Blvd
EX÷CPAM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lest time (s)
Lane Ut,. Factor
Fit
Fit Protected
Setd. Row (prot)
Rt P=.mitte~

1~00 1900 t900 1900 1900 1~50
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.05 1.00 1.C0 0.~ 0.97 I.~
1.CO 0.~ 1.~ t.~ ~.00 0~

I,~ I,~ 0,09 1,~ 0,95 1,~

Actuated g/O Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gm Cap
v[$ Ratio Pt~.t
v./s Ratio Petal
v/� Ratio
UnWorn1 Delay. dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay. d2
Delay (a)
Lav~ of
Approach OeJay (~) 25.1
Approach LOS C
Intersec~on Summary~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Ac~Joted Cycle Length (�)
Intert.e~on Capadty Utilization
~at~s Pedod (rain)
e Cdtlcal Lane Group

0.4.5 0.92 0.45 0.45 0.47 0.47
4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 8.0 6.0 3.0 .3.~.

t594 t~ 9’7 1~ t506
c0.40 0,08 0.32 ~0,80

0.10 0.~ O,co
0.88 0.16 0.79 0.71 0.65 0.t0
24.2 0.4 22.~ 21.4 19.7 14.4
1.00 1.CO 1.00 1.00 1.CO t.00

5.9 0.1 41,2 1.5 2.0
30.1 0.5 63.0 22.9 2i.7 t4.7

C A E C C B
25.0 21.2

24.0 HCM Level of
0.76
96.6 Sum of 10St time (s)

76.2% ICU Level ot
15

6.0

Nt\~lSF/~n~yslsVevlead tflp gen\Rev. F..x÷OP AM.sy7
Une~catt, Law & G~’enspan I~ngl~rs



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane Configu~;o,~
Ideal Row (~hP0
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor 0.97 0.95
Frpb. ped/b~kes 1.00 0.99
Flpb. pod/bikes I.IX) 1.0o
F~t 1.00 0,gg
Rt Protected 0.95 1
Said. Row (pint) 3433 34.97
Rt Permitted 0.95
Said. Row (r~erm) 3433 3497
Vdurne 04~n) 77t 539

9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
Ex÷ CPAM

E~L EBT F-.BR WBL V~BT V~r~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SlUR
lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

A~u,~ed g/C Ratio
Clearance 11me (s).
Veh~e Ex~eeslon
L~ G~ ~ (@)
v/s ~o P~
v/s ~o P~
v/c R~o
Un~ ~, d~
~ F~

1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1
1.00 0.98 0.99 t.00 1.00 0,92
0.96 1.00 1.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.97 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.98 1.00

t700 3373 1758 1681 1691 1454
0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00

1700 3373 1758 1681 1691 1454
25 9 719 192 42 14 7 103 4 183Pesk-hourfac~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Flow (vph) 838 586 27 10 782 209 46 15 8 117 4 199RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 3 0 0 23 0 0 5 0 0 0 168Lane Group Row (vph) 838 610 0 10 968 0 0 64 0 59 62 31Confl. Pe~. (#/hO 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30Cong. E~’k~ (#.’~rl lO IO lO in

Turn Type Prot Pint Split S~t PermPmtectod Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6Perm~ed Phases 6Actuated Green. G (s) 24.0 54.4 0.8 31"2 16,0 16.0 16,0 16.0F-ffes~ve Gm~l, g (s) 24.0 54.4 0.8 31.2 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.00,23 0.53 0.01 0"30 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.o 3.0 3.0

798 1843 13 1020 273 261 262 225
c0.24 0.17 0.01 c0.29 c0.04 0.04. c0.04

0,02
0.77 0.95 0.23 0.23 0.24 0,14
51.I 38"2 :38,2 38.2 38.2 37.8
1,00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00

128.6 17.0 2.0 2,0 2.1 1.3
179.7 52"3 40.2 40.2 40.4 38.9

F D D D D D
53,5 40.2 39.4

D D D

1.05 0,33
39,6 14,0
1,00 1.00

Incmmeetal Delay, d2 45.9 0,1
Delay (s) 85.4 14.1
Level of Ser~ce F B
Approach Delay (s) 55,3
Approach LOS E
Intersection Summary
HCM Aver’age Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ra’do
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s)
Intemect~m Ca~ UtilizaUon
Adalysls Pealed (rain)
c Critical Lane Group

52.5 HCM Loved of Service D
0.71

10,3.2 Sum of lcet time (s) 16.0
71.6% ICU Love] of Se~ce C

15

N:\t85"Pua~alyslstrevised trip gen’tRev. ~P AM.sy7
LJnsco~ t~w& Graenspan Englnee~ S~rnclvo 6 Repor~

Page 9.

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane
Ideal Flow (~

~e ~, F~ 1 .~

Rpb, ~
F~ 1
Rt ~ 0.95

Rt Pe~[ff~ 0.95
Said. FI~
V~u~ (~)

10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile D~

1900 1900    1900    Ig00    1900    1900 I~0    1900    1900    I~00 Ig00    IgO0
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,01,00 0,95

1.00 0,98

I.~ 0.~ 0,~ I,~
0,93 1,~ 0,~ 0.~ 0~ 1.~

0,66 1.~ 0,~ 0.66 0,~

14 M 1120 ~1 24 ~ ~ I~ 17 61Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.62 0,92 0,92 0.~2 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 160 582 15 62 1217 26t 26 33 60 118 18RTOR Reduddon (v~m) 0 2 0 0 17 0 0 37 0 0 0 91Lane Group Row (vph) 160 595 0 62 1481 0 0 82 0 66 70Confl, Pods. (#thr) 30 ~0 30 30 30 $0 30 30Cong. Bikes ~#/hr~ 10 10 .............. !0 in
Turn Type Prot Prot Split ~tit ’ OverProtected Phase= 7 4 3    8 2 2 6 6 7Pornfltted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 3.0 48.0 4,6 44,8
Effective Gree~, g (a) 8.0 48,0 4.8 44.8
Actuated 01C Ratio 0.08 0.48 0.06 0.44
Clearance T~e (=) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Exter~Jon (s) 3,o , 3.0 3.0 3,0
LaneGrpCap(v~) 140 1674 84 1501
v/$ Ratio Prot ~0.0g <:0.17 0.04 c0,43
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio 1,14 0,36
Unifoml Delay, dl 46.4 16.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 119.6 0.1
Delay ($) 166.0 16,8
Level of See~fce F B
App~�~ Delay (s) 48.3
Approac~ LOS O
Intemeclion Summary,
HCM AveT=,de Control Delay
HCM Volume to C, ap~.Jty ratio
Ac~ua~.ed Cy~o Length (s)

Anoly~ Pedod (mln)
c Cdtlcel Lane Group

16,0 16,0 16,0 8.0
16.0 le.0 t6.0 8,0
0.18 0.16 0,16 008

4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
s.o ,~.o ~.8 9.~

262 267 211 i~
~,~ 0,~ ~,~ o.~

0.74 0,97 0.91
47A 27,3 37.8
1.oo t.oo ~,0o
28.8 16.8 ,, 3.1
75.7 43,1

E O D
44,4 40,6

0.2~ 0,20 0,04

I,~ 1.00 1
2.2 Z3 0,I

~ ~.5 48,0

0

4~,1 H0M Level of 8e~ce O
0,74

100.8 Sum of lost tJme (s) 20.8
75.8% 1OU Level of Service O

N:\1857V~laJysls~’evlsed ~p gen’~=~,ev. Ex~OP AM.sy7
Ur~ ~ & Gres~an Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Ddve
12/14/2009 Ex + CP AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR V~L W~T W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4;0 4,0 4;0 4.0 4.0
Lane UUI. Factor 1‘80 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.~3 0.93
Fit P~otected 0.95 1,00 0,95 1,00 0,98 0.98
SaM. Row (pret) 1770 3526 1770 3532 1693 1698
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0‘95 1.90 0~90 0.92
Satd. Row (~.rm) 1770 ~526 1770 3532 1567 1594
Vclume (vph) 14 285 7 46 883 12 20 1 23 25 7 37
Peak-hour’factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 15 310 8 50 960 13 22 1 25 27 8 40
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 14 0 0 22 0
Lane Group F~, ~vph) 15 316 0 50 972 0 0 34 0 0 53 0
Turn Type . Prot Prot Perm Porto
Protected Phases 7 4 3 B 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Gme~, G (s) 1.1 t9.8 4.,7 23.4. 29.9 29.9
Effective Green, g ($) 1.1 t9.8 4;7 23,4 29.9 29.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.30 0.07 0~35 0.45 0.45
Clearance Tirr~ (s) 4.0 4;0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3~0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpP_.,=p(vph) 29 1051 125 1245 706 718
v/s Ratio P~ot 0.01 0.09 =:0.03 c0.28
v/s Ratio PerTh
v/c Ratio
Un~foml Delay. dl
Progression Factor

0.02 ~0.03
0.52 0.30 0.40 0.78 0.05 0.07
32.4 18.0 29;5 19.2 10,3 10.4.
1.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.90

2.1 3.2 0.1 0.2
31~6 22.5 t0.4 t0.6

C C B B
22.9 10,4 10.6

C B B

Inc=~emental Dell,, d2 14.7 0.2
Detay (s) 47.1 18.1
Level of SerV~e D B
Approach Delay (s) 19.4
Approach LOS B
Intersection Summaqt,
HCM Avarage Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ~’atio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
~ntersestlon Capadty Ut~zallen
Analysis Pedo~ (m~)
c Critical Lane Group

21.1 HCM Level of Sen,ice C
0.40
66.4 ,~Jm of lost time (s) 12.0

42.9% ICU Level of Sewlce A
15

N:\185"P, Analysls~,~.,:vtsed ~p gen’~ev. Ex+CP AM.sy7
Unscott. Law& GmensFan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon Bird & Montezuma Road
12/14/2009 Ex ÷OP AM

Movemant
Lane Corff~guratlons
~de~ Row
TOW Lost ~ne
Lane Ut]l, Faotor
Frt
Fit Protected
SaM, Flow (prat)
Fit Pem’dtted

I~BL I~BT WBT WBR SBL SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4~0

1,00 0.98 0,91 0,91 0.97 1.00
1.00 t.00 0.96 0,~ ’~,00 0.85
0.95 . 1,00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1,00
1770 ~5,39 32-,=~ t441 3433 1583
0.95 1,00 1.00 1.<30 0.95 1.00

Satd.Flow(peKn)    1770 3539 3258 1441 3433 1583
Volume (vph) 98 459 551 774 214 4t
Peak-hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0‘92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 107 4~9 599 641 2~ 4~
RTOR Reduction (vp~l) 0 0 2~ 426 0 25
~ane Grou~ Flow (vph) 107 499 782 204 2~3 20
Turn Type Prot Prot Ptot
Protected P~ases 7 4 8 8 9 6
Pemlltted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 9.1 4~.0 29.9 29,9 41.3 41,3
Effecllve Green, ~ ($) 9,1 43.0 29.9 29,9 41,3 41,3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0,47 0.32 0.32 0,4~ 0.45
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Patio Penn
vlc Patio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
I~men~l De~. ~
Delw

~pm~ LOS
~nt~on Sum~w
HCM A~ ~n~ ~W
HCM V~ume to Ca~¢~ ~o
A=uat~ Cy~ Le~ (s)

e Cd~ ~ne G~

175 t649 1055 467 t536 70~
C0.06 0.14 ¢0.24     0,14 �0,07     0.01

0.61 0,~0 0.7~ 0.44     0,15     0,03
39,3 15.3 27,8 24,6 1~.1 14,3
1.90 1,00 1.00 1.90
6.2 0.1 2.8 0,7 0.2 0.1

46.~ 15,4 30.6 25,2 15.3 14,3
;3 B C C B B

20.8 28.3 t5.2
C C B

24,8 HGM Level of ~r~
0.42
92,,3 Sum a~ io~

45.0% 10U L~ A

N:\1857"~nalysleVevlsed trip gen’,,Rey. Ex+CP AM,~’3,’7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan F~glrteers

synclvo 6



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-SWB Ramp & Co|lege Ave
6/19/2009 Ex + CP PM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR Y~rSL WBT W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

ldealRow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 to00
Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane U~I, Factor
F~b, pe~Ckes

Frt
Rt Ptote~ed
Satd, Flow (prot)
~t Perr~tted
Satd, Row (petal)
Vo~rne (vp~)

4.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
1.O0
0.95

0.95
33O4

4.0
1,00
0,98
1,00
0.95
1,00

1555
1.00

t555

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0,95
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00

3539 1586 3539 1536
1,00 1.O0 1.00 1.00

3539 1536 3539 1536
0 0 0 510 0 304 0 1155 1323 0 795 581

Pe~k-hourfacto~.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0.92
A~. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 554 0 330 0 1255 1443 0 864 632
RTOR Reduction (v~) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Lane G~oup Row (vph) 0 0 0 554 0 3~0 0 12.55 1443 0 ~ 6~2co~o, pe~. ~nr) zo 20 2O 2O
Tum Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 8
Permitted Phases 8 Free F~ee Free
Ac0Jmed Green. G (s) 20.1 100o0 71.9 t00.0 71.9 lo0.0
EffeoliveGreen.g(s) 20.1 100,0 71.9 100.0 71.9 100.0Actuated g/C Ralio 0.20 I.O0 0,72 1.00 0.72 1.00
Clearance "rime (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Exteedon (s,) 3.0 3.0 3,0
Lene Gm Cap (vph) 664 1555 2545 t536 2545
v/s Ratio Pint 0.35 024
v/s Ratio Pe~m 0.t7 0.21 c0.94 0.41
v/cRatio 0.83 0,21 0.49 0,94 0.34 0.41
Urlifon~ Delay. dl 38.4 0.0 6,1 0.0 5.2 0.0
Progtesdon Factor 1.O0 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00Inc=’emontal Delay. d2 3.9 0.3 0.2 4.8 0.4 0.8Delay (s) 47.2 0.3 S.0 4.S .5.0 0.3
Level of Se¢’V~ce D A A A A AApproa~ De~ay (s) 0.0 ~.7 s.z ~.3
Approach LOS A C A A
Intemec~ee Semrrnu~ .
HCM Average Ceet.rol De~ay 9.1 HCM Level of Service A
HCM voklme to Cal~dty ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Langt~ ($) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0-
Interse~Jon Capacity Utilization 55.1% ICU Level of Service A
Ana~ys~ Period (rain) 15
c Cdtica! Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 2: 1*8EB Ramp & College Ave
6/19/2009 .................

}
( ~ ~l ~ t $ ..’

ldea~Flow(vphpl) t900 1000 1900 1900 1000 t900 tl~O0 1900 1900 1~00 t~00 t~0
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Uffl. Facet 0.~7 0.76
Frpb. ~,~b~es 1.00 0.95
Flpb. ped/blkes 0.96 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.95 1.O0
Satd. Flow (prot) 3304 3434
Rt Permitted 0.95 1
.,,~atd. Row (porto) 3304
Volume (vph) 674 0 1205 0 0

0.95 1,00 0,~ t
1,00 0,~’ t.00
1,00 1,00 t.00    1,00
1.00 0,8~ t,00
1.00 1~00 1.00 t,00

t.00 t,00 t.00 1,00
o 0 I~o ~ 0 .1091 ,~=

Peak-hcurfaoloKPHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.~2 0.02 0.~’~ 0.92 0.92 0.~2 0.02 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 733 0 1310 0 0 0 0 193~ ~ 0 1110 491
RTOR Redu~on (vph) ~ 0 0 44
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 733 0 1266

Turn Type custom custom

Permitted Phases 4 4
Aoluated Green. G (s) 44‘2 44.2
Effective Green. 0 (s) 44,2 44.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.44
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle SXte~an (s) 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ¯ t460 1518

0 o
o 0

0 0 0 o 0 0
0 193~     00~        0 1110     481

47J~ t00,0
478 100,0
0,48 1.00

~0,
1~ "~" ’

vls Ratio P~’ot
v/s Ratio Perm 0.22
vie Ratio 0.50
Unifomt Delay. dl ~.0
P~m~ Fa~ 1.~
I~en~ Da~. d2 0.3
~(s)
Lev~ of ~        C

~ LOS
lnt~l~ ~m~
HCM A~ ~ ~W
HCM V~ume 1o ~ ~

~s P~ (mtn)
~ Cdtt~ ~ne

25.7

0.83
24.7
1.00
4,1

0,0
A

0.~
1,14
28.1 0.0
0,91 1.O0
35,4 0.1
85,5 0.t

F A

S

55.9 HCM Lev=
1,00

i00.0 Sum of Io~t time (s)
75,1% 1OU Level

15
D

Free

478 t00,0
47.~ t00,0
0,48 1.00

~,0

0,~

o,~ 1,~
I~

t7~
~ A

12,3

N:\1957~a~atyslSVevlsed tdp gen\1857 -Ex~,CP PM.w7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers P~ge 2
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Plaza Lin~ta Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
611912009 Ex ¯ oP PM

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/1 9/2009 Ex ÷ CP PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL ~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

~a~Row(~-~) 19O0 19O0 19O0 19O0 lS00 1900 1900 1900 19O0 t900 19O0 t~00
Total Last time (a)
Lane Ufil. Factor
Frpb,

Fit Protected
Satd. Row
Fit Permitted
Sate. Row
Volume (~1~)

4,0 4,0
1.00 1.90
1.00 O.95
1.00 t.00
1.90 0.85

¯ 0.96 1.90
17~3 1506
0.96 1.00

t783 1506

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
t,00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,97 0.91 0.88
t.9O 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.9O 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.85 t,00 1,00 0.85
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.9O 1.9O 0.95 1.00 1.00
1764 15~3 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0~96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.9~ 1,00 1o00
17~. 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

56 88 99    13 281 66 1706 150 284 t390 115
Pe~k-hourMCtar, PHF 0.92 0.92 0~92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Flow(vph) 546 61 96 10~ 14 305 72 t86,4, 16~ 309 1511 125
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 O 62 0 0 260 0 0 58 0 0 gO
LaneC-~Row(vph) 0 607 34. 0 122 45 72 t854 105 309 151t 35
Cenfl, Pads. (~r) 2O 20 20 20 20 20 2O 20
Turn Type Split Perm Split Over Pret Perm Pint Over
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 t 5 2 1 6 4
Permitted Phases 4 2
Actuated Green. G ($) 24.0 24.0 11.7 14.9 8.2 33.4 33.4 I4.9 40.1 24.0
Effec~ve Green. g (s) 24.0 2,1.0 11.7 14.9 8.2 33.4 33.4 14.9 40.1 24.0
Actuatedg/C Ratio 0,24 0,24 0,12 0.15 0.08 0.33 0.33 0.1,5 0.40 0.24
Clearance T~me (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle L=.xtans~on (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 428 361 209 236 145 1182 503 512 2039 669

¢0,34 c0.97 0.03 0.04 <0.52 c0.09 0,30 0.01
0.02 O, O7

1.42 0.09 0.58 0.19 0.50 1,57 0,21 0.60 0,74~ 0.05
38.0 29.5 41.8 37.3 43.9 33.3 23.8 39.8 25.5 29.3
1.00 1,00 t.9O 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,02 0,83 1,45

201.5 0.1 4.1 0.4 2,7 260.0 0.9 1.3 1.6 0.0
239.5 29.7 46.0 37.7 46.6 2~3.3 24.3 41.7 2~7 42.4

F C D D D F C D . C D
210.9 40.0 263.8 27.9

F D F C

v/s Ratio
v/s Ratio Pem~
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Facto="
]n~’~’nentat Delay. d2

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

HCM Average Cordre~ Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
,~:tuata~ Cy~e Length
Imersecflen Capacity Ublizalk~
,~,~is peded (m~)
c CrfUcal Lane Group

148.9 HCM Level of SaUce F
1.22

100o0 Sum of lost time (e) 16.0
107.2% ICU Level of,.O, erv~ce G

15

N:\185"TV~alysls~re~sed tdp gen\1857 F.X+CP PM;sy7
Law & Graenspan E~g~leera

Synchro 6 Report
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Movement
Lane Configurations

Grade
Volume (velVn)
Peait Hour Factor
Hourly 9ow rate (vpl~)
Pedestrians
Lane Wdth (ft)
Walking Speed
Percent Bioc~age
Right turn flare (yah)
Median type None
Median storage yah)
Ups~eam Slgrtal
pX, pIataon un~loc,4e~ O.S3 0.69
"K;. confll~ng volume 2926 910
vC1. stage I ¢onf vo[
vC2, stage 2 �onf rot
vCu, unblocked VOI lggo 415
tC, slngia (S) 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage
tF(a)
p0 queue flee %
cM ¢apacity (vetvh)

Direction. Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Rigttt

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft) 511 0
Control Delay (e) 157.4 0.0
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay (s) 15"7,4
,~opmactt LOS

Intersen~len SummaPy
Average Delay
Inter’section Capa01ty Utilization
Analysis Peded (rain)

WBL Wt~R..NB~= N~B=R _=~BL SBT

0% 0% ~
0 ~ 1~1 1~ 1~ 1~97

0.~ 0,~ 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
0 ~ 1740 1~ 2~ 1~18

12.0 12,0
4,0 4,0

10~

1910

4,1

3.5 #.3 2.2
100 0 B

~1 NBI N~2 NB3 S~1 SB2 ~B~.~
~ 87o @o 1~ 2~ ?~ 1~

~ 0 0 0 ~ 0 0
~3 0 0 160 0 0 0

1.~ 0,51 0.81 0.09 0.96 0.~ 0.~
0 0 202 0 0

0.0 0.0 ~,6 0,0 0.0
F

11,3

80.~% I~ L~ ~ ~
15

N:\l~lyatsvevtsed tdp gen\1857 Ex.4.CP PM..~y7
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Plaza I..inda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement

Total Lost time (s)
lane Uttl. Factor
F~t
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (pint)
Fit Penlliffed
Satd. Row

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
Ex÷ cP÷ PM

EBL EBT EBR WBL ~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 19~0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.0

1.0o 1.oo 1.0o 0.95 1
0.95 0.98 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.98
0,97 0.98 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1721 1781 1770 3526 1770 3475
0.80 0.83 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1410 1512 " 1770 3526 1770 3475
154 18 102 28 29 13 53 1319 35 -~ 1253 172

Peak-hour factor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92AdJ. Row(vph) 167 20 111 30 32 14 58 1434 38 63 1362 187RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 7 0
LaneGr~apFIow(vph), 0 280 0 0 69 0 58 1471 0 63 1542 0
Turn Type Pen~ Penn Pint Prot
Prote<ded ~ 4 8 ,5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8
Acduated Green, G ($) 239 23.9 7.3 56.1
Effective Green, g ($) 23.9 23.9 7,3 56.1
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.?.4 0,24 0.07 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vetdde Extens~o~ (s) 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lene Gm Cap (vph) 33e 363 130 I~8
vls Ratlo Prot 0.03 0.42
vls Ratio Penn ~0.20 0.05
vlcRaUo 0,83 0.19 0.4~ 0,?4 0.47 0.78Uniform Delay. dl 35.8 30.1 44~ 16,2 44,1 16,9
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 t.90 1.00
Incz~nental De~ay, d2 15.0 0.3 2,4 2.5 2.7 3#
Delay ($) 50.8 30.4 46.6 18.8 46.8 20.1
Levet of Sevi~e D C D B O
J~Ol~ D~ (s) ~0.8 30.4 19.8 21.1
Approach LOS D C B C
Int~,Jectlon Sumrn~
HCM Average Control Delay 23.3 HCM Level of ~ C
HCM Volume to Capad~ ratio 0,74
Actuated Cycte Length ($) 99.5 Sum of lost t~rne (s) 8.0
Intame~don Capacity Utillz~on 75,8% ICU Level of ,Sewtce D
An~ peded (rain) I S
c Cdtlcal La~e Group

7.5 56.3
7.5 56.,3

0.08 0,57
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0
133 1966

c0,04 c0.44

N:\185"/’,.Anatysts~sed trip gon’tRev. Ex+CP PM,sy7
L~scott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

~mchm 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
12/14/2009 ~x ÷ cP + PM

IdeaJFIow(v~pl) 1000 1900 1900 tg00 1900 1900 1~)0 t~0 t900 1000 1900 t900
Total Lost time (8) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4=0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4°0 4.0La~eUtJI, Factor 1.90 0.95 1.00 1,00 0,95 1.00 0,97 0.05
Fq~b, ped/btkes 1.00 1.00 0,92 1.00 t.00 0.92 %00 0,99
Rpb, ped/blkes 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0,85 1o00 1.00 0,8~ 1.00 0,98
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 t.00 1.00
Satd, Flow(prot) 1770 3539 1457 1770 853~ 1487 ~ 3484
Fit Permitted 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 t.00 1.00 0,~ 1.00
Satd. Flow(~erm) t770 3539 14~7 1770 8539 1457 34~ 3434
Volume (vph)

t,00 0,~ t.00
t.00 1.00
t,00 1.00 t.00
1,00 1.00 0~
0,eS 1,00 1

177o 3~
0,fPJ 1,00 1.00

1770 =~_39
730 1010 572 270 788 370 525 ~79 101 389 922

Peak-~outfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0,02 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0.~2 0,~2 0.92
AdJ. Flow(uph) 793 1098 622 300 867 402 571 738 110 423 1002 208RTOR Redu~ion (vph) 0 0 2’3t 0 0 173 0 12 0 0 0 157
Lane GroupFk~v(vph) 793 10e8 361 300 857 229 571 885
Conn. Peds. (#ihr) 30 ~0 30 ~0

Turn Type SPlit Petm Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 0 2
Pem’litted Phases 4 8
Actuated Green. G (s) 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24,0 24.0 12.0 24.0
Effective Green, 0 {s) 24,0 24.0 24.0 24,.0 24,0 24,0 t2.0 24.0

0.24 0,24 0,24 0.24 024 0,24 0,12 0.24
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 $.0 3,0

425 849 350 425 849 ~ 412 824
c0.45 0,31 0.17 ¢0,24 0,17 0.24

0.27 0.18
1.87 1.29 1.12 0,7t t.01 0,66 %39 t,01
38°0 36.0 3~,0 34.8 38,0 34,3 44.0 85,0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 t.00 1.00 1,00

incremental Delay, d2 368,6 140.7 ~3.6 8.3 ~.2 4.4 18~,1 85.0
Delay(s) 436.6 178.7 121,6 40.0 71,2 ~.7 ~2,t 73,0
Level of Sen,tee F F F D E D F
~pma~ De~ay (s) 246,0 ~.8 t37.0Approac~ LOS ~ E F
Intere~--tion Summa~
HCM Average Conb’ol De~ay 176,0
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 1.44
Actuated Cycle Lengtt~ (~) 100.0    8urn of lost time (~)
lntersec~on Capadty Utilization 11 g,4% ICU Level of
AnetyCs Period (min) I S
c Cd6cal Lane Group

0 42~ 100"2 51

15
Prot

0
t2.0 34,0 ~,0
12,0 ~,0 ~.0
0,t2 0,~ 024
4,0 4,0 4,0

212 ~ 3~

~,0
1~ 1.~

F

I~,0
H

210,1

N:\1857~An~ev~ t~p 0on~Rev. Ex,.CP PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers

8yn=m 6 Repert



Plaza 13nda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/20 09

7: El Cajon ]~lvd & College Ave
Ex+CP÷PM

Movement
Lane Conttguratfons
ideal Row (vphp~)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane U6I. Factor
F~t
Fit Protected
se~d. Row (pint)
Rt Pemlitted

Volume

EBL EBT EBR WBL W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

0.97 0.95 0,97 0.95 1,O0 0,95 1.08 1.00 0.95 t.00
1o00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,O0 1,00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1,O0
3433 3428 3433. 3351 1770 3539 1583 t770 ~539 1,~3
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00
3433 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 i583 1770 3539 1583
243 694 183 331 543 298 237 772 174 436 1062 230

Peak..hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (~ph) 264 754 199 360 590 324 256 839 189 474 11,54 250
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 62 0 0 0 141 0 0 136
LaneGroupFIow(vph} 264. 933 0 360 852 0 258 839 48 474 ’H54 114
Turn Type Prot Rot Prat Perm Prot Pem~
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green. G (s) 10,O 32.0 18.0 28,0 28.0 31.0 41.0 41;0
Effec6ve Gree~, g (s) 10.0 32.0 18,0 28.0 28,0 3t,O 41.0 4t,0

0.0~ 0.27 0.15 0,23 0.23 0.26 0.34
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 ~.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 8.n

28~ 9t4. 266 826 369 4~/ 1209 541
0.08 co~r7 o.15 0.24 co~7 c0.33

0.03 0.07
0,92 %02 0.97 0.87 0.97 1.02 0.13 1.04 0.95 0.21
54.6 44.0 633 40.4. 50,7 46.0 36.4 44.5 38.6 28.0
1,O0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,O0 1,O0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

37.7 8.7 46.2 35.3 0,7 52,l 17,0 0.9
91.0 49.0 97.0 81.3 37,1. 96.6 55.6 28,9

F D F F D F E C
60.9 77.9 62,4

E E

Actuated g/C Rat~o
Clearance Tm’le {s)
Vehlde Extension (s),
Lane Gq~ Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/$ Ratio Perm
vie R~o
Unlfon’n Delay. dl
Progression Facto~
Incrememal Delay, d2 33.5 35;2
Delay (s) 88.I 79,2
Loyal of Serv~se F E
Approach Delay (s) 81.1
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summa~
HCM Average Conlml Delay
HCM Volume to Capad~
Actuated Cy~e Length (a)
IntersecEon Capacity Utilization
~a~=s Pe~ed
c Cdl~al Lane Group

13.0 35.0
13.0 35.0
0.11 0.29
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

372 977
�0.10 c0.25

69.6 HCM Level of Service E
1,01

120.0 Sum of ~ost t~e (e) 16.0
93.3% ICU Level of Service F

t5

Nh185"P, AnalysisVev~sed trip ge=l\Rev. Ex+CP PM.sy7
L.tnecett, Law & Greenspan Eag~neers

Sysehro 6 Repo~t
Page 7

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Montezuma Rd & Co,wood Bird
EX’~ CP + PM

Movement
Lane C~uratlons
Ideal ROW (vphpl)
Total Lost ~me (s)
Lane Util. Factor

Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (pr0t)
Fit Pem~ltte¢l

IEB’i" EBR. W~L W~T NBL NBR

t900 1900 1900 I~)0 1900 tg00
4,0 4,O 4,O 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.~5 I,O0 t.60 0,95 0,97 I
1.00 0.85 1,~0 ~,OO 1.00
1.00 1.00 0.95 t,00 0.95 I

1.00 1.00 0.09 1,00 0.96 t,O0

Actuated g/C Ra’do
Clearance T~me
Vehicle Exteneton (s) ,
Lane Grp C~p (v~)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progres,~en Factor

Volume (vph) 1678 343 72 1028 ~ 46
Peak.hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92
AdJ. Row (vph) t824 373 78 1117
RTOR Reduction (vl~) 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGroupFIow{vph) 1824 873 79 1117 3~6 47
Turn Type pm÷ov Perm Perm
Protected Phases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Green, G {s) 47,0 92.0 47,0 47.0 4~,0 4~,,0
Effective Green, 9 (s) 47.0 02.0 47,0 47,0 4~,0 45.0

0,4.7 0,92 0,47 0,47 0,4~ 0,4~
,~.0 4.0 4,o 4.0 4,o 4.0
~.0 a,o s,o .60 01.0 s.o

1663, 1,583 76 18~ 164~
~0.52 c0.11 0,~. 0.10

0.18 0,49
’LIO 0.24 1.04 0,67 0.22 0,07
26.6 0,4 26~6 20,8 16,8 18.6
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1

In~ornentel Delay, ~2 53,5 0.1 1164 1.1 0,8 0.2
Demy (~) 80.0
Level of’So,vice F
Approach Delay (e) 66.5
Approach ~S
ln~ Sum~
HCM A~e ~nkel ~Iw
HCM Velunte to Cap~
A~m~ Cy~ Leag~
Intem~on ~pad~ U~l~tlon
An~s Pe~d

0.9 141,9 21.6 17,1
A F (3 B

29,5 16.9

49,7 HGM Level of’ service
0.66

100.0 Sum e~’ lost time
69.2% tCU Level of ~

N;\1857",,Analyal~’evlsed trip gen~Rev. EX+OP PM.s~t7
UnscotL Law & Greenspan Engineers

~ypchro 6 Repo~t
Page 8



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 F.X+ CP + PM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR V~OL WgT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

ldeaJRow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900
Total Lost tlrne (s) 4.O 4.0

0.97 0.95
1‘00 0.99
1,00 I‘00
1,00 0.99
0.95 t.00

3433 3453
0.95 1.00

3433 3453
486 1108 111

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1‘00 1.00 0.93 0.99
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1,00 1.00 0.8~ 0.98
0.95 1.00 1.00 0,97

1770 3539 1487 1745
0.95 1.00 1‘00 0.97

1770 3539 1467 174~
30 686 241 34 19

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gm Cap (yph)
vls Rat~ Prot
v,’s ~ Penm
v/c Ratio
Unifom~ Delay. dl
Pmgms~-~o~ Factor

4.0 4.0 4,0
O.95 0.95 1
1.00 1.00 0.92
1‘00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1o00
0.95 0.96 1.00

1681 1695 1464
0.95 0.96 1.00

1681 1695 14~-~_.
12 525 33 5O9

Peak-how factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Row (vph) 528 1204 121 33 746 262 37 21 t3 571 36 55.3RTOR Reduc~on (~ph) 0 7 0 0 0 190 0 8 0 0 0 ~6
Lane Group Flow (vph) 528 1318 0 33 746 72 0 00 0 296 31t 167
ConfL Peds. (#/hr) 30 30 30 30 3O 30 30 30
Confl. i~ikes (#/h~ 10 10 10 1~
Turn Type Pml Prot Perm Sp"t Split PortoProtected Phases " 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pem~tted Phases 8 6
Actuated Gr~m, G (s) 17.3 42.0 2~3 27°0 27.0 16.0 22,1 22.1 22.1
FJfectlve Green. g (S) 17.3 42.0 2.5 27,0 27.0 16.0 22,1 22.1 22,1

0.18 0.43 0.02 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.22 0,22 0.22
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 :3.0 3.0 3.0 3, 0

604 1474 ,41 971 403 284 378 381 329
c0,15 �0.38 0‘0Z 0.21 �0.04 0.18 c0.18

0.05 0.11
0.80 0.~7 0.18 0.22 0.78 0.82 0.51
47.8 32.8 27.2 35.8 35.9 36.2 33.4
t.00 1‘00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
69.0 3,7 0.2 1.8 14.9 I7.3 5.5

116,8 36.5 27.5 37.6 50.8 53,6 38.9
F D C D D D D

36.8 37.6 45.9
D D D

0,87 0.89
39.5 26.1
1.00 1.00

IrK:mmetda{ Delay. d2 13.3 7.3
Calay (s) 52.5:33.5
Level of ,~dce D    C
,~oproac~ De~y (s) 39.0
Approach LOS D

Intersection Surnmmy
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
AcbJated Cycle Length (s)
Intersec~en Capacity Ufl~zation
Analysis Peded {rain)
c Crilk~l Lane Group

40,3 HCM Level of Sen~tce D
0.73
98.4 Sum of lost lime {s) 12.0

76.5% ICU Level of Servtc~ D
15

N:\l~alysfs~sed t~p gefftRevo Ex+CP PM.sy7
I.tnscott, Law & Greenspa~ Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
Page 9

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane
Ideal Row (yphpl)
Tota{ Lost tWne
Laoe Ut~. Factor 1.00 0,95
Fmb, pedrelkes 1.00 1.00
Flpb, pedt~ke~ 1,00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00
Fit I:~o~ected 0.95 1.00
Sat<J, Row (prot) 1770 ~520
Rt Permitted 0.95 1‘00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3520
Volume (vph) 176 1340

10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
Ex ÷ C,P ~,PM

EBL EBT EBR W’BL WBT t,,VBR NBL NBT NBR 88L ~BT, ,=e=,

1900 1900 t900 1900 t900    1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1000
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4‘0 4,0 4‘0

1‘00 0,95 1.00 0,95 0.95 t.00
t,00 0,97 0.94 1.00 1,00 1,00
1.00 1,00 1,0O t.0O 1,00 %00
1,0o 0,97 0.90 1‘00 1,00 0.85
0.95 1‘00 0.99 0,95 0,96 t,00
1770 ~ 1580 1681 t700
0.95 t.00 0.99 0,95 0.96 1,00
1770 ~ t580 1681 t700

28 194 864 236 25 37 152 370 ~7 167Peal~.~ourf~ctor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0‘02 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,~2 0,g2 0,g2 0.92 0.92 O~
Adj. Flow (vph)      191 1457 00 2tl ~ 297 27 40 165 402 40 t62
RTOR Reduction (yph)    0 2
Lane Group Row (vph) 191 14~5
cene. Ped~. (#,,hr)

Turn T~ Pint
~ Ph~ 7 4
Pe~ ~

~ G~, g (s) 8,0
~a~ ~C R~o 0.~
CI~ ~e (s) 4.0 4,0
Veh~ ~ion (s) 3.0 3.0
~e G~ ~p (~) 1~ 1592
v/s ~ ~t 0.11 ~.42
vls ~ ~
vlc ~ 1.~ 0.~
U~ ~, dl ~.3 ~.6
~r~ F~ I.~
Incmmentel Delay, d2 195.8 10,4
DeWy ($) 232.~ 36.0
Level of~on F D
&oproach Ca~y (s) ~.3Approach LOS
[ntersec~on Summa~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity
~t.ated Cy=e Length (s)
Intersection Capadty Uffilzation

c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0 0 ?3, 0 0 89 0 0 0 167
0 211 1171 0 0 143 0 215 227 15

30 ~0 30 8o ~0 ~0
10 10 10

Ptot Spl~ ~pllt
~ 8 2 2 ~ 6 7

6.0 42,6 t8,0 t6,0 t5,0 8,0
6,0 42,8 18‘0 16,0 t6‘0

0‘08 0,43 0,16 0,15 0,15 0.08
4.0 4,0 4‘0 4.0 4.0 4.0
8.0 8.0 3.0 .........3 0 $‘0
t08 t442 256 273 276 t28

(:0,12 0,35 �0‘09 0.13 �0.13 0‘01

1,99 0.81 0.86 0,79 0.~2 0,124e,S 24,5 3~.1 68,7 3~.9 42.0
1.00 1,oo t.0o 1,oo loOO 1.oo

461,0 3.6 8.6 20,2 2~,4 0.4t~YA3 28.1 4~,5 ~.8 68.~ 42A
F O D E E O

lOO,O 4e‘0 ~6.0

50‘0%
15

HOM Level of S~¢e        I~

~um of Ioe~ 1|me (s) 12.0
1CU Level of Service E

N:V195"AAnalyslsVevtsed Idp gender. EX÷OP PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers Pete 10



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ PM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR V’t.~L WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeolFIow(vphpt} 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lo~’t time {s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
La~a Ut,. Factor 1.00 0.95 I;00 0.95 1~00 1,00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1,00 0,99 0.90 0~94
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0,95 1,00 0,99 0.~8
Satd, Flow(pmt~ I770 3529 1770:352t 1670 1714
Fit Permitted 0.95 1,00 0.95 %00 0,96 0.87
Satd, Flow(pel~) 1770 3529 1770 3521 1616 1524
Volume (vph) 29 965 19 61 568 20 24 20 112 26 7 27
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Flow{vph) 32 I049 21 66 617 22 26 22 122 28 8 29

0 0 2 0 0 74 0 0 17 0
0 66 637 0 0 96 0 0 48 0

Pint Perm Perm
3 8 2 6

2 6
5.2 31,3 30,4 30.4
5,2 31.3 30,4 30,4

0,07 0.41 0.40 0,40
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0

120 144t 642 606
00,04 0.18

RTOR Reductto~ (v~h) 0 1
Lane Group Row (vph) 32 1069
Tum Type Prot
F~otec~=d Phases 7 4

Actuated Gree~, G (s) 2.8 28.9
Effect~e Green. g (s) 2.8 28.9
A~tuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0;38
Cteamnce Time (s) 4.0 4~0
Vehicle F-~xtendon ($} 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 65 1333
v[s Ratio Pint 0.02 �0.30
v/s Ratio Pe~m
v/c Ratio 0,49 0.80
Unifmm Delay, dl 36.2 21.2
Progres~lon Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 3.6
D~ay (a) 41.9 24.9
Level of Servlce D C
Appmach Delay(s) 25,3
Approach LOS C
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Conlrel Delay 21.9
HCM Volume to Capacity mt.~o 0,47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76,5
Intersectien Capacity Utilization 50.4%
Analysis Peded (mJn) 15
c Cdtica~ La~eGmup

cO.05
0.55 0.44 0.15
34.5 15.8 14.8 14.3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
5.4 0.2 0.5 0.3

39.9 16.5 15.3 14.6
D B B

16.7 t5.3 14.6
B B B

HCM Level of Service C

Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
I CU Level of Service A

N~1857~s’,mvised ~p gen~Rev. EX+CP PM.sy7
Unscott. Law& Greenspan E~gineers

Syn~ro 6 Report
Page 11

Plaz~ Unda verde Mixed-Use 12: El Ca]on Blvd & Montezuma Road
17J14/2009 EX* OP ~" PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
ToffiJ Lost ~ (s)
~e U~l. FaVor
F~
Rt P~
~, ~ ~mt)
Rt P~R~

EBL EBT,W~T ~ SBL SBR

19~ 19~ I~0 19~ 1~0
4,0 4.0 4.0

~.00 0,~ 0.91 0,91
I.~ 1.~ 1,00 0,~ 1,00 O~
0.95 1.~ 1,~ 1

via Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vlo ~
U~o~ Delay, dl

[n~m~ DelW. ~

~vel ~
Appma~ ~1~
App~ LOS

~CM Av~ ~n~l ~W
HCM V~ume ~ ~p~ ~o
A~t~ ~ Len~ (s)
~nte~ ~ ~1~1~

c Cd~t L~e

167 1486 948 401 1668 7~
¢0,05 0.10’ cO.20 0.08

0.53 0.24 0.70 0.30 0.42
38.6 15.9 27.5 24.1 14.1 11.~
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00
3.0 0.1 2.4. 0.4 0.8 0.1

39,6 16.0 29,9 24,~ I4,9 11.6
D B O C B B

20.6 27,7 14,6

22.0 HOM Level of
0,~
84,8 Sum of log time

54.1% IGU Level of
15

N:\1857V~nalyslsVe’~ ~p ge~".~ey. F.x~CP PM.sy?
Un~catt. Law & Greenspan Engineers Pa~ t2



ILV OPERATIONS

LLG Ref. 3o08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



:INTERSECTION.
Signai~zed- Intersection
OAPAOITY ANALYSIS     ...

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIO

PHASE 4



:INTERSECTION-
.Signalized
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

LANE.VOLUMES OLVIHR)

-Intersection.

QRFI’IOAE LANE VOL.EIME80LV./HR).

TOTAL: OPERATIN~ LEVEE .(IL.kilHR). " IS ." ....

PHASE 4



.... .Signa_i~zed.lntersection
" CAPACITY ANALYSIS

-. " " BY ~L.

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIO FLeVV~

LAN .~.V’OLUME.8 (ILV./HR)

. ~-~+
:INTER.SECTION.



"INTERSECTION.
.Signalized-Intersection
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

DIAGt~M AND TRAFRG FLOW~

i
’ .- PHA.SE 1

" 337 >,~ ,-    ..
;o



EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS +
UNIVERSITY SERVING RETAIL OPERATIONS

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREEt,~SPAN, engineers LLG Rcf. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verd¢



Ptaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6119/2009

1: I-ewB Ramp & College Ave
Ex÷ CP ÷ UeRAM

Movement         EBL EBT I=BR V~L ~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SEIR

]de~Flow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (a) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0Lane UB. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.95 1oo0 0.95 1
Fqob, ped/b~es 1,00 0,98 1,00 0.97 1.00 0,97Rpb, ped/bikes 0°96 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.O0 0,35 1.O0 0.85 1,00 0.85
Rt Protected 0,95 1.O0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1Satd. Row(prot) 3304 1555 3539 1536 ~539 1,~36
Rt Pem~itted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1,IX) 1.00 1.00
,S~td, Row(per~} 3304 1555 3539 1,536 3539 1,536
Vo~ullne (vgh) 0 0 0 509 0 170 0 924 525 0 820 946
Peak-hourf&’ctor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(v~h) 0 0 0 ~ 0 185 0 1004 571 0 891 1028
RTOR Reduction (upS) 0 0 0    0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Row (~h) 0 0 0 553 0 185 0 1004 571

Turn Type custom Free Free
Protected Phases 2
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free
Actuated Gme~, G (s) 20.1 100.0 71.9 100.0
EffectIveGreert. g (a) 20.1 100.0 71.9 100.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 t.00 0.72 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Veh~e Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 664 1555 2545 1536
vls Ra~o P~ot 0,28
v/s Ratio Perm c0.17 0.12 0.37
v/¢ Ratio 0,8~ 0.12 0.39 0.37
Unlfor~’~ [~lay, dl 38.3 0.0 5.5 0.0
Progresdon Factor 1.00 t.00 1,26 1
Incremental Delay, d2 8.8 0.2 0.4 0.6
Delay (s) 47.1 0.2 7.3 0.6
Level of ,~e~’vlce D A A A
Approach De~ay (s) 0.0 35.4 4.9
.~opmac~ LOS A D A
I~on Summar~
HCM Average Contro~ Delay 9,7
HCM Vo,~Jme to Capa¢~ radio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s) t00,0
Intorse~Jon Capacity Utilization 46.7%
Analysis Pealed (rain) 15
c Cd0cal Lane Group

0 0 0
0 891 1028

Free
6

Free
71.9 100.0
71.9 100.0
0.72 1.O0
4.0
3.0

0,25

0.35 0.67
5.3 0.0

1.o0 1.00
o.4 2..3
5.7 2.3
A A

3.9
A

HCM Level of Service

~Jm of lost ~me (a)
ICU Level of Service

A

4.0
A

N:\1857~Analysls’,,re~tsed trip gen\1857 F.x+CP÷USR AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gree~spa~ Enginee~

Syncttro 6 Report
Page I

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 2: I-eEB Ramp & College Ave
6119/2009 I~ + 0P * U~R AM

I~l~(~h~ 1~0 1~ 1~ 19~ t~0 1~ t~ 1~ 1~
- T~ L~ ~ (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0~e Uffi. F~ 0.97 0.76 0,~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.~
F~b. ~ 1.~ 0.~ t.~ 0.~ 1
FI~. ~ik~ 0.~ 1.~ 1,~ 1,00 t.~F~ 1.~ 0.~ t.~ 0.~ t.~ 0,~Fit ~t~ 0.95 1.~ t.~ t.~ t

Fit P~t~ 0.95 1,~ t.~ 1,~ t

V~u~(~h) ~ 0 2174    0    0    0    0 ~ ~ 0

N:\18b’TV~aly$leVevlsed ~p ge~\1857 Ex+CP÷UeR A~,W~
Unscott. Law & Greenspar~ Engineers P~lge 2



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/19/2009 Ex-~ cP ÷ USRAM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W~L V,,~T VC~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lena Configurations .~ ~’ ~’    p’ ~ ,~ ~ ~ ~ ~’~’
tdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900    1900    1900    1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor

Flpb, ped/oikes

Fit Protected
Sa~d. Row (prot)
Fit Pem~ltted
S=d. Row
Volume

4.0 4.0
1,00 1.00
1.00 0.95
1,00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.97 1

179B I506
0.97 1,00

1798 1506
49

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1.0~ 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 1o00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.IX] 1.00 1
1,00 0,85 1.00 1.00 0~85 1.00 1,00 0.85
0.98 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1828 1583’ 1770 ~.39 1506 3433 5085 2787
0~98 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1828 1583 1770 3539 1506 3533 5086 275’7

Ig 46 87 144 152 152 918 90 522 1254 706
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~Ij. Row (vph)
RTOR Reduc~on
Lane Group Row (vph)
Co~: Pads,
Turn T~
~ot~ ~
PeriOd ~
~=~ G~, G (s)
Eff~ G~, g (s)
A~ ~C ~o

53 21 80 95 157 165 165 998 98 567 1363 767
0 0 45 0 0 113 0 0 74 0 0 690
0 74 5 0 252 52 t65 998 24 567 1363 77

20 ,,, 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
Split Perm Sptit Over Prot Penn Plot Over

4 4 8 I~ 1 5 2 1 8 4
4 2

10.0 10;0 18,6 31,3 15.0 24.t 24.1 3%3 40.4 t0.0
10.0 10~0 18,6 31.3 15.0 24.1 24.1 31.3 40.4 10.0
0;10 0;10 0.t9 0.31 0.15 0.24 0.24 0.31 0.40 0o10
4.0 4,0 4.0 4‘0 4.0 4‘0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 ...... 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 180 151
v/s P-~tio Pint c0.04
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
vie Ratio 0.41 0.03
Unlfon~ Delay. dl 42.2 40.6
Progmssien Factor I
ln~"emental Delay, d2 1;5 0.1
Delay (s) 43.8 40.7
Level of Sentice D D
Approach De~ay (s) 42,5
Approa~ LOS D
Interseddon Summanf
HCM Average Contro~ Delay 69.6
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0,81
/~a~d Cy~e ~ (~) 100.0
Intersec~ofl C, apadty UlJllzatlon 74.8%
Analysis Pefled (m~n) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

340 495 266 853 363 1075 :2054 279
C0.14 0.03 C0.09 ¢0.28 0.17 C0.27 0.03

0.02
0.74 0.10 0.62 1.17 0.07 0,53 0.66 0,27
3~,4 24.4 39.8 38,0 29.3 28.3 24.3 41.6
t.00 1~00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,~8 0.87 3,50
8,4 0.1 4.4 89.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0

46.9 24.5 44.3 126.9 29.6 24.8 21.3 146.0
D G D F C C C F

38.0 108.6 57.5
D F E

HCM Level of Service E

Sum of lost time (s) 20;0
ICU Level of Service D

N:\185"P..AnalyslsVev~sed trip gem1857 EX+CP÷USR AM,sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan F.n~eers

Synchro 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 4:Zur8 Way & Co lege Ave
6/19/2009

Movement V~L WBR NBT NBR SBL 6BT,

~lgn Central Stop Free Free
Grade 0~
Volume(yah/h) 0 100 1~55 :171 556 1215
Peak Hour Factor 02/2 0.82 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Houdyflow~ate(vplt) 0 109 14.73 186 604 1821
Pedestr~rts 20 20
Lane W=d~h (ft) 12.0
Wa~ng Speed (fUa) 4.0 4,0
Percent Bloc~ge . 2 2
Right turn flare (yah)
Median type None
Medtan storage
Upstream signal (ft) 7~k3 1086
pX, ptatoon unblocke~ 0,86 0.85
vC, confli~ng volume 3362 776 I679
vC’~, s’~ga 1
vC2. s~ge 2 cenf rot
~u, unbl~ed ~1 ~73 ~ ~6~
tC, sidle (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tG, 2 ~ge
tF (s) ~.5 3~ ~2
p0 ~eue fr~ % 0 72 0
~ ~pad~ (~) 0 ~6 333

Di~i~,L~ ~1 NB~ NB2 NB3
Vol~e Tot~ 1~ 7~ ~ 1~
Vol~e Left 0 0 0 0
Vol~e R~ I~ 0 0 186    0    0    0
~H 3~ t7~ 17~ t700
V~etoC~ 0.~ 0.~ 0,~ 0,~t 1,82 0.~ 0.~
Qu~e L~ 95~ (~ ~ 0 0 0 ~1 0 0
Con~ ~ (s) 18.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 ~.4 0.0 0,0
L~e LOS C F
~ma~ ~ (s) 18.0 0.0
~p~ LOS C

Inffi~ ~ ,
Av~e Delay 66.9
Int~en ~p~ U~on
~al~s P~ (rain) 15

N:\1857~At~lysisVevised tdp gen\1857 Ex+CP+USR AM.sy7
UnsCott, Law & Greensl~n Enginee~



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement

~de~ Fk~
Total Lo~t time (s)
Lane UB. Fm~tor

Rt Prote~ed
Said. Row (prot)
Rt Peardtted
S~t~. Row
Vdume (vph)

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
Ex+ CP ÷ USRAM

EBL EBT EBR WBL W~T Wf~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 t.00 0.95
0.97 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97
0.97 0.99 0.95 1,oo 0,95 1.90

1742 1691 1770 3532 1770 3430
0.80 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1441 1593 1770 3532 1770 3430
60 9 24 14 9 35 84 1156 16 38 8,63 224

Peak-hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Row (vph) 65 10 26 15 10 38 ~1 1257 17 41 938 243RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 13 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 11 0
I_~ne Group Flow ~vph~ 0 88 0 0 29 0 91 1274 0 41
Turn Type Perm Penn P~’ot Pint
Protected Phase~a 4 8 5 2 1 6
Pen~tted Phases 4 8
Actuated Gree~, G {$) 9.9 9.9 8.9 65.9 5.3 62.3
Effective Gree~, g (s) 9.9 9.9 8.9 65.9 5.3 62.3Actuated gig Ratio 0.I1 0.1I 0.10 0.71 0,06 0.67
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0Vehicle Exlenslon (s) 3.O 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneG~pCap(vph) t53 169 169 2500 101 2295
vls Ratio Pro~ c0.05 c0.38 0.02 0.34v/s RaUo Perm c0.06 0,02
v/cRatio 0.58 0,17 0.54 0.51 0,41 0.51
Uniform De~/, dl 39.6 37.9 40.1 6,2 42.4 7.7
Progression Facto~ 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental De~ay. d2 5.2 O.5 3.3 0,7 2.7 0.8Delay (s) 44.9 38.4 43.4 7.0 45.0 8.5Le~e~ of Service D D D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 44.5 38.4 9.4
P~p~ech LOS D D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 11.5 HCM Level of Se~tce B
HCM Volume to Capacity ra~ 0.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.1 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intemection Capacity Uti~zation 57.7% ICU Leve~ of ~e~vlce B
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

N:\1857~AnaiysisVevtsed tdp gen~Rev. Ex+CP + USR AM.sy7
Unscott~ Law & P-.~eenspa~ Englneem

Synchm 6 Report
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movemefit
Lane C~,~;;ouratlons
Ideal Row
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Uffi. Factor
F~b, ped/bike$
Rpb, ped~kes
Fn
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Said. Row {petrn)
V~tume (vph)

1,00 0,95 1.00 %00 0,85 1.00 0,97 0.95 1,00 0,85 1.IX)1,oo 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.98 0,92 t,00 0.98 1,00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1.o0 1,00 1.00 1.0o 1.oo 1.00 1,o0 1,00 1,00 1
1.0o 1.oo 0,8~ 1,00 1,0o 0,85 1.00 0,~ 1,00 %00 0,850,95 1.00 1,00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0,98 %00 0,98 %00

1770 ~ 14o’7 1770 3539 14~9 ~ 342t 1770 ~ 14L~
0.95 1,00 1,00 0,95 ’~,00 1,00 0,~ 1,00 0,96 1,00 t,00
1770 3339 1457 t7/0 ~9 t4~9 3433 3421 1770 ~_~
325 413 133 55 781 327 ~64 ~9 161 206 4~,Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,~Adj. flow (vph) 353 449 151 80 849 3&~ 91~ lOlO t76 224 504 185RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 117 0 0 213 0 14 0 0 0 133Lane Group Row (vph) 353 449 34 60 849 142 613 117t 0 224 604 44

Cor~. Peals. (#~r3 30 30 30 ~0 30 30 ~0 30,con,~, ,S~kes (#~ , is is
Turn Type Split Petm Split Perm Prot Prot PermProtected Phase~ 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6Pen’nltted Phase~ 4 8 6Actuated Green, G (s) 22,4 22.4 22.4 24.0 24,0 24.0 12,0 24,0 12,0 24.0 24.0Effective Green, g (s) 22.4 22.4 22.4 24°0 24.0 24.0 12‘0 24°0 12.0 24.0 24.0Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.23 0.33 0.23 0.24 0,24 0.24 0.12 0,24 0,12 0,24 0~24
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Ex~endon (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 ~,0 3,0 ~,0 =.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 403 806 332 432 853 ~8 41{) 834 2t6 863 356v/s Ratio PnX ¢0.20 0.13 0°33 c0.24 (:0.18 ¢0,34 0,1~ 0,t4
v/s Ratio Pen~ 0.02 0,10
v/cRatlo 0,88 0o~6 0,10 0.14 0.98 0,40 1,4~ t.40 %04 0,58 0,t2Uniform Delay, dl 38,7 33,6 30,1 28,t 37,0 31.2 43.2 37.2 43~ 92,8 29°0Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 t.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 t.00 1,00 t,00 t.00 1.00
Incremental Oelay, d2 18.7 0.8 0.1 0,1 26J~ 0°7 221,1 199.9 71o2 2,9 0,7Delay(s} 55,4 34,5; 30,2 29.3 63.5 31.9 264.3 226.5 1144 35,7 29.7Level of Set, dee S C C O E C F F F O 0

4t .5 33,0 2~,4
D D F O

t19,0 HGM Lev~ of Sen4¢e F
1,15
98,4 Sum of lost tlme (s) 10,0

95,9% ICU Le,~l of 8trice F
15

N:\185~lyslsVevlsed tf~ gen~Rev, ~X~OP ÷ USR AM,sy7 8y11�1~0 9 Ri~o~’tI tnscott. Law &. G~"t~srt Rnglneem P~i~ 0



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed*Use
12/14/2009

7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
Ex + C,~ + USR

Movement
Lane Conflgura~ons
~eee~ Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane U~. Fa=~
F~
Rt ~
~.~)
~ P~

EBL EI~T EBR WBL WBT t.~t~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1~ 1~ 19~ 1~ 1~0 1~ 19~ 19~ 1~ 19~ 1~0 1~
4.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 ~.0

0.97 0~ 0~7 0;~ t.~ 0.95 1.~ 1.~ 0.95 1‘50
1.~ 0.97 1~ 0~ 1.~ 1.~ 0;85 1.~ !.~ 0.~
0.~ 1.00 0~5 I.~ 0‘95 1,~ t.~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.~

0.~ 1.~ 0=~ 1.00 0.~ ].~ 1.~ 0‘95 1.~ 1.~

~ ~ ~ 11~ ~ 1~ 1~ 10~ ~ ~ ~9 115
Peak-hourfantor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vplt) 227 396 104 123 536 135 183 1184 10~ 108 4t2 125
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 20 0 0 19 0 0    0 55 0 0 75
Lane Group Row (vph) 227 480 0 123 652 0 183 1184 53 108 412 50
Turn Type Pro~ Pr0t Prot Pe.m~ Prot Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Groan, G (s) 11.2 29.1 7;7 25.6 16.3. 51,2 5t.2 10.6 45;5 45,5
EffecttveGree~,g(s) 11.2. 29.1 7.7 25;6 16.3 512 5"L2 t0.6 45,5 45,5
Actuated g/C R~o
Clearance ’lime ($)
Vehicle Extension
L.~e Grp Cap (v~).
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Pe~rn
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay.
Progresstee Factor
In~emental
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS
Interseet~on Summani
HCM Average .Control Deiay
HCM Volume to Capacity r’~Jo
Actuated Cycle Leng~
JntemectJon Capac~ Utilization
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c CdtJ¢~ Lane Group

0.10 0.25
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0
336 871

c0.07 c0.14

0.68 0,55
49.9 37.1
1.00 1.00

5.3 0.8
55.2 37.9

43.3
D

38.3
0.77

114.6
72,5%

15

0.07 0.22
4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0

231 757
0.04 C0.19

0,53 0.85
51.7 42.7
1,00 1.00
2.4 9;0

54.1 51.6
D D

52.0
D

0.14. 0.45 0.45 0.09 0.40 0,40
4.0 4‘9 4.0 ’4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3;0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0
252 1581 707 164 1405 629

c0,1O 00.~ 0.06 0,12
0.03 0.03

0.73 0.75 0.08 0.66 0.29 0.08
47.0 26.4 18,1 50.3 23;6 21.5
1;00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
10.0 3.3 0.2 9.2 0.5 0.2
57.0 29.7 18.4 59,4 24.1 21.8

E C B E C C
32.2 29,6

C C

HGM Leve~ of Sel~ce

Sum of lost time (s)
JCU Level of Sen,ice

D

16.0
C

N~1857V~evlsed trip geff,,Rev. Ex+CP + USR AM.sy7
Linso:~ law & Gme~span F.agineem

Sync~o 6 Report
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Plaza LInda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
F,x ÷ CP ÷ USRAM

Lane Co~tflguratlens
ldea~ Flow (~hpl)
Total Lo~t t~me (s)
~ UB. F~
F~
R~

FI[ P~i~d

vo~

EBT EBR V~L WBT N~.~..,rrrNBR

1900 1900 t900 t900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.95 1.00 1
1.~ 0.~
1.~ 1

1 ‘50

Peats.hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0‘92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 14C2 283 62 11~5 1037 84
RTOR Redu~ee (vph)’ 0 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Row (vph) 1402 283. .62...,1,1,~..1..0..37 74
Turn Type pm.~v Perm Perm
Protacte~ Phases 4 2 8 2
Pe~lltted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Green. G (s) 44.0 89.1 44.0 44.0 45.1 45.1
Effe~tve Green, g (s) 44.0 8~.1 44.0 44.9 46.1 45.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.92 0.45 0.45 0.46 0.46
Clearance TL,11e ($) 4.0 4°0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle F.xtenelon (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Penn
vlc Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progra~el~n Factor
]ncmmental Delay, d2
Delay (~)
Level of SerAce
Approach De~y
Approach LOS
Intersectlon ~nlrna~/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Oepacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
In~ersectlen Capac~/Utilization .
AnaIyels Period (rnin)
c Critical Lane Group

1604 158~ 77 t604    ~595
¢0.40 0.08 0.32

0.10 0.37 0,00
0.87 0.t8 0.8~ 0.71 0.65 0.10
24.0 0.4 22,9 21.4 19.9 14.6
1.00 t‘50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
5.6 0.1 4.3.8 1~; 2.1 0.3

29.7 0.4 66.7 22.8 22.0 14.9
c A E C C B

24.7 2~,I 21‘5

C

8.0

NR1857v~.alysls\rev;sed tdp gen\Rev. Ex~CP + USR AM.sy7
L~scott. Law & Greenspan Engineers

Syeot~o 6 Report



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd 8= 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ cP + USR AM

Mo~,ement        EBL EaT EBR WBL ~ ’~R NBL NBT NB~ SBL SBT SBR

IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 19(X) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4-.0
Lane Utll. Factor 1.00
Rpb. ped~kes 0.99

Frt 0,98
Flt Prote¢~l~l 0,97
SaM. Row (prot) 1758
Rt PeKeltted 0.97
SaM. Row (penn) 1758
volume (vph) 25 42 14

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0,92
1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00

3433 3497 1700 3374 1981 169"1 1454
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 ’ 0.98 1.00

3433 3497 1700 3374 16~1 1691 1454
771 .539 9 727 192 7 108 4 183,

Peak~ho~rfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~. Flow (’,,rph)      838 586 27 10 790 209 46 15 8 117 4 199

I.O3 0.33
39.6 14.0
1,00 1.00

Incz’emental Delay, ~ 45.8 0.1
Delay(s) 85.4 14.1
Level of Service F B
~proac~ De~ay (s) 58,3
Approach LOS E
Intersec~o~ Summa~
HCM A~emge Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Inter-sectio~ Capacity Ut~l~atJon
~a~rais Peded (m~)
c Cdt~cal Lane Group

0 0 23 0 0
0 10 976 0 0

30 30 30 30
10 10

Pint Spilt
3 8 2

0.8 31.2
0.8 31.2

0,01 0,30
4,0 4.0
3,0 3.0
13 1020

0.01 �0.2g

0.77 0.96
51.1 35.3
t.00 1.00

1286 18.5
179.7 53.8

F D
55.0

E

5 0 0 0 t68
64    0 59 62 31

3O 3O 30
10

Spilt Penn
2       6 6

6
16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
16.0 t6.0 16.0 16.0
0.16 0.16 0.t6 0.16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

273 261 262 225
c0,04 0.04 c0.04

0.02
0..23 0.23 0.24 0.14
38.2 38.2 38.2 37.6
1.OO 1.00 1.00 1.00

2~0 2.0 2.1 1.3
4O.2 40.2 4O.4 3~,9

D D D D
40.2 39.4

D D

53.1
0.72

t03.2
72.1%

HCM Level of Service

8urn of ~st Ume (s)
ICU Level ot Serv~x~

D

16.0
C

N.~185"/’~malysisVevised tdp gen~Rev. Ex+CP + USR AM.sy7
Linscett. law & Greenspan Eng~neem

Synchm S Report

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane C~G0-rations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Tot= Lost time (8)
Lane UtiL Factor 1.00 0,96
Frpb. ped/otkes I.OO t.00
Rpb. ped/elkes 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00
Fit Protected 0.99 1.00
Satcl. Flow {pint) 1770 3515
Fit Pem~ttod 0.95 1,OO

Volume (vph) 147 535

10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr

EBL EBT EBR WBL VV~T WBR NBL NRT,,, NBR ,,SBL 8B, T

1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1~O3    1~0    t900    1900    1900    1900    1900
4.0       4.0                   4.0       4.0                               4.0                   4,0      4.0      4.0

1.00 0,95 1.00 0,96 0,9~ 1,00
1.00 0.98 0.~1 1,90 1.00 %00
1,OO 1.00 t,00 %00 1,00 %00
I.OO 0.97 0,93 1,00 t.00 0.85
0.9~ 1,90 0.~ 0.9~
1770 33?8
0,~ 1.00 0.~ O,SS    0,~7    t.00

t770 3378 1648
14 58 t127 231 24 30 98 t09 18

Peak-hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.9~ 0.92 0.92 0.~2 0,92
Adj. Row (vph)      160 582 15 63 t225 25t 26 33 60 118 20
RTOR Reduollon (vph) 0 2 0    0 t7
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 160 598 0 63 1459

30 30
1o

Cc~dl. Peds. (#/ht)

Tum Type Pmt
Protected Phases 7 4
Pem~ltted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 8.0 48.0
Effect~e Green. g (e) 8.0 48.0
Actuated g/C Ra6o 0.08 0.48
Clearance 11me (s} 4.0 4.0
VehicJe Extension {s), 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 140 t674
v/s Ratio Prot c0.0O c0.17
v/s R~o Penn
v/c Ratio 1.t4 0.36
Unifom.~ Delay. dl 46.4 16.6
Progression Fector 1.OO 1.00
Incmrnemel D~ay. d2 119,6 o.t
Delay ($) 198,0 19.8
Level of Service F B
AWoa~ De~ (s) 48~
ApprOadl LOS D
Inte~=ctlon Surnma~
HCM Average Conts~ Delay
HCM Volume to Cal:~clty mtlo
A~.tuated Cyde Length (s)
interse~on Capacity Uti~mflon
Analysis Pedod (mln)
¢ P__.dlJcal Lane Group

Pmt
3 8

4..8 4,k8
4.8 44.8

0,95 0.44
#.0 4.0

,, s.0

0 0 ~7 o o 0 62
0 0 ~2 0 67 7t ~

10 10 10

2 2 8 8 7

18.0 15.0 16.0 8,0
18.0 t6,0 le.0 8.0
0,16 0=15 0,t8 0,08
4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

262 267 2?1 1~
cO,OB 0,~ ~,~ 0.~

035 0.9/
47A 27.4
1.00 1.00
~0.9 16.9
78.2 44.3

E O
49.7

D

0,31 0,25 0.28 0.04
:~7..q 37,t 37.2
1,90 1,00 Iooo
8.t 2,2 2.S 0.1

4O.6 ~A 39,8 4~.0
O D D

40.8 40.6
D D

45.8
0.74

I00.8
75.8~

15

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost tlme (s)
IOU Level of Send¢e

D

20.0
D

N:\t857V~aly~sVevlsed Mp 9en~Rev. Ex+CP + USR AM.sld
Unscott. L=w & Greenspan Enginem

Sy~¢~ro e Repot
Pago 10



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
12/14/2009 sx ÷ CP + USR AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
ICea~ Row
Total Lost time ($)
La~e UUI. F~
Fff
~ ~ot~
~d. R~ ~
F~ P~l~

Vdume (~h)

EBL F-..BT EBR WBL V~t~T W~R NBL NgT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 19~0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.93
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 0.98
1770 3526 1770 3532 1693 1698
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.90 0.92
1770 3526 t770 3532 1567 1594

14 289 7 46 883 12 20 I 23 25 7 37
Peek-hourfa~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 15 314 8 50 960 13 22 ’[ 25 27 8 40
RTOR Reduction (t, ph} 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 14 0 0 22 0
Lane Group Row (~h) 15 320 0 50 972 0 0 34 0 0 53 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Penn Penn
Proteoled Phases 7 4 3 8 2 8
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Gree~. G (s) 1.1 19.8 4.7 23.4 29.9 29.9
Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 19.8 4.7 23.4 29.9 29.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.30 0.07 0.35 0.45 0,45
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehlcie Extensk~ (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
La~eG~pCap(vph) 29 1051 125 1245 706 718
v/s Ratio Pret 0.01 0.0~ c0.03 ¢0.26
vls Ratio Perm 0.02
v/e Ratio 0.52 0.30 0.40 0.78 0.05 0.07
Uniform Delay, dl 32.4 18.0 29.5 19.2 10.3 10.4
Pmgms.dee Facto=" 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
InQ’ementat Delay. d2 14.7 0.2 2.1 3.2 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 47.’~ 18.1 31.6 22.5 t0.4 10.6
Level of SePAce D B C C B B
Approach Delay’ (s) 19,4 22.9 10.4 10.6
Approach LOS B C B B
Intersect;on Summa~/
HCM Average Control Delay 21.1 HCM Level of Sentice C
HCM Volume to ~ mt~o 0.40
Actuated Cy~e Length (s) 66.4 Sum of lest Ume (s) 12.0
Inte~eol~n C~padty Utilization 42.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analyels Poded (min) ";5
c Cdtical La~e Group

N:\l~sVevlsed trip gen~ev. Ex+CP + USR AM.sy7
UP, scott, Law & Greenspen Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
Page "I 1

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

12: El Cajon Bird 8= Montezuma Road
EX + CP ÷ U~RAM

Meve~t
Lane Co~flguratJo~s
Ideal Flew (vpttpl)

~e UB. F~
Fn
Rt ~
~. Row (p~)
Fit Pe~R~
~td. Flow (p~)
Volu~ .(vph)
Peak-hourfi~tor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Flow (vplt) 107 499 599 54t 236 48
RTOR Reductl’en (vph) 0 0 26 434 0 29
Lane ~ Row (vph) 107 499 7’75 205 236 21
~ Veh~e~ (%) 6% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Pint Prot Pint
F~otected Phases 7 4 8 8 6 a
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 9‘3 42.8 29.5 29,5 4t.3 41.3
Effective Green, g (s) 9.3 42.8 29.5 2g.5 41.3 41
/,xduated g/CRatlo 0.’t0 0.48 0,32 0,32 0.45 0,45
C~earan~e Time (s] 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Ve~icle Extension ($) 3,0 ,3,.0, , ,3.0 3.0, 3,0 3.0
LaneGrpC,sp(vph) 172 1645 1045 462 16~9 710
v/s Ratio Prot ~0.06 0.14 ¢0,24 0.14 ¢0,07 0.01
v/s Ratio Perm
v/�Ratio 0.62 0.30 0.74 0.44 0.I6 0.03
Uniform Delay, dl 39.7 15.4 27.9 24,8 15,0 14.2
P’togression Factor 1.00 1.00
In~’emental Delay, d2 6.8 D.1 2,9 0,7 0.2 0.1
Delay(s) 46,5 15.5 30.8 25.5 153 14.3
Level of Service D
Appre~J~ Delay (s)
Approa~ LOS
Intemectlen Summary
HCM Average Co~trel Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
A~Jated Cycle Length (s)
Inteme~on Capacity Utilization
Armlysts Pedod
c Critical Lane Group

B C C B B
21.0 28.4 15.1

C C B

24,9 HCM Level of Service
0.42
92.1 Sum of lost time (s)

45,1% ICLI Level of $e~ce
15

12.0
A

N.~1857V~alysls~eviced ~p gon\Rev. Ex~-CP + USR AM,sy7
Unscett. Law& Green.span Engineers

~ynchm 8 Report
Page



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
6/19/2009 EX ÷ CP + USR PM

Movement         EBL F.BT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeelFlaw(vphpl) lg~0 t900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900
Total Lost t~rne (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Lane Ubl. Factor 0.97 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/b~ 1.00 0,98 1.00 0.97 1;00 0.97
Rpb, ped/bikes 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
Frt 1.00 0,85 1,00 0,85 1.00 0,85
Fit Protected 0°95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1
SatcL Fk~r (prot) 3304 1555 3539 1536 3539 1536
F~ Permitted 0,95 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Row (perm) 33O4 1555 3539 lS36 3539
Volume(vph) 0 0 0 511 0 304 0 1156 1328 0 806 581
Peak..hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph) 0 0 0 555 0 330 0 1257 1.443 0 876 632
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGroupFfow(vph) 0 0 0 555 0 330 0 1257 1’443 0 876
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 20 20 20 20
Turn Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 100.0 71.9 100.0 71.9 100.0
Effective Green, g (s) 20.1 100.0 71.9 100,0 71.9 100.0
Actuated gIC RaUo 0.20 1..00 0.72 1.00 0.72 1.00
C/earance Time (s} 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3,0 3,0
LaneGrpCap{vph) 664 1558 2545 "/536 2545 1936
v/$ Ratio Prot 0.36 0.25
v/s Ral~o Penn 0,17 0,21 c0.94 0,41
Vie ~ 0,84 0.21 0.49 0.94 0.~4 0.41
Uniform Delay, dl 38.4 0,0 6,1 0.0 5,2 0.0
Progression Fa~ctor 1,00 1.00 0,94 1.00 t.00 1
Incremental De~ay, d2 9,0 0.3 0,2 4.8 0A 0.8
DeJay (s) 47,3 0.3 6.0 4.8 5.6 0.8
Level of Service D A A A A
Approaoh Delay (s) 0.0 29.8 5.3 3.6
Approach LOS A C A A
Intersection SurnrnaP/
HCM Average Control Delay 9.1 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle La~ (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0
Intersection Capacity UUltzatJon 53.2% ICU Level of Se=’vice A
Analysis Pealed (mln) 15
c Crltfo~ Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use
6/19/2009

Movement
Lane Conf’~uratlons
Ideal Flow (vphpi)
Total Lost t~rne (s)
~ne Utll. Fac~r
Frpb, pediblk~
Flpb, pedrolkes
F~t
RI: Protected
S,~td. Row (prot)
Fit: Pennltted
Said, Row (~’~)
Volume (vph)

2: I-SEB Ramp & College Ave
EX+CP ÷ USR PM

~0 1900 1~ ~900 1900 ~900 1~ 1900 1900 1~ t900 lg00
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0

0.97 0,~ 0,96 1,00
1.00 0,95 1.00 0,97 ~,~ 0,~
0.~ t,00 1,00 1,~ 1,~ ~.00

0,~ i,00 1,~ ~,W t,~ 1,~

0.95 1,00 1,~ 1.~ 1,05 1,~

674 0 12~    0 ,0    0 0 ~81 ~7 0
Peak-hourfac~or, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.~2 0,~ 0,1~9. 0,92
Adj.Fl~v(vph)      733 0 1311 0 0 0 0 19~6 605 0 t123 491
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 42
Lane Group Flow (vph) 733 0 1269
Can~. Ped~. ( ,~, O, 20 20
Turn Type, custorn custom
Protected Phases
Perrnltt=J Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.3 44.3
Effec~ve Gmen~ g (s) 44.3 44,3
Actuated g/C RatJo 0,44 0,44
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Exte~ls[on (S) 3,0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1464 t521
vls RaUo Prot
vls Ratio Perm 0.22
v/o Ratio 0.50 0.83
Uniform Delay, dl 19.9 24.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 4.1
Delay (s) 20,2 28,7
Level of Service C C
Approaoh Delay (s) 26,7
App~ch LOS O
Interse~on SurnrnaPf
HCM Average Control Delay 39,3
HCM Volume to Capacity rst~o 1,00
Actuate~ Cycle Len~d~ (s) 100,0
lntersec~n Capa~,ty Utll/zal~on 75,1%
Analysis Period (rnln) t5
c OriUcal ~ Group

0    0 0 0 0
t9~ 505 0 1t2~ 491

Free Free

Free Free
47‘7 100,0 47,7 100.0
47,7 t00,0 47.7 100,0
0.48 t.00 0,4~ 1.00
4.0 4°0
3,0 3,0

e0,55             0,~
0,39         0,02

t.t5 0,~9 0,67 0,~2
26,1 0,0 20,0 0,0
0.8t 1,00 0,90
66.9 0.I t,9 0,5
58,I 0,t 17,8

F A e A
67.1 t2,6

E

HGM Level of ~ervlee

Sum of lost t~nle (e)
lOU Level of Servk~

D

8,0
D

N:\1857~cmlysisVevtsed trip gen\1857 Ex+CP÷USR PM.sy7
I.~ls¢ott, Law & Greenspan E~girteers

Synchra 6 Report
Page I

N:\185"~AnalysisVevfead trip gen\t 657 Ex+CP+USR PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/2/2009 Ex ÷ OP ÷ U~:P. PM

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/19/2009 Ex+ CP ÷ USR PM

Movement EBL I=EF EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
L~e Conflgura~ns ~
Ideal Row (vphpl} 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Tote] Lost time (a) 4.0 4.0
Lane UtlL Factor 1.00 t
Fmb. pedi~ikes 1,00 0.95
Rpb, ped/b~es 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.96 1
Satd. Row (prot) 1783 1506
Rt permitted 0.~ 1,00
Satd. Flow (Fen~) 1783 t506
Volume (vph) 502 56 68 101

4.0 4.0 4.0 4‘0 4~0 4,0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 0~97 0.91 0,88
1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 t,00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 1;00 0.85 1,00 1,00 0.85
0.96 t.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1784 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1,00
1784 1583 t770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

13 281 66 1708 150 284 1403 115
Psak-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 546 61 96 t10 14 305
RTOR Reduct~n (vph) 0 0 62 0 0 260
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 607 34 0 124 45
Confl; Pads. f#/hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Sp~t Perm Split
Protected Phases 4 4
Perr~ltted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G Is) 24.0 24°0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 24.0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.24 0.24
Clea~ar~e Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
La~e Grp Cap (vph) 428 361
v/s Ratio Prot c0.34
v, ts Ratio Perm 0.02
v/c Ratio 1.42
Uniform De~, d! 38.0 29;5
Progression Factor 1.00 1o00
Incmment~ Delay, d2 201.5 0.i
De~y (a) ~3~.5 25.7
Level of Service F C
Approach Delay (s) ?.10.9
Approach LOS F

tntel~n Summar~
HCM Average Control Dday t49.t
HCM Volume to Cepacit~ ra~ 1.22
Actuated Cycle Lengttl (s) 100.0
Inte~.ct~n Capacity Utilization 107.3%
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
¢ Cdtic~! Lane Group

72 1857 163 309 15"25 t25
0 0 58 0 0 89

72 t857 105 309 1525 36
20 :20 20 20 20

Over Prot Perm Prot Over
8 1 5 2 1 6 4

2
11,8 14,6 8.2 83.4 33;4 14.6 40,0 24°0
11.6 14.8 8.2 33A 33,4 14.6 40;0 24.0
0.12 0.15 0.08 0.33 0.33 0.16 0.40 0.24
4.0 4‘0 4‘0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3;0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3;0 3,0 3,0

211 234 145 1182 503 506 2034 669
C0.07 0.03 0.04 c0.52 C0.09 0.30 0.01

0.07
0.59 0,19 0.50 f.57 0.21 0.61 0.75 0.05
4t.8 37.4 43.9 33.3 23.8 39.9 25,7 29.3
1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.02 0.83 1,42
4.1 0.4 2.7 261.1 0,9 1.3 1.6 0.0

45.9 37.6 46,6 294‘4 24.8 41.9 22,9 41,6
D D D F C D 0 D

40.1 264.9 27.1
D F C

HCM Level of Servi¢~ F

Sum of lost time (s) 16,0
ICU Level of Servl~e G

N:\1857V~alysla~rev~sed t~p gen\t857 F..X+CP.HJSR PM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Greenspan Engineers

Movemen~
Lane
~]gn Contm~
Grade
Volume (Veh/h)
P~k Hour
Hou~y ~w m~ (vph)
Pedes~
~ne ~ (~)
Wa~ng Speed
Pem~ Bl~kage
Right ~m ~a~ (veh)
M~n ~ None
M~lan =omge
U~tream slg~l (~)
gX, platoon unblo~ 0.~
~, ~nfll=ing volume 2938 911
~t, ~ge I ~f v~
~2, ~ge 2 ~
~u, unb]~e~ vol 2002 4~7
tC, single (s) 6,8 6.9
tC, 2 ~ge

p0 queue ~ %
~ ~ (w~)
D~on, La~e#
V~u~e T~I
Volu~ ~
Volu~ R~ght
~H

VVBL WBR NET ~IBR ~BL .~BT

~p Free

0 ~ 1603 1~ I~8 ~412
0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92

0 ~3 1742 160 2~ t~
20 20

12.0
4,0 4,0
2 2

1086
0.~

1912

1873
4,1

3.6 8.3 2,2
100 0 6

2 389 215
WB1 NBt NB2 NB3 ~81 SB2 SBB

483 871 871 150 204 767 767
0 0 0 0 204 0 0

483 0 0 t50 0 0 0
389 1700 t700 1700 2t5 t700 1700

1.24 0.51 0.61 0,09 0.95 0,45 0,45
Queue Length 95th (if) 513 0 0 0 20~    0    0
Control Delay (s) 168.6 0.0 0,0 0.0 96,4 0,0 0.0
Lane LOS F F
Approach Delay (s) 158.6 0.0 11,3
Approaoh LOS F

Intersection Summa~
Average Delay 23.4
Intemection Capacity Utillzatio~ 80.4% ICU Level of ~eMce
A~alysla Period (rain) 15

Synehro 6 Report N:\1~57V~nalys]aVevlsed ~p gen\1857 ExH3P÷USR PM,$y7 8ynehm 6 R~port
Page 3 Lins~o~ Law & Graanspan Engineers Page 4



Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP + USR PM

--* ---- "-, ,’- "- ’,- ", t ,-
Movement EBL EBT EBR W~L W~T V~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Lost t~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Uttl. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95F=t 0.95 O.92 1,00 1,00 1.00 0.98Fit Protected 0.97 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00Satd. Row(.orot) 17t9 1692 1770 3530 1770 34.75Rt Permitted 0.78 0.90 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.98
Satd. Row (pe~n) 1381 1543 1770 3530 1770 3475
Vctume(vph) 154 14 102 19 12 46 53 1319 24 57 1253 172Peak-how factor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Row(vptt) 167 15 I11 21 13 50 58 t434 26 62 t362 187RTOR Reducl~on (vph) 0 18
Lace Group Row (vph) 0 275
Turn Type Pem~
Protected Phases 4
Pemdtted Phases 4
Aatuated Green. G (s) 24.0
Effective Green. g (s) 24.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24
Clearance Time ($) 4.0
Vehicle Extens~.. ~sI 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 333
vls Ratio Prot
vls Ratio Perm c0.20
vlc Ratio 0.83
Uniform Delay. dl 35.6
Progress{on Factor 1.00
Incremefltal Delay. d2 15.2
De~ay (=) 61.0
Level of Service D
Appr=~ch De~j (s) 61.0
Approach LOS D
Intersection Surn~
HCM Average ConVol Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actumed Cycle Length

Analysis Pedod (rain)
c CdScal Lane Group

0 0 38
0 0 48

Penn
8

8
24.0
24.0
0.24
4.0
3.0

372

0.03
0.12
29.5
1.00

O.2
29.7

C
29.7

C

0 0 1 0 0 7
0 58 1459 0 62 1542

Prot Pint
.5 2 1 6

7.3 56.0 7.5 56.2
7.3 66.0 7.5 58.2

0.07 0.56 O.98 0.56
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
:3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
130 I987 I33 1963

0.03 0.41 c0.04 c0.44

0.45 0.73     0.47 0.79
44,2 16,2 44.1 16.9
1.00 1.IX) ’~.00 1.00
2.4 2.6 2.8 3.2

4~.6 18.7 46.7 20.2
O B O C

t9.7 21,2
B C

0°74
99.5

75.6%
15

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

G

8.0
D

N:\I ~57V~laly~sVevL.~ad trip gon’~Rev. Ex+CP+USR PM.sy7
Unscatt. Law & Greenspon Engtneem

Synchro 6 Report
Page 5

Plaza Linda Verde M~xed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ide~d Row (v~pl)
To~al Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor
Frpb. peal/bikes

Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Pem~ltted
s=~. Row
volume
Pea~-hourfactor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92AdJ. Flow(vph) 807 t098 622 300 857 40~ 571 746 110 424 100~ 298RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 231 0 0 t7:3 0 tl 0 0 0 t57

Efi’e~ve Green, g ($)
Actuated g~O R~o
Clearon~e Time (s)
’~eh{cle Exten~on
Lane Gm Cap (vph)
vls Rstlo Pint
vls Ra~o Penn
vl¢ Ratio
Uniform De~y. dl
Prog~n Factor

LoneGroopRow(~,ph) 807 1098 381 300 857 2~ 571 845conn. Pe~.(~ar) ~ ~ ~ ~
Turn T~ ~ P~ SNI P~
~ P~ 4 4 8 B 5 2
P~I~ ~ 4 8
~G~,G(a) 24.0 24.0 ~.0 24.0 24,0 ~.0 ~2,0

24.0 ~.0 24.0 ~.0 24,0 24.0 I~0
0.24 0~4 0,24 0.~ 0,~ 0,~ 0,t2 0.24
4.o 4.0 4,o 4.o 4,o 4.0 4.0

0.16
1,~ 1.~ I.~2 0.71 1.0t 0,~ 1,~ i,~
~.0 ~0 ~.0 ~ ~0 ~,5 ~,0
t,~ ~.~ 1.~ 1,~ ~,~ t,~ I.~

D~(s) 451.2 178.7 121.6 40.0 7~ ~.6 23Z1 75,9
L~ ~ ~ F F F D E D F
~ ~ay (s) ~1.7 ~,0
~p~ LOS F E F

HCM A~ Con~l ~ 178.5 HCM~M~
HCM V~e ~ ~ ~o 1.~

Int~ ~ ~ I~A~ ICU Levi ~ ~

c Cdti~ ~e Gro~

0 424 1003 52

1

t2,o 24,0 24.0
t2,0 ~.0 ~.0
0.12 0,24 o.~
4~ 4.0

2t2

0.~

~.0 ~.o
1.~ t

~.4 ~.7 O.9
5to.4 1~1.7 ~.9

F F
216.9

F

F

t6,0
H

N.~18571AnalystsVevised ~p gen’~Rev. Ex+CP+USR PM.sy7
Unscett. Law & Grennspon Engineers



Plaza 13nda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Bird & College Ave
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ USR PM

Movemortt
Lane Co~gurations
Ideal Row Ivphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane LJtil. Factor
F~t
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
vdume (vph)

EBL ES~ EBR ~L WilT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1~0 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0".97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 t.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1o00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

343~ 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

3433 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
245 694 183 331 543 298 237 774 174 438 1062 230

Peak~ourfiactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 "0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.62 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 266 754 199 360 590 324 258 841 189 474 1154 250
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 62 0 0 0 141 0 0. 136
Lane Group Flow Ivph) 266 933 0 360 852 0 258 8,�1 48 474 1154 114
Turn Type Pint Prot Pint Perm Prot Perm
Prote~ed Phases 7 4 3 6 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green. G (s) 10.0 320 18.0 28.0 28.0 31.0 41.0 41.0
Effective Green, g ($) 10.0 32.0 18.0 28.0 28.0 31.0 41.0 41.0

0.08 0.27 0.15 0.23 0.23 0.26 0.34 0.34
4.0 4.0 4.0 4..0 4.0 4.0 ~.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
286 914 266 826 369 457 1209 541

0.08 c0.27 0.15 0.24 ¢0.27
0.03 0.07

0.93 1.02 0.97 0.87 0.97 1.02 0.13 1.04 0.95 0.2.1
54.7 44.0 53.3 40.4 50.7 46.0 36.4 44.5 38.6 28.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

37.7 8.7 462 35.9 0=7 52.1 17,0 0.9
91o0 49.0 97.0 8t .9 37.1 96.6 55.6 28.9

F D F F D F E C
60.9 78.4 624

E E E

Actuated g/C Rat~
Cleen~tce Time
Vehicle F.xtensisn Is)
Lane C<p Cap
v/s Ratio Pint
v/s Ratio Per~
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Pmgmssiee Facto~

13.0 35.0
13.0 35.0
0.11 0.29

4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

372 977
c0.10 c0.25

69.8 HCM Level of" Sew~ce E
1.01

120.0 Sum of ~ost time (s) 15.0
93.4% ]CU Level of Se~dce F

15

N:\l~ysisVe~ised trip gee~Rev. E~+CP+USR PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchm 6 Report
Page 7

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement EBT EBR W~L W~T NBL
L~e con~um~on~ ~ F ~
l(lealRow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
LaneUtiL Fac~o~ 0.~5 1.00 1.00 0,95 0,97 1.00
Fit 1.00 0.8~ 1.00 1,00 1,00 0,86
RtPmtected 1.00 1,00 0,95 1,00 0,95 I
Sat~LRow(prot) 3539 t583 1770
Rt Permitted 1.00 1,00 0,09 1.on 0,9~ ~.00

Volume (vph) t689 343 72 1029 309 48
Peak.hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0~2 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) t836 ~ 78 1118
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0    0    3
Lane Group Row (v~h) 1836 373 78 1118
Turn Type pro÷or Perm Penn
Protected Phases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases 4. 8 2
Actumed Green, G (s) 47.0 92.0 47.0 47.0 45.0 45.0
EffecSve Green, g
Actuated g/C Rallo
~l~.ance "r;me
Vehicle Extension
~e G~ ~ ~)
v/s R~o P~t
v/s ~1o P~
vie R=io
Un~o~ ~ay, dt
P~ Fa=~

47.0 92.0 47,0 47.0 ,45.0 45;0
0.47 0.92 0.47 0.47 0,45 0,48
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0

1683 1583 75 1663 154,5 7t2
c0,52 c0,11 0.32 0.10

0,13 0.49
1.10 0,24 1.04 0.67 0,22 0.07
26.5 0.4 26.5 20,6 16,8
1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00 1,00

Incremental Delay. d2 56.4
Delay (S) 82.9
Level Of Se~V~e F
Approach Delay (s) 6s.g
Approach LOS ElntoPsectien Summaw,’

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cap~city ratio
~=ed cycle Langth (a)
Intorsect~on Capacity UtilL~atlon
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c CdtJoal Lat~ Group

0.1 115,4 t,1 0,3 0.2
0.5 141.9 21,6 17,t t5.8
A F C B B

29.5 16,9
C B

51.2 HCM Level of Service D
0.66

100.0 Sum M lost time (s) 4.0
6~,5% ICU Level ~ ~e~ce

15

8: Montezuma Rd & Coltwood Bird
F..X + OP ÷ U~R PM

N:\185"AAnalystsVevised trip gen~ev. EX+CP÷U~R PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gree~span Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex+ CP + USR PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W~L W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
La~e Con~umt~ns
Tota~ Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane U=. Factor 0,97 0.95
FrlYo. peal/bikes 1.00 0.99
Rpb. peal/bikes 1.00 1.00
F~ 1.00 0.99
Fit Protected 0.96 1.00
Satd. Row (prot) 3433 3454
Rt Pen’nitted 0.95 t.00
Sate. Row (pe~)
Volume (rich} 486 1121 111

1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 1,00 0.93 0.99 1;00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1,0O 1.00 1o00 1‘00 1,00 1.0O
1.00 1.00 0.85 0.98 1‘00 1.00 0,85
0.95 1.00 1‘00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
1770 3539 1467 1745 16~I 1695 1464
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
1770 3539 1467 1745 1681 1695 1464
30 688 238 34 19 t2 524 33 509Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Flow (vph} 528 1218 121 33 748 259 37 21 13 570 36 553RTOR Reduction (~h) 0 7 0 0 0 t88 0 8 0 0 0 386Lane Group Flow (vph) 628 1332 0 33 748 71 0 63 0 295 311 167

Confl. B~es (~. I0 10 10 10
Turn Type Pint Prot Pem~ SMit Split PermProtected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6Pem~itted Phases 8 6Actuated ~, G (s) 17.3 42.0 2.3 27,0 27.0 16.0 22,1 22.1 22.1Effective Green, g ($) 17.3 42.0 23 27.0 27.0 t6.0 22.1 22.1 22.1

0.02 0.27 0,27 0.16 0,22 0,22 0.22
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3‘0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3_fl
41 971 403 284 378 381 329

0.02 0.21 =:0.04 0.t8 c0,18
0.05 0.11

0.80 0.77 0.18 0.22 0.78 0,82 0.51
4.7.8 32.8 27.2 35.8 35,9 36.2 33.4
1.00 1‘00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1‘00 1.00
69.0 6.8 0.2 1.8 14.7 17.3 5,5

116.6 36.7 27.4 37.6 50.6 53,6 3~.9
F D C D D D D

36.9 37.6 45,8
D D D

V~hlde Extensk~
I Jane Gq~ Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
vfs Ratio Penn
vie
Un~ocm Delay, dl
Progression Faolo~

0.18 0,43
4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0

604 1474
¢0.15 c0.39

0.87 0.90
39.5 26,3
t.0O 1.00

Incmmenta~ Delay. d;?. 13.3 8.1
D~ay,(s) 5~8 34,4
Level of Service D C
~proa= ~ (s) 3~.6
Approach LOS D

HCM Average Contr~ Delay
HCM Volume to CalOry ratio
A~u~ Cy~e Lengu,

Anal~s Period
c Cdtical Lane Group

40.6 HCM Level of ~ D
0.73
98.4 Sum of lost ~me (s) 12.0

76.6% ICU Level of Sewlce D
15

Nh1857V~Vevlsed tn’p ge~ev. Ex+CP+USR PM.sy7
Linscott. Law & Gree~spa~ Engineers Syn~m 6 Report

Page 9

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ USR I

Movement            EBL EBT EBR WSL WBT ~ NBL NBT NBR ~BL, SBT
Idea~Flow(vphp~ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 tg00 1~00 t900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Ut~L Faolor 1.0O 0.95 1.00 0.~5 1.00 0.95 0.g5 t.00Rpb. peal/bikes 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.97 0.g4 1‘00 I‘00 t.00Fl~b. ped/olkes 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.85Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.96 1‘00 0,95 0,95 0.~6 1.00Satd. Row0xot) 1770 3520 47~0 3338 158t t88t 1700Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1‘00 0,95 0.95 0,g6 1.00
Satd.Row(pe~m), 1770 3520 1770 ,~38 1581 1581 t700
Volume (vph) 178 1351 28 t~, ~6~ 236 25 38 "1~ 370 ~17 167Peak-hou~faolo~.PHI= 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,~2 0,g2 0.92 0,92 0~2 0.~2 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph)      19~ 1468 30 2ti 940 267 2? 4t t~6 402 40 t82
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2
Lane G.,’oup Flow (vph) 193 1496

In~rementalDelay, d2 196.3 11.0
Delay(s) 241.6 36.7
Level of Sen~ce F D
Approach Delay (s) 80.1
~opmach LOS E
Intersection Summa~f
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio

Intersection Ca~ Utiilzation
AnaJy~s Period (rn~)
� Critk~ Lane Group

0 0 25 0 0 8~ 0 0 0 167
0 211 1172 0 0 t46 0 215 227 t5

30 30 so 30 30 ¯
~o lo 1o

Prot Split Sp~t
3 8 2 2 6 6 7

6,0 42.7 t8.0 1~‘0 t8.0 8,06.0 42.7 16.0 16,0 16.0 ~,0
0.06 0.4~ 0,16 0.I~
4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.03.0 ~‘0 $.0 ..... ~,‘0 8,0 ,,3’0108 I444 2‘.q6 273 276 t28~0,12 0.35 c0.0~ 0.13 <~0,1~ 0,01

%95 0,61 0,57 0,79 0.92 0,12
46,4 24.5 38.2 3~,? 40.0 42.1
%00 1.00 4.00 4.00 1.00 t‘00

461.0 3.6 8,9 20-2 23.4 0.4
507.3 28,1 47,1 58.9 6~.4 42,6

F C D S E Og9,g 47.1 56.1
F D E

728
0,88

90.4%
15

HOM Level of ~e~tlce E
Sum of lost ~me ($) 12‘0
ICU Lena ~ Ser4¢e E

Nh185"AAnalyslaVevtsed tdp gen~Rev, Ex+GP÷USR PM,=y7
I.~scett. Lm~ & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
12/1412009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ USR Pa

Movement          EBL EBT EBR V~I~L ~T W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Id~R~(~hpl) 1~0 1~0 1~ 1~ 1~0 19~ 1~ 19~ t~0 19~ 19~ 19~
T~ ~ ~e (9) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0
~ ~1. F~f 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 1.00
F~ 1;00 1.O3 1.00 0.99 0.90 0.~
Rt Pmt~ 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98
~d, R~ ~ I~0 ~ I~0 ~1 1~0 t714
Rt Pe~i~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 0.~ 0.~
~d.R~(~) 1~0 ~ I~0 ~1 1616 1524
Vdu~ (~) ~ ~6 19 61 ~4 23 ~ ~ 1t2 26 7 ~
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj~ Flow (vph) 32 1050 21 66 624 22 26 22 122 29
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 74 0 0
Lane Group Fiow !~oh) 32 1070 0 66 644 0 0 96 0 0

Pint Pro! Pem~
7 4 3 8 2

Turn Type
Pratectod Phases
Permitted Pl~ses
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green. g (s)
Aduated g/C Ratio
Clearance T’m~e (s)
Vehicle Extemsion
Lane Gm Ca~ (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
vie Rat~ Perm
vlc Ratio

Prog~ssion Factor

Approa~ Oe~y
Appmac~ LOS

IntemectJon Summa/

2.9 28;9 5.2 31.3 30.4
2.3 28°9 5.2 31.3 30.4

0.64, 0.38 0.07 0.41 0.40
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 ...... 3:0 3.0. 3,0
65 1333 120 1441 642

0.02 (:0.30 c0.04 0.18

0.49 0.80 0.55 0.45 0.15
36.2 21.3 34.5 16.3 14.8
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
5.8 3.6 5"4 0.2 0.5

41.9 24.8 39.9 16.8 15,3
D C D B B

25.3 187 15.3
C B B

HCM Average Control Delay 21:9 HCM Level of SeP~ce C
HCM Volume to Capadty mtlo 0.47
~ Cycle Length (s) 76;5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersec~on Capacity U6E~tion 50.4% ICU Level of Service A
Anatys~ Pedod (min) t5
c C~ca! Lane Group

28 8
0 t7
0 48

Penn
6

6
3O’4
3O.4
0.40

4.0
3,0

O.O3
0.08
!4,3
1o00
0.3

14.6
B

14.6
B

N:\l~s~eV~%.d trip gen’tRev. Ex+CP+USR PM.sy7
Unscatt, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Repo~’t
P~le 11

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

12: El Cajon Blvd & Montezuma Road
Ex ÷ cp ÷ U~,R PM

Movement
Lane Conflgu~atiens
[dead Flow (vpt~pl)
Tata~ Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Facto~
Frt
Fit Prot~ed
Satd. Flow (prat)
Rt Pen~ittod

EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

1900 1~0 19~ 1~ t~ 19~
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
1,~ 0.95 0.91 0,gl 0.97 t,~
1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.85 I.~ 0.85
0.95 1.00 1.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~
1~0 ~ ~ 1441 ~ 1~
0.95 1.~ 1,00 1.~ 0.~ 1.00

Satd. Fiow(perrn)    I770 3539 ~ 1441 3433 1583
Voluble (~h) 82 330 610 402 651 68
Peak.hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~j. Row
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Row
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actumed Green, G (s)
Effective G~en, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehlcie Extension
Lane sm Cap
vls Ratio Pint
v/s Ratio Penn
v/c Ratio
Ur~’orm Delay, dl
Progression1 Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Se~vio~
Approactt Delay (s)
Approach LOS

tr~temectJon Summary’
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
I~}tersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Pedod (rain)
¢ Cdtical La~e G~oup

6.0 3,5,6 23.6 23.6 41,2 41
8.0 35.6 23.6 23.6 41,2 41,2

0.99 0.42 0,28 028 0.49 0.49
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 ~.0 3.0 3.0
187 1486 ~13 40~ 1668

c0.05 0,10 ¢0.20 0,08 �0~1 0,02

0.53 0.24 0.70 0,30 ~,42 0.05
36,6 15,9 27.5 24,1 14.1 11
1.O3 1.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
3.2 0.1 2.4 0.4 0,8 0ol

39.9 16,0 29.9 24,5 14.9 11,6
D B C C B B

20,7 27.7 14,6
C C B

22.0 HCM Level of’Service C
0,53
84.8 Sum of lost t{ITte {$) 12.9

54.3% ICU Level of ~ A
15

N:\t857V~ys|sVevIsed trip gen~Rev, EXeCP÷USR PM,Sy7 ~’y~tro 6 Repof~
Linscatt, Law & Greenspen Engineers Page 12



ILV OPERATIONS

LINSCOTTo LAW & GREENSPAN, eng/neers LLG Re~ 3-08-1857
Plaza Lin(la Verde



:INTERSECTION-
Signai~zed .Intersection
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

...
-~ .I -

BY t..~..

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC

" CRITI~A~ LANE VOLUME80LV./HB).

qq ,.     " ....
TOTAE QPEF~TIN~-LEVEZ .(IL.VTHR.), "



;INTERSECTION-
.8igna.iized.lntemection. "
CAPACITY ANALYSIS ..

TIME __ A~ ~M

r

LANE VOLUMES OLy/HR).

TOTAi~ OPE IN ,LEVEE .(IL, VtMR), ts..,.,



.Signaiized.lntersection "
CAPACITY ANALYSIS\.

¯ . ~" -~.-

AND TRAFRO FLOWS~.

INTERSEGTION.

, LAN.~.VOLUMI~.8 (ILV/HR)

" CRrI~bAE- LANE VOLUMES (ILyA-tFt).

TOTAI~ OPERA.TIN(~ LEVEL

PHA.SE 4

PH,4SE 4 "

REM,~RK’&: ’

"ri >"I.500 ILVti;tR’.



:INTERSECTION.
.Signa~zed. Intersection.
OAPAOITY .ANALYSIS .. "

DIAGRA~ AND TRAFRO FLOWS~

(I~Im~AL LANE VOL,IJMES (ILV.IHR).

PHA.SE 4



EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS +
COMMUNITY SERVING RETAIL OPERATIONS

LLG Ref, 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use 1: I-SVVB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 Ex + CP + CSRAM

Mo~m~nt FJ~L EBT ~BR V~L WBT WBR NBL NI~T NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 I900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Fq~b, peal/bikes
Flpb, pediblkes
Fit
Rt Pmtected

Rt Permitted

Volume

4.0
0,97
1.00
0.96
1.00
0.95
33O4
0.95

33O4

4.0
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
%00

1555
1.00

1555

4.0 4.0      4.0 4.0
0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0,85
1.00 1.00 1.1X) 1.00

3539 1536 3539 1536
1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00

3539 I536 3539 1536
0 0 0 510 0 170 0 922 526 0 S2O

Pea~-ho~u’fa~oroPHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Row(,~ph) 0 0 0 554 0 185 0 1002 571 0 901 102~
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 0 0 0 554 0 185 0 t002 571 0 901 1028
Conn. Pe~. (#~hr) 20 2O 2O 2O
Tum Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 6
Pemdtted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Ac~Jated Green, G (s) 20.1 100.0 71,9 100.0 71.9 100,0
Effective Green, g ($) 20,1 100.0 71,9 100.0 71.9 100,0
Acluatad g/C Ratio 0,2O 1.00 0.72 1o00 0.72 1.00
Cle~ance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Veh|c~e Extension (s) 3.0 3,0 3.0
La~eG~pCap(vph) 664 1555 2545 1536 2545 1536
vl$ Ratio Prot 0.28 0.25
v/$ Ra~o Pem~ <0,17 0.12 0,37 <0.67
~c Ratio 0,83 0.12 0.39 0.37 0.35 0.67
Uniform Delay. dl 38.4 0.0 5,5 0.0 5,3 0.0
Progression Facto~ 1.00 1.00 1.26 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ino’eme~al Delay, d2 8.9 0,2 0.4 0,6 0.4 2,9
De~ay (s) 47.2 0.Z 7,3 0.6 5.7 2,3
Leve~ of Se~k=e D A A A A A
Apprcec~ O~ay (s) 0.0 30.4 4.9 3.9
Approach LOS A D A A
Intef.Jeolkm 6umma~
HCM Average Centtol De~ay 9.8 HCM Leve~ of Se~ice
HCM Volume to Capacity ra~o 0.70
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s) 100.0 Sum ofiost tlme ($) 4.0
Inte~ec~on Capacity Utilizatlo~ 46,7% ICU Level of Service A
Ar~ls Phdod (rnin)
c Cdtical Lane Group

N:\l~lysls~/~’ced 1]1p gett\lSb’7 Ex+CP+CSR AM.sy7
Linscott, Law & Gree~a~ Engl~eem

Synchro 6 Re~it
Page

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 2; I-SEB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009

~ ~s ~ ~ ................

T~ L~ ~me (s) 4.0 4,0
~e ~. Fa=~ 0.97 0.76
F~, ~lk~

1

Rt P~       0.~ 1

Vol~e (~h) ~ 0 2t75 0 0 0

4,0 4.0      4,,0 4.0
0,95 t.90 0.96 1,00
1,00 0.97 1,00 0,97
1,00 t,00 1.00 1,03
1,03 0,~ 1,00 0,¢a
1.00 1,00 t,00 t,00
~9 1530 ~ 1~
t,00 1,00 t.00 t.00

0 692 1~ 0 I0~,~ 222
Pee~t~rfac~or, PHF 0,92 0.02 0,92 0,92 0,~2 0.9~ 0,~ 0,9;2 0.92 0o~ 0,0~ 0,~.
AdJ. Row(vph)      336 0 2364 0 0 0 0 1078 216 0 tt79 241
RTOR Raduct~n (vph) 0 0 34 0 0 0 0    0 0 0    0 0
LaneGr~pRow(vph) 336 0 2330 0 0 0 0 t078 2t6 0 1179 24tc,o~, ped~. (#~hr) 2O 20 20 ~
Tum Type custo~ �~torn Free Free
P~otected Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 Free P’me
Ac~Jated Green, G (s) 47.0 47,0 4~i,0 103,0 4~,0 100,0
Effec~lveGreen, g(~.) 47.0 4,7,0 48.0 100,0 4~,0 100o0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0,47 0.4,5 1,03 0.4~ 1,00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Exten~4on ~s) $.0 S,0 3.0 3.0
LaneGmCap(vpl~} 1553 t014 t693 t~8 1603 1638
v/s Ratio Prot 0.~0 �0.30
vls Ratio Phrm 0.10 ¢0.30 0.t4 0.16
v/� R~Jo 0.22 t.44 0.68 0.14 0.74 0.16
Uniform Delay. dl 15.6 26.6 21.7 0.0 22.7 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.~a 1.00 0.81 %00
Incremental Delsy. d2 0.1 203.2 0.8 0.1 2,7 0.2
Delay (s) 163 229.7 19.9 0.1 21.0 0.2
Lw¢ of Service B F B A C A
,e~oproach Delay (s) 203.1 0.0 t9.6 t74
Approach LOS F A B S
Intersectlen Summa~t
HCM Average Co~ltto{ Delay t0~.8 HCM Levi of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity raUo 1.10
Ac~Jated Cy~e Length (s) 100.0 Sum of ~o~t time (s) 8,0
[nte.-..ectlon Catty UUllzatlon 89,3% IOU level of Service E
An=ysis Peded (rain) 16
¢ Critical Lane Group



Plaza Unda Ve~e Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 .......... ~x+

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed,Use 3: C~nyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22J2009 Ex÷ CP + CSRAM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W~L "~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL ~ SBR
La~Con~9~ 4’ ~ 4" ~ ~ H~ F ~R H~ F~"
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 10~0 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time
Lane U~I. Factor

Flpb, ped~i~es
Frt
Rt Protected
Sstd. Row
Rt Perm~od
S~d. Row (.,,.~m. ~
Volume (vph)

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.97 1.00
1798 1506
0,97 1,00
1798 1506

49

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
t.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1~00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 1,00
1,oo 1.oo 1.oo t.oo 1.oo 1.oo 1.oo 1.oo
4.00 0.85 I~00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 t.00 1.00
1828 15~3 1770 3539 1~ 343;3 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 1
1828 1~83 1770 3539 1506 ~ 5085 2787

19 46    89 144 152 152 916 90 522 1265 706
PeakJ~urfacto=’,PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (~Ph) 53 21 53
RTOR ReducSen (vph) 0 0 45
La~e Group Row (vph) 0 74 5
~. P~s, (~) 20 20 ~
TumT~ ~t P~ Sp=
~ Ph~ 4 4 8
P~i~ ~ 4
~ G~, G (s) 10.0 10.0
Eff~ G~, g (s) 10.0 10.0
~glC R~o 0.10 0.10
C~ ~e (s) 4.0 4.0
V~I~ ~ (s) 3.0 3;0

97 157 t65 I65 996 98 567 1375 767
0 0 114 0 0 74 0 0 690
0 254 51 165 996 24 567 1375 77

20 2O 20 20 20
Over Prot Petal Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

18,7 31.2 14.9 24,1 24,1 31,2 40.4. 10,0
16.7 31,2 t4.9 24.1 24;t 31,2 40,4 10.0
0,19 0.31 0.15 024. 0.24 0.31 0.40 0,10
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 180 151
v/s Ratio Prot c0,04
v,’s Ratio Pem~ 0.00
v/P- Ratio 0.41 0.03
Unifon’n Delay, dl 42.2 40.6
Pmgreselon F~ctor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay. d2 1.5 0.1
Delay (s) 43;8 40.7
Level of Seneca D D
Approach Delay (s) 42.5
Approach LOS D
Intersecti~n Summary
HCM A’~rage Cenltol 0elay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Interseelio~ Capadty Ut~lizatton
Anelysls Period (n~n)
c P.,rlticel Lane Group

3~.2 494 26~ 853 363 1071 2054 279
c0.14 0.03 c0.09 c0.28 0.47 c0.27 0.03

0.02
0.74 0,10 0.62 1.17 0.07 0,,53 0.67 0,27
38.4 24.5 39.0 39.0 29.3 28.3 24.$ 41.6
1~00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.88 0.87 3.47

8.4 0.1 4.6 88.0 0.4 0.0 0,2 0.0
46.8 24.6 44,5 126.0 29;6 24.9 21.4 144.4

O C D F C C C F
38.1 107~8 57.0

D F E

69.0 HCM Level of SeMce E
0.81

100.0 Sum of lost ffme (s) 20.0
74,8% ICU Level of S~wi~ D

15

N:\1857",,A~alys~sVevtsod trip gen\1857 Ex+CP+CSR AM.sy7
Unscott, Law& Greenspan Engineers

Synchm 6 Report
Page 3

Movement
Lane Configuratiens
Sign Cor~o~
Grade
Votume (yah/n)
Peak Hour Factor
Houdy flow Me (vph)
Podestrlens
Lane Width (It)
VV~lldng ,Speed (ft/s)
Pe~ent Bto~P, age
Right turn 0are
Medien type None
Mermen storage v~)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX. platoon unbk~cked 0.B7 0.83
vC, cootlictlrtg volume ~66

WBL ~ NBT NBR 8BL,
F H~ F

F~

o 1~ 1~2 171
0.92 0,~ 0.92 0.92 0.~

0 t~ 1470 1~
~ 20

12.0 1~0
4.0 4;0

2 2

0.83
1675

vC1. stage 1 ¢enf vo!
vC2, stage 2 cenf vol
vCu. u,~bk~ked
tO, single
tC, 2 stage ($)
tF(~)
pO queue free %
aM capacity (veh/h)
Direction, La~e #
Velume Tata]
Votume Leit
Velume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th
Control Oelw (a)
Lane LOS
Approac~ Delay ($)
Approach LOS

Intet~ec~en Summa~,
Average Delay
thte~len Capacity Utilization
Ar~.dyels Period (rain)

2969 516 1607
6.8 6.9 4.1

3,5 3.3 2,2
0 73 0
0 402 327

WB1 NB1 NB’~ NB3 8B1 SB2 8B$
109 735 P,,5 ~88 604 667 967

0 0 0 0 804 0 0
109 0 0 186 0 ,0 0
402 1700 1700 1700 327 1700 1700

0.27 0.4,3 0.43 0.11 1,85 0.39 0,~
27 0 0 0 100~ 0 0

17.2 0.0 0.0 0,0 420,6 0,0 0,0
C F

17,2 0,0 131,1
C

6~,1
ICU Level of Service

N:\1857~alyels\tevisod trip gen\1857 Ex÷CP~C~R AM,sy7
UP.scott Law & Gteenspan Engineers Page 4



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-U~e
12/14/2009

Mov~’nent

id~ Row (~h~)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt

Said. Fk~v (prot)
Fit Perm~ed

vo~me (~h}

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
Ex+ CP + CSRAM

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT V’v~R NBL NBT NBR SSL SBT SBR

1900 1900 10O0 1900 100o 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 lg00
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.0O 0.95
0.97 0.92 1.0O 1.00 1.0O 0.97
0,97 0.99 0.95 1.00
1753 1690 t770 3525 1770 3430
0.63 0.89 0.95 1.0O 0.95 1.00
1129 1526 1770 3525 1770 3430

60 19 24 29 17 69 84 1156 32 77 863 224
Pea~-ilourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92Adj. Flow(,uph) 65 21 26 32 18 75 91 1257 35 84 935 243
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 53 0 0 1 0 0 12 0
LaneGroupFiow~vph) 0 t01 0 0 72 0 91 1291 0 84 1169 0
Turn Type Petm Pe~n Ptot Prot
Protec~d Phases 4 8 5 2 1
Permitted Phases 4 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.4 10.4 8.7 60.7 8.3 60.3
Effective Green, g ($) "~0.4 10,4 8.7 60.7 5.3 60.3
Ac~Jatedg~CRatio 0,11 0.11 0.10 0.66 0.09 0.68
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Ex~ensk)n Is) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0
LaneGrpC,~o(v~) I28 174 168 234I 161 2263
v/s Rado Prot <0.05 <0.37 0.05 0.34
vl$ Rat~ Peru) <0.09 0.05
vlc Ratio 0.79 0.41 0.54 0.55 0.52 0.52
Un~f’orm De~ay. dl 39.4 37.7 39.4 8.I 39,7 8.0
Ptogressto~ Facto~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.0O
Incremental Delay, d2 27.5 1.6 3.5 0.9 3.0 0.8Delay ($) 67.0 39,3 43.0 9.1 42.7 8.9
Leve~ of Service E D D A D AApproach Delay (s) 67.0 39.3 11.3 1’1.~Appmac~ LOS ~ D B B

HCM Ave=age Cordml De~ay 14.6 HCM Level of Sendce B
HCM Volume to Capac~ taro 056
Actu~=d Cycle Length (~) 01.4 Sum of lost time(s) 8.0
Inte~e~lon Capadty Utilization 59.2% ~CU Level of Service B
Ane~ysls Peflod (mln)
¢ Critical Lane Group

N:\I ~alysls~m~ed trip ge~Rev. Ex+CP + CSR AM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Gmenspan Eag~eem

Synct~o 6 Report
Page 5

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/’2009 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave

Movement        F.BL EBT EBR V~C~L W~’,,WBR,,,,,,HBL’ NBT NOR SBI. ~

]dealFIow(v~pl) 1900 1900 t000 1000 t~00 1~00 1000 1000 t~ 1~00 1~10
Total Lost’drne (~) 4.0 4.O 4.0 4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0LaneUtU. Factot 1.0O 0.95 1,00 1.0O 0,g5 1,00 0.97 0,95 t,00 0.95 1.SOFrpb, ped/blkes 1.0O 1,0O 0.92 1,00 1,SO 0,92 1.00 0,9~ 1,0O 1.00 0.92Rpb, ped/oikes 1.00 1.0O 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Fit 1.00 1.00 0,85 1.00 1,00 0,85 1.00 0,g6 1,00 1.00Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 %00 0,95 1.00 t.00Satd. Row{pmt) 1770 3539 1457 t770 ~ 1458 34,33 3421 t770 3539 1458FitRen~tted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.0O 1.00 0.05 1,00 0,95 1.SO
Satd.Fiowlpe~m) .1770 35,39 14,57 1770 3539 1458 3433 3421 1770 3539
Vo~Jme {vph) 338 413 139 ,,~ 781 332 564 935 161 205 483 184
Peak-hour factor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,02 0,92 0.92 0,92Ad~. Row (vph) 385 449 151 60 849 381 613 10t6 175 223 803 t78RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 116 0 0 210 0 14 0 0 0Lane Group Flow (vph) 365 449 35 60 849 151 613 111"I 0 22~ 503 43co~n. Pods. tWhr) 30 30 SO 30 30 SO SO SO

1 ¯ 6

12,0 24.0 24.0
t2,0 24.0 24.0
0,12 O.24 0.24
4,0 4.0 4.0
~,~,,,,,,,,s,o,~.n
215 880 $54
0,13 0.14

t.04 0,~ 0,t2
~ ~,0 ~,2
1,~ t.~ t,~

D

N:\185"PP,~lalysls’~’evjsed tdp gen~q;ev. F.x+OP ÷ CSR AM.sy7
Uescott, Law& Gmenspan Engineers Page 8



Plaz~ Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon B[vd & College Ave
12/14/2009 Ex + CP + CSR AM

Movement
Lane ~ra~ens
Ideal Flow
Tot~ Lo~t ~ (s)
~e ~. F~
F~

FR P~

Vel~ (~)

EBL F~.BT F..BR WBL W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4,0
0,97 0.~ 0.97 0.~ 1.~ 0.~ t,00 1.~ 0.95 1.~
1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0~7 1.~ 1.00 0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~
0.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1,00 0.95 1.00 1,~ 0,95 t.~ 1,~

0.~ 1.~ 0~ 1,00 0.~ 1.~ 1,00 0~5 I,~ 1.~

211 3~ ~ 113 ~ 124 1~ 1~ ~ 99 379 1t5
Peak-ltourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
A~j. Flow (vph) 229 396 104 1~3 536 135 183 1186 t08 108 412 125
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 19 0 0 0 55 0 0 76Lane Group Flow (vph~) 229 480 0 123 652 0 183 1186 53 ’~08 412 ~
Turn Type Pint Pint Prot Perm Pint Pe~m
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s} 11.2 29.I 16.3 51.2 51.2 10,6 45.5 45.5
Effective Green. g ($) 11.2 29.l 16.3 51.2 51.2 10.6 45.6 45,5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0,25 0.t4 0.45 0,45 0.09 0,40 0.40
C~ea~ance T’mle (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Exteaelen ~$~ 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3°0 3~0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 336 871 252 158t 707 164 1405 629
v/s Ratio Prot c0,07 c0.14 c0.10 c0.34 0.06 0.12
vie Ratio Perm 0.03 0.03
v/c Rat~o 0.68 0~55 02~3 0,85
Uniform De~ay0 dl 50.0 37.1 51.7 4?..7
Pro~enFactor 1,00 1;00 1.00 1,00
[nc~cnental Delay, d2 5.6 0.8 2.4 9.0
Delay (s) 55.6 37.8 5~.1 51.6
Level of Semite E D D D
Approac~ De~ay (s) 43.4 52.0
Approac~ LOS D D
Intorsectlo~ Sumrna~
HCM Average Coatr~ Delay 38.3 HCM Level or" Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity raBo 0.78
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s) 114.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
lntemedden Capacity UtJlizal}on 72.6% ICU Level of Sewice C
~ Pertod (rr~) 15
c Critlca~ Lane Group

7.7 25.6
7.7 25,6

0.07 0.22
4.0
3.0 3;0
231 767

0.04

0.73 0.75 0,08 0.66 0,29 0.08
47°0 26,4 18.1 50.3 23.6 21,5
1.00 1.00 1;00 1.00 1.00 1.00
10.0 3.3 02, 9.2 0.5 0.2
b-’7.0 29°7 18,4 59.4 24.1 2t.8

E C B E C C
32.2 29.6

C C

NM 857\AflalysisY’evtsed trip ge~\Rev. Ex÷CP ÷ CSR AM.sy7
L~nscott, Law& Gree~sp~n Engineers

Sy~chm 6 Report
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Plaza L[nda Verde MiXed-Use
12/1412009

Movement
Lane Cenflgu.,’attons
Ideal Flaw (vpllpl)
Tota~ Lo~t Lime
~ U~il. Facto~
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row
Rt Pen~ltted
Satd, Row (~, .n’n)
Volume (~h)

Montezuma Rd & Ooltwood Bird
EX+ CP ÷ GSRAM

EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

t900 1~)0 1000 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4;0 4,0 4.0

0.95 1,00 1,{30 0.95 0,97 1,00
1.00 0.85
1,90 1,00 0,g5 1,90 0,95 t.00

3539 1583 1770 "3539 3438 1583
1.00 1.00 0.09 1,00 0.95 1,00

3539 1583 169 3539 ~ t583
1300 260 57 1042 954 79

Peak-ho~rfacto~’. PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,~2 0.92
Adj. Row(VlOh) 1413 283 62 113~ 1037 86
RTOR Reduction (~oh) 0 0 0 0 0 10
Lane Group Row (vph) 1413, 283 62 11;33 1037 76
Turn Type pmeov Perm Perm
Protected Phases ,$ 2 6 2
Pe~nitted Pha~es 4. 9 2
Actuated Gt’ee~o G ($) 44ol 89.2 44,1 44,1 46.1 4~,’1
Effective Green, g (s) 44.1 89.2 44.1 44.t 45.t 45,1
/~tuated g/O Rat~o
Clearance Time
V~l~e Extension
~e Gm Cap
v~ Ra~o ~t
vie Ratio Pe~
v~ Ralio
~o~ Delay, dl
Ping--on Fa~
I~n~ ~ay,

~ LOS
I~n Su~a~
HCM A~e Con~ol D~W
HCM V~ume to C~
A~=~ Cycle L~
Int~on C~

0.45 0,92 0,46 0.45 0.48 0,46
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
9,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 ~,0

1B06 1583 ~ 16~ 18~ 7~
~A0 0,08 0,~ ~.~

0,10 0~7 0.05
0~8 0,18 0~ 0.71 0,65 0.10
~,~ 0,4 ~.9 21,3 ~.0 14,7
1,~ 1,~ 1.00 1
5.9 0.1 ~,8 1A 2.1    0.3

~,0 0,4 66.7
C A E C C

25,~ 2~,0
C C C

24°1 HCM Level o~
0.76
97.2 Sum of lost time

76.5% ICU Level of
15

0°o
O

N.~.lS~|yels~’evtsed tdp gen~.Rev. Ex+CP ÷ CSR AM.~y7
Law & Greenspan Englneem



4.6 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.98
0.98 1.00
1.00 0..97
0.95 1.00

1702 3374
0.95 1.00
1702 3374

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed=Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ CSR AM

Moven~nt F.~ EST E~R WSL ws’r WSR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0LarmUULF=*x 0.97 0.95 ’LO0 0,98 0.95
Frpb. ped~lkes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 1,00 0.92
Rpb. ped~kes 1.00 t.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Rt 1.00 0.99 0,98 1.00 1,00 0.98
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.90Satd. Row(prot) 3433 3498 175~ 1681 1691 t454
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.98 1.00
Setd. Row(pe~n) 3433 3498 t758 1981 1691 1454
Volume (vph) 771 550 25 9 725 191 42 14 7 108 4 18~
Peak41ourPa~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Row (vph) 838 598 27 10 788 208 46 15 8 117 4 199
RTOR ReducU~n (.~oh) 0 S 0 0 2~ 0 0 5 0 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 838 622 0 10 973 0 0 64 0 59 62 31

Confl. Bikes (#/t=9 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Prot Prot Split Split Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pem~itted Phases 6/~tua~tad Green. G ($) 24.0 54.4 16.0 16,0 16.0 16.0

24.0 54.4 16.0 16.0 16,0 16.0
0.23 0.53 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3 0
798 1844 273 26t 262 225

~0,24 0.I8 c0.04 0.O4 c0,04
0.02

0.77 0.95 0,23 0.23 0.24 0.14
51.t 35.3 38.2 38.2 38~. 37.6
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1

128.6 18.0 2.0 2.0 2,1 1.3
179.7 53.6 40.2 40.2 40.4. 38.9

F D D D D D
54.5 4O.2 39.4

D D D

v/s Ratio Pint
v~s Rago Pemt
v[c Ratio
Unlfoml De~ay, dl
Prog~eeslon Factor

1.05 0.34
39.6 14.0
1.00 1.00

lncmmenlal Delay, d2 45.8 0.1
Oe~ay (s) 85,4 14.t
Level of Service F B
Approac. Oe~y (s)
,Approa= LOS D
Intemection Summary
HCM Average Contro~ Delay
HCM Vo{ume to Cal~dty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
~m,=ysls Peded (rain)
c Cdt~cel La~e Group

0.8 31.2
0.8 31.2

0.01 0.3O
4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0
13 I020

0.01 c0.29

52.7 HCM Level of .~vice D
0,72

103.2 S4Jm of lest Ume (s) 16.0
72.0% IGU Level of Set,vice G

15

N:\I ~alysls~’~lsed trip gon~Rev. Ex÷CP + CSR AM.sy7
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

1 0: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
EX÷ CP÷CSRAM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL,,, WBT WBR NBI, NBT NB,I~.....SBL ~

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0, 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0Lane Util, Factor tJXI 0.95 1.00 0.~t~ 1.00 0,95 0.~B 1Fqob. ped/blkes 1,00 1.00 1,00 O.g$ 0.98 1,95 1,00 1.00Rpb, ped/b|kes 1,3O !.00 1.00 1,00 t.00 1,00 t,00 t,00Frt 1,00 t,00 1,00 0,87 0,92 1,00 1,00Rt Proteoted 0.95 1,98 0.95 1,o0 0,~ 0,26 0,95 1Setd, Flow(prot) t770 3516 1770 3378 1~ t~81 t795
Rt Permitted 0,95 1,00 0,95 t.00 0,~ 0.95 0,95
Seld. Flow~perm) .... t770 3,516 1770 3378 1~46 168~,,,,170~
Volume (Vph) 149 ~i t4 58 1126 2’~t ;24 $t BB I1~ 17
Peak-hourfaator, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,02 0,92 0,~2 0.82 0.~2 0,82 0,82 0,{}2
Ad~. Row (vph) ~62 592 16 63 1223 251 28 34 6t tt8 16 6"/’
RTOR Redu~ion (vph) 0 2 0 0 17
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 162 S05 0 63 145"/
Cor~. Peds. (#thr) 3O 3O 30

Turn Type Pro~
PFotected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green.<3 (s) 8.0 48.0
~Effe~ve Green, g (s) S.0 48.0
Actuated g/C R.~o 0.08 0.48
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (~ph) 140 1674
v/s R~lo Prot ¢0,09
v/s Ratio Petm
vlc, Ratio 1.16 0.86
Un~oml De~ay. dl 48.4 16,7

Plot

4.8 44,8
4,0 44.8

0,05 0.44
4.0 4,0
3.0 3,0
84 t801

0.04

16.0 t8.0 18,0
1e,0 t8.0 I~,0
0,16 0,I@ 0,18 0,08
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
,~.~,, ~.0 ~.o
282 267 27t 12~

~.05 0~ ~,~ 0,~

0.75 0.97
47.4 27.4
1.00 1.00
3O.8 16.7
78.2 44.0

S O
48.4

D

0.~. 0.26 O.28 0,04
37,6 ~7,1 37,2 42.8
1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00
3.2 2.2 2.$ 0,t

40.8 ~9,3 3~,5 43,0
D O O D

40,$ 4O,6
D D

0,75
100.8

t5

HCM Level of ~er~~

~um of Ice(; tlme (~) 2,0,0

N.R1857~sVevJsed blp gen~Rev, F.x+CP ÷ OSR AM.sy7
UnscetL Law & Greenspan Englneeta P~ t0



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use 12: El Cajon Bird & Montm:uma Road
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CI= ÷ CSR AM

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & CatocUn Ddve
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP ÷ CSR AM

Movement          EBL E~T EBR ~ W~,T WBR NI~L N53" NBR SBL SBT SBR

Idea~Row(vphp~ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Tota~ Lest time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
LaneUtiL Facto~ 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1o00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1;00 1,90 0.93 0.93
Rt Protected 0.95 1,00 0.65 1,00 0,98 0.98
Satd, Row~orot) 1770 3526 1770 3532 1693 1698
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.90 0.92
,~td. Flow(pe~n) 1770 3526 1770 3532 1567 1594
Volume (vph) 14 288 7 46 888 12 20 1 23 25 7 37
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0‘92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph)      15 313
RTOR Reduction (vph)    0 2
Lese G~oup ,RO~ (’,,ph) lS
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Pe~mitted Pheme~
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.1 19.9
Effective Green. g (s) 1.1 19,9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Exteesio~ (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Gq~ Cap (~0h) 2~ 1055
v/s RatIoProt 0.01 0.09
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.30
Unifomt Delay, dl 32.4 18,9
Pro~e~slon Factor 1.00 1.00
~ncremental Delay, d2 14.7 0‘2
De~ay (s) 47.1 18.1
Level of ~ D B
Approach Delay (s) 19.4
Approach LOS B

Intemectio~ Summary/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuate~ Cycle Length
Interse~on Capacity Ut~zation
Analysis Period (rain)
c C~cal Lane

8 50 ~ 13 22 1 25 27 8 40
0 0 1 0 0 14 0 0 22 0
0 5O 977 0 0 34 0 0 53 0

Pto~ Penn Penn
3 8 2 6

4.7 23.5 20‘9 29,9
4.7 23.5 29;9 29.9

0.O7 O.35 0.45 O,45
4.0 4.0 4;0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3:0 3.0
125 1248 705 717

C0.03 C0.26
0,92 c0,03

0.40 0.78 0‘05 0,97
29.6 19.2 10.3 10.4
1,00 1,00 1,00 1,90

2.1 3.3 0.1 0,2
31.6 2?_5 10.4 10.6

C C B B
22.9 10.4 10.6

C B B

21;1
0.40
66.5

43.0%
15

HCM Level of Service C

Sum of lost time (s] 12.0
ICU Level of Servlce A

N:\l~Ve..~sed tdp gen’~,Rev. Ex+CP + CSR AM.sy7
L.inscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideel Row (vphpl)
Total LO~ time
Lane Uf~. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (pint)
Fit Permitted
sate, ROw
Votume {~h)

EBL EBT W~r WSR S~L ,,,s,,~,,,

¯ ,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
1.00 0,95 0.91 0‘91 0‘~
1,00 ~.00 0‘~ 0,~ 1,00     0.85
0.95 1.00 1,90 1,~ 0‘95 1.00
1719 ~ 3~7 t~1
0.95 1.~ 1,~ 1.00 0‘~
17t9 ~ 32~ 1~1 ~33    t58~
99 ~ ~1 ~ 2t8 ~2

Peak-Ilom’factor. PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0‘92 0‘92
Adj, Row(~h) 108 4S9 599 846 235 46
RTOR Redastio~ (vph) 0 0 28 429 0 25
Lane Group Row (vph) 108 499 7~4 204 2~ 21
HeavyVehides (%} 5%, , 2% 2~ 2%
Turn Type Prot Pint
Protected Phases 7 4 8 8 6 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.3 43,2 29.g :29,9 41‘4 41.4
Effe~ve Green, g (s) 9.3 43,2 2~.g 29,9 41 A, 41.4
Actuated g/C R=lo 0.10 0,47 0,32 0.32 0.46 0.46
Cle=~-’ance T~me (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Exten~les (s) 3.0 3,0 3,0 3,0,
Lane G~p Cap
v/s Ratio
vls Ratio Penn
vie Ratio
Unifom~ ~1~, dl
~r~ F~or
In~ ~l~,
D~
Levi of ~i~

~p~ LOS

In~ ~m~
HCM Av~ Con~l
HCM V~ume to ~p~ m~o

~ ~ ~ Grip

173 1651 1052 465    1,~6 708
�0.08 0.14 =0,24 0.14 �0.07 0.01

0.62 0.30 0,76 0.44 0.16 0,03
40‘0 16.$ 28,0 24,7 16,2 14,3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
6.8 0,1 2.9 0,7 OH 0,t

46.8 15.4. 30,6 25.4 15,4 t4.4
D B C o B B

21.0 28,5 15,2
C C B :

24,9 HCM Level o¢,Service C;
0,43
92-6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

45,2% ICU Level of ~erv]¢e A
15

N:\185"P~nalys~sVevised trip gen~Rev. Ex÷CP + C~R AM.sy7
Unso~t. Law & Greenspan Englneem



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-SWB Ramp & College Ave
6/2212009 Ex ~- CP ÷C6R PM

Movement EBL EBT E~R Wg, L ’WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900
Tota/Lost t~me (s)
Lane Util. Factor

Frt
Fit F~otected
Satd. Row
Rt Pemlitted
sara. Row
Volume (vph)

4.0
0.97
1.00
0.96
1.00
0.95

33O4
0.95
33O4

4.0
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
1.00

1555
1,00

1555

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.~0
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
1.00 1.00 1.00 1
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3539 1536 3539 1538

0 0 0 512 0 304 0 1170 1328 0 823 581
Peak-hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph) 0 0 0 557 0 330 0 1272 1443 0 8~5 632
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LeneGroupRow(vph) 0 0 0 557 0 330 0 1272 1443 0 895 632

Turn Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Actuated Green. G (s) 20.2 100.0 71.8 100.0 71.8 100.0
Effect~veGreen. g (s) 20.2 100.0 71.8 100.0 71.8 160.0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 1.00 0.72 1o00 0.72 1.00
Qearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehk~e Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
LeneGmcap(vph) 667 1555 2541 I536 2541 1536
v/s Ratio Pint 0.36 0.25
v/s Raffo Penn 0.17 0.21 c0.g4 0.41
v/c Raffo 0.84 0,21 0.50 0.94. 0.33 0.41
Uniform De~ay. dl 38.3 0.0 6.2 0.0 5.3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1o00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental DeW. d2 8.9 0.3 0.2 4.5 0.4 0.8
Delay (s) 47.2 0.3 6.0 4.5 5.7 0.8
Level of Service D A A A A A
P~oproach Delay (s) 0.0 29.7 5.2 3.7
Approach LOS A C A A
latemect~on Summar~
HCM Average Control Dalay 9.0 HCM Level of Senate A
HCM Valume to Capadty ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost tlme (s) 0.0
Intemectlon Capadty Utilization 53.6% ICU Level of Set~ce A
Analysis Padod (rain) 15
� Cdtlca~ Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

2: I-SEB Ramp & COllege Ave
F..x ÷ CP ,’,.CSR PM

Movenlent EBL EBT EBR VVBL W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR

Total Lo~t time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane Ut". Factor 0.97 0.76 0.95 t.00 0,~ 1.00
Fmb. pedr~kes 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.~7 1.00
Flpb. pedJblkeS 0.96 %00 1.00 1.00 1.00Frt 1.00 0.85 t.00 0.8~ 1~0 0.85
Fit Protected 0,95 1,00 1,00 1,00
Satd. Flow(prot) 3304 3434 ~ l~e S~ 1~;~
Fit Pa~mitted 0.95 1.00 1o00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (petal) 3304 3434 35~,, ,’H~6 ~ tF~
Volume(vph) 874 0 1208 0 0 0 0 1795 558 0 1052 452
Peak*hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 733 0 1313 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4O 0 0
Lane Group Row (vpl~) 733 0 t278 0 0
Conti. Pads. (#/hr) 20 20
Turn Type custom
Protected Phases
Pen’r~tted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.3 44,3
Effective Green, 9 (s) 44.3 44,3
/�~uated g/C Ra~o 0.44 0A4
Cleat~ce Time (s) 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Ext~slor= {s) 3.0
Lane Grp C~p (vph) 1464 1521
v/e, Ratio Ptot
v/s Ratio Penn 0,22
v/� R~o 0,50
Uniform Delay, dl 19,9 24.7
Pmgrendon Factor 1.00 t,00
Incremental Oe{ay, d2 0.3 4.2
D~y (s) ~0.2 2~,9
Lev~ of Service C C
Approach De.t~y (s) 29.8 0,0
Appreac~ LOS C A
[nte~-aect/on Summa~/
HCM Average P_.,o~to~ Delay 40.6
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio !,00
Actuated Cy~e Lengt~ (a) 100.0
Intersent;o~ Capacity Ubllzation 75.5%
Anaiyst~ Paded (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

o
0
o

1961 60? 0 1143 491
0 0 0    0 0

1951 607 0 t14~
2o

Free Free
2 6

F~ F~
47.7 ~.0 473 I~.0
47.7 1~.0 47,7 1~.0
0,~ 1.~

4,0 4~0
,, ~,0 3.0

1.1~ 0.40 0.~ 0.32
28.1 0.0 ~0.2

70.8 0.1 ~0
~.1 0.1 18A 0.5

F A g A
70.2 12.8

E B

HCM Level of

Sum of Icet time (~)
ICU Lev~ of Service

D

8.0
D

N:\18571Analysls~i~sed trip 9en\1857 Ex+CP+CSR PM.$y7
Llnscoft, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 F.~ + CP ÷08R PM

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon C~est Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 F.x .~ CP +CSR PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL V~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL S~T SBR

{deal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time
Lane Utit; Factor
Frpb, ped/btkea
Rpb, ped/blkea
Frt
F|t Protected
Sstd; Row (prot)
Fit Permitted
S=d. Row (pe~m)
vctume (vph)

4.0 4,0
1,00 1.00
1.00 0°95
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.96 t.00
1783 I506
0.96 1~00
1783 1506

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 1o00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1;00 130 1.00 1~00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1~00 1.00 0.8~ t.00 1.00 0.85
0~96 1.00 0;95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1783 1583 1770 3539 t506 ~ 5085 2787
0,96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1:~0 0.95 1.00 1.00

1783 1583 1770 3539 15~6 3433 5085 2787
56 88 105 13 281 66 1724 153 284 1424 115

Peak-hourfac~r, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Row(vph) 546 61 96 114 14 305 72 1874 166 309 1548 125
RTOR Reduction (~h) 0 0 62 0 0 260 0 0 59 0 0 87
La~eGmupFIow(vph) 0 607 34 0 I28 45 72 1874 107 309 1548
ConfL Peds. (#/h=’) 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Palm Split Over Prot Perm Prot Over
Protected Phases 4 4
Permitted Phaeas 4
AotuatedGreee, G (s) 24.0 24.0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 24.0
A~uated g/C Ratio 0.24.
Clearance T~me (s) 4.0 4.0
Vel~icte Extenslen (s) 3,0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 428 36t
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Petal 0.02
vlc Ratio t.42 0.09
Uniform Delay, dl 88.0 29.5
Progression Factor 1~00
Incremeatal Delay, dZ 201.5 0.1
Delay (s} 239.5 29.7
Level of Sen,,Ice F C
P.pp roach Delay(s) 210.9
Approa~ LOS F

lntersentk~ Summary
HCM Average Ceeb’ol Delay F
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated CyCe Leagth (s) 20.0
Intemec~on Capacity Utilization G
Ana~ Pe~od (m~n)
c Cdlica~ Lane G/oup

8 8 1 5 2       1 6 4
2

12.0 14.8 8.2 33.2 33~2 14.8 39.8 24.0
12.0 14.8 8.2 33.2 33.2 14.8 39.8 24.0
0.12 0.15 0.08 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.40 0.24
4.0 4.5 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3;0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3~0

214 234 145 1175 500 508 2024 869
c0.07 0.03 0.04 cO.53 c0.09 c0~30 0.01

0.60 0.19 0.50 1.59 0.21 0.61 0.76 0.06
41.7 37.4 43.9 33.4 24.0 39.9 26.0 29.3
1~00 1.00 1;00 1.00 1~00 1.02 0,83 1.39
4.4 0.4 2.7 271.7 1.0 1°3 1.8 0.0

462 37.8 46.6 305.1 25.0 41.9 23.4 40.6
D D D F C D C D

40,2 274.3 27.4
D F C

152.8 HCM Level of Sentice
I;29

100.0 Sum of lost time (s)
107.7% tGU Level of Se~,,ice

15

N:\l~s’~revL~ed trip g¢~\i857 F.x+CP+CSR PM.sy7
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Lane Conttgurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veWn)
Peak HouP Fector
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedes~lans
Lane v~r=dth
WalPJag Speed
Percent Bk:~,age
Right turn flare (ve~)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream ~gnal ~)

WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL 8BT

Stop Free Free
0% 0% 0%

0 4�� t622 1~ 188 1437
0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92

o 483 t763 150 204 1562
2O 20

12.0
4,0 4,0
2 2

None

pX, platoo~ unbloc~ed 0.8t 0.64
vC, coni~ctlng volume ~ 9~
vC1, =~e I ~nf~
~2, s~e 2
~u, un~o~
tG. sidle
tO, 2~e (s)

pO que~
~ ~ (~)
~on.
V=ume T~I
Volume L~t
V~ume Ri~t

Volume to Capa~
Queue La~
C~ Delay (s) 117.6
~e LOS F
Ap~ ~ay (s) 117.5
App~ LOS F

lnte~ Sum~
Av~ge D~
Inte~ ~ U~tl~
~ P~ (rain)

0,64
1988

1954 308 18~
6,8 0,9 4,1

3.5 3.3 2,2
0 0 0
0 424 195

WB1 NB1 NB2 .N.B.3 SBI 8S2 SB3
~ 882 882 150 2O4 781 ~’8t

0 0 0 0 204 0 0
483 0 0 1~0 0 0 0
424 1700 1700 1700 195 1700 1700

1,14 0.52 0.52 O,Og %05 0,46 0,46
o o o 2~4 o o

0,0 0,0 0.0 128.~ 0,0 0.0
F

0.0 14.8

19.9
80.9~ ICU Level of ~

18

N:\l~tysisVevised trip ge~\1~,~’7 EX+CP~SR
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Eaginears
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Lindo Paseo & College Ave
12/14rz009 Ex÷ CP + CSR PM

Movement EBL EBT F.BR W~L WBT MR NBL NBT NBR SBL     SBT SBR

Ideal Flow (~hpt) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time ($) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
La~e U~I. Fa=or t,00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.05
RI 0.95 0.92 1.00 0.99 1,00 0.98Fit Protected 0,97 0.99 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00Said, Flow (prot) 1726 1690 1770 3521 1770 3475
Fit Pen~ted 0.68 0.87 0~5 1.00 0.95 1.0O
Satd. Flow ~perm) 1208 14~� 1770 352~ 1770 3475
Voiume(vph) 154 29 102 38 23 92 53 1319 47 113 1253 172
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Row(vph) 167 32 111 41 25 100 58 1434 51 12,3 1362 187RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 46 0 0 2
Lane Grou~ Row (uph) 0 294 0 0 122 0 58 1483
Turn Type Perm Porto Prot
Prorated FVnases 4 8 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 8
.,~tuated Green, G ($) 30.0 30.0 7.8 54.9
Effec~ve Green, g (s) 30.0 30.0 7.8 54.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.07 0.50
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Velfide Extension,Is) 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0
lane C~p Cap (vph) 330 406 126 1762
vls Ratio Pint 0,03 0,42
v/s Ratio Prom c0,24 0.08
vie Ratio 0,89 0.30 0,46 0.84
Uniform Delay, dl 38.3 31.5 48.9 23.6
Progrece~on Factor t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Increme~ De~, d2 24.5 0.4 2.7 5.1
oe~=y (s) 62.8 32.0 51.s 28.7
~ of Se~ce E C D C
Appmadn Delay (s) 62.8 32.0 29.8
&opmach LOS E C C
Imersemlon Summa~l
HCM Average Contnd Delay 30.9
HCM Volume to Capad~ mtJo 0.80
Actuated Cyae Leng~ (s) 10~.7
Imersect~o~ Capadty utir=atlon 77.2%
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdt~al Lane Group

0 7
123 1542
Prot

1 6

12,8 59.9
12,8 59.9
0,12 0.55
4,0 4.0
3.0 3,0

207 1897
C0,07

0.59 0.81
46.0 2O,3
1.O0 1.00
4.5 3.9

50.5 24.3
O C

26.2
C

HCM Level of Service

Sum of Icet time (s)
ICU Level of Sen~ce

C

8.0
D

N:\1957V~alysis~’~,~sed trip gen~Rev, F_.x+CP+CSR PM.s,i/
Unscott, Le~ & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane Co~guratlo~s
Ideal Row (v~pl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor

Flpb, ped, rolkes
Frt

~td, Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
S=d. now ~pe~)
Va~ume (~h)

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
Ex + oP ÷ OSR PM

4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0

1.~ 1.~ 0.~2 t.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~

1.~ t.~ 0.~ 1,~ 1,~ 0,~ 1.~
0.~ 1.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~
~0 ~39 1~ 1~0 8~ ~457 ~
0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0,~ 1.~ t,~ 0,~ 1,~

1,0O 0,~ 1,00
1,0O t.0O
1,00 1.00 1.00
1,0O 1.0O 0,~
0,95 1.00

t"/70 ~ 14~/
o,~ t.00 t.0O

702 1010 53’2 276 768 385 ~;28 898 101 ~ 68t

N:\l~sVevi=ed trip gen~ev. Ex+CP+CSR PM.sy7
Llnscott. Law & Gteenspan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

7: E] C~ajon Blvd & College Ave
Ex ÷ CP + CSR PM

Movement
Lane Cor~gurstions
I~e-a Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Ubl. Factor
Frt

Sate. F~ (p~ot)
Rt Penned

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0,95 0,97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1;00 0.95 1~00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1,00 0.05 1.1)0 0.95 1.08 1.00 0,95 1.00 1,00
34~ 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.~0 0.95 1o00 %00 0°95 1.00

Sate. Flow(Ferm)    3433 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 15~3 1770 3539 1583
Volume (vptt) 249 694 183 331 543 298 237 778 174 436 1065 233
Peak-ttourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0°92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Row (vph) 271 784. t99 360 590 324 258 846 1~9 474 1158 253
RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0 20 0    0 62
Lane GroupFlow (vph) 271 ~3 0 360
T~Ty~ P~
~ot~ed ~ 7 4 3 8

A~m~ G~n, G (s) 10.0 ~0 t3.0 ~.0
13.0 35.0
0.1t 0~9
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

672
~.10

0.97 0.87
~.3 40~
1,~ 1~00
67.7 8.7
91.0 49.0

F D
60.9

E

Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 32.0
Actuatedg/C Ra~ 0.08 0.27
Clearance Time ($) ~t.0 4.0
Vel~cJe F_..xtenclon (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) l 2~ 914
vls Ratio Prot 0.08 (0.27
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0,95 1.02
Uniform Delay, dl 54..7 44.0
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 38,8 35.2
Dday (s) 93.6 79.2
Leve~ of Sen~ F E
Approa~ oe~y (s) ~2.4
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control DeJay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
/~ated Cy~e Length
lutersectlon Capacity Utilization
Anah~s Pe~
c Critical Lane Group

0 0 0 140 0 0 137
0 258 846 49 474 1158 116

Prat Pee~ Pint Perm
5 2 1 6

2 6
18.0 28.0 28.0 31.0 4t.0 4%0
18.0 28.0 28.0 31.0 41.0 41.0
0.15 0.23 0,23 0,26 0.34 0,34
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0
266 826 369 457 1209 541

0,15 0~24 C0.27 (0.33
0,03 0.07

0.97 t.02 0,13 1.04 0.96 0,21
50.7 46.0 36.4 44.5 38.7 28.1
1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
462 37.6 0.7 52.1 17.6 0.9
97.0 83.6 37.1 96.6 50:2 29.0

F F D F E C
79~5 62.7

E E

70.4 HCM Level of Servic~ E
1.02

120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
93.5% ICU Level of Serv;~-.e F

15

N:\1857~e~Vevlsed tdp gen’~ev. Ex+CP+CSR PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & G~eeflspan Engineers

6Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & O011wood Bird
Ex ÷ CP ÷ P..~R PM

Move~nent
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (v~hpl)
Total Loat time (s)
Lane UtiI. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Sate. Row (pint)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (pert’n)
volume (vph)

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
0~ 1.~ 1.00 0.~ 0,97 t
1.~ 0,~ 1.00 1.~ 1.00 0,~
1.~ 1.00 0.~ 1

1.00 t,~ 0,~ 1

1706 ~ 75 1~3 ~ 52
Peak-hoorfac~or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.02 0,92 0.92
AdJ. Row(vph) 1854 873 62 1134 386 57
RTOR ReduCtion (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 3
LansGroupFk>wlvph~ 1854 373 82 I134 3,38 54
Turn Type pm+ov Perm Perm
Protected PI!ases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 92.0 47,0 47.0 45,0 45.0
Effe~ve Green, g (s) 47,0 920 47.0 47.0 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.02 0A,7 0,47 0.45 0,45
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4°0
Vehicle Extension (~), ~.0 3.0 3,0.,, ~.0 $;0 ~,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1683 1~3 75 1663 t~ 712
v/sRatloP~ot C0,52 �0.11 0.32 0.10
v/s Ratio Petm 0.13 0,52
v/cRatio 1,11 0.24 1,09 0,68 0.22
Uniform Dalay~ dl 26.5 0.4 26,5 20.7 16.8 t5.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 !.00
I~l=’emeete] Delay, d2 60.6 0.1 13t.7 1.2, 0,3 0.2
Delay (s) 87.1
Level of Service F
J~ppn~ch Delay (s) 72,6
Approach LOS E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Ceetml Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intorsecgon Capacity Util~ation
Analysis Pedod (mln)
c Cdtical Lane Group

0.5 1~8.2 21.6 1%1 t5.9
A F C I~ B

31.0 18,9
C B

53.7 HOM Level of’ SetvP,:e D
0.67

100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 4.0
70,1% ICU Level Of Service C

15

N~1857’v~nely~sVevleed trip gen\Rev, Ex+CP+CSR PM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Gree~spen Engineers

6ynchm 6 Report
Page 8



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex + CP ÷ CSR PM

Move~nent EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row (vph~) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Tot= Lost time (s) 4.0
Lane UtlL Facto~ 1.00
Frpb. ped/t~kes 0.99

F~t 0.98
Rt Protected O.97

Fit Pe~rnltted 0~97

Volume (vph) 34. 19

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
0.97 0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 t,00
1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0,92
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 t.00 t,00
1,00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0,65 1,00 1.IX) 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.96 t.00

3433 3455 1770 35,39 1467 1681 I695 1463
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 0.96 t,00

3433 3455 1770 3539 1467 16~1 I695 146~_
486 1142 111 30 704 238 12 524 33 509

Peak-hour factor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 528 1241 12t 33 765 259 37 21 13 570 36 553
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 0 188 0 B 0 0 0 399
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 528 1355 0 33 765 71 0 63 0 295 311 154
Conn. Pads. (#/~O 3o 3O 30 30 30 30 30 3o
Co~n. B~es (#mr) 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Pint Prot P~m Split Split Pe~m
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pem’~lted Phasea 8 6
Actuated Green, G ($) 17,3 42.2 2.3 27.2 27,2 17.0 21.1 21.1 21.1

2.3 27.2 27.2 17.0 21,1 21.t 21.1
0,02 0.28 0.28 0.17 0.21 0.21 0,21

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
41 976 405 301 360 363 313

0.02 0.22 c0.04 0.18 c0.18
0.05 0.11

0.80 0.78 0.18 0.21 0.82 0.86 0.49
47.9 33.0 27.2 35.0 36.9 373 34.1
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
69.0 4.2 0.2 1.6 18.5 22.1 5.5

116.9 87.2 27,4 36.6 55,4 5~.4 39.5
F D C D E E D

37.8 36.6 48.9
D D O

Effective Gree,. g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension

vls ~ ~
vls ~ P~
vlc ~
U~ ~, dl
~ F~

17.3 42,2
0.18 0.43
4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0
602 1479

c0.15 c0.39

0.88 0.92
39.6 25.5
1.00 1.00

Incremeflt~ Delay, d2 13.6 9.1
Delay ($) 53.2 35.7
Level of Service D D

~ LOS D
In~ Su~
H~ A~e ~ ~
HCM V~e ~ ~ m~

~n~ ~ ~1~
~s P~ (mln)
c

42.0 HCM Leve~ of Service D
0.74
98.6 Sum of lost time (s) I2.0

77,0% [CU Level of Sewtce D
15

N:\185"AAn~y~sVevised "=rip gen’~Rev. Ex~"CP÷CSR PM,sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspen Englnee~

Synct~ro 6 Report
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Plaz~ Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Moveme=lt
L~ne COnf~gt,catlons
Ide~ Row (vphpl)
Tot~ Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor

Rpb. ped/blkes
Frt
Flt P~otected
Said. Flow
FI! Petmltted
~atd. Flow(.onrm) , 1770 3~20 t73’0 3338 1579 t681 ,t700
Volume (vph) 182 1~ ~ 1~ ~ ~6 25 ~ t85 ~0 ~
P~rf~.~F 0,~ 0,~ 0,92 0.92 0.~ 0,92 0,92 0,~ 0,~ 0,~ 0,~
A~, ~ (~) ~ ~ ~ 2~3 g~ ~ ~ 42 t~ ~ 4~
~OR ~u~ (~) 0 2 0 0 ~ 0 0 80 0 0 0 1
~neG~p~(~h) 1~ 1515 0 213 11~ 0 0 t51 0 216 ~ t8

Turn Type prot
Pmte~ed Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
A~.uated Green, G (s) 10.0 45.5 6.0 41.5 t6.0 18.0 t5.0 to, o
Effective Green. g (s) 10.0 45.5 B.0 41.5 t8.0 18.0 t8.0 t00A~,~ated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.45 O.OB 0.4t 0,18 0.18 0,15 0,t0
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 ’4.0 4.0
Vehicle F.XtenSkm (s) 3.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 8.0
LaneGrpC~p(vph) 174 1578 10~ 1~ 24~
v/sRa~loProt 0.11 ~0.43 ~0.12 0.36 <0.10
v/s Ra~o Perm
v/o Ra~o 1.14 0.96 2.03 0.57 0.6t 0.72 0.75 0.12
Unlfom~ Delay. dl 45.9 27.1 47.8 2’/~5 39.8 69.4
PK~lmsslo~ Factor 1.00 1.(X} 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Increme~ta~ Delay. d2 110.2 14.3 494.5 6.2 10.6 14.3 15.0 0.3
Delay (s) 155.9 4t.5 542.3 33.7 50.3 53.7 56.7 4201
Level of Sentlce P D F C O D E O
Approach Delay (s) ~4,7 t00.7 50.6 5t,0
.~proach LOS D F O O
Inteme~lon Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cap~c;ly ratio
Ac~uat~ Cycle Le, gt~
Intemectlon Capadty Ut~lzation
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c Cdtlcel Lane Group

to 1o ,,, 1,0 1o
Pint Spilt ~pllt Over

3 8 2 2 5 5 7

73.4 HCM Level of ~ E
0.98

101.6 Sum of l~t time (s) t8,0
51.2% ICU L~ve~ of ~¢e F

15

N:\185"AA~alyslsVeV, sed tdp gen~Rev, Ex+OP.~.,SR PM,W7
Un, scett, Lmv & Greenspan Engineers P~ge t0



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoc~in Drive
12/14/2009 Ex÷ cP + CSR PM

Peak-hourfacto~.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92

RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0 1
Lane Group Row (Vl~) 32 1078
Turn Type Pro~
Prcte~ed Phases 7 4
Perrnit~d Pbeses
Actuated Green, G (s) 2,9 29.1
Effec~Jve Green, g (s) 2,9 29,1
Actuated g/C Retie 0.04 0.38
Clearance Time(s) 4,0 4,0
Vehicle F-J~eeslen Is) 3,0 3.0
L~ne G~ Cap (vph) 67 1339
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.31
v/s Ratio Penn
vlc Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
P=.og~ssion Factor

oe~w (s)
~oFo~= De~y (s)
App~l~ LOS

Interse~on 8umma~7
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Valume to Capadty ratio
Actuat~ Cycle Leegtb (s)
intersec~en Cap~dty Ufillzat~n
Analysis Pe~od (rain)
c Cdti~al Lane Group

0.48 0.80
36.2 21.3
1.00 t.00

5.3 3.5
41‘4 24,9

D C
25,4

C

21 66 634 22 26 22 122 28 8 29
0 0 2 0 0 74 0 0 18 0
0 66 654 0 0 96 0 0 47 0

Pro~ Penn Penn
3 8 2 6

6
5.2 31.4 30.4 30.4
52 3t‘4 30.4 30.4

0.07 0.41 0.40 0.40
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0
t20 1441 641 604

¢0:04 0.19
0.03

0.55 0AS 0.15 0.08
34.6 16.4 14,9 14,4
1.00 1.00 1.00 1;00
5.4 02 0.5 0.3

40.0 16.7 15.’$ 14.7
¯ O B B B

18~8 15.4 14,7
B B B

21~
0‘47
76.7

50.6%
15

HCM Level of SeP,,l~e O

Sum of lost t~me (s) 12.0
1CU Leval of Set’vice A

N:\185"P, Analysis~cevlsed trip gen~v. Ex÷CP+CGR PM.sy7
Linscctt, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Llr~la Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon Blvd & Montezuma Road
12/14/2009 Ex + CP ÷ CSR P~

.~ _,. ’,- ’~. ~ J ......
Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lest time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Fit
Fit Pmtee~ed
Satd, Row (prot)
Rt Permitted
S~d. Flew<pe~m)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT WBT V~R SBL

4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0
1.~ 0,95 0~1 0,91 0.97 1
1,~ 1.~ 1.00 0,~ 1
0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0,~ 1.00
1~0 3~ ~ 1~1
0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.00
1~0 ~9 3~ 1~1

~ ~ 610
Peak.hour facto=’, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 91 359 66~ 445 713 76
RTOR Reduction Ivph} 0 0 0 32t 0 39
Lane Group Row <vph) 91 359 663 124 713 37
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 8 6 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G
Effeetive Green, g (s)
Actuate~ g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap
vie Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Pean
v/c Ratio
Unlfo~m Oe~ay, dl
Progfeeslen FaCtor
Incremental De~ay, d2
Delay (s)
Leve~ of
AoWoa~h De~ay (s)
Approach LOS

Interseallon Summary
HCM Average Conb’ol Delay 22.0
HCM Vcturne to Capad~ ratio 0.53
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84,9
Intemection Capacity Utlllzatlon 54,6%
Analys~s Paded (mln) 15
c C, dtical Lane Group

8.1 35.7 2~.6 23,6 41.2 41.2
8.1 35.7 ~3.6 23,6 4t.2 41.2

0.10 0.42 0~8 0~8 0A9 0A9
4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

16~ 1488 942 401 16~6 768
(:0.05 0.10 e0.20 0.09 ~’021 0,02

0.54 0.24 0,70 0.31 0,43 0,55
~6.6 15.9 27~q 24,2 14.2 113
1.00 1.00 1.~0 1.00 1,00 I
3.3 0.1 2.4 0.4 0,8 0,1

39,9 15.9 2g.g 24.6 t5.0 11.6
D B C C B B

20,8 27,8 14.7
C C B

HCM Eevet ~ Set’vl¢~

Sum of test time (s)
I(~U Level of Ser~ce

C

12,0
A

N;\1857~AnalysIs\revised mp gert’,~ev, EX+OP+C~R PM.sy7
Unscctt. Law & Greensp’an Ellglneer~ P~ge 12



ILV OPERATIONS

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, et}g.~ers LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



:INTERSECTION-
.Signal~zed-lnterse~-tion’ "
OAPAOITY ANALYSIS





.8igna!ized Intersection "
CAPACITY ANALYSIS ... ""

PH~eE 1

T.OTAI.~ OPER’A,TIN~ LEVEl:..(ILWHR).

’INTER~. ECTION.

PHASE
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EXISTING + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS +
UNIVERSITY SERVING RETAIL +

STUDENT HOUSING OPERATIONS

LINSCO]T, LAW & GREENSPAN, engBleers LLG Re~ 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza llnda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8VVB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 Ex + CP ÷ USR + SH AM

Mo~-nent          EBL F_.BT EBR WBL W~T WBR N~L NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

]de~Flow(vphp~) 1900 1900 1900 1~00 I~X) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Los~ time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Ut~. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Fq~. ped~oik=; 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Rpb. ped/’~kes 1.00 1o00 1.00 1.00
F~t 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.65
Fit Protected t.00 1.0O 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 353~ 1536 353e 1536
Rt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd, F]ow(perm) 3539 1536 ~ 1536
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 5ti 0 170 0 929 533 0 8t9 946
Peak,.twurfac~o~,PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph) 0 0 0 555 0 185 0 1010 579 0 ago 1028
RTOR Reduction (~ph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGmupFk~w(vph) 0 0 0 555 0 185 0 1010 579 0 ~ 1028

Tum Type custom Free Free Fme
P~ote.:ted Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free F~eeActuated Green. G ($)

20.1 I00.0 71.9 100.0 71.9 100o0
Effective Green. g(s) 20.1 100.0 71.9 100.0 71.9 100.0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.20 1.00 0.72 1.00 0.72 1.00
Clearance 13me ($) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehl~e ExtenMon (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGq0Cap(vph) 66<. 1555 2545 1536 2S45 1536
vie Ratio Prot 0.29 0"2~
vl$ Ra~o Perm ¢0.17 0.12 0.38
vlc Ratio 0.84 0.12 0.40 0.38 0.35 0.67
Unlfo~n Delay. dl 38.4 0.0 5.5 0.0 5.3 0.0
Progression Facto~ 1.00 1.00 1,24 1.00 1.00 1o00
IncmmantaJ Delay. d2 9.0 0.2 0.4 0;6 0A. 2,3
De~y (s) 47.3 O’2 7.3 0.6 5.7 2.3
Leve~ of Se~tce D A A A A A
Appn~:~ Delay(s) 0.0 35.5 4.8 3.9
Approach LOS A D A A
;ntersection Summary
HCM AvePage Control Del~. 9.8 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Vdume to Capacity ra~o 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lo~t ~ne (s) 4.0
Inte~.ac~on Capacity Utilization 46.9% ICU Level of .~tce A
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Critical Lane Group

N:\I ~ly~st~’evised trip gan\1~57 Ex~CP+USR + SH AM.sy7
Page 1
Unscott, Law & Greens)an Enginee~

Syn~ro 6 Report
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

2: [-8EB Ramp & College Ave
~[X÷ CP ÷ USR +SH AM

Id~R~(~,p~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ t~ 1~ 1~ 1~
T~ L~ ~e (s) 4.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4~
Lane ~1. F~ 0.97 036 0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~
F~. ~lk~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.~Rpb. ~ 0.~ t.~ 1~ 1.~ 1.~ t.~

Rt P~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.~ t.~ 1.~ 1.~

Rt P~I~ 0,~ 1.00 t.~ 1,~ 1,~ 1.~

V~(~) ~ 0 217+ 0 O 0 0 I~ ~ 0 107+ ~Peak-hourfactor. PHP 0.92 0.~2 0,9~ 0.~2 0.92 0.92 0.~20.g2 0.t)2 0.92 0.92 0+~2
Adj. Row (vph) 3~. 0 ~ 0 0 0 0
RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0
~eG~F~(~) ~ 0 ~ 0 0 0 0

T~ T~o ~ ~

P~ P~ 4 4
~ Gm~, s (s) 47.0 47.0 ~,0
~G~, g (s) 47,0 47,0 ~.0
~ ~C ~o 0.47 0.47 OA5 I
CI~ ~e (s) 4.0 4~
Vehlde ~lon (s) 3.9 3,0 ~,0

v/s ~o ~ 0~1
v/s ~o P~ 0,10 ~.~ 0,15
~c R~o O~ t.~ 0.~ 0,t5
Unlf~ ~W, dl 15.6 ~ 2t.9 0.0

I~en~ ~, d2 0.1 2~.2 0.7 0.1
~ (s) ~5,7 ~.7 20~ 0,1
L~I ~ ~1~ B F C A
~ ~ (s) 2~.1 0.0 17,0
A~ LOS F A
~nt~on
HGM A~e ~ ~ t00.8 HGM L~ ~ 8~ F
HCM V~u~ ~ ~p~ m~o 1

I~e~ ~ U~ ~.1% ICU L~I

~ C~U~I ~e Group

0 1168 241
0 o o
0 ttm 241

4$.0 t00,0

0.4~ 1.00
4,0
~0 .....

0,1~

~.9
0,8~ 1,~
~ 0+2

20.8 0.~
~ A

N:\t85"AAr~yslsVevL~d tflp gen\1857 Ex+CP+USR + 8H AM.sy7 8yn~t~’o a Report
Page 2 P~ge 2
Lins~ott, Law & Green,epan Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 4,: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 ~ ÷ ¢P ÷ U~R+ SH AM

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22J2009 Ex + CP + USR ÷ SH AM

Movement EBL EBI" EBR W~L V-R~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row {vphpl) 190~ 1900 I900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 t900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0
Lane UtJl. Factor" 1.00 1,00
F~pb, ped~blkes 1.00 0,95
Flpb, pad/bikes 1.00 t.00
Frt 1.00 0,85
Fit Protected 0.97 1.00
Satd, Fk~, (pint) 1798 1506
Fit Pen~tted 0.97 1.00
Satd. Row ~penn) 179e 15o9
Volume (vph) 49 19 46

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 t.00 0‘97 0.91 0.88
1,00 1.O0 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1 ‘90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1,00 0,85 1.00 1,00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.85
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 t.00
182~ 15~3 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.IX}
t828 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

87 144 152 152 937 93 522 1254 706
Peak~ourfactor.PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Row (vph) 53 21 50
RTOR Redu~’Jon (vph) 0 0 45
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 74 9
C~fl. Pads. (#/hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Spr~ Pen~ 5plR
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Permitted Pha~,,e~ 4
Actuated Gree~, G (s) 10.0 t0.0
Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 10.0
Actuated g/C Ratio O.10 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vet~cie Extensio~ (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane G~p Cap (vph) 180 151
vls R~o Rot c0.04
v/S Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.03
Uniform Delay, dl 4~2 40.6
Pmgmssio~ Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 0.1
Delay (s) 43.8 40X
Level of Ser~ce D D
~proa~ De~y (s) 42.5
Approach LOS D

In--on Summan/
HCM Average Contrd De~ay 72.0
HCM Velume to Capacity ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0
Interse~3on Capacity Ul~tzatton 75.4,%
Analysis Pedod (mln) 15
c Critical Lane Group

95 157 165 165 1018 101 567 1363 767
0 0 113 0 0 74 0 0 690
0 252 52 165 1018 27 567 1363 77

20 20 20 20 20
Ove~ Prot Penn Pmt Ove~

8 1    5 2        1    6 4
2

18,6 31.3 15.0 24.1 24.1 31.3 40.4 10.0
t8.6 31.3 t5.0 24.1 24.1 31.3 40.4
0.19 0.31 0,15 0,24 0.24 031 0,40 0.10
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0

340 495 266 853 363 1075 2054 2.79
c0.14 0.03 c0.09 c0.29 0.17 c0‘27 0.03

0.02
0.74 0.10 0.62 1.19 0,07 0.53 0.66 0.27
38°4 24.4 39.8 38.1~ 29.3 28.3 24.3 41.6
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87 0.87 3.50
8.4 0.1 4.4 ’~.5 0A 0.0 0.2 0.0

46.9 24,5 44.3 136.5 29,7 24.8 21.3 145.9
D C D F C C C F

38.0 116,2 57,5
D F E

HCM Level of Seneca E

Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
ICU Level of Sendce D

N:\1857V~a~ysisVevtsed trip gen\1857 Ex+CP+USR + SH AM.sy7
Page 3
I.~scott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers
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I~.~ t /~i .....

~ll~t
Stol~ Free Free

0 1~ 1~ 17t ~ t215
0.92 0.~ 0‘92 0,~ 0,~ 0,~

0 1~ 1497
20

12.0
4,0

2

1086
0,81
170’3

vC1, stage 1
vC2, stage 2 conf
vCu, unblocked vol
tC. sing~ (s)
tC.2 ~ge (s)
tF(s)
~ q~ ~ee
~ ~ (~h~)

Volume T~
Valuta Le~
Volume
~H
Volume ~
Q~e L~ 9~ (A)
Con~ O~W (s)
~e LOS

~p~ LO~

In~rs~o~ ~aw
Av~ge ~lay

~s P~ (rain)

2938 510 1634
8.8 6,9 4.1

3.5 33 2°2
0 73 0
0 400 314

WB1 NBI NB2 NB3 SB1 $B2 SB3
109 748 748 t86 604 660 660

0 0 0 0 8O4 0 0
100 0 0 196 0 0 0
400 1700 t700 1700 314 "1700 1700

0,27 0.44 0.44 0,11 t,92 0,39 0,30
27 0 0 0 104~ 0 0

17;3 0,0 0‘9 0,0 454,6 0,0 0,0
c F

17,3 O.O 142,7
C

74.4
87~1% ICU Level of ~vlc, e

15

N:\1857’~c~atyslsvevlsed trip ge~\1857 Ex÷CP+USR ÷ SH AM,sy7
Page 4
Unscott. Law & Greenspan Eng~eers

Sync~ro 9 Re~o~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movenlent

Lane Utll. Factor
fit

Said. F~
Rt Permitted

vo~.~me (~)

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
Ex+ CP +USR + SH AM

¯ ." < "- t .v
EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0

1.00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
0.95 0.92 ’ 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97
0.97 0.99 0,95 I.CO 9.95 t

1718 1691 1770 3532 1770 3430
032 0,92 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1452 1581 1770 3532 1770 3430
82 9 57 14 9 35 84 1156 16 38 863 224

Peek-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph)       89 10 82 15 10 38 91 1257 17 41 938 243

0 32
0 31

Penn
8

8
13.8
133
0.15
4.0
3.0
234

0,02
0.13
34.6
1.00
0,3

34.8
C

34,8
C

0 0 0
0 91 1274

Pmt
5 2

0 0 13
0 41 1168

Prot
1 6

8.8 62.4 5.2 58.8
8.8 62.4 5.2 68.8

0,09 0,67 0.06 0.63
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0

187 2360 99 2159
c0.05 c0.36 0.02 0.34

0.5~ 0.54     0.41 0,54
40.4 8.0 42,6 9.7
1.CO 1.CO 1,00 1,C0

3.6 0.9 2.3 1.0
44.0 8.9 45.4 10.7

D A D B
113 1t.9

B B

13.9 ¯ HCM Level of Se~dce B
0.57
93.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

61,0% ICU Level of S~vlce B
15

N.~1857~eulsed t~ gen~Rev, Ex+CP+USR+SH AM.~y7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Enginne~s

Syn~hro 6 Report
Page 5

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane Conf~gurat~ms

Tot~ Lost ~me (s)

F~
Fit

~ P~
Sate, ~

6: Montezuma Rd & College AW

EBL E~ ,,,EBR,,,~L ~ ~ NBL ~ NBR 8Bk

4~ ~.o ~,o 4.0 4.0 4.0 ~,o ~,o ~.o 4,o 4,0
1.~ i.~ 0,~ (.~ l.~ 0,~ ~,00 0,~ ~,~
1.o0 l.~ 1.~ ~.~ t.~ 1,~ 1,~ 1,~ 1,~ ~,~ 1.~
1.~ too o.~ 1~0 t.~ 0,~ l,~ 0,~ (.~ 1.~ 0.~
0.~ too t.~ 0,~s 1.~ 1.~ 0.gs 1,CO 0,e~ (.~

0.~ tOO 1.~ 0,gS 1,00 (,~ 0,g~ 1,~ 0.~S t.~ ~,~

~S 41~ 1~ 65 ~1 3~ ~ g~ 181 214
Pe,~,-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.~2 0,02 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,1}2AdJ, Row (vph) 3&3 449 151 60 849 355 613 10t0 t75 2~ 516
RTOR Redu~on (~h) 0 0 117 0 0 218 0 t4 0 0 0

Level of ,SeMee E
Approach Delay
ARoro~ch LOS
Intemectlon Summary
HCM Average Co~tr~ De~ay
HCM Volume to Ca~aCty ratio

Inlcsentlon Capadty Utilization
,a=alysls Pedod (rain)
c Critical Lane Group

C C C E C F F
41.6 ~,0 239,4

D O F

SO

I

12,0 24,0 24,0

0,1~ 0,24 0.~
4.O 4.0 4.0

218
0.18 0.t6

0.03
(.~ 0.~ 0.~
43,~ 92.g

~.? 3,1 0.8

1t9,1 H¢M Lave 0f ~ F
t,t8
~A Sum or ~ time (e) 15,0

98,0% ICU Level d $etv~ee F
t5

N:\lSb’7~alyslsVevtsed trip gen’,Rev, Ex+CP÷USR+SH AM.Sy7
Unscott Law & Green,span Engineers

Syrm~m ~ Re~t



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
EX÷ CP ÷USR + SH AM

TotaJ Lost time (s)
. La~e Util. Factor
Frt
Rt F~otected
Satd. FRay (prc~)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Row (perm)
Volume (~h)

EBL EBT EBR VV~L Y~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

19~ 1~ 1~0 1900 1~ 1~ 1~0 1900 1~0 I~ 1900 1~
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4,0 4.0

0,97 0.~ 0,97 0.~ 1.00 0.95 1.00 t.~ 0.95 1.~
%00 0.97 1,~ 0.97 t~00 1.00 0,~ I.~ 1.00 O~
0,95 1.~ 0,~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.00 1~ 0.95 t.~ 1.00
~ ~ ~ ~2 1~0 ~ t553 1~0 ~ 1~
0.~ 1.00 0~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.00 0.~ 1.00 1,00
~ ~29 ~ ~ I~0 ~ 15~ 1~0 ~ 1~
~ ~ ~ 113 ~ 124 t~ 1~ 99 ~ ~ 118

Pea~-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 227 396 104 123 536 135 183 1184 t08 108 4,17 128
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 19 0 0 0 55 0 0 77
Lane Group Row (vph) 227 480 0 123 652 0 183 1184 53 108 417 51
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Pemt pro~ Pem~
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 11,2 29.1 7.7 25.6 t8.3 51.2 51‘2 10.6 45;5 45.5
Effective Gree~t, g (s) 11.2 29.I 7.7 25,6 16.3 51.2 51.2 10,6 45,5 45.5
Actuated g/C Rat~o 0.10 0.25 0.07 0.22 0.14 0,45 0.45 0.09 0AO 0,40
Clearance ~lme (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
Vehk~e F..xtenslon (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3°0 3,0
La~eGrpCap(vph) 336 871 231 767 252 158I 707 164 1405 629
vlsRat;oProt ¢0,07 ¢0,14 0.04 c0.19 ¢0.10 ¢0.33 0.06 0,12
v/$ Ratio Pe~rn 0.03 0.03
vie Ratio 0.68 0,55 0.53 0.85 0,73 0°75 0.68 0.68 0,30 0.08
Uniform Delay. dt 49.9 37.1 51,7 42.7 47.0 26.4 18.1 50.3 23.6 21.5
Pmgresdon Factor 1.03 1,00 1,00 1.00 1;00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1;00
Inct~-,~mental Delay, d2 5,:3 0.8 2A 9,0 10.0 3.3 0.2 9.2 0,5 0°3
Delay(s) 55‘2 37.8 54,1 51,6 57.0 29.7 18.4 59A 24,2 21.8
Level of Se~lce E D D D E C B E C CApproach Delay (s) 43.3 52.0 32.2 29.5
Approach LOS O O C
Intersect~n Surn~
HCM Average Control Delay 38.2 HCM Level of Selvlce D
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) t14,6 Sum of lost time (s} 16,0
Interse~ton Capacity U~lization 72;5% ICU Lever of Ser~ce C
A~elysis Period (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

N:\1857’,.An~ysls~e~,dsed tdp gen~,Rev. Ex+CP÷USR+SH AM.sy7
L~sco~ Law & Gree~span Englneem

6 Report
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Plaza LJnda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
La~e Conflgt~at~ons
Ideal. Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Ut~.
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd, Flow (prot)
Fit PetmRted
Satd. Flow (perm~,
Volume (vph)

EBT EBR ..... NBL NBR

1900 lg00 1900 t900 I~00 IgO0
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

0.95 1.00 1.00 0.~5 0,97 1
1,00 0.85 1,00 1.00 1,03 0,~
1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,98 1.00

3539 1683 1770 ~ 34~3 168~.
1.oo 1.oo o.oe 1.oo o.98
1290 260 57 t05"7 gLt4

8: Montezuma F~I & Collwood Bird
EX÷ OP +U~R + SH AM

Peak-hour factor. PHi= 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj, Row(vph) 1402 28~ 62 114~ 1037
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 10
~e~upR~(~h) 1~2 ,253 62 1t~ 1~7 74
T~ Type pm~ov P~ Pe~
Pr~ Pha~ 4 2 8 2
P~l~ed Ph~ 4 8 2

~l~Q~,g(s) ~.0 89.1 ~.0 ~.0 ~,1
~at~glC~ 0.~ 0,~ 0,45 0,~ 0,~ 0~
Qea~ Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
V~lCe ~ensl~ (~) 8,0 ~. 3.0 3.0 8,0
Lane G~p Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor
tnc~ernenta! Delay, d2
oe~ay
Level of.Sen/ice
Approach Delay
Approach LOS
IntemecfJon SummaP/
HCM Average Cofitrol
HCM Volume to Capac~ ra0o
Actuated Cycle Length
Interaction Capacity Utilization
Analys~s Peded (rain)
o Critical Lan~ Group

1604 1583 ?7 1604
c0.40 0.0~ 0,32

0.10 0.37 0,05
0,~7 0.18 0.81 0.72 0.65 0.10
24,0 0A ,?~g 21.5 19,9 14,6
1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
5.6 0.1 43.8 1,6 2,1 0.3

29.7 0.4 68.7 23.0 22.0 14.9
c A E c o B

24,7 25.3 2t

24.0 HCM Level of

87.1 Sum of los1 time
76,2% 10U Leve~ of Servi~

15

0

8.0
O

N:\1857’,AnalysisVevlsed trip gem’~Rev. Ex+OP÷U~R+~H AM.sy7
Unscett. Law & Gmenspan Englneem P~e8



4.O ~.,0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.98
0.96 1,00
1.00 0.97
O.95 1.00
1700 3377
O.95 1.00
1700 3377

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex + CP ÷USR * SH AM

Mo~.~sment          EBL EBT EBR WBL W~T ~ NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeelRo~(vph~) 1900 lS00 1900 1900 1900 1900 lS0O lg00 lS00 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane L~L Factor 0.97 0‘95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1Fq)bo ped~lkes 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.92F]pb. ped/bikes 1.00 t.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00F~t 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.8,5Fit R’otec~ed 0.05 1.00 0.97 0.g5 0.96 1.00SaM. Flow(prot) 3433 3497 1758 1681 1691 14,54
FItPemdtted 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0,96 1,00
Said. Flow ~,,1:~) 3433 349";’ 1758 1681 1691"
Vdume (vph) 771 539 25 9 740 191 42 14 7 108 4, 183Peak-hourPac~oKPHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad|. Flow (vph) 838 586 27 10 804 208 46 15 8 117 4 199RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 22 0 0 5 0 0 0 168Lane Group Row (vph) 838 610 0 10 990 0 0 64 0 59 62 31
Cord1. Peals. (#thr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Confl. Bl~es ~f~r) 10 10 10 10
Turn Type F~’ot Pint Split Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Permitted Phases 0
Acluated Gree~, G (s) 24.0 54.4 0.8 31.2 16.0 16.0 18.0 16,0
Effe~:tive Green. g (s) 24.0 54..4 0.8 31.2 18.0 16.0 16.0 16.0

0.23 0.53 0.01 0.30 0.16 0.16 0.16 0,16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0

798 lt~3 13 1021 273 261 262 225
c0.24 0.17 0.01 c0.29 c0.04 0.04 c0.04

0.02
o,23 o24 0.14
38,2 38.2 37.8
1.00 1.00 1
2.0 2.1 1.3

40.2 40.4 38.9

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Ve~ide E~ter~on (s),
Lane Grp ~ (~)
v/s ~ ~
vls ~ P~
vlc ~

P~r~ F~

1.05 0.33
39.6 14.0
1.00 1.00

Level of Se~vkm F    B

~ LOS E

HCM A~e ~ D~
HCM Vdu~ to ~ mffo

c ~ ~e Group

0.77 0,97 0.23
51.1 35.5 38.2
1.00 1.00 1.00

128.6 20.8 2.0
179.7 56.3 40.2

F E D
57.5 .40.2

E D

54.0 HCM Level of Service D
0.72

105.2. ~um oflo~ t~me (.=) 16.0
72.4% ICU Leve~ of Senate C

15

D D
39.4

D

N~185"/~a.~y~ tflp gen~O, ev, Ex+CP+USR÷SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gree~span £ngineers Page 9

Plaz~ Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma lid & Campanile Dr
12/14/2009 Ex * ¢P *USR * ~H AM

Lane Conr~,~ ~ "÷1~ ~ t~,’ 4~ ~ ~             "
Total Lost t~me (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0Lane U~. FaVor 1.00 0.95 1.00Fmb. ped/b~ea 1,00 1.00 0.05Rpb, ped,’blkes 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.93
Rt Protected 0~95 1.00 0‘99
Satd. Fk)w (prot) t770 3515 1648FR Permm~ 0.95 1,00
S=,~d~ Row <peru) ......l~r0 3S~S ,1~
Vdume (..q~) 147 535 14 58 1141 231 24 30

1.00 0,95
1,00 0‘91~
1.00 t,00
1.00 0.97
0.05 1
1770
0.95 1
t770

0o05 0.~; 1.00
1,00 1.00 1.00
1,00 1,00 1.00
t.00 1.00
0,95 0,97 1.00

¯ 16~1 t708
0,05 0,97 1.00
18~I 1708

1.14 0,38
46,4 16.6
1.00 1.00

IncmrnenfaJ Del~y. d2 119.6 0.1
Delay (s) 166.0 16.8
Level of ~ F B

~p~ LOS D
Int~ ~
H~ A~ ~V~ ~
H~ V~u~ to ~ ~o
~ Cycle L~g~

c

18.0 10,0 16,0 $.0
16.0 t6.0 10,0 8.0
0,16 0.16 0,t6 0.08
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0~.0 , =~o, ~,o

~,0~ 0,~ ~

o,Ts 0‘98
47A
t.00 t.00
30.8 18.9
78.2 46.5

E
47,7

D

0,~1 0.2~ 0.28 0,04
~7.S ~,t ~,2 42.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

8.1 22 2,3 0,1

D D D D

D D

47,0 HCM I,,eV¢ of
0.75

100.8 Sum of Io~t I~te (~)
76.(P.~ I CU Level of ~e~vlce O

15

N~l~,sLsVevbed tflp gen’,,R~v. Ex+CP+USR÷SH AM.sy7
Unscott, L~w & Gmenspan Engineem Page 10



Plaz.~ Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoct~ Ddve
12/14/2009 Ex + CP ÷USR ÷ SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR ~ ~ ~ NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Co~flguratkms ~ ~’~ "=i ~’~ ~�~ ~
I~ealRow{vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 I900
Total Lost tithe (a) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
Lane Utll. Factor %00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,93 0,93
Rt Protec~d 0,95 1,00 0,95 1~00 0.98 0.98
~td. Flow (plot) 1770 3526 1770 3532 t693 1698
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,90 0.92
Satd~Flow(perm) 1770 3526 1770 3532 1567 1594
Volume (vph) 14 294 7 46 883 12 20 1 23 25 7 37
Pesk~ourfastor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~. Flow (vph) 15 320 8 50 960 13 22 1 25 27 8 40
RTOR Reduction (.,rph) 0 2 0 0 1 0 ¯ 0 14 0 0 22 0
La~e Group Flow Ivph) 15 326 0 50 972 0 0 34 0 0 53 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green. G (a) 29.9 29.9
Effective Green, g (s) 29.9 29,9
Actuatsd g/C Ra~o 0.45 0.45
Clea~nce Til’ae (s) 4,0 4,0

3,0 3.0
705 7"~8

1.1 19.5 4.7 23.4
1.1 19.8 4.7 23,4

0.02 0.3o 0;07 0~35
4.0 4,0 4;0 4.0

Veh~e Extension (s)    3.0 3.0 ...... 3.0 3.0
Lane Gm Cap (vph) 29 t051
via Ratio Fh’ot 0.01 0.09
v/s ~io P~
v/c R~o 0~ 0.31
Un~o~ ~. dl 3~ 18.0
~F~ 1.~ I~
I~ ~W, d2 14,7 O.2
~ay (s) 47,1 1
L~ ~ S~ D B
~r~ ~ay (s) 19.5
~pr~ LOS B

]nt~ Sum~
HCM A~ ~
HCM Volume to

In~ ~ U~l~n
~y~s P~ (rain)
c ~ ~ ~up

0.02 c0,03
0,40 0.78 0.05 0.07
29.5 19.2 10.3 10.4
%00 I~00 1.00 1;00
2.1 3.2 0.1 0.2

31.8 22.5 10,4 10.6
C C B B

22.9 10,4 10.6
C B B

21.1 HCM Level of ~e~ice C
0.40
86.4 Sum of lest time (s) 12.0

42,9% ICU Level of S=Jvice A
15

N~185TtAnalysls~evlced t/ip gon~Rev. Ex+CP÷USR+SH AM.sy7
Unscott, ~ & Greeaspan Engineors

Synchro 6 Report
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon Blvd &Montezuma Road
F.x + OP +U~R .~ ~H AM

MOvemenl
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row ~.vpl~pl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utll. Factor
Ftt
Fit Protecte~
Satd, Flow (prot)
Fit Pem~ltted

19~ 1900 19~ 1~0 1900 1~
4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4,0 4,0

1.~ 0,~5 0.9~ 0.91 0,97 t.00
1,~ 1.~ 0,~ O~ 1,00 0~85
O.g5 1.00 1.~ 1.~ O,g5 1,00

0.~ I.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0,95 1,00
S~td.Row(permI1 , 1770 3539 3258 ,1441,, 343;3 tE~3
Volume (vph) 98 459 551 774 220 45
Peab.hourfactor. PHF 0.92 092 0,92 0.92
Adj, Flow (vph) 107 499 599 841 22~ 40
RTOR Reduction (vph} 0 0 28 426 0 27
Lane Group Row (vph) 107 499 782 204 239 22
Turn Type Pint
Protected Phases 7
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (a)
Ett’astive Gmon. g (s)
A~tumed g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
VeldcJe Exlenslon (s)
Lane G~o Cap (vph~
v/s P,a~o Prot
via R~o Petm
vlc Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor
Ir~orce~t~d De~ay, d2
Demy (s)
Level or Service
Approach O~ay
Approach LOS

]ntemection Summan,/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to t?,apa~ity ratio
Actu=ed Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capadty U~o~l
Analysis Period (rain)
c CdtJcel LeneGroup

Prot Prot
4 8 8 6 6

9.1 43,0 29.9 29,9 41,~ 41,3
9.1 43.0 29.9 29=9 41.3 41.3

0.10 0.47 0,32 0.32 0.45 0.45
4.0 4.0 4,0 4°0 4.0 4.0
~.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
175 1649 1055 467 t536 708

¢0.06 0.14 ¢0.24 0,t4 ~0.07 0.01

0,61 0.30 0.74 0.44 0,16
39=9 t5.3 27,8 24,6 15,1 14,,~
1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00
6.2 0,1 2.8 0.7 0,2 0.1

46ol 15.4 30,6 25.2 15.4 14.4
D B C C B B

20.8 28.3 t5‘2
C C

24.7 HCM Level of Servl¢~ C
0.43
92.3 Strut of iost tlme (�) 12,0

15

N:\1857V~alysls’cevIsed trip gen’,Rev. Ex+CP+USR+SH AM,sy7
Unsceit. Law & Greenspan E~gineers
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 1: 1*SWB Ramp & College Ave
6/22J2009 Ex+ CP + USR + SH PM

Movemant EBL EBT EBR VVi~L WST WBR NBL NBT NBR 8SL SBT SBR~ co~gura~s ~ F H~ ~" ~Pt F
Tota{ Lost time (s)
Lane Ut~. Fact, or
Fq>b.
Rpb, ~Ik~
FR
Rt

Rt P~i~

V~e (~h)

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4-.0 4.0
0.97 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.98 1,00 0.97 1.00 0.97
0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0,95 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
0.95 1,00 1,00 t.00 1.00 1.00
~ 1555 3539 t536 353~ 1536
0.95 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00

3304- 1555 3539 1536 3539
0 0 0 518 0 304 0 1156 1328 0 813 581

Peak-hourf~ctor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 56~ 0 330 0 1257 1443 0 884 632
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGmupFlow(vph) 0 0 0 563 0 330 0 1257 "~443 0 884 632
Confl. Peds. (#~nr) 20 20 20
Turn Type custom Free Free Fr~e
Protected Phases 2 6
Pe~’m~ed Phases 8 F~e Free Free
ActuatedGme~,G(s) 20.4 100.0 71,6 100.0 71.6 100,0
Effec~eGreen, g($) 20.4 100.0 71,6 100.0 7t.8 100,0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.20 1.00 0.72 1.00 0.72 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0
Vehlc~ Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 674 155~ 2534. 1536 2534 1536
vie Ratio Prot 0.36 0,25
v/s R~o Perm 0.17 0.21 c9,94 0.41
vie R~tJo 0.84 0,21 0.50 0,94 0.35 0,41
UnJfoml Delay, dl 38,2 0.0 6,3 0,0 5,4 0.0
Progression Fscto~ 1.00 1.00 0,94. 1,00 1.00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.8 0.3 0.2 4.7 0.4 0.8
Del~y (s) 47.0 0.3 6,1 4.7 5,8 0,8
Level of Se~ce D A A A A A
Ap~roac~ Detoy ($) 0.0 29.7 5.3 3,7
Approach LOS A C A A
lntorsect~ Summan/
HCM Average Cont~l De~ay 9.1 HOM LevPJ of Se~c~ A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio O.g4
Actuated Cycle Length (a) I00.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0
InteP~ec~on Cap~lty Utilizat~on 53.4% ICU Level o~ $ervloa A
Analysis Period (min) 18
c Cdtice~ Lane G~oup

N:\1857V~a~tsJs~-ev~sed trip gen\1857 Ex+CP÷USR + SH PM.sy7
Lins~f~t, Law & Greensp~n Engineers

~ync~m 8 Repo~
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

2: I-SEB Ramp & College Ave
EX+ CP ÷ USR’~SH pM

Movement EBL EBT EBR ,~,b,, ~ ~,R NSL NBT NBR ,,SB,L 8~, SBR

To~ L~ ~e (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
~e U~L Fair 0.97 0,76 0,95 I.~

Fit ~ 0,~ 1,~ ~,~ ~,~
~. R~ ~0 ~ ~ ~ 1836

vo~e(~) 974 0 ~216 0 0 0 0 17~ ~

4,0 4,0
0.~ 1,00
t,00 0.97
t,00
1,00 0,8~1
1,00 1.00

1.00 1.00

0 1046

N:\1857~alyslsVe~sed trip gen\1957 Ex+GP+USR + SH PM.sy7
Unscett, Lmy& Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Linda Ve=’de MixedJJse 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6122/2009 Ex + (~P ÷ USR ÷ 8H PM

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
612212009 Ex + CP + USR + SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR VVt~L. ~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Co~figuratlens
~de=~Row(vphp0 1~00 tg00 ~OO 1~00 1900 1~00 too0 1900 lS00 lS00 1~00 t~00
Tota~ Lostfime (s)
La~e US. Factor
Frpb. ped~lkes
Rpbo
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)

Satd, Row (germ)
Volume

4.0 4.0
1,00 1.00
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.96 1.00
I783 1506
0.96 1.00

1783 1506
502 56 88 104 13 281

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.OO 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.OO 1.00 1.00 %00 0,95 1.00 t,00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
1.00 0.85 1~00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.96 1;00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1;00
1783 ’~583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
17~3 ’~583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

66 17(}9 150 284 t426 115
Peak-hourfac~oroPHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~j. Row (v~n) S~6 61
RTOR Reductlen (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Fk~w (vph) 0 607
co... Ped~. (~ ~o
Turn Type Split
Protected Phases 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s)
Effective Green. g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Qear-anea Time (s)
V~lcZe F_xten~on (s)
Lene Grp Cap (vph)
vie Ratio Pro~
vls Ratio Penn
v!c Ratio
Uniform De~y, dl
Progression Factor

Delay(s)
Level of Service
Approach Dek~y (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Aerated Cy~Je Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utlllz~on
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c Cdti~ Lane Group

96 113 14 305 72 1858 163 309 t550 125
62 0 0 260 0 0 58 0 0 87
34 0 127 45 72 1858 105 309 1550 38
20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Per~ ~[t Ovel" Prot Perm Prot Over
4

4
24;0 24.0
24.0 24.0
0.24 0~24
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

428 361
c0.34

0.02
1.42 0.09
3~.0 29~5
1.00 1.00

201.5 0.1
239.5 29.7

F C
210.9

F

9 1 5 2       1 6 4
2

17-0 14.8 8.2 ~..2 33.2 148 39.8 24.0
12.0 14.8 8.2 332 3~.2 14.8 39.8 2A-.0
0.12 0.15 0.08 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.40 0;24

4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

214 234. 145 1175 500 508 2024 669
c0.07 0.03 0.04 �0.52 c0.09 c0.30 0.01

0.07
0.59 0.t9 0.50 t.58 0.2t 0.61 0.77 0.06
41.7 37.4 43.9 33.4 24.0 39;9 26.1 29.3
%00 1.OO 1.00 1.00 1.OO 1.01 0.83 1.40
4.4 0.4 2.7 265.7 1.0 t.3 1.8 0.0

46.1 37.8 46.6 299.t 24.9 41.8 23.4 41.0
D D D F C D (3 D

4O.2 269.0 27.4
D F C

150,2
1.28

100.0
107.3%

15

HCM Level of Se~vice F

Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
ICU Level of Service G

N:\1857V~alyslsVevIsed trip gen\1857 Ex+CP÷USR ÷ SH PM.Sy7
Llnscott. Law & Greenspan Eng{neem

Sync~ro 6 Repo~
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Movement
Lane Conflguratluns
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veWh)
Peak Hour Facto?
Hourly flow rate
Pedest~ns
Lane W~th (fl)
Wal~dng Sl0eed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Medla~ type
Medlen storage veh)
Up=sis’earn =dgnal (ff.)

t ....

WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

~Op Free F~
0% 0%
0 ~ 1~ 1~ 1~

0.62 0.~ 0.~ 0.~ 0.92 0.92
0 ~ t7~ 1~ 2~ 1563

~ 20
1Z0 12.0
4.0 4.0

2

N~e

t~8
pX, platoon mlblocked 0.5’2 0.69
vC, �ol1~IctJng volume 2954 912
vC1, stage I conf vol
vC?- stsge 2 cont" vel
vCu, unblocked vol 2029 423
tC. single (e) 6.8 6.9
tC. 2 stage ($)
tF{s)
p0 queue free %
cM cap,icily (Veh/h)
Direction. Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Lef~
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (fl) 518 0
Contml Delay (s) 161.6 0,0
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay (s) 161.8 0.0
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summery
Average Delay
Interea~tlun Capacity Utlllz~Jon

1913

1875
4.1

3.5 3,3 2.2
100 0 5

2 387 218
WB1 NBt NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB8 ..............

483 872 872 150 204 782 782
0 0 0 0 204 0 0

483 0 0 150 0 0 0
387 1700 1700 1700 215 1700 1700
1~25 0.51 0.51 0,09 0,g5 0.46 0A6

0 0 203 0 0
0.0’ 0,0 96,0 0.0 0.0

F
11,1

28.6
80.4% ICU Level of ~ D

15

N:\1857v~alyslsVevlsed trip gen\1857 Ex+GP+USR ,<,, 6H PM.w7
Unscott, Law & Greenspen Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movemont
Lane Conflgumtions
Ideal Row (,-,ph pl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt

Said. Row (prot)
Rt Pem~ltted

Vdume (v~)

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
IF.x + CP ÷ USR÷SH PM

EBL EBT EBR ~ WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 ’~.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
0,95 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,98
0.97 0.99 0.g5 1.00 0.95 1,00
1718 1692 1770 3530 1770 3467
0.78 0.90 0,95 1.00 O.95 t.00
1381 1542 1770 3530 1770 3467

155 14 104 19 ’~2 46 92 1319 24 57 1253 198
Peak-hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Flow(vlYn) 168 15 113 21 13 50 100 1434 26 62 1362 215
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 19 0 0 38 0 0 1 0 0 9
Lane ~ Row (vph) 0 277 0 0 46 0 100 1459 0 62 1568
Turn Type Penn Pen~ Prot Prot
Pt’ote~ted Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Pelmitted Phases 4 8
Actuated Green. G (s) 24.2 24.2 9.3 56.2 7.5 54.4
Effective Gnat. g ($) 24.2 24.2 9.8 56.2 7.5 54.4Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.99 0.56 0.08
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGq)Cap(vPh) 335 374 165 t988 133 18~8
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.41 0.04 c0.45
v/s Ratio Petm c0.20 0.03
v/eRatio 0.83 0.t2 0.61 0.73 0.47 0.83
Uniform De~y. dl 35.9 29.6 43.5 16.3 44.3 18.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00Inc;"emental Delay. d2 t,5.3 0.1 6,2 2.5 2.6 4.4
Delay (s) 51.2 29.7 49.7 t8.8 46.9 23.3
Level of Se~ce D C D B D C
Approach Delay (s) 51‘2 29.7 20.7 24‘2Approach LOS D C C C
Interse~on Summan~
HCM Average Contm~ Delay 25.1 HCM Level of Servtoe C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80
Actuated Cyole Let~gth ($) 99.9 Sum of lost l~’ne (s) 12,0
Intemection Capacity Utilization 78.4% [CU Level of Sent’~ce D
Analysis Pealed (rain) 15
c Cdti¢~ Lane Group

N’\1857"tA~aly.~s~evL~ed ~p gen~Rev. Ex’,-CP+USR÷SH PM.sy7
Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 5

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement

~e= Row (vph~
Total Lost time
Lane UtlL FaVor
Fq~.
V’l~.
Rt
Fit Protected

Fit Pefl’nttted

votume

¯ 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
EX ~’ 0P ~" USR~I PM

4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4~0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

N:~1857~sed trip gon’~Re~,,, EX+CPx’USR+SH PM.sy7
Unt~ott, Law & Gmeflspan Engineers Page 0



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed,Use
12/14/2009

7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
Ex + CP + USR÷SH PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpt)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Fk~v (pint)
Rt Pem~tted
Satd. ,Flew (penn~
Volume (vph)

E3L EBT F=BR V~BL ".NET W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1~00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.97 1;00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.90 0.95 1.00 1,00
3433 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1;00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.90 1;00

3433 3428 3433 3351 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
248 694~ 183 331 543 298 237 781 174 436 t062 230

Peak..hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Row (vph)      270 754 199 360 5~0 324 258 849 1~) 474 1"~54 250
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20
Lane G~’oup Row (vph) 270 933
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.0
Effective Green, g (s) 10.9 32.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.27
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension Is) 3.0 3.0
Lane Gm Cap (vph) 2~ 914
v/s Ratio Prot 0:08 c0.27
v/s Ratio Pe~n
vie Ratio 0.94 1.02
Uniform Delay, dl 54.7 44,0
Pmgresslon Fact~ 1.00 1

Detay (s) 92.9 79.2
Leve~ of Sentice F
Approach De~ay (s) 82,2
Approach LOS F

]nte~ect~l Sumnlal7
HCM Avel~ge Conlm! Delay
HCM Vdume to Capacfty
Actuat~ Cy~e Length
intersection Capadty Ub’llzation
Ar~ys~s Peded (rn~n)
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0 0 62
0 360 852

3 8

13.0 35;0
13.0 35.0
0.11 0.29
4.0 4.0
3.0 3;0

372 977
cO.10 c0.25

0.97 0.87
53.3 40.4
t.00 1.00
37.7 8°7
91.0 49°0

F D
6O.9

E

0 0 0 140 0 0 136
0 258 849 49 474 1’154 114

Pint Penn Prot Perm
5 2 1 6

2 6
18.0 28.0 2~.0 .31,0 41.0 41.0
18.9 28.9 28.0 31.0 41,0 41,0
0.15 023 0.23 0.26 0.34 0,34

4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

266 826 369 457 1209 .541
0.15 0.24 C0.27

0.03 0.07
0.97 1.03 0.13 %04 0.95 0.21
50.7 46.0 36.4 44,5 38.6 28.0
1.00 1,00 %00 1.~0 1.00 1.90
46.2 3~.8 0.8 52.1 17.0 0.9
97.0 84.6 37.2 96.6 55.6 28.9

F F D F E C
80.2 62.4

F E

70.4 HCM Level of Sen.’ice
1.01

120.0 Sumof lost time
935% ICU Level of SenAce

15

E

16.0
F

N~1857~,~,na~ys~’cevlsed trip gen~:~ev. F_x÷CP+USR+SH PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gteenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
Sx ÷ OP + USR+SH PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
~ Row
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Prt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow
Rt Perntltted
Said. Flow (perm)
Volume (vpt~)

EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4.0

EffectJve Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gsp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vh: Re’do
Unifoml Delay, dl
Progression

Peak.hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 1853 373 78 1120 336 52
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 1853 373 78 1120 336 49
Turn "[ype pro+or Petrn Penn
Protected Phases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases ~ 8 2
Actuated Green. G (s) 47.0 92.0 47.0 47.0 45.0 45.0

47.0 92.0 47.0 47.0 45.0 45.0
0.47 0.92 0.47 0.47 0.45 0.45
4.0 4.0 4..0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

t66~ t583 75 1663 1545 7t2
c0.52 c0.11 0~2 0.t0

0.19 0.49 0.03
1.11 0.24 1.94 0.67 0.22
26,5 0.4 28.5 20.5 18.8 15.6
t.00 1.00 1.00 1o00 1.00 1.00

IncmmentaJ Delay. d2 60.4 0.1 115.4 1.1 0.3 0.2
Deley(s) 86.9 0.5 141.9 21.6 17.1 16o8
Level of Service F A F C B B
Approadl Delay (s) 72.4 29,5 16.9
Approach LOS E C B

Intersec0on Sumrna~
HCM Average Control Delay 53.3
HCM Volume to Capacity natle 0.67’
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0
Intersection Capacity Utlg~atlon 69.9%
.~alysis Perled (rain) 15
c Critical Lane Group

HGM Level of 8el~ce D

Sum of lost time (s) 4.0
IOU Level of ~,rvlce O

N:\1857tAilely~sVevlsed trip gen~Rev, Ex+CP+UeR÷eH PM~J7 Syr~¢hfO 0 RepoR
Llnscott, Law & Greenspan E~lg~neers P~le 8



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 5,Sth St
12/14/2009 Ex + CP+ USR÷SH PM

-̄’ ,r ,"- t ,- f ,,’
Movement          EBL EBT EBR V’~L WBT WBR NBL NBT NSR SBL SBT SBR

IdeelPlow(~ohpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0
Lane I~tl. Fac:~or 1.00
Fmbo pedro~es 0.99
Flpb, ped/b~os 1.00
Fd " o.g~
Fit Protected 0.97
Sa~. Row (mot) 1745
Rt Permitted 0.97Said. Row (perm) 1745
Volume (vph) 34 19

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00
1.00 0.99 1,00 1.00 0.93
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
0,95 1.00 0.95 1.3O ’~.00

3433 3455 1770 3539 1467
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

3433 3455 t770 3539 1467
4~6 1137 111 3O 689 238

4.0 4.0 4.0
0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1.3O 1.00
1.00 1.00 0.85
0,95 0.~6 t.00
1681 1695 1464
0.95 0.96 1o00
1681 1695 14~.

12 524 33 509
PeaK-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.S2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92
Ao~. Row (vph)       528 1236 121 33 749 259 37 21 13 670 38 553
RTOR Redu~Jon (vph) 0 7 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 528 1350 0
ConfL Peds. (~ghr) 30 3O
Corlfl. B~kes ~#/nq 10
Turn Type Pint
Prote~ed Phases 7 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 42.0
Effective G~on, g (s) 17.3 42.0
Actuated g/C Rotlo 0.18 0.43
Clearance T’=ne (s) 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane G~p Cap (vph) 604 1475
v/s Ratio Pint ¢0.15 c0.39
vls Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.91
Uniform Oelay, dl 39°5 26.5
Pmgresstos Favor 1.00 1.00
It’,ore~on1~ Dek~y, �12 13.3 9.1
De~y (s) 52.8
Level of Se~ D D

~ LOS D
In~en ~m~
HCM A~e ~ ~
HCM V~ to ~ ~

Im~ ~ U6~
~ P~ (~)
c Cd~l ~e Grip

0 0 188 0
33 749 71 0
30 30 30

10
Rot " penn Sp, t

3 8 2
8

2.3 27.0 27.0
2:3 27.0 27,0

0.o2 0.27 0.27
4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0
41 971 403

0.02 0o21
0.05

0.80 0.77 0.18
47.8 32.9 27.2
1.oo 1.oo 1.oo
69.0 3.8 0,2

116.8 36.7 27,4
F D C

36.9
D

41.8 HCM Level of Se~ce
0.74
98.4 Sum of Io= time (s)

76.6% ICU Level of Se~os
15

8     0 0 0 399
83 0 295 311 154

3O 30 3O
10 10

Split Penn
2 6 6

6
17.0 21.1 21.1 21.1
17.0 21.1 21.1 21.1
0.17 0.21 0.21 0.21
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.O
3.0 &O 3.0 3.0

301 360 363 314
(0.04 0.18 ¢0.18

0.11
0.21 0.82 0.86 0.49
34.9 36.8 37.2 33.9
1.3O 1.00 1,00 1.00
1.6 ’~8.5 22.1 5.4

36,5 55,3 59.3 33,3
D E E D

36.5 48.7
¯ D D

D

12.0
D

N:\185"TV~alysis’u~*~md trip gan~Rev. Ex+CP+USR+SH PM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Green.span Engineers

Sync~ro 6 Report
Page 9

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4,0
Lane Util, Factor 1.00 0.95
Frpb, ped/elkes 1,00 1,3O
Rpb, ped/b~es i,~0 1.oo
Frt 1,00
Rt Protected 0,95 1.00
Satd. Row (prot) 1770 3520
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00
S=d~,,R=w (petal) l~r0
Velume (vph} 178 t~67

4.0 &0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.9
1.00 0.95 1,00 0,~3 0.95 1,00
1,00 0.97 9,~4 1,00 %00 t.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
1,00 0.9? 0.90 1,00 t.00 0,~,0.g~ 1.00 0,99 0,95 0.96 1,00
1770 ~ 1~tl t~81 1700
0.9~ 1.00 0.99 0.9~ 0.~1

1770 8888 I~81 I~I 1700 1~

Pea~-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,93 o,g~. 0,92 0,92
Adj. Row (vph)      t93 1486 30 2tl 941 2~7 27 4t 1~8 402 40 182
RTOR ReduotJon (~ph) 0 2
LaneeroupRow(vph) 193 1514
com~. P~. (#a~) sO

Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated G~een, G (s) 8.0 45.0
Effeot~ve Greell, g (s) 8.0 49.0
/¢tuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.4,5
Clearance Time (,) 4,0 4.0

0 0 2~ 0 0 ~8 0 0 0 167
0 211 1173 0 0 148 0 215 227 15

3O 3O 80 3O 3O 30
10 10 10 10

Prot Spl~ 8plR     Over
3 8 2 2 6    6    7

9.0 43,0 15,0 t8,0 l&0
6.0 4O,0 t6.0 18,0 l&0 $.9

0,06 0AS 0,16 0,15 0,16
4.0 4,0 4,0 4~ 4,0

1.97 0.61
46,6 24,4
1,00 1.00

469.2 3,4
5t5.7

F C
100.9

F

0,~’/ 0,’/9 0,1~ 0.11
~,3 ~.9 40,1 42,2
t.00 1,00 t,00 1,00
8.9 20,6 2&8 0,4

47.2 eo,4 ~I,9 42,9
D E E D

47.2 ~,5
D E

73,6 HCM Lev¢ of Servlos
0.88
gg.0    Som of lost time

gO.9~ ICU Lev~ of Selv~e
t2~0

N:\l~tysl~Vev~ed tttp gen~J:~ev. EX+CP*USR*SH
Uns=ot~ Law & Greonspan Englrleet~ Page lo



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP + USR+SH PM

Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time
La~e UtiL Factor
Frt
Fit F~ote~ted
Said. Row 0~ot)
Rt Permitted
~. Row Ipen’@
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR ~L WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 -4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.90 0.94
0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98
1770 3529 1770 30-21 1670 1714
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0*96 0.87

1770 3529 t770 3521 1616 1524
29 966 19 61 581 20 24. 20 t12 26 7 27

Peak-hourfactot, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0*92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow (’,~h) 32 1050 21 66 632
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 2
Lane Group Row {vph) 32 1070 0 66 652
Turn Type Pint PlOt
Proteoted Phases 7 4 3 8
Pem~ltted Phase¢
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.8 28.9
Effective GFaen, g {s} 2‘8 28.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0"38
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 65 t333
v/s Ratio Pint 0.02 c0.30
v/s Ratio Perm
v;¢Ratio 0.49 0.80 0.55 0.45
Unifon~ Dalay, dl 36.2 21.3 34.5 16.4
Pro~ Factor 1.00 .t.00 1,00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 3.6 5.4 0.2
Delay (s) 41.9 24.8 39.9 16.8
Level of SenfK~’ D C D B
.~oprom:h Delay (s) 25.3 18.7
~proach LOS C B

Intersection Summa~
HCM Average Control Delay 21.9
HCM Volume to Ca~adty ratio 0.47
Actuated Cy¢e Length (s) 76,5
Iotersec~ofl C~peslty Utilization 50.4%
Analy=ls Period (rain) 15
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

22 26 22 122 28 8 29
0 0 74 0 0 17 0
0 0 98 0 0 48 0

Perm Perm

5.2 31,3 30.4 30.4
5.2 31 ..3 30.4 :30.4

0.07 0.41 0,40 0.40
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0

120 1441 ~42 606
c0.04 0.19

C0.06 0.03
0.15 0.08
14,8 14,3
1.00 1.00
0.5 0.3

15.3 14.6
B B

15.3 14.6
B B

HCM Level of Sendce

Sum of lost time (s)
|CU Level of ~

c

12.0
A

N~I ~alyalsVevised tdp geff’,Rev. Ex+CP÷USR+SH PM.sy7
LJnscott, Law & Greenspen Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use
12/14/2009

12: El Cajon Blvd & Montezuma Road
gx,~ cP * USR~’SH PM

M~/ement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow [vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Fastor
Rt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (Prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd, Row(pe~) .... 1,,770 ~539 3390 1441
Volume (vph) 85 ~ 610 405 651 68
Peak.hour factor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0*92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduotion (vph)
L~ne Group
Turn Type
Proteoted Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
L~ne Grp Cap
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay. dt
Progression Fasto~
Incremental Dolay, d2
Delay (s)

Approa¢~ Oe~
Approach LOS
Intersection Summan/
HCM Average Control Delay
HeM Votume to CaparJty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Intersection Capa~ty Utlllzal~n
ArtalySts Peflod (rain}
c Critical Ltlne Group

92 359 063 440 708 74
0 0 0 318 0 ~8

92 359 668 122 708 36
Prot Prot Pt0t

7 4 8 8 6 6

8.1 85,7 23.6 23.6 41,2 4%2
8.1 35.7 23,6 23,6 41.2 41.2

0,10 0.42 0,28 0.28 0,49 0.49
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0
169 1488 942 40t ’1666 758

¢0.05 0,10 C0.20 0,08 ¢0.21 0,02

0,~4 0.24 0,75 0.31 0.42 0.0~
~6,5 15.9 27;5 24.2 ’14.2 1’1,5
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 t,00

3.6 0.1 2,4 0.4 0.8 0,1
40.2 15.0 29.9 24.6 ’15,0 1%6

o B C C B B
20.9 27,8 14.5

22,1

64,9
54.5%

HCM Level of ~e~ce        C

Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
ICU Level of ~rvlce A

N:\1657~nelysisVevlsed ~p gen\Rev, Ex+CP÷USR÷SH PM,sy7
Linssett, Law & Greenspan Engineers

6 R~oon
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-SWB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 Ex ÷ CP + CSR + SH AM

Movement         EBL EBT EBR ~ V~BT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

I~ealRow(vphpl) 1900 1go0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4,0
La,’le UtiL Factor 0.97 1.00
Frpb, peal/bikes 1.00 0.98
Rpb, ped/oikes 0.96 1.O8
Frt 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00
¯ atcL Row (prot) 3304. 1555
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00
Satd. Row (petal) ~ l S35
Volume (vph) 0    0    0 51’i 0 ’~70

4.0 4.0      4.0 4.0
0,95 t.00 0.95 1.O8
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
1.00 1.O8 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
1,O8 1.00 1.00 1.00

3,539 t536 3539 1536
1.00 1.00 1.O8 1.00

3539 1586 3~9 1536
0 927 5~3 0 829 946

Pcek-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad],Row(vph)        0 0    0 555 0 185 0 1008 579    0 901 1028
RTOR ReduelJon (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane C-.wesp Flow (vph) 0 0 0 555 0 185 0 1008 579
Con~. PeUs. (~r) 2O 2O 20
Turn Type custom Flee Free
Protected Phases 2
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.1 t00.0 71.9 100.0
Effec~ve Gmefl, g (s) 20.1 100o0 71,9 100,0
Actuated g/C Ratlo 0.20 1.00 0.72 t,O8
Ck~arance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Ve~k~e E~e~on (s), 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (~oh) 6~4 1555 2545 1538
v/s Ra~o Prot 0,28
vls Ra~ Porto c0.17 0.12 0.38
v/c Ratio 0.84 0,12 0.40 0,38
Uniform Delay. dl 38,4 0.0 5.5 0.0
Pmgraeslon Facto~ 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.00
Incremental De~y. d2 9.0 0,2 0.4 0.6
Delay (s) 47.3 0.2 7°3 0.6
Level of Service D A A A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 35,5 4.8
Approach LOS A D A
]ntet~-=,ctlce Summan/
HCM Average Control Delay 9.8
HCM Velume to C.apa~ty ratio 0.70
Actuated Cy~de Leng~,l (s) 100.0
Intersec~on Capacity Ut~,zatk>n 46.9%
Analysis Pedod (ndn) 15
c Cdt~cal La~e Group

0 0 0
0 901 1028

2o
Free

6
Flee

71.9 t00.0
71.g 100,0
0.72 1.00

4,0
3,0

0.25

0.35 0.67
5.3 0.0

1o00 1.00

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost t~me
ICU Level of Se~vloe

A

4.0
A

0.4 2.3
5.7 2.3
A A

3.9
A

N:\1857~x~yalsVevised Iflp gen’,,1857 Ex~’CP÷CSR SH AM,sy7
Unscett~ ~ & Greenspan Engineers

S~chm 6 Re~ort
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Plaza LJnda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

4,O
0,0B 1,00
t.00
t,00 t
t.00 0,85
1,00 1

1.~o 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

0 2t76 0 0 0 0 t008 204 0 t085 222~
Pea~.l~ourfac~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0,~2 0,g~ 0,92
AdJ, Flow(vph)       336 0 2365 0    0 0 0 1O83 :222 0 tt79 241
RTOR Reduction (vl~) 0 0 34
Lane Group Flow (vph) 336 0 2"331
cont,, P~. (~r) 2o 2o
Turn Type oustom custom
protected Phases
Pemlitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 47,0
Effe~ve Green, g (s) 47,0 47,0
Actuated g/C R~o 0.47 0.47
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extes¢on (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane G~p Cap (vph) 1853 1614
vls RatJo Prot
v/s Ratio Petm 0,10
v/,, Ratio 0,22 1,44
Uniform Delay, dl 1,5,8 26.6
Plegras.~on Factor 1o00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 283,5
Delay (e) 15,7 280,0
Lev~ of Service B F
Approach Dehay (~,} 203,3
Approa~ LOS F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Conttel De.~y
HCM Volume to Capacity let~
A=u=ad cy~e Le.gth
Inter=~ction C~padty
Analysis Pedod (rain)
~ Crlti~l Lane Group

o o
o o

0,0
A

0 0 0    0     0     0    0
0 0 lo83 222 0    1179 241

20
F~ee Free

2
F~ee Free

43,0 100,0 4~,0 lOO,0
45,0 t00.0 4~.0 100.o
0.4~ t,00 OA~ 1.o8
4,0 4,0
3,0 3.0

0.$1
0,14

0.89 0.14 0,74
21~9 0,0 ~,7 0.0
0,~ t,~ 0,81 1,00

0,7 0,1 2,7 0,2
2O.4 0,t 21,0 0.2

C A ~ A
t7.0

10~,7 HCM ~ of
1.10

t 00,0 Sum of lo~ time
89,~,% ICU Level

15

F

8,0

N:\185"AAnalyslsVev~ed tdp Oeft\1857 Ex÷CP+CSR 8H AM,ay~
Llnscett, Law & Grcen~pes Engineers Page 2



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 Ex + CP + CSR ÷ SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR VVBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
La~e cenr~u~ona 4‘
Ideal Row (vphpi) I900 19(}0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00
Total Lost time (a) 4.0 4.0
Lane UtiL Factor 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/oikes 1.00 0.95
Rpb, ped/blkes t.00 1.00
F~ 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.97 1
Satd. FV~w (prot) 1798 lS0S
Fit Permitted 0.97 1.00
S~d. Flow ~pem~) 1798 1506
volume (v~) 49 19 46

4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4..0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,97 0,9t 0.88
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1~00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1,00 1,00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.85
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1828 t583 1770 3539 1506 3433 50~5 2787
0,98 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1828 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

89 144 152 152 935 9’3 522 1265 706
Peak-hourfac~or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~82 0.92 0.92 0.92 0;92
Adj. Row (vph) 53 2t
RTOR Redu~o~ (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 74
Cong. Pads. (#/hr} 20 20 20
Turn Type Sp~ll. Perm Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Permitted Wnases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 10,0 t0.0
Effeolive Green, g (s) 10,0 10.0
Actuated g/C RaiJo 0.10 0,10
Clearanc= Time (s) 4.0 4,0
Vetdcle Extension ~s} 3.0 3:0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 180 151
via Ratio Rot
via Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ra~Jo 0.4,I 0,03
Unlfoml Delay, dl 42.2 40.6
Proton Factor 1.00 1,00
lncrementol Delay, ~?. 1.5 0,1
Delay (s) 43.8 40.7
Level of Set.~ce D D
Approach Delay (s) 42.5
Approac~ LOS D

HCM Average Contn~ Delay 71 .,~-
HcM Volume 1o Capacity ratio 0.82
Actuated Cycle Leng~ (s) 100.0
Irrlemectton Capacity UtJ’~izat~n 75.4%
Analysis Period (rain) 15
c Critical Lane Group

50 97 157 165 165 1016 101 567 1375 767
45 0 0 114 0 0 74 0 0 690
5 0 254 5t 165 t016 27 56?" 1375 77

20 20 20 20
Over Prot Perm Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 8

18.7 31.2 14.,9 24,1 24,1 31.2 40.4 10.0
18.7 31.2 14,9 24,1 24.1 31,2 40.4 10,0
0~19 0.31 0.15 0,24 0.24 0.31 0.40 0.10

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
342 494 264 853 363 1071 2054 279

C0~14 0.03 C0~9 C0.29 0.17 c0,27 0.03
0,02

0.74 0.10 0,62 1,19 0.07 0.53 0"67 0.27
38.4 24.5 39.9 3~.0 29.3 28.3 24.3 4.1,6
1;00 t.00 1,00 1,00 "~.00 0.88 0.87 3,47
8.4 0.1 4,6 97.6 0,4 0,0 0.2 0.0

46.8 24.6 44.5 135.5 29,7 24.9 21.4 144.6
D C D F C C C F

38,1 115.8 57.0
D F

HCM Level of Service        E

Sum of Io8t time (s) 20.0
ICU Level of Servtce D

N:\t B57V~afyols~ratAsed ~p gen\1857 Ex+CP+CSR SH AM.sy7
Unscott. Law& Gmanspan Engineers
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement V~L t, NgR NBT NBR SBL SBT

~gn Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume(yah/h) 0 100 1374 171 5~6 1’Z28
Peak Hour Fac~er 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.~2 0,92
Houdyflowrme(vph) 0 109 14~ 188 604 t3,35
Pedestrians 20 20
Lane V~d~ (ft) 12.0 t2,0
Walking Speed (if/s) 4.0 4,0
Pement BIo~age 2 2
Right turn flare (Yah)
Median type None
Median storage yah)
Upstream elg~al (ft) 733 t086

0.80pX. ptmoon unblocked 0,~ 0.80
~3, conflicting volume 3390 787

4: Zura Way & College Ave

vC1, stage 1 conf Vol
vO2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unbloo~ed ~ol

tC, 2 ~e (s)

p0 queue ~

V~u~
V~u~ L~
V~ume Right
~H
Volume to
Queue L~
Control Del~
Lane LOS

~p~ LOS

I~t~
A~ge D~y
Int~on Ca~ U~l~en
~a~ls P~ (rain)

2883 478 1823
6,8 6.g 4.1

3.5 3.3 2,2
0 74 0
0 411 311

WB1 NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2
109 747 747 188 604 867

0 0 0 0 604 0 0
109 0 0 t86 0 0     0
411 1700 1700 1700 ~11 1700 1700
0.~6 0.44 0,44 0,11 1,~ o,3g 0,39
26 0 0 0 1051 0 0

16.g 0,0 0,0 0.0 463,3 0.0 0,0
C F

16.9 0,0 144,4
c

75,6
87,0% ICU LevOI of

N;~l~olysis~,~aed tdp gen\1857 Ex+CP+C6R SH AM,ay7
Ll~scott, Law & Greenspan Enginee~ Page 4



Plaz~ Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
12/14/2009 Ex + CP÷CSR+SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Conflgura~ons ~ ~ ~ ~.~ "~ ~.,~.
IdeaJl~(vphp0 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900
Total Lest t~me ($) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane uric, Factor 1.00 1,00 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.g5
Fit 0.95 0.92 %00 1.00 1.00 0.97
Fit Protected 0.97 0.99 0,95 t,00 0,95 1.00
Smd. Row(prot) t727 1590 1770 3525 1770 3430
Rt Pe~m|tted 0.70 0.88 0.95 t.00 0.95 1,00
¯Satd, Row(pemt) 1245 1513 1770 3525 1770 3430
Volume (~=h) 82 19 57 29 t7 69 84 1156 32 77 863 224
Peak-haurfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.32 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Row (vph)       Sg
RTOR Reduction (~ph) 0 19
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 153
Turn Type Penn
Protected Phases 4
Permitted Phases 4 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.3 15.3 8.7 57.9
Effective Green, g (s) 15.3 15.3 8.7 57.9
Actuated g/C Rat/o 0.16 0.16 0.09 0.62
C~earance l"~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lime Grp Cap (vph) 2O4 247 165 2181
vls Ratio Prot c0.05 c0.37
vls Ratio Petm c0.12 0.05
v/c Ra~ 0.75 0.30 0,55 0.59
UNfown Delay, dl 37.3 34.5 40.6 10.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00
Incmrnental D~ay, d2 14.0 0.7 3.9 I.2
Dek~y ($) 51.3 35.2 44.5 11.9
Level of Semite D D D B
Approach Delay (s) 5t,3 35,2 14.1
Approach LOS D D B
Inte~ec0on Summa~/
HCM Average Contro~ Delay 17o0
HCM V(~ume to Cap~ ratio 0..59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.6
Inte~on Capadty UflIlzatJon 62.9%
Analysis Pedo~ (rain) IS
c C~cal Lane Group

0 0
0 0

Perm

21 62 32 18 75 91 1257 35 84 938 243
50 0 0 1 0 0 13 0
75 0 gl 1291 0 84 1168 0

Pmt Prot
8 5 2 1 6

8.4 57,6
8.4 57.6

0.09 0.62
4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0
t59 2111

0.05 0.34

0.53 0.55
40.7 10,5
1.00 1.00
3.1 1.1

43.9 11,5
D B

13.7
B

HCM Lev~d of Sentl~e

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Leve~ of Sewlce

B

8.0

N:\l~ys~sVevtsed trip gen’tRev. Ex+CP÷C;~R+SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmeespan Engineers
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma P,d & College Ave
12/14/2009 ........... gx* OI~.¢$R÷,S~,,

~.eC~r~ur~Uons ~ ~ ......... H~ i~ ~R ........ ’t’tI(~ea[Row(~phpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 t900 t~30 1900
To~ Loat .me
Lane UtlL Factor

~b.

Rt Pelmltted
S~ ~td, Flow

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,g2 0,g2 0.82 0,92 0,92 0.92 0°82
Adj. Flow (vph) 385 ~g t5t ~ ~g ~1 81~ 101B 1~5 ~ 5~ 1~
~OR R~ (~h) 0 0 1t6 0 0 210 0 t4 0 0 0 1~
~eG~F~w(~) ~ ~9 ~ ~ ~ 151 Bl~ 11~. 0 ~2 61~ 47

Con_ft, Bikes (#/hr) 15 .... ,15
Turn Type Sprit Penn Split Perm Prat
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2
Permitted P~ 4 8
Actuated Green. G (s) 22.8 22,8 22,8 24.0 24.0 24,0 12.0 24.0

22.8 22.8 22.8 24.0 24.0 24,0 12.0 24.0
0.23 0.23 0.23 0.24 0,24 0~4. 0.12 0.24
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0
408 817 336 480 860 ~ 4t7 531

c0.21 0.13 0.03 ¢0~4 00,t8 00,34
0.02 0.t0

0.89 0,55 0,10 0.14 0.~9 0A3 1,47 1,42
36.8 33.5 29,9 29.3 37.2 31.6 43.4 37,4
1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00

Incremental Delay, d2 21,3 0.8 0.1 0.1 27.3 0.8 224.2 194.7
De~y(s) 58,1 34.2 30.t 29,5 64.5 3"2,4 267,8 232,1

C 0 C E C F F
42,6 53.7 244,2

D D F

15
Ptot     Penn

1 5

t2‘0 24.0 24.0
12.0 24,0 24.0
0.12 0~4
4.0 4.0 4.0
~.o ~,0 ~,o

0,1~ 0.15

~8 0.~

121.3 HCM Level
t.16
gS.3 Sum of ~t~me (s)

98.7% ICU Level of
15

N:\1857V~a]ysls~vised Ulp gen~Rev, Ex+CP+CSR÷SH AM.sy7 ~yn¢~ro 8
Uns¢ott, Law & Greenspan Engineers Pag¢ 6



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Bird & College Ave
12/14/2009 Ex + CP+CSR+SH AM

EBL EBT EBR VVE~L W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

. 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 I900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.O8 1.00 0.95 1.00
t.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1~00 0.85
0.95 1;00 0.95 1.00 0.95 t.00 1,00 0.95 1,00 1.00
3433 3429 3433 3432 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 t,00 0.95 1,00 1.00

3433 3A-29 3433 3432 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
211 384 96 113 493 124 168 1091 99 99 384 118

Peak-hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Flow (vph) 229 396 104 12~ 536 135 183 1186 108 106 417 128
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20 0 0 19 0 0 0 55 0 0 77
LaneGraupRow(vph) 229 480 0 123 :652 0 183 1186 53 108 4.17 51
Turn Type Prot Pint Prot Pen’a Ptot Pe~l
Protected Phases 7 4 3 6 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green. G (s) 11.2 29.1 16.3 51.2 51,2 10.6 45.5 45.5
Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 29.1 16.3 51.2 51.2 10.6 45.5 45.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.25 0.14 0,45 0.45 0.09 0.40 0.40
Clea~mce Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Veh~e Extension ~s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LmteGrpCap(vph) 338 871 252 1581 707 164 t405 629
v/s Ra~o Prot c0.07 c0.14 c0.’{0 c0.34 0.06 0.12
vls Ratio Perm 0.03 0,03
vlc Ratio 0.68 0.55 0;53 0.85
Uniform Delay, dl 50.0 37.1 51.7 427
Progres~on Factor 1,00 1.00 1.00
tc~:~menCal Delay, d2 5.6 0.8 2~4 9.0
De~y(s) 55.6 37.8 5~,t 51.S
Level of Service E D D D
~opmach De~/(s) ~.4 52.0
~opma~h LOS D D

Intersec~on Summary
HCM Aw~mge Con’o~ Delay 38;3 HCM Level of Sen,ice D
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 0.78
Actuated Cy~e Le~glh (s) 1t4.6 Sum of’lost time (s) I6.0
Inte~t~on Capadty U~liza~lon 72.6% ICU Level of Sen~ce C
Analy~s Period (rain) 15
c CdticaJ Lane Group

7.7 25.6
7.7 25.6

0;07 0.22
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

231 767
0;04- (0.19

0.73 0.75 0.08 0.66 0.30 0.08
47.0 26.4 18.1 50.3 23.6 21.5
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00
10.0 3.3 0.2 9.2 0.5 0;3
57.0 25.7 18.4 59.4 24.2 21,8

E C B E C C
32.2 29.5

c c

N:\l~alystsVevised tdp gen\Rev. Ex÷CP+CSR+SH AM.sy7
Llnscett, Law & Gmeaspan E~gineers

Synohro 6 Repo~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
La~e ConfigUrations
Ideal Row (vpl’~l)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Fat=or
Frt
Fit Protected
S~d. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
B( ~" OP+OOR÷SH AM

~ ~R ~ ~ NBL NBR

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.95 t.~ 1.~ 0.95 0.~ I.~
1.00 0.~ 1.~ 1.00 1.~ 0.~
1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.00 0.~ f.~

3~ 1~ 1~0 ~ ~ 1~
1.~ 1.00 0.~ ~.~ 0.~ I.~

Satd, Row(pen’n) 35~, 1E~3 169 3~39 ~.33 158~
V¢~(~h) 1~ ~0 ~ t~ ~ 79
P~k-h~f~. PHF 0.92 0,92 0.~ 0.~ 0,92 0.92
A~J. R~ (vph) 1413 253 62 t147
RTOR Red~ (vph) 0 0 0 0    0 10
~eG~oupFl~h) 1413 2~ 62 1147
Turn T~e pm~v Pe~
PraiSed Ph~s 4 2 8 2
Pe~l~ Phas~ 4 8 2
A~t~G~n,G(s) ~.t ~ ~.1 ~,1 ~,1
E~ve Grin, g (s) ~.1 ~.2 ~,1 ~.1
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s]
Vehicle Extension
L~ne Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ra~ P~

Unlfo~ ~{~, dl
~on
I~m~ De~, d2
~ay (S)

A~r~ LOS

i~ Summaw
HCM A~e ~Vd
HCM V~me ~

~ Ped~ (rain)
~ Cd~=l ~e Group

0.45 0,92 0,45 0.45 0.46 0,46
4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 8.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0

1606 1583 77 1606 t593 734
c0.40 O.O8 0,32 (0.3O

0.10 0,37 0,05
0.88 0.18 0,81 0,71 0.55 0,10
24.1 0.4 ~2,9 21.5 20,0 14,7
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 t.00
5.9 0.1 48,8 t .5 2.t

30,0 0,4 662 23.0 22,1 15.0
C A E C O B

25.1 25.2 21.5
G C C

24.1
0.76
97.2

76.5%
15

HCM Level of ~        C

Sum of lest time (s) 8.0
ICU Level of Service D

N:\I85~%~m~yslsVev~sed trip (~en~Rev, Ex+CP+CSR÷SH AM,sy7
Unasott. Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 8



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP*CSR+SH AM

Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0~2
Ad1. F~ 0mh) 838 568 27
RTOR Re<~uc0on (v~) 0 3 0
~G~pR~(~) ~ ~ 0

P~ ~ 7 4
P~ ~
~ ~, G (s) 24.0 ~.4
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 54.4
Actuated g/C P,a~ 0.23 0,53
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s), 3,0 3.0
~’~e Gm Cap (v~) 768 1644
vls RaUo Prot c0,24 0.18
v/s RatJo Perm
v/c Ref~ 1.05 0.34
Uniform Delay, cll 39,6 14.0

Incremental Delay, d2 45.8 0.1
De~y (s) SS.4 t4.1
Level of Service F B
&oproach De~y (s) 55.o
&oproach LOS O
Intersectk~n Summa~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Voltmle to Capadty
Ac~ed cy~e Len~
interse¢~oo Capacib] Utlliza~l~
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c CdttceJ lane Group

10 802 208 46 16
0 22 0 0 5

10 988 0 0 64
3O 30 3O

10
pmt

3 8 2 2

0.8 31.2
0,8 31.2

0.01 0.30
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0
13 t021

0.01 ¢0.29

0.7"7 0,97
51.1 ~5.5
t,00 t.00

128.6 20°4
179.7 55,9

F E
o--’7,2

E

0 117 4 199
0 0 0 168
0 59 62 31

3O 3O 30
10 10

SpI~ Perm
6 6

6
16.0 16.0 16.0 16,0
16.0 16.0 t6.0 16.0
0.16 0.16 0,16 0,16
4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0
273 261 262 225

c0,04 0.04 c0.04
0.02

0.23 0.23 0~.4 0.14
382 38,2 38.2 37.6
t,00 1.00 1.00 1
2.0 2,0 2,1 1.3

D D D D
40.2 39.4

D D

53.7 HCM Level of Service
032

t03.2 Sum of ~ost time (s)
724% ICU Level of ~

15

D

16.0
C

N:\l~’T’~k~ys~Vevleed tdp gen~:~ev. Ex+CP+CSR÷SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & C~ Enginee~s

Syr~nm 6 Report
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Pb=a Unda Ver~e Mixed-Use ’10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr

LeneDe.~ur~o~ ’~ ÷~, ’t’~ ,~
~t~       ~

Tota~ Lost tJme (s)
Lane Utll. Factor
Fq~b. pe<f/oikes
Rpb. ped/b~
Frt
RI Protected
Satd. Row (pint)
Rt Permitted

Volume (vph)

4.0 4.0
1.00 0,9~
1.00 t,00
1.00 1,00
1.00 1,00
0°96 1
1770 3518
0.9,5 1,00
1770 3516

4,0 4,0 4,0
1,00 0.96 1,00 0,~ 0.65 1.O0
1,00 0.08 0,~ 1,O0 t,00 t.00%00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
1,00 o.~ o,~ I,o0 ~.o0 o.~o,es t.00 o.~ o.~ o.se 1,00
o,~s 1.00 o,~ o~ o.~ ~,o0

Peal~-honrfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0,~2 0,02 0,~ 0,02 0,~
MJ. ~ (~h) 162 892 15 ~ t~ ~I 2B ~ 61 118
~OR ~u~on (~h) 0 2 0 0 17 0 0 ~ 0 0 0~ Grip F~ (~h) 1~ ~ 0 63 t472 0 0 ~ 0 ~ 70

Turn T~ ~ ~t Split ~l O~
~ ~ 7 4 8 8 2 2 6 8 ?
P~
~ ~n, G (s) 8.0 ~.0

~ ~C R~io 0.~ 0.~
C~ ~me (s) 4.O 4.0
V~Ide ~.(s) 3.0 3.0

vls ~o ~ ~.~ ~.I?

4.9 ~.e 16.0 ~s.o 16.0 8.0o.os 0.,~ 0.16 o.~e 0.~ 0.~4,0 4.0 4.0 ~.0 4,0 ~.0~,o ...~.~.. ~.~ ~,o ~.o ~

vls Ratio Penn
vlc Ratio %16 0.36
Uniform Delay, dl 46.4 16.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental De~ay, d2 124.6 0.t
Delay (s) t70.9 10.8
Le~l of Sel~/tce F B
Approach Delay (s) 48.8
Approach LOS D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
]nte~sec~on Capacity U’,Jllz~on
Ana~ys~s P~ed (mln)
~ Cdtlcel lane Group

0.76
47~, 27.6
1,00 I.O0
30.8 18,6
78.2

~ D

D

0,32 0,2~; 0,2~ 0,04
~7,6 ~/,t ~/.2 42,9
t~00 1,o0 1,0o 1.0o
3~ 2,2 2-,~ o.t

40,8 ~,3 3fl,B 4~.0
D O D O

40,8 40,S

47.2
0.76

100.8

HCM Level of ~vt~ D

~ of Io~ time (s) 20.0
ICU Level of ~el~oe D

N~1~lldysh~’evleed t’dp geft~.ReVo ,"EX’H.3P’~’CSR÷SH AMJy7
Unsc~tt, Law & Gmenspan Englnee~ P~le 10



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
12/14/2009 Ex ÷ CP÷CSR÷SH AM

Movement
Lane Cee~uratlons
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total L~
~e U~, F~or
FR
Fit ~t~

Fit P~

V~ (~)

EBL EBT F.BR W~L ’WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT 8BR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~10 1~00 1~)0 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

%00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 %00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.08 0.93 0.93
0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98
1770 3526 t770 3532 1693 16~8
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.90 0.92
1770 3526 1770 3532 1567 1594

14 293 7 46 888 12 20 1 23 25 7 37
Peek-hourfacmr. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A{~j, ~ (v~) 15 9~8 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 15 324 0
Turn Tyl~e Prot
Ptotented Pi~’~es 7 4.
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 1.1 19.9
Effective Green, g (s) 1.1 19.9
Actuated g/C Rmto 0,0Z 0.30
Clearance Time (e) 4.0 4.0
Vehlde Exter~on <a) 3,0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 29 t055
vie Ratio Prot 0.01 0.09
v.~s Ratio Pem~
v/e Ratio
U~fo~n Delay, dl
Progms~on Factor

0J~2 0.31
32.4 18.0
1.00 1.00

Incmm~mlal D~lay. d2 14.7 0.2
Oe~ay (s) 4.7.1 18.4
Leval of Service D
A~roa~ ~ {s) 19.4
Appma~ LOS B

Int~on Summ~
HCM Avem~ ~ D~ay
HCM Volume to ~p~ ~o
~t~ ~e ~n~
In~ ~ ~l~on
~a~s P~ (mln)
~ Cd~ ~e Group

50 965 13 22 I 25 27 8 4O
0 1 0 0 14 0 0 22 0

50 977 0 0 34 0 0 53 0
Prot Penn Pem~

3 8 2 6

4.7 23.5 29.9 29.9
4,7 23.5 29.9 29.9

0.07 0.35 0.45 0.45
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
125 1248 705 717

0.02 �~.03
0.40 0.78 0.05 0.07
29.6 19.2 10.3 10.4
1.08 1.00 1.00 1.00
2.1 3,3 0.1 0.2

31.6 22.5 10.4 10.6
C C B B

22,9 10,4 10.6
C B B

21 .t
0.40
68,5

43,0~
15

HCM Level of Ser~ce C

Sum of lost time (e) 12.0
ICU Level of’ Service A

N:\185"~sVevtsed trip gen\Rev. Ex+CP+CSR+SH AM.sy7
Llnscott, Law & Green.span Engine.s

Sy~chro 6 Repo~
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-use
,,,

12: El Cajon BIll & Monte~Jm~ Road
EX ÷ CP+P.~R÷~H AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow
Total Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Setd, Flow (prol)
Fit Permitted
Satd, Row <..,~ml) ,
Volume (vp~)

~BL ~BT, W~T V~R, S,~ SBR,

4+0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
I.~ 0.~ 0,91 0.91 0,~ 1.~
I+00 1+~ 0,~ 0,85 1,~ 0.~
0.95 1.~ I,~ t.~ 0,65 1.~
1719 ~ 3257 1~1 ~ t~
0,~ I,00 1.00 1.~ 0,~ 1,~
1719 3~ 3~ 1~ ~ 1~

~ ~9 ~t ~8 219 46
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.~2 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0,~2
Adj, ROW (vph) 108 499 5~9 846 238 4~
RTOR Roduc~on (~ph) 0 0 28 4~9 0 27
Lane Group Flow (~ph) 1 08 499 784 204 238 22
Heavy vel~lcles (%)
Turn Type Prot Rot Pint
Prote~l Phases 7 4. 8 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.8 45,2 29,9 20,9 41.4 41.4
Effect;re Green, g (s) 9.8 48,2 29,9 29,8 41,4 41.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.47 0,32 0.~2 0.45 0.45
C~eara~ce 13me (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Exlens.~on (e} ,, 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 ~,0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap
vie Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of’sendce
Approach Delay (S)
Appma=h LOS
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Coeval Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
A~.Jated Cyc{e Length (e)
lnterseetlo~ Capacity UtJ’lization
A~ly~ts Period (rain)
c P.,d~cal Larte Group

173 1651 1052 465    1~ 708
c0.08 0,14 �0,24 0,14 ¢0,07 0,01

0,62 0,30 0.75 0.44 0,16
49.0 15,3 28,0 24.7 15,2 14,4
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 t,00 1.00
6,5 0+I 2,9 0,7 0,2 0,1

46,8 15.4 30,9 25,4 15,4 14.,~,
O B C O B

21,0 28.5 15,8

24.8 H(~M
0.43
92.8

N:\l~alyslsVevlsed t~p gen\Rev. Ex~CP+P..~R÷SH AM,sy7 ,~/~ro 8 Regent
Llnscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers P~{le 12



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

1: I-8WI~ Ramp & College Ave
EX÷CP ÷ CSR ÷SH PM

EBL EBT EBR Wt~L WBT ’WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1~00 1900 1900    1900    I~00

Movement
L~e Co~flgurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Tot~ Log ~ (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0~e U~. F~ 0.97 1,~ 0,~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.00
F~. ~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.97 1.~ 0.97Rpb. ~lk~ 0.~ 1.00 1.~ 1.~ 1.00 %00F~ 1.~ 0.~ I.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.95RI P~ 0,~ 1,00 1.~ 1 .~ 1
S~,R~(p~) ~ 1~ ~g t~ ~ 1536~ P~i~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1,~ 1,00 1.00

V~u~(~) 0 0 0 519 0 ~ 0 1170 1328 0
P~r~or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.~ 0.92 0.~ 0.~
~.R~(~) 0 0 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 ~2 ~ 0
RTOR R~u~ (~h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0    0~G~F~(~h) 0 0 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 1~2 t~ 0 ~2

Tum T~ ~om F~ F~ F~~ Ph~ 2 6
P~ ~ 8 F~ F~ F~A~t~Gr~.G(s) 20A t~.0 71.6 1~.0 7t.6 1~.0~G~.g(s} ~A 1~.0 71.6 100.0 71.6 ~.0
~ ~C R~o 0~0 1.00 0.72 1.~ 0.72
C~ T~e (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehl~ ~ ~s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
~e ~ ~p(~) ~4 1~ ~ 1~
v/s R~ ~ 0.~ 0.~v/s ~ P~ 0.17 0~1 ~.~ 0.41v/¢ ~o 0,~ 0~1 0~ 0.~ 0.~ 0.41
Un~ ~, dl ~.2 0.0 6.3 0,0 5,4 0.0P~ Fa~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ t.~ 1
I~ ~, ~ 8.9 0.3 0.2 4.5 0.4 0.8~W (s) 47.1 0~ 6.1 4,5 5,8 0,8
~~ D A A A A~ ~1~ (s) 0.0 ~.8 5~
~ LOS A C A A
lnt~on Sum~
HCM A~ Co~ ~W 9.1 HCM L~Ol ~ ~ A
HCM Volu~ ~ ~ ~o 0.~
A~ ~de ~gth (s) 1~.0 ~m d ~ ~ (s) 0.0
Int~ ~ U~ ~.~ ICU ~ ~ ~ A
~1~ P~ (~) 15
c Cd~l ~e Group

N:\l~Vevlsed trip gen\1857 Ex+CP+CSR SH PM.sy7
Unsc~tt, Law & Greeflspan Engineers Synchro 6 Report

Page 1

Plaza Lieda Verde Mixed-Use 2: I-SEB Ramp & College Ave6/22/2oo9 .............

Idea~Flow(’,rpllpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1000 t~00 12O0
Total Lost time (~) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4°0 4.0 4,0Lane UUI, Factor 0.97 0.76 0,95 1.00Fq~b, peal/bikes 1o00 0.95 1,00 0;97Flpb, peal/bikes 0.96 1,00 1,00 1,00Frt 1,00 0,85 1.00 0.95Fit Protected 0.95 1,00 1,00Satd. Flow (prot) 3304 3434 3539Fit Permitted 0,95 1,00 1,00 1
Satd. Row (pen~} 3~04 ~ ~"~_
Volume(vph) 874 0 1218    0    0    0    0 t’795

0,95 t
t.00 0.97
1.00 1
1,00 0.95
1,00

3539
t,00 1,00

0 I0~ 452
Peak-houtfa~:tor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph)      733 0 1324 0 0 0 0 1952 957 0 11~9 49t
RTOR Reduc~on (~oh) 0 0 38 0 0
Lmle Group Row (vph) 733 0 1286 0 0
Con~. Pe~s. (#/~.~ 20 20
Turn Type ou~om ~st om
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actu=ted Green, G (s) 44.8 44,5
Effective Green, g (s) 44.5 44,5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,44 0,44
Clearance 11me (s) 4,0 4.0
Veh~e Extension (s) 3,0
L~ne Grp Cap (vph) 1470 1528
vls Ratio Pint
v/s Ratio Perm 0~.2 c0.37
v/c Ratio 0.50 0.84
Uniform Delay, dl 19.8 24.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay’, d2 0.3 4.4

Level of Service C C
Approach Delay (s) 25.5 0.0
Approach LOS C A
Intersection Summan/
HCM Average C, ont~ Delay 41.4
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01
Acu.~ted Cycle Length (s) t
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75,5%
Analyds Pedod (rain) 15
c Cfl~;(;al lane GroUp

0 0 0    0    0    0 0
0 0 1952 957 0    11~8

2O
Free Free

Fme
47,5 t~,0
47,5 1~.0 4~.5 I~,0

4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0

0~
0,~

1,16 0.~ 0.~    0.=2
~,2 0.0 2O,~ 0.0
0~ ~.~
~32 0,1 2.1 0~
~,6 0.1

F A ~ A
72.2

HCM Level o~ ~ D

Sum of lost t;me (~) 8.0
ICU Let~l of Service D

N:\1857Vmalysi~Vevtsed tflp gen\1857 ]~Jc+CP+CSR SH PM.ay7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/2,9J2009 ~x ~, cP ~, C~,R-~ SH PM

Plaza LJnda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 £x ÷ cP + CSR + SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W13L ",A~3T ~ NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane co~9ur~ens .I"
tdealFkP~(vphpl) I900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0
Lane Ub3. Factor 1.00 1.O0
Frpb, pad/bikes 1.00 0.95
Flpb. pad/bikes %00 t.00
F~ 1,00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.96 1
Satd. Row (prot) 1783 1506
Rt Part.tied 0.96 1.00

Volume (vph) 502 56 88 t08

4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1;00 0.97 0,91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1;00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1;00
t.00 0,85 1.00 1,00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85
0.96 t.~0 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1783 1583 1770 3539 t506 3433 5085 2767
0~96 %00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

13 281 86 1725 t53 284 1447 1t5
Pea~:-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduc~en (vph)
Lane Group Row (vph)
c ,,o~. Pe~.
Tum Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Ac~atad Green, G (s)
Effe~ve Green, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clea~,ance T=’ne (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gm Cap (vph)
vie Ratio Prot
vie Ratio Penn
vlc Ratio
Unifenll Delay, d1
Pmgmssien Fac~er
incremental Delay, d2
D~ay
Level of See’vice
Approach De~y
Approach LOS

Intersec~on Summap]
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cyc{e Length
intetsec~on Capacity’
Ana~ Period (rain)
¢ Cdticai Lane Group

546 81
0 0
0 607

2O 20 2O
Split Penn Split

4 4 8
4

24.0 24.0
24,0 24.0
0.24 0.24
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

428 361

0.02
1.42 0.G9
38.0 29.5
1.00 1,00

201.5 0.1
239.5 29.7

F C
210.9

F

96 117 t4 305 72 1875 166 309 1573 125
62 0 0 260 0 0 59 0 0 86
34 0 131 45 72 ~875 107 309 1573 39

20 20 20 20 20
Over Pint Penn Pro~ Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

12.?. 14.7 8.2 33,1 33,1 14.7 39,6 24.0
12.2 14.7 8.2 33.1 33.1 14.7 39.6 24;0
0.12 0.15 0.08 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.40 0.24
4,0 4,0’ 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0
3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0
218 233 145 t171 498 505 2014 669

C0.07 0.03 0;04 =:0.53 cO.~ c0,31 0.01
0.07

0.~0 0.19 0.50 1.80 0,22 0,61 0°78 0.05
41.6 37.4 43.9 33.5 24.1 40.0 26.4 29,3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 0.84 1,36
4.6 0.4 2.7 274~6 1.0 1.3 1.9 0.0

46.2 37.8 46.6 308.0 25.1 42,0 24.0 39,9
D D D F C D C O

40.4 276.9 27.8
D F C

153.4 HOM Level of Service F
1,29

100.0 Sum of los~ time (s) 20;0
I07.8% ICU Level of Senrice G

15

Mov~rne~lt
Lane CenflgumtJens
Sign Control
Grade
Vol~e (~)
Pe~ H~ F~r
H~ny ~ ~te
P~s

~l~ng Sp~ (~s)
P~ Bloke
Right turn ~ (~h)
M~lan ~
M~ian stage ~)
Up~ s~nal (~

Wt3L W~R NBT NBR .S~I~.. ,~ .....

Stop Free F~
0% 0%
0 ~ 16~ 1~ 1~ 1~3

0.~ 0,~ 0.~ 0.92 0.92
0 ~ 17~ 150 2~

20 20
12,0 12,0

4,0 4.0
2 2

None

10~
pX. p/a~oon unblocked 0,81 0.64
vC. conflicting volume 2988 922
vC1, stage 1
vC2, stage 2 cent rot
vCu. unbloe, ked
tC, single (S)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF
p0 queue free
oU capacity (yah/h)
Direction, Ler~a #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity

1936 309 t897
6.8 8.9 4.1

8,5 3,3
0 0 0
0 423 195

WB1 NBI NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3
483 882 882 150 204 795 795

0 0 0 0 204 0 0
483 0 o 150 O 0 0
423 1700 170~ t700 I95 1700 1700

%14 0.52 0.52 0.09 1.05 0,4"/ 0,4,7
Queue Lengtll 95th (ft) 441 0 0 0 234    0    0
Control Delay (e] 115,2 0,0 0.0 0o0 128.8 0,0 0.0
Lane LOS F F
Approach Delay (s) 118.2 0,0 14.7
Approach LOS F
Interse~on Sumrna~.
Average Delay 19.9
Intersection Capadty Utilization 8t.0% ~CU Level of Service
Analysis Period (re|n) 15

N:\1857~nalysis’trevised tflp gen\1857 Ex+CP+CSR SH PM,sy7
Unscott, ~ & Greenspan Eagineem

Synchm 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movenlent

Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utg. Factor
Fit
Rt Protected
Sa~d. ~ (pr~)
Fit Pern~ed

Vo~e (~)

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
Ex ÷ CP÷CSR÷SH PM

EBL EBT F-.BR VCI~L WBT W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT ,SaR

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 t.00 0.95
0.95 0.92 1.00 0.99 1,00 0,98
0.97 0.99 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00

1726 1690 1770 3521 1770 3467
0.68 0.87 0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00
1208 t4,82 1770 352t 1770 3467

155 29 104 38 23 92 92 1319 47 113 1253 198
Psak-hourfa~tor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.~2 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Flow(vph) 168 32 113 4.1 25 100 100 1434 51 123 t382 215
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 17 0 0 44 0 0 2 0 0 9 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 ~ 0 0 122 0 100 1483 0 123 1568 0
Turn Type Pe~n Pe~m Prot Pint
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8
,~�:tuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0’ 12.8 57,7
Effective Green, g (s) 30,0 30.0 12.8 57°7
A~tuated g/C R~tio 0.27 0.27 0,12 0.53
Clearawce Tmle (s) 4.0 " 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
~ Gtp Cap (vph) 330 405 207 1824
vls Ratio Prot C0.(T/ �0,45
vls Raffo Petal c0.~5 0.08
vlc Ra~o 0.90 0.30 0.62 0.84 0.59 0.88
Unlfon~ Delay, d1 38.4 31,5 48.0 23.6 46.0 22.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.00
Incremental [~ay. d2 25.4 0.4 7.2 5.1 4..5 5.6
D~ay (s) 63.a 32.0 55.3 28.7 5O.5 28.1
Leve~ of Se~4ce E C E C D C
&opma~ De~y (s) 63.8 3"~.0 3O.4 26.7
Apwoac~ LOS E C C C
l~on Summ~
HCM Average Cordml Delay 32.9 HCM Levol of Servfce C
HCM Volume to Capacity raUo 0.85
Actuated Cycle Leng~ (s) 109.7 Sum of lost t~me {s) 120
Intemection Capadty Util~atlon 79.2% ICU Lev~l of Service O
Ar~ Pealed (mln) ~5
c C~t~c~ La~le Group

10.0 54.9
t0o0 54,9
0.09 0,50

4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

161 t762
0.06 0.42

NM857V~atysis~-evlsed trip gen~Rev. Ex+CP+CSR÷SH PM.sy7
Uns~ott, law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Repod
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12/14/2009

Movement
Lane CO~gu~Jons
ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane UtiI, Faa~or
Fqobo pedro{kes

F~t

Said. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted
sa~. Row
volume

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave

4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 0.25 1,00 1.00 0.9~ 1,00 0.97 0.96 1.00 0.~ 1,00
1.00 1,00 0.02 1.00 1,00 0.92 1,00 0,~ 1.00 1,00 0,92
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00
1.00 1,00 0.86 1.00 t.00 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 t.00 0.85
0.ss 1.00 1.0o 0.96 1,00 1.00 0,55 1.00 0,~ 1,00
1770 3539 14;57 1770 35~ 1457 34~ 34~ 1770 $~

17"/0 ~ 1457 1770 35~ t457 ~483 3438 17~’0 ~ 14~7

Poa}�-hourfa~.or, PHF 0,02 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,02 0,02 0,02 0,~2 0.92 0,02 0,92 0,02
A~J.F.~(’,~n)      640 t0~ 622 ~00 857 42~ 5/’t ~i tt0 4,~ t0t8 ~

Effective Green. g
Antuated g/C
Gtearance Tlrne
Vehicle Extension
Lane Gm Cap (vph)
vls Ratio Pint
vla Ra~o Penn
vl~ Ra~o
U~foan l:~ay, dl
Pmgre~on Factor

RTOR Reduction (vl~) 0 0 231 0 0 171 0 1t
LeneGmupFIow(~h) 846 1098 391 ~00 867 ;P~ 57t 870
Confl. Peds. (#/hO 30 80 ~0 ~0 30
Cenfl. Bikes ~ff./hl’) 16 t,~
Turn Type 8~t Porto 8p,t Pem~ Prot
Ptoteoted Phases 4 4 8 8 6 2
Pemtitte~ Pila~ 4
Actu,~ted Green, G ($) 24,0 24.0 24.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 12.0 24,0

24.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24,0 12.0 24.0
0,24 0.24 0,24 0.24 0,24 0.24 0.’12 0.24
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0

425 849 ~ 425 848 ~ 412 825
�0.48 02,1 0,t7 ¢=0.24 0,t7

0°27 0,18
1.99 1.29 1.12 0,71 1.0t 0.74 1,~ 1,0~
38.0 38.0 38.0 34.8 38.0 38,1 44.0 38,0
1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 ~,00 1.00 1.00 t.00

Incremental Delay, d2 454.1 140,7 55.6 ~,3 ~,2 "/,9 158,1
Delay(s) 492.1 178,7 121.6 40,0 "/1,2 40.0 2"32,t
Levd of Servloe F F F D E D F F
Appro=~ D~ (s) 2SS~, 57.7 142,6
Approach LOS F E F
Intersection ,~Jmmwy
HCM Average Control Delay 186.9 HCM Level of’ 8el~loe
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 1.49
,~ated Cy=le Length (s) 100,0    Sum of k~t time
Inten~:~n Capa¢~y UtiIIza~on t23.4% ICU Lavel of
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
~ Cdti¢~ Lane Group

0 0 0
0 402 10t8 58

t 0

t2.0 ~.o
12.0 ~,0 ~.0
0.t2 0,~ 0,~
4.0 4,0 4.0

t,19
~.0 ~,1

F
~,1

F

F

15,0
H

N:\18~ysts~evlsed trip gen~Rev. Ex+CP÷OSR÷SH PM.ey?
Unscott. Law & Graenspen Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
12114/2009

7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
Ex ÷ CP+CSR÷SH PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (~php~)
Tot~ Lost tLme (s)
Lane Util. Factor
F~
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (pret)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Row (perm)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR W~L V~iT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ t~0 1~ t~ 1~ 1~0
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.~ 0~7 0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~
1.~ 0.~ 1.00 0,~ I.~ t.~ 0.~ 1,~ 1.~ 0.~
0.~ ~.~ 0.95 1.~ 0.~ I.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 1.~

0.~ 1~0 0.95 1.~ 0.~ 1.00 1.~ 0.~ %00 1.00
~ ~8 ~3 ~1 1~0 ~ 1~ 1~0 ~ 1~
252 ~ 1~ ~t ~ ~ ~7 7~ 174 ~ 1~ ~

Peak-hourfantOr, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. ~ (vph)        274 754 199 360 590 324 258 853 189 474 1158 253
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 20
Lane Group Flow (vph) 274 933
Turn Type Pint
Pretected Pha~es 7 4

Actuated Green. G (s) 10,0 32.0
Effective Green, g ($) 10.0 32~0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.27
Clearance’lime ($) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Gm Cap (vph) 296 914
via Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.27
v/s Ratio Perm
v/o Ratio
Un|fom’l De~ay. dl
Progressien Factor

0.96 1.02
54.8 44.0
1.00 1,00

Increm~,ltat Delay. d2 41.4 35.2
Delay (s) 96.2 79.2
Level of Se~w,e F E
Approach Delay (s) 83.0
Approach LOS F

laten;ectlon Summa~
HCM Average ~ Delw
HCM Volwne to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cyde Length
Intersection Capaclty Utillz~tJon
Analy~a Pedod (rain)
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0 0 62 0 0 0 139 0 0 1~/
0 360 652 0 258 853 50 474 1158 116

Prot Prot Perm P~t Perm
3 8 5 2 1 6

2 6
13.0 35.0 18.0 28.0 26.0 31.0 41.0 41.0
13.0 35.0 18.0 28.0 28.0 3%0 41.0 41.0
0.11 0.29 0.15 0.23 0.23 0.20 0.34 0,34
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
372 977 266 826 369 457 1209 541

c0.10 ~0.25 0.15 0.24 c0.27 C0.33
0.03 0.07

0,97 0.87
53.3 40.4
1.00 1.00
37.7 8.7
91.0 49,0

F D
60.9

E

0.97 1.03 0,14 1.04 0.96 0.21
50.7 46,0 36.4 44.5 38.7 28.1
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
46.2 40.0 0°8 52.1 17o6 0.9
97.0 86.0 37.2 96.6 .56.2 29.0

F F D F E C
81.1 62.7

F E

70,9 HCM Level of Sendce
1.02

120.0 Sum of lost time (s)
93.7% ICU Level of Service

15

16.0
F

N;\1857V~alysis~-evtsed t~p gen’~Rev. EX+CP+CSR÷SH PM,sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspen Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use

Lane Conflgumttens
Ideal Flow (vpllpl)
Total Loat time
Lane UtlL Facto~
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd, Row (prot)
Fit Pemtiffed

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwoed Bird
EX ÷ CP+CTR~’SH PM

I~BT EBR WI]L WBT NBL NBR

1900 1~ 19~ I~ 19~ 19~
4.0 4.0 ~.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

0,95 I.~ I.~ 0~5 0,~ 1.~
I,~ 0.~ I.~ I,~ ~,~ 0,~
I.~ I,~ 0.95 1.00 0,~ 1.00

1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~
~dd. Fk)w(perm} 3539 1583 159 3~39 3433
Volume (vph) 17~ ~3 7~ 1~ ~
Pea~o~f~,P~ 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.~ 0,~ 0,~
A~, R~ (vph) 1672 ~3 ~ tt~ ~8
RTOR R~u~n (~h) 0 0 0 0 0 2
La~GroupR~(~h) .!~.... ~3 ~ t1~ ~8
Tum~ ~ P~
Pro~ ~ 4 2 8    2
P~ Pha~ 4 8
~uat~ Gt~, G (s) 47,0 9~0 47,0 47.0 ~.0
Effe~G~,g(s) 47.0 92.0 47~ 47,0 ~.0 ~.0

0,47 0.92 0,47 0.47 0,45 0o4~
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0

1663 1583 75 1663 154~ 712
¢0.53 ¢0,11 0.32 0,10

0.13 0.52 0,0~
1,13 0,24 1.09 0,68 0,22 0,03
26,5 0,4 26,5 20,7 t6,8 ~5,?
1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00

Incremental Delay, d2 65.0

Level of Service F
Appmadl Delay (s) 76.4
Approach LOS

Intersection
HCM Avenge Cardtol Detay
HCM Vdume to Cap~o]~ rat~
Actuated Cy~e Leng~
Int~ecijon Capadty Utilization
Analysis Period (rain)
c Cdtk~l Lane Group

0,1 131,7 1,2 0=3 0,2
0,5 158,2 2%9 17,t 1~,9
A F C B B

31,0
~ B

~,0 HCM Level of ~
0,67

100,0 Sum of lost time Is) 4,0
70,6% ICU Level of

15



Plaza Unda Verde MLxed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
12/14/2009 Ex + CP+CSR÷$H PM

Moveme~         EEL ~BT EBR WBL ~ VV~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeslFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (,=) 4.0
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, pedrolkes 0,99

Frt 0.98
Rt I:~od 0‘97

Rt Pemdtted 0.97
Sate, F~ <perm) 1746
Volume (~ph) 34 19

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.IX) 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.92
1.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1‘90 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 t.00 0.95 0.96 1
3433 3456 1770 3539 1467 1681 1695 1463
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.00
3433 3456 1770 3539 1467 1681 1695 14_~’~
486 1158 111 30 705 238 12      524 33 509

Effective Green, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehicle F.Jdenston
La~ ~ Cap (v~)

v/s Ra6o Pen’n
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

Pea~-hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0‘92 0.92 0‘92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 528 1259 121 33 766 259 37 21 13 570 36 553
RTOR Reduc~on (v;~) 0 7 0 0 0 188 0 8 0 0 0 399
Lane Group Row (’.~h) 528 1373 0 33 766 71 0 6~ 0 295 311 154
Confl. Peals. (#/nr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Conft. B~kes (...~h. r) 10 10 10 in
Turn Type Pint Prot Pen~ Sl~t .Spilt Pe~m
P~otectod Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pen-n~tted Phases 8 6
Ac~uate~:l Greet1. G (s) 17.3 42,2 2.3 27.2 27.2 17.0 21.1 21.1 21.1

17.3 422 2;3 27.2 27.2 17.0 21.1 21.1 21.1
0.18 0.43 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.17 0.21 0.21 0.21
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 :3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3=(1
602 1479 41 976 405 301 360 363 313

c0.15 c0.40 0.02 0.22 c0.04 0.18 c0.18
0.05 0.11

0.80 0.78 0.18 0.21 0.82 0.86 0.49
47.9 33.0 27.2 35.0 36.9 37.3 34.1
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 %00 1.00
69.0 4.2 0.2 1.6 18.5 22.1 5.5

116.9 37.2 27.4 36,6 55.4 59.4 39.5 .
F D C D E E D

37.3 36.6 4~.9
D O D

0.88 0.93
39.6 26.8
1.00 1.00

~ Oe~y, ~2 13.~ lO,4
De~y (s) 53.2 37.2
Le~d ~’Se~ D D
/~)proach D~ay ($) 41.5
Approach LOS D
Intersec~n Summary
HCM Average Conkol Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cyc~ Length
Interaec~on Capacity Utilization
Ana~s Pedod (m~n)
c Cdf~cal Lane Group

42.4 HCM Level of Service D
0.74
9S.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

77.0% ICU Level of Service D
15

N:~185"AAnatyslsVevfsed trip gen~Rev. F-.x+CP+CSR+$H PM.sy7
Un~cott, Law & Greenspan Eng~neors
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4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
1.00 0.96 1.00 0,95 0.95 I
1.00 1.00 0.94, 1.00 1.00 t
1.00 1.00 1.00 t,00 1.00 1
1.00 t,00 0,90 1,00 %00 0,8~1
0.95 1,00 0.99 0.95 0,58 1.88

1770 3521 1881 1881 1700 1583
0.95 1.00 0.99 0.9~ 0,~8 1,00

1770 3521 1581 1581 1700
182 1384 28 lg6 880      236 25 ~ 155      3"~0 38 170

Paak-hourfac~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0o~2 0.02 0,92 0,~2 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 198 1504 30 2~3 g57 257 27 42 188 402 41
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 24 0 0 ~/ 0 0 0 170
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 198 1532 0 213 1190 0 0 150 0 216 227 15
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 ~0 30 30 ~0 ~0 ~0
Confl, Bikes f~hr) 10 10 t0 t0
Turn Type Pro~ Pint Split 8p~tt 0vef’

Perm~ed
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0
Effective ~, O (s) 8.0

~ ~me (s) 4.0 4.0
V~l~ ~ (~) 3,0 3;0
~e Gm ~ (~) 142 1610
v/= ~o ~ 0.11 ~.~
vls R~o P~
v/c ~o 1.~ 0.95
UnK~ ~, dl 45.8 ~,9

incremental De~y, d2 214.6 t2.8
Delay (s) 260.3 38.7
Lev~ of Servlce F D

~p~= LOS E

HCM Av~e ~ ~
HCM V~u~ to ~ m~
~ ~e k~ (s)
tht~ ~p~ U~I~

c C~ ~ Grip

S.o 4~.5 t(;.0 t~,,0 le,0
S.0 4~.5 16.0 te.0 18,0

0,o6 0.44 0.16 0,18 0.18 0.~
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0

~.12 0,~ ~,~ 0,19 ~,13 0.~
1.99 0,81 0.~ 0,80 0.83 0,12
46.8 24,5 38.7 40,2 40,4 42.5
1.00 1,00 1.00 %00 t,00 %00

477.4 3.5 9.7 21,8 24,0 0,4
~,24.1 28,1 4~A 81,7 58,0 43,~

102,t         48.4

0,89
~9.5 Sum of Zost time (=) t2,0

91.6% I~U Level ~ Servl~ F
15

N;\185*AAnalystsVov{sed trip geff~Rev. Ex÷CP÷CSR÷SH PM,sy7
Uns~t, Law & Greenspefl Englneen~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
1211412009 Ex + CP+CSR÷SH PM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR WIlL W~T V~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

ldealFlow(vphpl) 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 ’1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900
Total Lost time (s} 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane U~. Factor 1,00 0.95 1,00 0,95 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 I;00 0.90 0.94
Rt Protected 0.95 1.90 0,95 1.00 0.99 0.98
Satd, Flow (prot} 1770 3529 1770 9522 1670 17t4
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.96 0.87
Satd;Flow(perm) 1770 3529 1770 3522 1616 1524
Volume (vp~n) 29 973 19 61 59O 20 24 20 112 26 7 27
Peak,-houcfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 32 ’1058 21 66 641 22 26 22 122 28 8 29
RTOR Reduction (~ph) 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 74 0 0 18 0
La~e Group Flow (vph) 32 1078 0 66 661 0 0 96 0 0 47 0
Turn Type Prot Rot Pem~ Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6
Pemlitted Pha~es 2 6
A~Jated Gree~, G (s) 2.9 29.1 5.2 31.4 30.4 30.4
FJfectlve Green, g (s) 2.9 29.1 5,2 31.4 30.4 30.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.38 0;07 0.41 0.40 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extensio~ ~s~ 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 67 1339 120 1442 641 604
v/s Ratio Plot 0,02 ¢0~31 c0.04 0.19
v/s Ratio Peffn c0.06 0,03
v/c Ratio 0.48 0,80 0.55 0.46 0.15 0,08
Unlfon’n Delay, dl 36,2 2%3 34,6 18.5 14.9 14.4
Progtesslee Fat=or 1o00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
[ncre~emai Delay, d2 5,3 3,6 5.4 0,2 0,5 0.3
Dalay (s) 41.4 24.9 40,0 16.7 15.4
Level of SePi~e D C D 8 B B
Appmaeh Delay (s) 25.4 18,8 t5,4 14.7
Approach LOS C S B B
Intersection Summapf
HCM Average Controt’ Delay 21.9 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Vclume to Capadty ratio 0,47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intemection Capacity Utfl!zatio~ 50.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Critical LaneGroup

N:\185"AA~alystsVevised trip gen~:~ev, EX+CP÷C~+SH PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & GreeP, span Engineers

Synchm 6 Report
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mlxed,4Jse
12/14/2009

12: El Cajon Bird & Montezuma Road
EX ÷ CP+CSR÷$H PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Util, Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Fk>w (prat)
Rt Pen~ltted

EBL EBT WBT VV~R 8BL

1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 t900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

t.00 0,95 0,9t 0.91 0,97 t,00
1.00 1.00 1.90 0,8,~ t,00 0,86
0.95 1,00 1,00 1.00

0.05 t.00 1.90 1.00 0,95 1,00

Volume(~h)         97 3,30 910 412 696 70
P~k-h~rf~r.PHF 0.92 0~2 0,92 0.92 0,~

RTOR R~n (~h) 0 0 0 3~ 0 39
~ne G~P FI~ (~h), 95 ~ ~ ~ 713 37
T~ Type P~ ~t
Pr~d P~ 7 ~ 8 8 6 6
P~ P~
~a~Gm~,G(s) 8,3 36.0 ~.7 ~.7 4t,2 41,2
Effe~veG~,g(s) 8~ 36,0 ~,7 ~,7 41~ 41,2
~t~CRa~o 0.10 0~2 0.~ 0.28 0.~
Cle~n~ Tl~ (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.9
V~l=e ~ (s) 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 8.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Ptot
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Un~on’n Delay, dl
Progression
IflCtemetttel Delay,
Delay (s)
Level of Selvlee
Approac~ Delay
A,0proac~ LOS
Intersac~don Summary
HCM Average ConU’ol Delay’
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cy~Je Length
Intet~ecf~on Capacity
Anelysls Pealed (mln)
¢ Cdtical Lane Group

172 1495 943 401 I~0 765
0.10 ~,20     0.0~ �0.21     0,02

0,55 0.24 0,70 0,31 0,43 0,05
36,7 15,8 27,6 24,3 14.3 11.8
1,00 1,00 1.00 1.9C 1,00 1

3,8 0,1 2.4 0.4 0.9 0,1
40,5 15.9 30,0 24.7 tB,2 tl,8

D B o C B B
21.0 27.9 14,9

C O B

22.2 HCM L~el Of
0,53
85,2 Sum of lost time (s)

54,8%

C

12,0
A

N:\1957~Analysls\revlsed tdp gen~Rev, L=LX+CP+CSR~.SH PM~
Unscott, Lacw & Greensp~an Engineers Page 12



ILV OPERATIONS

LIN$COTT, LAW & GREEN,SPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



-

" CRI’I’I~3AI~- LANE VOLUMES (ILV./HR).

TOTAl: OPER’ATIN~ LEVEE .(IL.~!NR.).



;INTERSECTION-
.Signaiized-
CAPACITY -ANALYSIS

lntersec-tion’.

TIME
AND TRAFRO

CRmbAl~.. LANE VOLUMES (ILy/HR).

TOTAI~ OPEF~A.TIN~ ,LEVEl: .(IL,~tHR.).

PHASE 4



’INTER.SECTION.

DIAGRAM AND TRAFRO FLOWS;

"’" :’PHASE 8 ¯ PI-tA,SE 4





APPENDIX H

YEAR 2030 INTERSECTION ANALYSIS AND ILV OPERATIONS SHEETS

L~NSCOTT, I~W & GREENSPA~, engineers
>

LLG RCf. 3-08-I857
Plaza Linda Vcrdo



LONG-TERM (2030) WITHOUT PROJECT
OPERATIONS

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, e,~gitteers LLG Rcf. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/27J2009

1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
2030 AM

EBL EBT EBR    WBL    WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900    1900    1900    1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0

0,97 1.00
1.00 0.98
0.96 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.95 t .00

33O4 1555
0,95 1.00

Moveme~lt
Lane Configurations
Ide~ Row
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Lane U~. Faclor 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00
Fq)b. pedJb~es 1.00 0,97 1,00 0.97
Rpb, ped/blkes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00Rt 1.00 0,35 1,00 0,~5
Rt Protected 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
Sato.Row(ptot) 3539 1536 3539 1536
Rt Permitted 1.00 1,00 t.00 1.00Satd. Row(perm) 9839 1536 3539 I~’~R
Volume(vplt) 0 0 0 646 0 14t 0 t158 691 0 973 1103Peak.hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph) 0 0 0 702 0 153 0 1259 751 0 1058 1199
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0LaeeGroupRow(vph) 0 0 0 702 0 153 0 I259 751 0 1058 1199
Co~fl. Peals. ~#/hr) 20 20 20
Tum Type custom Free Free Free
Pmte~ed Phases 2 6
Perm{tted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Ac~,ated Green, G ($) 24.9 100.0 67.1 100.0 67.1 t00,0Effective Green, g (s) 24.9 100.0 67.1 100.0 67ot 100.0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 1.00 0.67 1.00 0.67 1.00
Cleeranee T~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehlde Extendon (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGq)Cap(vph) 823 1555 2375 1536 2375 1536
vl$ Ratio Pro~ 0.36 0.30
vls Ra~o Pe~n 0,21 0.10 0.49 c0,78
v/cRatio 0.~5 0.10 0.53 0.49 0.45 0.78UrJfown De~y, dl 35.8 0.0 8.4 0,0 7.7 0.0
Progression Fac=or 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.IX)
Incremontel Delay, d2 8.5 0.1 0.6 0.8 0.6 4.0Delay (s) 44.3 0.1 9.4 0.8 8.3 4.0Level of 8en(~e D A A A A AAppreac~ Dek~’ (s) 0o0 36.4 6.2 6.0
Appmac~ LOS A D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Contm| Delay 11.2 HCM LeveI of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Leog~ (s) 100.0 Sum of ~ time (s) 0.0
Intemectlo~ Capacity Utilization 57.1% I CU Level of Se.~4ce B
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdttcel Lane Group

N.~I ~alysls~2030~Su perceded~1857 2030 AM.sy7
Page 1
Unscott, Law & Greonspen Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6122/2009

2: I-SEB Ramp & College Ave

4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0

Movement
Lane Configurations
tde~ Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. F~ctot 0.97 0,75 0,g~; 1,00 0.95 1,00F~b, ped/blkes 1.00 0,95 1,00 0,~l~ t,00Flpb0 ped~lke~ 0.96 t,00 1,00 t,00 1,00 1,00
Rt 1.00 0,85 t.00 0,8~ t,00Fit Protected 0.95 1,00 1.00 1,00 t,00 t,00Said, Row Corot) 3304 54,34 ~ t8~8 ~1~Fit Permitted 0.95 t,00 1.00 1,IX) t,00 t,00

Vo~ume(vph) 593 0 2572 0 0 0 0 t2~,6 322 0 15t6 304
Peak..hourfaolor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.82 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0.~2 0,92 0092 0,~2Adj. Row(vph) 645 0 2798 0 0 0 0 t385 350 0 14"~RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneG.,~JpFIow(vph) 645 0 2781 0 0 0 0 136~ 350 0 14~ 330
Confl, Pedso (#/hr}, 20 20 20
Turn Type custo~ oJstom Free
Pmteoled Phases 2
Permitted Phases 4 4 Free
A~Jated Green. G (=) 47,0 47.0 45.0 100,0 45.0 t00,0Effe~ve Green, g (s) 47.0 47.0 45°0 t00.0 4~,0Actuated g/C Ratio 0AT
Clearance Time ($) 4.0
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3.0
Lane C-~ Cap (vph) 1353
v/s ~o ~t
v/s ~o P~ 0~0
v/c ~o 0.42
U~ ~1~, dt 17,5
Pr~ F~ 1.~
I~=1 ~IW, d2 0‘2

k~ ~ ~ B
~ D~ay (s)
Ap~ LOS

l~ Sum~
HCM A~ge ~p~l ~
HCM V~e m Ca~ ~

Ime~n ~ Uti~on

291A
F

0.47
4.0
3,0

1814

1.72
28,5
1,00

32~.I

F
0.0
A

O.45 1,00 0A~ 1
4.0 4.0

0.39             00,40
0,23        0,2t

0.98 0‘23 0.g0     0,21
24.8 0.0 2~A 0.0
1.18 1.00 0,76
0.8 0.0 8,8 0.$

2~,8 0.0 26.1 0.$
C A O A

2~.5 2t.2
¢ C

t 58,2 HCM Level of ~ervl¢~ F
1,32

100.0 Sum oflo~t time (~ $,0
104,9~ ICU Level of ~¢e e

15

N:~1857V~aiysl$~)30~,SupercedecR1657 2030 AM,sy7
Page 2
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2O30 AM

Movement
La~e Configurations
Idea~ Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb. ped/b~kes
Flpb. ped/bikee
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Rt Permitted
Satd. Flow
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

19~0 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.8 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 0.95 %00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 %00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1;00 1.00 0.85
0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

1799 1506 t82t 1583 1770 3539 t506 3433 5085 2787
0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1799 1506 1821 1583 1770 3539 I506 3433 5085 2787

103 41 70 129 1~9 220 228 1255 180 747 t843 1297
Peak-hourfac~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

112 45 76 140 162 2~9 248 1364 196 812 2003 1416
0 0 58 0 0 201 0 0 100 0 0 761
0 157 18 0 302 ~8 248 1364 ~8 812 2003 649

Penn Sp~t
4 8

4
24.0 24.0
24.0 24.0
0.24 0.24
4,0
3.0 3.0
432 361

0.01
0.36 0;05
31.6 29;2
1.00 1.00
0.5 0,1

32.2 29,3
C C

31.2
C

20 2O 20 20 20
Over Prot Petal Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

20.3 t5.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 15.7 24.0 24.0
20.3 15.7 15,7 24.0 24.0 I5.7 24.0 24,0
0.20 0.16 0.16 024 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.24.
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

370 249 278 849 ~I ~ I220 669
03.17 0.02 0.14 0.39 C0.24 ¢0,39 c0.23

0.00
0.82 0.15 0.89 1.81 0~24 1.51 1.64 0.97
38.1 36.4 41.3 3~.0 30.7 42.1 38.0 37,6
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 0.90 0.98 1.75
13.0 0.3 2;8.0 278.5 1.6 228.8 289.2 5,4
51.1 36.7 69.3 316.5 323 266.6 326.2 71.4

D D E F C F F E
44.7 251.8 229.7

D F F

214.1
1.23

100,0
94,6%

15

HCM Level of,Sen,,i¢a F

Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
1CU Laver of Service F

N~1857~ alysls~030~Su pe~ceded~1857 2030 AM.sy7
Page 3
Llas~, L~w& Gmenspan EnglP,~er$
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Plaza 13nda Verde Mixed,Use
6/22/2009

Movert~n~
Lane Conflgutat~ne
Sign Control
Grade
Volume
Pea]~ ~u~ F~
Hou~y ~w rote (~)
P~e~s

Petit B~age
Right turn ~ (~h)
Me~ ~
M~i~ St~e veh~
Up,earn signal

,." ’-. I
V~L W~R NBT NBR,, ,,,SI~Lr

Slop Free Fme
0% 0%
0 125 1530 200 578 1462

0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.52 0.92
0 139 1663 217 628 1589

12.0 12,0
4.0 4,0
2 2

None

733 1086

4: Zura Way & College Ave
20~0 AM

platoon unb[o<~ked 0.84 0.77
conflicting volume ~734 872

vC1, Stage I conf vol
vC2, stage 2 ¢onf vol
vCu. unblocked vo~
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
iF(s)
p0 queue free %
dvl ¢apadty (veh/h)

Dlmctlon. Lane #
Volume Tot~
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume 1o Capacity
Queue Length 951h (ft)
Con~’ol Delay (a)
Lane LOS

.=,4)~oa~ LO~

lnterse~lan Summa~/    ,
Average Delay
InteP~ion Capadty Utilization
An~ysl~ Perked (rnln)

0,77
1900

3241 537 1871
6,8 6.9 4.1

3,5 3,3 2,2
0 62 0
0 364 241

W~I NB’I NB2 NB3 SIBI SB2 SB.~
139 832 1~32 217 628 795 795

o o o o 628 0 0
139 0 0 217 0 0 0
364 t700 1700 1700 241 1700 1700

0,38 0A9 0,49 0.13 2,6t 0,47 0.47
44 0 0 0 1321 0 0

20~9 0.0 0,0 0,0 765.8 0.8 0.0
C F

20,9 0.0 217.0

1 t 4,2
92,5% ICU Le~N 0f Service

15

N:\1~rT\Ana~ds\2o30\Supetcededd857 2030 AM.ay7 8~¢tvo 6 Report
Page 4 Page 4
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
8Q2/2009

5: Lindo Paseo & College Ave

EBL EBT EBR W3L WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT ,SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1,00 0,95 1.00 0.95
0,95 0.95 1,00 1.00 1,00 0.97
0.97 0.98 0,95 %00 0,95 1.00

1734 1752 1770 3526 1770 3420
0.81 0.86 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1445 1534 1770 3526 1770 3420
46 13 29 23 21 20 101 1366 36 63 906 283

Peak-hourPa~tor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj, Flow (vph) 50 14 32 25 23 22 110 1485 39 68 985 286
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 16 0 0 1 0 0 13 0,,L.p,,~e Group Flow(vph~) 0 78 0 0 54 0 110 1523 0 68 1258 0
Turn Type Petm Penn Prot ProtProtected Phases 4 8 5 2 t 6Petalled Phases 4 8
A~Jated Gme~, G (s) 9.4 9.4 10,0 65.0 8.2 63,2
Effective Green, g (s) 9,4 9A. 10,0 65,0 8.2 63.2Actuate1 glC Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.69 0.09 0.67
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
vehicle F.~en~en (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 144 152 187 2423 153 2285
vie Ratio Prot cO.06 cO.43 0.04 0.37
v/s Ratio Perm c0,05
v/c Rag, o 0°54 0.35 0,59 0.63 0.44 0,55Unifo~n De~y, dl 40.5 39,8 40.3 8.2 41.0 8,2Progression Factor t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Inommental Delw, d2 4.t 1.4 4.7 t ,2 2.t 1,0
Delay (s) 44.7 41.2 45,0 9.4 43.t 9.2Level of Senile D D D A D AApproach De~ay (s) 44.7 41.2 11.8 10,9Approach LOS D D B B
Intemec~on Summary
HCM Average Contn~ De~ay 13.1 HCM Leve; of Sen~oa B
HCM Volume to Capac~y ratio 0.60
A~tuated Cycle Length (s) 94.6 8urn of lost time ($) 8,0
Intesec~en Capacity Utilization 60.t % ICU Level of Se~ce B
,~s Peded (rain) 15
c Cdticel Lane Group

N:\I ~ysls~.030’v~J porceded\1857 2030 AM.sy7
Page 5
Unscot~ Law& Gmenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
6/~2/2009 20.10 AM

~ne ~s ~ ~ F .... ~ .....
To~ k~ time [s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0~eUUI.Fa~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ I.~ 0.9~ 0.~
F~.~Ik~ 1.~ ~.~ 0.~ 1.00 t.00 0.92 I.~

RtP~I~ 0.95 1.~ 1.~ 0~ t.~ ~.~ 0.~ 1.~

Vol~e (~h) ~ ~

1,00 0.95 1
1.00 t.00 0.1~2
1,00 1,00 1
1,00 t.00 O~
0,~ 1,00 t,00
1770 ~ 14b’7
0,~ I~X~ 1.00
171’0 3~9 14~

740 305 879 1093 170 2~ 536
Poak-hourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. R~ (vph) 478 ~1 172 ~ ~ ~ ~ 11~ 1~ ~9 ~ 274
~OR R~ (vph) 0 0 131 0 0 i89 0 ~2 0 0 0

Actuated g/C R~o
Clearance Time
Vehlde Extent, Ion
L~ne Gq~ Cap
vle Ratio Prot
vls Ratio Perm
v/¢ Ratio
Un;form De~y, dl

Lane Group Flow (vp~l) 478 441 41 63 804 143 738 1~t

~, e~e~ (~ ....... ~S ...........................
T~ T~e ~lit P~ ~pllt P~ Pt0t
Pmt~ Ph~ 4 4 8 B 8
Pe~ P~ 4 8
A~G~.G(s) ~.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 ~.0 12.0 24.0
Eff~G~.g(s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 ~0 24.0

0.24 0.~ 0.24 0.24 0~ 0~ 0.12
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 ... 3.~ 3.0 .3.0 3.0 ~0 .~.0 St0

425 ~9 ~ ~5 ~g ~ 412

0.03 0.~0
1.12 0~2 0.12 0.15 0.95 0.41 %79
~.0 ~.0 ~.7 ~.9 37.4 ~.0 ~.0 ~.0

~1 ~W. d2 8Z2 0.~ 0.2 0.2 19.0 0.8 ~.7
De~(s) 1~.2 ~.5 29.9 ~.1 ~.4 32.8 ~.7
Le~ of S~ F 0 C 0 S 0 F F

Approach LOS

HCM Average Control ~1~
HCM Volume ~
A¢~ Cy¢e Len~
Inte~ ~p~ U~l~on

c Cd~l ~e

70.9 ,48,5 3823

176.6 HCM Level
1.32

I00.0 Sum ot lost time (s)
106,8% ICU Level of Ser~e

15

249 ~,~
~0 30

t2,0 ~.0 ~.0
0.t~ 0.~ 0.~
4.0 4.0 4.0

...... q~0 ~,q.. S.0
2t2

0.t4
0.0S

%17 0.6~ 0.1~

16.~
~.9

F

18.0
G

~ O c

N:\I ~ysls’Q030~S upem:ed e~1857 2080 AM,sy7
Page8
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6!22/2009 2o30 AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Tatel Loat t~me (s)
Lane Ut]l. Factor
Frt
Fit P~otected
Said. Row
Rt Permitted
S~d. Row
Volume (~ph)

1~ 19~ 19~ 19~ 1~0 t~ 1~0 1900 1~ 1~0 1~0    1900
4~0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.~ 1.00 0.95 1.~ 1.00 0,95
1.~ 0.98 1.00 O.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 1~     0.85
0.~ 1.00 0.95 1,~ " 0.~ 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,~ 1.00
~ ~7 ~ ~12 ;~0 3~ 1~ 1770
0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.~ 1,~ 0.95 1.~ ~.~
~ ~ ~ ~12 1~0 ~ 1~ 1~0
2~ ~ I~ 60 9~ ~ 680 1550 270 180 ~0 220

Peak~hourfactof. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
~t. Row (vph) 3O4 489 196
RTOR Reduel~on (vph) 0 35 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) ~ 650 0
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 8.0 41.8
Effec~ve Green. g (s) 8.0 4t .8
Actuated g!c Ratio 0.07 0.35
c=earance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehtde Extenelon ~s~ 3.0 3;0
Lane Gq~ Cap (vptt) 227 1172
v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 c0.t9
v/s R~o Perm
v/c R~o
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor

1,34 0,55
56.4 32.0
1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay. {12 179.3 0.6
Delay (s) 235.7 32.5
Level of Service F C
~proa~ oelay (s) 95.o
Approach LOS F
fnterSedJon Summa~
HCM Average C~trol Oelay
HCM Velume to CapaciW ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
tntemectio~ Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (rain)
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

132.4
1.29

120~
112.~

15

65 1033 326 739 1685 253 196 674 239
0 25

65 1334

3 8

4,0 37.8
4,0 37,8

0.03 0.31
4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0

114 1068
0.02 c0.39

0.57 1.25
57.6 41.5
1~00 1,00
6.7 120.1

64.3 161.6
E F

157.1
F

0 0 0 t10 0 0 79
0 739 1685 183 196 674 160

Pro! Pemt Pint Pem~
5 2 1 6

2 6
37.0 48,0 48.0 11~0 22.0 22;0
37.0 48.0 48.0 11.0 22.0 22.0
0.31 0.40 0.40 0.09 0.18 0.18

4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

542 1406 629 161 645 288
¢0,42 c0,48 0,11 0.19

0.12 0.10
1,36 1.20 0.29 1.22 1.04 0.55
41.9 36.4 24.8 54~9 49.4 44~9
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

175.2 96.5 1.2 141.2 47.7 7.5
217.1 132.9 26.0 196,1 97.1 52,4

F F C F F D
144.2 105.0

F F

HGM Level of ~er~ce

Sum of ]cat time (s)
tCU Level of Setvlce

F

16.0
H

N:\1857U~mly~s~Z030’~uperced ed~1857 2(~0 AM.sy7
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow Iv~hpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Ut~, Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Said. Flow (pint)
Fit Permttte~l

EBT F.BR Wg~L W~T NBL NBR

I~ ~0 i~ 19~ I~ 1900
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

0.95 1.00 1,00 0,~ 0,97 1.~
1,~ 0.~ 1.00 ~,~ %00 0,~
1.~ 1.~ 0,g5 t,~ 0,95 1,00

1.00 1,00 0,~ I,~ 0.96 1,~

8: Montezuma Rd & Col~oed Bird
2o~0 AM

Satd. Row(perm)    3539 151~ 159 2539. 3433 1~3
Volume(vpt~) 1644 320 70 t~ 11~ 110
Peak-h~fa~r. PHF 0.92 0.~ 0.~ 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Flow(~h) 1787 ~ 76 1475 1~
RTOR Redu~on (~) 0 0 0 0 0
~neGroupR~(~h) 1787 ~ 76 147~ 1260 t17
Turn T~e ~ P~
Pmt~ Ph~ 4 2 8 2
P~lff~ P~ 4 8 2
~uat~ Gm~. G (s) 47.0 9~0 M,0 47.0 ~,0

A~a~g/CRa~ 0,47 0,92 0.47 0~7 0.~ 0,45
Cl~n~ ~ (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehl~ ~sion (s), , 3~ ~.0 , ,~.0 3,0 3.0
~ne~Gap(~h) 1~ 1~ 75 ~ t~
v/s ~ ~t ~.50 0,10 0.42
v/s ~o Pe~ 0.12 0,~ 0.07
vlc~ 1.07 0.~ 1.01 0.~ 0.~1
Un~ ~ay, dl 26.5 0.4 26,~ ~,1 ~,8
Progre~Fa=or 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ ~.00 1.00 1
Inmemental Delay, d2 45.1
Delay (a) 71
Level of J,~ce
Approa~ Delay (s)
Appraa~ LOS E

lntemeation Summaw
HCM Average Corttro; Delay
HCM Volume to Capa~l~
Actuated Cyele Length
~ntemectlo~ Capad~y Utilization
Anatysls Peded (rain)
G Cdtlcel Lane Group

0ol 107.7 6.1 4.7
0.5 134.2 80.2 ~,6 16.8
A F C C

~.9 27.4,
D

lOO,O gttrll oflo~ time
92,1% ICU Level �#

15

D

8,0

N:\1857~,nalysls~030~S tcer~d ed~l ~7 2030 AM.ay~
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4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.98
1.00 1,00
1.00 0.96
0.95 1.00
1770 3348
0.95 1,00
1770 3348

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 2030 AM

Move~mnt         EBL EBT EBR ’v’,~L ~ VWR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeelRow(vphpl) 1900 ’~900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0Lane UtiL Factor 0.97 0,95 1,00 0.95 0,95 1.00
Fq~b, ped/olkes 1.00 I,CO 0.99 1,CO 1.00 0.92
Rpb, pad/bikes 1o00 1.CO 1,CO 1.90 1.CO 1.00Frt 1.00 0.99 0,98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Rt Pro~e~ted 0,95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.CO
Satd. Row(prot) 3433 3501 1750 1681 1696 1455
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
Satd.Row(l~rn) 3433 3501 1750 1681 1696 1455
Volume (vph) 1114 614 26 20 1175 375 50 15 10 t43 10 202
Peak-hourfactot, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) t211 667 28 22 t277 40~ 54 16 11 155 11 220
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 30 0 0 6 0 0 0 186
LanaGroupRow(vph) 1211 692 0 22 1655 0 0 75 0 81 B5 34
Confl. Pads. (#4hr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Confl. Bikes (#,~ 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Prot Prot Split Split Perrn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pemtitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 52.8 %6 29.4 16.0 16o0 16.0 16.0
EffectlveGreen, g(s) 25.0 52.8 %6 29.4 16.0 16,0 16.0 16,0

0.24 0,52 0.02 0,29 0.16 0.I6 0,t6 0.16
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

838 1805 28 961 273 263 265 227
c0.35 0.20 0.01 (~0.43 c0.04 0.05 c0.05

0.02
0,31 0.32 0.16
38.3 38.4 37.3
t,00 t.CO 1,00
3.0 3.2 1.4

41.3 41.5 38,7

A~Jated g,’C Ratio
Ctearance T=me (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Raffo Prot
vie Ratio Ph~m
vlc Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progressloo Factor

1.46 0.38
38.7 15.0
1.CO 1

Incremental Delay, d2 207.0 0.1
Delay (s) 245.7 15,1
Level of Service F
Approach Delay (e) 161.6
ARoma¢~ LOS F
Int~’sectk~n Summan/
HCM Average ConUol
HCM Valume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cyae Length
Intemection Cepad~ Utilization
Ana~y~s Period (min)
c Cdtlcai Lane Group

0.79 1.72
50.2 36.5
1o00 1.00
82,7 329.4

t33.0 365.9
F F

362.9
F

0.28
38.1
1.00
2.5

4O,6
D

4O.6
D

231.9 HCM Level of SeP41¢e F
1,11

102.4 Sum of lost time ($) 16.0
100.2% ICU Level of Sendce G

15

D D D
39.6

D

N:\1857V~alysis’~030~Superceded~.1857 2030 AM.sy7
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 ......................................

Movement

EBL BBT EBR WilL, ,,,VVST WBR,,’ NBL NBI’, NB

Lane Conng~Uons
;deal Row(vphpl)    t900 1900 1900 1~00 1~00 1900 tg00 1900 t~00 1900 1900 lg20
Tota~ Lo~t time ($)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frpb, pe~blkes
Rpb0 pad!bikes
Ftt
Fit Protected
~atd. Row
Rt Permitted

Valume (vph) 38 98 1202 271 34

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.91.00 0,95 1,00 0,95 t,20 0,~B 0.98 1,00
1,00 0,98 1.00 0,98 00~ I000 1.20 1.20
t.CO 1,00 1.90 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.20 t.90
1.00 0,99 1.20 0,97 0.92 1,00 t.00 0,~
0.95 1.00 0.95 1,CO 0.99 0,95 0.97 I,CO
1770 3495 1770 337.5 1805 1681 t712 1583
0,95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.09 0.95 0.97 t,00
1770 3495 t770 3375 1606 1981 1712 1_
189 774 29 104 126 26

Peek.~ourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,~ 0.92
Adj. Row(vph) 205 ~1 41 107 t415 295 37 32 t13 1~ ~ 211
RTOR R~u~ (~h) 0 3 0 0 18 0 0 ~ 0 0 0
~e ~ F~ (~h) 2~ 8~ 0 107 1~2 0 0 t23 0 ~ ~ 19

30 30 ~ ~ ~0 20 ~
~0 t0 10.

P~ ~t S~lt S~t
7 4 ~ 8 2 2 8 6

Confl, Pads. (#~hr)

Turn Type
P~ Ph~
Pe~l~ Ph~
A~at~ Grin, G

A~ ~ R~lo
CI~ ~me (s)
V~e ~on

v/s Ra~o Pint
v/s~ P~
~c R~
Unff~ D~y, dl
~m~ Fa=or

9.0 44.3 8.7 44,0 17.0 t8.0 19.0 9.0
9.0 44,3 8.7 44.0 17,0 ’~6,0 t8,0

0,09 0.43 0,09 0.43 0,17 0,18 0.18 0.99
4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3°0 3.0 3,0 3,0 ~,0 3.0
198 1,518 151 t458 238 ~4 2~ 140

c0,t2 0.26 0.06 �0.50 ¢0.98 0.08 �0,05 0.01

1.31 0.58
46,5 21.8
1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2. 179.4 0.5
De~W (s) 22~,9 22.3
Level of Service F C
Approach D~ay (s) 60,7
Approach LOS E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average CortttOl Dally
HCM Vdume to Capadty ratio
/~tuated Cycle Long~ ($)
Intersection Capad~ Utilization
Analysis Peded (rain)
c Cdtical Lane Groop

0,71 1.16
4~.4 26,0
t,20 1,20
14.1 81,0
89,5 110.0

E F
107.1

F

0,46 0.30 0,32 0.13
38.3 38.1 38,I 42,9
1.20 1.00 1.00 1.90
~,6 2,9 8,1 0,4

43.9 41,0 41.2 4~,3
D O O O

43.9 42.4
D D

62.2
0,88

102.0
93.7%

15

H0M Level of

Sum of IO~’t time (e)
(CU Level of

F

18,0
E
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & CatoctJn Drive
6/22/2009 2030 AM

Movement
Lane Configuratioos
Ideal. Row (vphpl)
Tot~ Lost time
Lane Utll. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Sutd,
Fit Permitted

EBL EBT EBR V’-,~L ~ V~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1~ 1~ 1~ 19~ 1~ 19~ 1~0 1~0 t~0 1~ 1~ 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 ~.0 4.0 4.0
I,~ 0.~ 1~00 0.95 1.~ 1,00
1,~ %00 1.~ 0.99 0.~ 0.93
0,~ 1.00 0.~ 1.00 0.~ 0.98
1~0 ~ 1~0 ~9 1713
0.~ 1.~ 0,~ 1;00 0.~ 0.~

Stud. Row (perm)     1770 3522 1770 3509 1472 152~
Volume (vph) 30 614 20 80 1330 80 40 10 40 50 20 80
Peak-hourfen~or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
A~, Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
L~n~ ,Group Flow Ivph)
Turn Type
Protec~’ed Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Gr~eno {~

Ciearance Time (s)
Veh~e ExtenslonLane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ra~o Prot
vts Ratio Perm
vlc Ratio
U~form Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Deiay, d2

Level of Service
Approach Dolay (s)
Approach LOS

Interse~on Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
intersection Capacity Utilization
~a~s Peded (rain)
c Cdt~cal Lane Group

33 667 22 37 1446 87 43 11 43 54 22 87
0 2 0 0 4 0 0 27 0 0 39 0

33 687 0 87 1529 0 0 70 0 0 124 0
Prot Prot Penn Penn

7 4 3 8 2 6
2 6

29.1 29.1
29.1 29.1
0,33 033
4.0 4~0
3.0 3;0

4.6 3~.6 8.2 42.2
4.6 38.6 8‘2 42‘2

0.05 0,44 0.09 0.48
4.0 4.0 4;0 4~0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
93 1547 165 1685

0.02 0.19 c0;09 <:0.44
0,05 c0.08

0.35 0.44 0,53 0.91 0.14 0.25
40‘2 17,2 38.0 21.0 20.7 21,4
1.00 1~00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2,3 0‘2 3~0 7.5 0,6 1.2

42.5 17.,$ 4t.0 28.5 21,3 22.6
D B D C C C

18.5 29.2 21.3 22.6
B C C C

25.5 HCM Level of Service C
0.64
87,9 Sum of Icet time (s) 12.0

62.8% ICU Layet of Sen/ice B
t5
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 12; El Cajon Blvd & Montezuma Road

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
T o~al L~t ~e [s)
L~ UtlL Fair
F~
Rt Pmt~
~td. FI~ (pint)
Rt Pe~l~

Peak-hourfact~, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph) 2t7 1152 1511 761 186 87
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 290 0 56
LeneGrouPFIow(vph) 217 1t52 1511 471 196 31
Turn Type Prot Prot Pmt
Protected Phases 7 4 8 B 6 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Given, G (s) 16.6 62.7 40.1 40.1 40.1 40,1
Effective Green, 9 ($) 19,6 62.7 40.1 40.1 40,1 40.1
A~uated g/C RaUo
Clearance Time
Vehicle Extension
Lane G~ Cap (vph)
vie Ratio Prat
vie Ratio Penn
vlc Ratio
Unifoan Oe~ay. dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay. d2
Dolay (s)
Level of Se~’vice
Approach Delay ($)
Approach LOS

0.I7 0,57 0,36 0.~6 0.36 0.36
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4;0
3.0 6.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

297 2003 1227 522 1242 573
c0.t2 0,33 (~0.45 0,33 ¢0.06 0,02

0.73 0.56 1,23 0,g0 0.16 0,05
43.7 15,5 35.3 33.5 23.9 23.0
1:00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00
8.g 0.4 111.5 18.8 0.3 0,2

52.6 t5.9 146.8 ~L$ 24,2
D B F O C C

21.7 119,2 23,9
c F C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Dell/ 76,0 HCM Level of ~efvlce
HCM Volume to CaC~c~ty ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s) 110.8 Sum 0f lost ~ (~) 12,0
In~e~ion Cap~ ~11~ ~,1% ICU ~ of ~
~sb Pe~ (rain)
c CdS~l ~ne Grip

N~t 857~ne]ysis~030\Sup erced e~1857 2030 AM.ay7
Page 12
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Plaza llnda Verde Mked-Use 1: I-ewB Ramp & College Ave
6/22J2009 2080 PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor

Plpb, ped/~lms
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Rt PermPt..ed
Setd. Row.(~errn
Volume (vph)

FJ~L E~T EBR    WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SB’F SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3304 1555 3539 1536 3539 1536
0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1o00

3304 1555 3539 1536 3539 1536
0 0 772 0 405 0    1451 1815 0 884 ~

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Row (vph)        0 0 0 839 0 440 0 1577 1973
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
L.arte Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 839 0 440
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) 20 20
Turn Type custom Free
Protected Phases
PermUted Phases 8 Free
Actuated Green. G (s) 29.8 100.0
Effecth/e Green. g (s) 29.8 100.0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.30 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0
Vet~e Extension (s) 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 985 1555
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.28
v/c Ratio 0.85 0.28
Uniform Delay, dl 33.0 0.0
Pmgreselon Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7,2 0.5
Delay (s) 40.2 0.5
Level of Se~,fce D A
Approach Delay {s) 0.0 26.5
Approach LOS A c

Inte~_,~r~ summar,,/
HCM Average Control Del~J 63.9
HCM Velume to Capac~ ratio 1.28
~ cyo~e Lan~ (s) 10o.o
Intor~on Capacity Utilizel~on 68.8%
Anelysb Pelod (rain) 15
c Critical Lane Group

0 051 637
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1577 t973 0 961 637

20 20
Free Free

2           6
Free            Free

62.2 100.0 62.2 100.0
62.2 100.0 62.2 100.0
0.62 1.00 0.62 1.00

4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0

2201 1536 2201 153~
0.45 0.27

cl,28 0.41
0.72 t‘28 0,44 0.41
12,9 50.0 9.8 0,0
0,68 1.00 1,00 1.00

O‘2 t28.5 0,6 0.8
9.0 178.5 10.4 0.8
A F B A

103‘2 6.6
F A

HCM Level of Service E

Sum of lost ~lme (s) 0.0
ICU Level of Sen/ice C

N:\I 6b-/V~elyels~2080~Su perceded~1857 2030 PM.sy7
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Plaza Ltnda Verde Mixed.Use 2: I-eEB Ramp & College Ave
6/22J2009 20~o PM

Movement EBL F.ET EBR W~L WBT WBR N~I~,, N~T NBR @BL
L~me c~r~rat~on~ ~ ~’l~F ............ ~f ’"FIdeelFlow(vphp~ 1900 1900 tg00 lg00 1900 t000 1~0 1900 t900 t900 1 0"0Total Lost ~me (e) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0Large U~I. Factor 0.97 0.76
Frpb, pad/bikes 1.00 0.95
Rpb. peal/bikes 0.96 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (pint) 3804 3434
Rt Permitted 0.98 1o00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3304 34~4
Volume (vph) 834 0 1t45 0 0

0,95 1.00 0.95 t,00
1o00 0,97 1.00 0,~7
t.00 1,00 1.00 1,00
t.00 0.85 1.00 0,55
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00

3330 t536 ~139
t,00 t.00 1.00 1

24~?. t079 0    1181 475
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,~ 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0.~2 0.92 0,~ 0,92
A~J. Ftew(vph) e07 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 ~ ~ 0
~OR R~u~on (~h) 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0    0
~neGroupFl~(~h) 907 0 1~0 0 0 0 0 2~3 t173 0 t2~
~fl. P~ ~, ,, 20 20 20
Turn ~ ~stom ~¢m F~ee
Prot~ Pha~ 2 6
Pe~l~d Phas~ 4 4
A~ted G~n, G (s) ~3 ~.3 473 1~.0 47,7
Effe~ve Green. g (e) 44.3
Actuated g/C Ral~o 0.44
Clearance 11me (s) 4.0
Vehicle Exlension (e) 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1464
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Penn 0.27
v/o Ratio 0.62
Unifom~ Delay, dl 21,4
Progression Factor 1.00
~ncmmental Detay, d2 0.8
De~ay (s) 22,2
Level of Service C
Approach Delay (s)
Approa~ LOS

intersect~o~ Summa~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Ca pa~P.y rat~
Actuated Cy=e Length (s)
]nto~sectton Capad~/Utilization
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c CrflJcat Lane Group

25.1
C

44,3
0,44
4,0
3.0

152t

0.3S
0,80
24.t
1.00

5.1
27.2

C
0.0
A

47,7 100.0 47,? t00o0
0,48 1,00 0,48 t,00
4,0 4.0
8°0 8,0

1688 1536 t688
~0.75 0,~

e0,75 0,~4
1,57 0,~8 0,~6 0,~
~,1 0.0 2t,6
1,~ 1.~ 0,70

2~,~ O,3 2.~~,g 0,8 1~,5
F. A B A

1~.8
F

107.5
1.16

100.0
97.7%

15

HCM L~’el.0f ~.eerv~ce

Sum of lost tJme (s)
ICU Level of

F

4.0
F
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3; Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL N~,T NBR S~L S~T SBR
Lane co~9ur~one ,,t F 4 F ~

~f F ~t~ ~r~ d d
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 lg00 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4;0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
Lane Ubl. Factor 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped~ikes 1,00 0;95
FIpb, peal/bikes 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85
Rt Protected 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 1506
Rt Pem~ttted 0,96 1,00
Satd, Row(pen’n) 1782 1506

1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0,88
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1;00 1.00
1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.3O 1,00
1.00 0.85 1.oo 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85
0.96 1,00 0,95 1;00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00

1783 1583 1770 3539 15(36 3433 5085 2787
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1,00 1
1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

Velume(vph) 642 70 121 198 2-A 543 106 2326 184 373 1764 18~

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0,92
Adj. Fiow(vph) 698 76 132 215 26 590 1t5 2528 200 405 1917 205
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 774
Confl; Peds. (#~hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Pem~ Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Pen’nlfted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G(s) 24,0 24,0
Effective Green, g (s) 24,0 24.0
Actu-~ted g!C Ratio 0.24 0.24
Clearance T’~ne (s) 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extens|ofl (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 428 361
v/s Ratio Prot c0.43
via Ratio Penn 0.04
v/c Ratio 1,81 0,t8
Uniform Delay, dl 38;0 30,2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental De~ay, d’2 373.0 0.2
Delay (s) 4t 1,0 30.4
Level of Service F C
Approach Delay {s) 355.5
Approach LOS F

Inta~e~-~_on Summary
HCM Average Contro~ Delsy
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cy=e Leng~
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Anelys~s Period (rain)
� Cri~caJ L~ne Group

68 0 0 304 0 0 59 0 0 1t6
64 0 241 286 t15 2528 14t 405 t9t7 89

2O 20 20 20 20
Over Prot Perm Prot Ove~

8 1 5 2 I 6 4
2

t8~0 18,0 10.9 24.0 24.0 18.0 3%1 24,0
18.0 18,0 10.9 24.0 24.0 18.0 31,1 24.0
0.t8 0.18 0.1"~ 0.24 0.24 0.’~8 0.31 0,24
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3,0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
32t 285 193 849 361 618 1581 66~

(0.14 C0.18 0.06 (;0.71 0.t2 0,38 0.03
0.09

0,75 1.00 0.60 2.98 0.39 0.6~ 1,2t 0,13
38.9 41,0 42-5 38~0 31~9 38,t 34.5 29,8
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,12 0.88 1.17
9,5 54.0 4.9 893.1 3.1 1.5 99,4 0.1

48.4 95.0 47,3 931.1 35.0 44.0 129~8 35.0
D F D F D D F C

81.5 832.3 108.3
F F F

426.3 HCM Level of Service F
t.74

100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
!49.1% ICU Level of Service H

15

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zu~ Way & College Ave
6/22/2oo9

Movement
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Pea~ Hour Factor
Hourly flow r~e (vph)
Pedes~ans
Lane Width
Walking Speed (if/s)
Pernent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Meo3an type None
Meo~en storage veh)
Upstream signal
pX~ ~atoon unbiocked 0.76 0.59
vC, conflicting volume 3787 1101
vc1 stage1 �onfvol
vC2, stage 2 ¢onf
vcu, unblocked vol 2999 474
tC. single (s) 6.8 6.9
~C, 2 stage (s)
tF(s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacl~

Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capadty
Queue Length 98th (if) 1419
Control Delay (s) 648,7
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay ($) 648,7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utillz~’Jon
Analysls Peried (rain)

WBL WBR NBT NBR ~BI

0% 0% 0%
0 ~ 1952 2~ 3~5    1768

0.92 0.~ 0.92 0.~ 0,92 0,92
0 7~ 21~ ~ 342

20 20
12.0 t2.0
4.0 4,0
2 2

733 1088
0.59
2363

2617
4,1

3.5 3.3 2.2
0 0 0
0 3O6 93

WB’~ NBI NB2 NB3 SBI SB2 SB3
722 1061 1061 ~ 342 96~ 96t

o 0 0 0 342 0 0
722 0 0 222 0 0 0
306 1700 1700 1700 93 1700 1700

2.36 0,62 0,62 0.13 3.87 0,~7 0,b’7
0 0 0 Err 0 0

0.0 0.0 0.0 12t~H,2 0.0 0,0
F

0.0 ’195.7

171~0
103,7%

15
ICU Level of,Service

N:\I ~lysb~203o~Su pe rceded~1857 2030 PM.sy7 Synchm 5 Report N:\1857Vu~lysLs\203o~upemeded~1857 2030 PM.sy7 Syllchm 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
2030 PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
~e~ Row ~vphp~
Tot=a= Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Flt Permitted
S=d. Row (perm) .........
Vdume (vph)

E~L EBT EBR WBL ~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1800 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
0.95 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.g8
0,97 0.98 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1719 1781 1770 3527 1770 3475
0.80 0.82 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1413 1497 1770 3527 1770 3475

175 22 122 28 29 13 ~4 1478 35 58 1316 182
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 190 24 133 30 32 14 70 t607 38 63 1430
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 t8 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 7 0
Lane Group FIov{.,(vph) 0 329 0 0 69 0 70 1644 0 63 1621 0
Turn Type Penn Penn Prot Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8
,au:f~uated Green, G (s) 28.1 28ol 8.0 55,0 7.7 54.7
Effect~e Green, g (s) 28.t 28,1 8.0 55,0 7,7 54.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.08 0,54 0.07 0.53
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp C~p (vph) 386 409 138 t887 t33 1849
via Ratio Prot c0.04 0.47 0.04 ¢0,47
v/s R=-~o Perm c0.23 0.05
vlc Ratio 0.85 0.17 0.51 0.87 0.47 0.88
Uniform Dek~y, dl 35.4 28.5 45.5 20.8 45.6 21.1
Prngresslon Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In~-emefltal Delay. d2 t6.4 0.2 2.9 5.9 2,7 6.2
Delay (s) 91.7 28.7 48,4 26.7 48.3 27,3
Lavel of Service D C D C O C
Apwoach Delay {s) 51.7 28.7 27.6 28,1
Approach LOS D C C C
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Co,’lt~’ol Delay 30.0 HCM Level of Servioe C
HCM Volume to Ca~city ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Lang~ (s) 102.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12,0
~ntersect~on Capacity Ut~lzation 80,7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (rain) 15
c Cdtk~l Lane Group

Raza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22~2009

Lane Co~;6,,ratlons
i~e= Flow
Total Lost ~
Lane Utll, Factor
Frpb, pad/bikes
Rpb, pad/bikes
Frt
Fit Prote~tecl
Satd. Flow
Fit Permitted

Volume

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
2030 PM

EBL ,~eT    EBR WBL ~ ~R NBL    N~ ,N~R S~L ~    ~R

4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
t.00 0,95 t.00 1.00 0.95 t.00 0.97 0,55
1.00 1.00 0.92 1,00 1,00 0.92 1.00 0,99
t.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 t.00 1,00 t,00
t,00 1,o0 0,55 t.00 1,00 0,~5 t.00 0,~
0,95 1,00 1.00 0,95 t.00 1,00 0.95 t.00

1770 3539 1457 1770 3539 1457 34~3 3477
0,95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1,00 1,00 0,95 1.00
1770 3539 t4~7 t770 3~9 1457 ~4~5 3477
1264 957 557 290 ’~’ ’ 360 707 ’"752

t,00 0.95 1,00
1,00 1,00
1,00 1,00 1,00
1,00 1,00 0.55
0,55 t.00 1
1770 3539 t4~7
0.9~ t.00 1,00
1,770 85~g
431 t074

Peak~ourf~ctor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,~2 0,~2 0.~2 0,~2 0,~2 0,~2 0,~ 0,~AdJ, R~(vph} !3~ 1061 7t4 3t5 ~ 401 76~ 81~ ~ 4~ 1t~ ~I~RTOR ~du~ (~h) 0 0 226 0 0 168 0 8 0 0 0 202~Gmup~(~) 1~ 1051 ~8 ~1~ ~3 235 7~ 87~ 0 ~8 1157 111
~fl. P~, (~r) 30 30 30 30 ~0 ~ a0 ~0~nfl, BI~ (~) .... 15 t5 IB
Tum T~ Split Pe~ Spl~ P~ P~t P~t " P~
Ptot~ed Pha~ 4 4 8 8 5 2 1
Pe~ ~a~ 4 8
~Gr~,G(s) 24.0 24,0 24,0 ~.0 ~,0 24,0 1~0 ~,0 ~2,0
Eff~eGr~n,g(s) ~.0 ~,0 ~.0 24.0 ~,0 24,0 12.0 ~.0 12,0
A~g/C~o 0.24 0~ 0,~ 0~4 0.~ 0,24 0,12 0,~ 0,12 0,~
C~n~ ~me (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
V~{~e ~sl~ (s) 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 ~,0
~ne G~ C~ {~h) 4~ 849 350 "~ ~9 3~ 412 8~ 212
v~ Ra~ Pint ~,~ 0,~ 0,18 ~,~ 0.~ 0,2~ ~8
vls ~ Pe~ 0.34 0.1~ 0,08vle~ 3,2t 124 t,40 0.74 0.99 0,67 1.86 1,05 2,21 t,~7 0,32
Un~o~Delay, dl 38,0 ~.0 ~.0 ~,1 37.g ~,4 ~.0 38,0 44.0
Pr~m~nF~r 1.~ 1.00 1.~ 1.00 t.~ 1.00 t,00 1,~ 1,~ 1,00 1,00
I~men~l~,d2 9~,3 117.1 ~.4 6,8 29.0 4,7 ~35,0 ~,3 ~,~ 1~6.0 2,4~ay(s) 1037.3 155,1 ~2,4 42,0 ~.g ~,I ~2,0 ~,~ 6~.~ 214.0 ~,~
L~el ~8~ F F F D E O F F F

5~,2 ~,7 ~0,5
F O F FApproach LOS

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Cont~’ol Delay 338.0
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 1
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100,0
Intersection Capadty Ul~zat~on 154,1%
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cr~cal Lane Group

HCM Level of e~lt,vP..~ F

Sum of Ios~ fJme (s) 15,0
ICU Level of 8awloe H

N:\185"/~.nalysls~.030~Supemede~1857 20~0 I=M,sy7
Unsco~ Law & G~,~enspan Englneers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use 7: El Ca[on Blvd & College Ave
6/22J2009 2630 PM

Movement
Lane Conflgura~ne
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane U~. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (penn)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 t900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 t900 1900 t900 1900 1900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0;95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00
1.00 0.94 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 t,00 1.00 0’95 t,00 1.00
3433 3326 34~3 3402 17"70 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0~95 1,00 t.00
3433 3326 3433 3402 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
370 1120 750 300 690 240 400 1070 90 350 t233 120

Peak-hourfaot~.PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Fiow(Vph)        402 1217 815 326 750 261 435 1163 98 380 1340 130
RTOR Rec[uctioa (vph) 0 96 0 0 29
Laqe,,GroupRow(vph) 402 1936 0 326 982
Turn Type Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) t5,0 45.0 8,0 38;0
Effective Green, g (s) t5.0 45,0 8.0 38;0
Actuated glC Ratio 0,12 0.38 0.07 0,32
Clearance T~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 429 I247 229 1077
vlsRattoProt 0.12 c0.58 c0.09 0.29
v/s Ratio Penn
v/¢ Ratio
Urdform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

0,94 1.55
52.0 37.5
1,00 1.00

Inc~ernental Delay, d2 27.9 252.5
De~ay (s) 80.0 290.0
Level of Service E F
Approach Delay(s) 255.3
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volame to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycie Length
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Anaiy~s Period (rain)
o C~ca~ Lane Group

202.1
t .49

120.0
133,1%

15

1.42 0.91
56.0 39.4
1.00 1

214.1 11.5
270.1 50.9

F D
104.3

F

0 0    0    53    0    0 61
0 435 1163 45 380 1340 69

Prot Penn Pint Penn
5 2 1 6

2 6
18;0 35.0 35.0 16.0 33.0 33.0
18.0 35.0 35,0 16,0 33.0 33.0
0,15 0,29 0.29 0,13 0.28 0,28

4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

266 1032 452 236 973 435
c0,25 0.33 0.21 c0.38

0.03 0.04
1.64 1.13 0.10 1.61 1.66 0o16
51~0 42.5 31,0 52,0 ,43,5 33,0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

302.4 69,8 0.4 293.4 176.2 0,5
353.4 112.3 31.4 345.4 2.19,7 33,8

F F (3 F F C
169;5 232,5

F F

HeM Level of Service

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU L~vel of Service

F

16,0
H

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use
6/22/2009

Movement EBT EBR WBL= WBT._..~.B,..L,..~ NBR
Lane Conjurations ’H’ F ~ ~ ~
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 lg00 1900 1~00 1900 t
Total Last time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util, Fe~tor 0.95 1,00 1,00 0.95 0,97 t.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 t.00 0.~5
FItPromotec~ 1,00 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,95 t
Satd. Flow(prot) 3539 1583 1770 3539 ~N,33 1583
Fit Pennlt~ea 1.00 1,00 0.0g 1.00 0,95 t.00
S_a~td, Flow(!oerm) ~539 1588 159 3539 3433 158,3
Volume (vph) 1973 410 90 2127 380 60
Peak-hour factor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adl, Flow (vph} 2145 446 98 2312 4,13 65
RTOR Redu~ion (vph) 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (v~h) 2145 446 98 23!.2_ . A~3 64
Turn Type pro+or Farm Penn
P~otoctod Phases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 92.0 47.0 47.0 45.0 45.0
Effective Green, g (e)
Aotu=ed g/C Ratio
Qoamnca Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
via Ratio PrOt
via R~o Penn
v/c Ratio
Unlforrrr Detay, dl
Progras~on Fe~tor
Incremental Delay, d2 135.1
De{ay (s) 161.6
Level of’Service F
Approach Delay (s) 133.9
Approach LOS F
Interse~on Summary
HCM Average Control Dell7
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio

Actuated Cy=e Length
intersection Copaolty Utilization
Aoa~rs!s Peded {mlil)
c Cdtioal Lane Group

47.0 92.0 47,0 47,0 45.0 45.0
0.47 0,92 0.47 0,47 0,45 0.45
4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4=0
3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 ~ 3,0 3,0

1663 !58~ 75 ~563 t545 712
0.61 ¢0.13 ¢0,66 0,12

0,15 0,62 0,04
1,29 0.28 1,81 1,39 0,~,7 0.09
26,5 0A 26,5 26,5 ~7,2 15,8
1,00 1.00 1,iX} t.00 1,00 ’L00

0.1 206.4 179,4 0,4 0.2
0.5 232,9 205,9 17.6 16,0
A F F B B

207.0 17,~.
F B

155,9 H’~M L~elof ~rvl~
0,62

~ 00.0 Sum el’ lOst time
80,4% ICU LeVel of

15

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
2030 PM

F

4.0
D
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 203O PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WeT WBR NBL NeT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations "~ ’F~ ~ $~ ¯ ’~ R ~’
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1800
Total Lost time (s) 4.0
Lane Ut~L Factor 1.00
Fmb, pedr~es 0.98
Flpb, ped~kas 1.00
Rt O.97
Fit Pmtectod 0.97
Satd. Flow (prot) 1724
Fit Permitted 0.97
Sa~. Ro* (pe~ 1724
votume (vph}

4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
0,97 0,95 1.00 0,95 0.95 0,95 1.00
1.00 0.99 1;00 0,99 1.00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.00

3433 3464 1770 3445 1681 1691 1458
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.00

3433 3464 1770 3445 t681 1691 1458
571 1345 117 30 1594 217 60 15 20 576 20 563

Peak-hourfacton PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.~. 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 621 1462 t27 33 1733 236 65 16 22 626 22 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 tl 0 0 10 0 0 0 436
Lane Group Row (vph) 621 1583 0 33 1958 0 0 93 0 315 332 175
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Confl, Bikes (#/hr) 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Prot Pint Split Split Penn
Pmtacted Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.9 48.5 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Effective Green, g($) 21.9 48.5 16.0 16,0 16.0 16.0

0~22 0.49 0.16 0.16 0.16 0,16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0

761 1700 279 272 274 236
c0,18 (0.46 c0.05 0,19 c0.20

0,12
0.80 1.94 0.33 1.16 1,21 0.75
48.0 35.0 36.7 41.4 41A 39.5
1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
69,0 427.9 3.2 104,2 124.1 19,2

117.0 462,9 39.9 145.6 165.5 58.7
F F D F F E

457.2 39.9 108.6
F D F

2.3 28.9
2,3 26.9

Actuated 91C Ratio 0.02 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 41 1008
v/s Ratio Pint 0.02 c0.57
vie Ratio Perm
vlc Ret~o 0.82 0.93
Uniform Delay, dl 36.5 23,6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
~nctemental Delay, d,?. 6,8 9.7
De~y (s) ~3.6 68.8
~ of Sewice D C
Approach De~,(s) 36.1
Approach LOS D
Intemection SummaP~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Inte~ec~on Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (rain)
c Cl’itk~ Lane Group

203.8 HCM Level of Service F
1.27
98.8 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0

t12.2% IOU Level of Servlce H
15

N:\I 8 ~lys;s~.030~ uperced edit 857 2030 PM.sy’7
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Synchro 6 Report
Page 9

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed*Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
5/28/2009 20~0 ~M

Movement EeL EBT EB,,R,, WSL,~/BT WBR N.B=K=.NBT NBR ,SBL al~rLane Con~jurat~ ~$~*IdeatFlow(vphpl) t900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1~00 1000 I~00 tg00 t~Nu    lg00 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0Lane UtiL Factor 1,00 0.96 1
Frpb. pedtbP.es 1.00 1,00 0,96
Rpb, pedJbikas 1,00 1.00
Frt 1,00 1.00 0.91Rt Protected 0.95 1.00 0,99
Satd, Flow(prot) 17~2 3520 t588,
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00
said. F~ {pe~) t782 3820
V~ume (vph)

1,00 0,95 0.g~ 0.1~6 Io00
1.00 0,97 1.00 1,00 1,00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
1.00 0.97 1,00 1,00 0.85
0,95 1.00 0.95 0,97 1,00

1770 3331 1881 t712 1583
0.96 1.00 0,gti 0,97 1,00
1770 333t 1681 1712 , 1~

Pesk-hourf~or, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.~ 0.92 0,92 0,1~2 0.92 0,92 0,~ 0.92 0.92AdJ. FIow(vph) 279 1848 38 270 1289 366 ~i 42 16.~ 41’/ ~2RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0 2 0 0 26 0 0 77 0 0 0Lane Group Row (vph) 279 1884 0 270 1629 0 0 165 0 240 2~3 297
Confl, Peds. (#/hr) ~0 30 30 30 ~0 60 ~0 3O
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 10 10 10 t0
_H_eavyVehldes(%) 3% 2% 2% 2% 2~.,,,,,, 2,~,,, 2% 2% 2%,,, , 2~ 2~
Turn Type Prot Prot Split Split Over
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 46.0
Effective Green, g (s) ’8.0 46.0
A~Jated g/G Ratio 0.08 0.46
Clearance T~rne (s) 4.0 4,0
Veh~e Extension ($) 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 140 t619
v/e Ratio Prot 0.16 C0,54
v/s Ratio Perm
v/~ Redo
Uniform Delay, dl
Pmgrassk~n Factor

3 6 2 2 6 6 7

6.0 44.0 16,0 16,0 t8.0 $,0
6,0 44,0 16,0 18,0 t6.0 8,0

0.06 0,44 0,t6 0,16 0.t6 0,08
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 $.0
t0~ 1466 254 269 274 127

0,15 0.49 �0o10 0,14 o0,16

1,99 1.18
46,0 27,0
1,00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 471.3 8t.0
Delay(e) 517.3 t08,0
Level of Sendce F F
Approach Delay (S) 160,7
Approach LOS F
lnterse~on Summa~/
HCM Average Control Delay
HGM Volume to Capadty mt~o
Actualad Cy~Je Length {e)
Intersection Capaolty Utilization
Ana~ls Period (mln)
c C~cel Lane Group

2,56 t,11 0.65 0,69 0,92 2,34
47.0 26,0 89,4 41.2 41,4 46,0
1.00 1,00 t,00 1,~ 1,~ 1,00

~.1 60,1 12,1 33,0 3~.8 ~,3
~0,1 8~,I ~I,5 74,1 79.2 ~72,~

F F O e E F
t~.8 5t,5 42t~

F D F

219.4
1.09

100.0
110,4%

16

HCM Level of 8efvk~ F

Sum of lest t~ne (s) 12.0
IOU Level of 8e~41~ H

N:\1857~Anelysls~2330\1657 2030 PM,sy7
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 1t: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2030 PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane ConflguratJone ~ ~,~ ~ ,~’~ ~, ~
IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 I900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Tot~ Lost’~me (s) 4°0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane UtiL Factor 1.00 0,95 1;00 0.95 1.00 1,00
Frt 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.98 0.90 0,94
Rt Protacted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.99 0.98
Satd. F,~(prot) 1770 3524 1770 3469 1673 1718
Ftt Peml~ted 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.94 0.75
Satd. Row I~perrn) 1770 3524 1770 3469 1583 1318
Velume (vph) 60 1330 40 110 590 90 40 40 190 60 20 60
Peak-hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. F~w (vp~) 55 1~
RTOR Reduction (vph} 0 2
Lace Group Flow (vph) 65 1~7
Turn T~ Pint
~ P~s~ 7 4
P~ Phas~
~ted G~n, G (s) 7.4 39,3
~ Gr~, g (s) 7.4 39.3
A~d g~ R~o 0,~ 0,~
C~n~ ~e (s) 4.0 4.0
Veh~ ~n~on (s} 3.0 3.0
~ne G~ ~p (~h) 145 1~
vls R~io Prot 0.~ ~.42
v~s R~o P~
v/c R~o
Unl~ Dell, dl

L~el of~
Appr~ De~ (s)
App~ LOS

Inte~on ~m~
H~ Av~e ~n~l ~
HCM Volume ~ Ca~ ~o
~nt~ ~e ~ (s)
ln~e~on ~ U~l~on
~a~ Pe~ (rain)
c C~I ~e Gmu~

c0.13
0.45 0.97 0.62 0.45 0.41
39,5 24.9 38.5 18.6 23.8
1,00 1.00 1~00 1~00 1.00
2.2 16.1 62 0.2 2.4

41.7 41o0 �4.7 t6,8 26.3
D D D B C

41 °0 20.7 26.3
D C C

43 120 641 98 43 43 207 65 22 65
0 0 11 0 0 83 0 0 26 0
0 120 728 0 0 210 0 0 126 0

Pint Perm Perm
3 8 2 6

2 8
9.8 4t.7 29.2 29.2
9.8 41.7 29.2 29.2

0.11 0,46 0,32 0.32
4.0 4°0 4.O 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

192 1602 612 426
c0.07 0,2t

0,10
0.30
22.9
1.00

1.8
24.6

C
24,6

C

C

12.0
C

32,5 HCM L~/el of Servia
0.7"[
90.3 Sum of lost time (a)

72.6% ICU Level of Service
15

N:\1857V~a~ysis~2030~upereaded~1857 2030 PIVLsy7
L~nscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
Page 11

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon BIvd & Montezuma Road
2o3o PM

Movement
Lane Conf’~uratione
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. ROw
Rt Permitted
~atd. Flow (perm)
Vo[ume (vph)

EBL EBT WBT WBR SBI~....~BR

1900 lg00 1900 1950 !900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0,93 0,91 0,91 0.97 1.00
1.00 1.00 1,00 0,85 1.00 0.86
0.95 1,00 1,00 1,00 0.95 1.00
t770 3539 3390 1441 3433 1583
0.95 1.00 1.00 1,00 0,95 1,00
1770 3539 3390 144.1 3433 1683
140 780 1470 300 540 110

Pea!<-hour fa~’.or, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 152 848 1599 326 587 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 115 0 75
Lane Group Flow (vph). r. 152 848 1598 211 8~7 45
Turn Type          Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 ,~ 8 8 6 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G Is) 14.3 58.4 40,1 40.I 40,1 40.1
FJfactlve Green, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Gm Cap (vph)
via Ratio Prot
v/s Ral~o Perm
vie I~t~
UnifOrm Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, ~2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS
Intersection Summery
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacit~ ratio
Actuated Cyele Length
Intersection Capacity Utili,’r.ation
Analysis Pedod (mln)
c Cdtlcel Lane Group

14.3 86,4 40.1 40,t 40.1 40,1
0.13 0.55 0,38 0.88 0.38 0,38
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0
238 1941 1276 543 1293 ~8

C0,09 0,24 ¢0,47 0,15 c0.t7 0.03

0,64 0,44 I~5 0,39 0.45
43.7 t4.3 33.2 24,3 25.0 2t
1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00’ 1,00
3.5 0.2 t20.2 0,5 1+2 0.2

49.2 14.4 153,4 24.7 26.1 21,6
D B F C C C

19.7 131.6 25.3
B F

80.1 HCM Level of Service
0.82

106,5 Sum of I0~ time (s)
77,0% IOU Level of

15

F

12.0
D

N:\1657\Ana~ysis~2030~,Superosded~1857 2030 PM,sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Engineers Page 12



ILV OPERATIONS

LINsco~r, LAW & GREENSPAN, eng/nee~ LLG Rct; 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



:IN~RSECTION..     .
ized Intersection.S~grxa -        .



DIAGRAM AND TRAFRC

.Signa!~Zed-Intersection’
CAPACITY ANALYSIS
~̄/ .I - #..L     "BY - ~T~. _.

" "" :’PH~E 8

oo

TOTA!~ OPERATING LEVEE .(IL,~tHR.), IS ." .,:. ~., < ,1200 LLViHR.



!INTERSECTION.
.Signalized-Intersection
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC

DIST. 00. RTF_..P.Jvl,



Signalized. Intersection.
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

~II~I’ER.SECTION.

DIAGRAM AND TRAFRO FLOW~

IS ."



LONG-TERM (2030) + UNIVERSITY SERVING RETAIL
OPERATIONS

LLG Rcf. 3-08-1857
Plaza [,i~da Verde



Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8WE~ Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2o30 ÷ USR AM

Moran, rant EBL EBT EBR WI~L WBT ’WBR NBL NBT NBR SSL SBT SBRLane Con~gu~on~ ~ F ~ F ’H’ ~IdeelRow(~ohpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4,0
Lane Utll. Factor 0,97 1.(30
Fq~b. ped~kes 1.00 0.98

Frt 1,00 0.85
Fit Protected 0,95 1.00
Satd, Flow (pint} 33O4 1555
Fit Per~tted 0.96 1,00

Volume (~h) 0 0 0 646 0 14t

4.0 4.0      4.0 4.0
0,95 1.00 0.9~ 1.00
1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
1.00 1.(30 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3539 t536 35,39 1536
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3539 1536

0 1166 691 0 973 I103
Pea~..houtfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph)         0    0    0 702    0 153    0 1266 75t    0 1058 It99
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph} 0 0 0 702 0 153 0 1266 75t

Turn Type custom Free Free
Prote<:ted Phases 2
Pemt~ed Pllases 8 Free Ftt~
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.9 100,0 67.1 100.0
Effe~eGman. g (s) 24.9 100.0 67.1 100.0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.25 1o00 0.67 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Gm Cap (vph) 823 1555 2375 1538
v/s Ratio Prot 0.~6
vls Ratio Penn 0,21 0,10 0,49
vl~ Ratio 0,85 0,10 0,53 0.49
Unifo~n Delay, dl 35.8 0,0 8.4 0.0
Progm~don Facto~ 1.00 t,(30 1,04 1.00
Incremental Delay, 0’2 8.5 0,1 0.6 0,8
Delay (s) 44.3 0.1 9.3 0.6
Level of ~ce D A A A
App~ Delay (s) 0.0 ~.4 6.1
Approach LOS A D A
Intersectlo~ Summary
HCM Average ConVo~ Delay t1,1
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
A¢tuoted Cycle Length (s) 100,0
Intersec~on Cz~eeclty IJtlllzatton 57,3%
A~elysl$ Period (rain) 18
c Cdtlcel Lane Group

o o o
0 lO58 1199

2o
Free

6

67.1 t00.0
87.I 100.0
0.67 1.00

4.0
3.0

2375 1536
0,30

C0.78
0.45 0,78

7.7 0.0
1.oo 1,oo
0,8 4,0
83 4.0
A A

6,0
A

HCM Level of Sen~ee

Sum of lost time ($)
ICU Level of Service

B

0,0
B

N:\1857~,Ana~.ysis’O.o30~’evised trip gen\1857 2030 + USR AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synehro 6 Relx~t
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 2: I-SEB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009

Lane Con~gum~ns ~PI
IdeelFlev~(vphpl) 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 ~900 lg00 lg00 1~00 I~00 IgO0 tg00
Tota~ Lo~t time (s) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0
Lane Util, Factor 0.97 0°76 0,95Frpl:), pad/bikes 1,00 0,98 1.00 0,97Rpb, pad/bikes 0,96 1,00 1.00 %00
F~t 1,00 0,~; 1Ftt Protec~d 0.59 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) ~ 3434 3539 1536Fit Permitted 0.05 1,00 1
Satd. Row (~erm) ~04 ~4 $~9 1-~
Volume(v,ph) 593 0 26’/3 0 0 0 18ttJ

0.55 1,00
1,00 0,97
1.00 1.00
1,00 0.85
1,00 1.00

30~9 1555
t.00 1.00

3539 1536
0 0 1263 829

Peak..hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,82 0.~2 0,{)2 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.~2
AdJ, Flow(vph}       646    0 2797    0 0    0 0 1373 301    0 1429 ~0
RTOR Reductlon (vph)    0 0 15 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 645 0 27&?, 0 0

Turn Type ~ustom ~ustom
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G ($) 47.0 47.0
Effective Green. g ($) 47.0 47.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0,47
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extendon ($1 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1553 1814
via Ra6o Prot
v/$ Ra6o Perm 0,20 c0,81
vie Ratio 0,42 1.72
Un~oi’~ De~ay, dt 17,5 26,5
Progress.ton Factor 1.00 1.00
|ncrementol Delay, d2 0,2 328,3
De~y ($) 17.8 304,9
Level of Service B F
Appmaeh Delay ($) 291.6 0,0
Approach LOS F A
Intersection SummaP/
HCM A~arege Control Delay t~.3
HCM Volume to Capad~/ratio 1,32
Ac~uoted Cy~e Length (s) 100.0
Inter~ec~on Capacity UtilL’~.ation 1
A~a~j~ls Period (rain) 15
c Cdtk~l Lane Group

0 0 0 o 0 0 0
0 0 13’/3 3~    0 1429

Yme

Free Free
4~,0 100.0 4~,0 t00,0
4.~,0 100,0 45.0 100.0
0.4~ t,00 0,46 1.00
4.0
3,0 8.0

130.3 1~3~’,’,’,’,’,’,’,’~15~ 1~8
0.89 �0.40

0,23 0,21
O~ 0~2~ 0.~0 0,21
24.7 0,0 ~.4 0,0
t,13 I~00 0.7~ 1.00
0,8 0,0 8,13

C A C A2~,8 2 ~ ,2

HCM Level of ~ervlee

Sum of lost time ($)
lOU Level ~ S~

F

9.0

N:\lSb-P,A~elysls~,.2030~’evlsed ~p gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR AM.$y7
Unscott, Law & Great.pan Englneem



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6122/2009 2030 + USR AM

Movement EBL EBT E~R V~L W~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations ~ ~’ ~ F t~ .H~

~’ ~ ~ F~
I~alR~(~hp~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1900 19~ 1~ t~ 1~0 1~ 1~ 19~
Total Lo~t time
Lene L~I. Factor
Fq~b. ped/~kes
~b.
F~

~d. R~ ~t)
Fit P~I~

Volu~ (~h)

4.0 4.0
I.CO 1.00
1.00 0.95
1.CO 1.CO
1.CO 0.85
0.97 1.00

1799 1506
0.97 1.CO

1799 1506
103

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.CO 1.CO 1.00 0.95 I.CO 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.CO 1.CO 1.CO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.CO 0.85 I.CO 1.CO 0.85 1.CO 1.00 0.85
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.CO 1.CO 0.95 1.00 1.00
1821 15~3 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1821 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787

41 70 129 149 220 228 1263 181 747 t843 12~7
Peak-hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row {vpl~) 112 45 76 140 162 239 2A8 1873 197 812 2003 1410
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 201 0 0 108 0 0 761
Lane Group Flow (yph) 0 157 18 0 302 38 248 1373 89 812 2003 649
Confl. Peds. (#ihr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Penn Split
Protected PhaSes 4 4 8
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.0 24.0
Effective Green, 9 (e) 24.0 2.4.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24
Clenmnce Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 432
v.~ Ratio Prot 0.09
v/s Ratio Penn 0.01
v/c Rat~o 0.36 0.05
Ur~onn Delay. dl 31.6 29.2
Progression Factor 1.CO 1.00
Incrament~ De~ay, d2 0.5 0.1
Delay(s) 32.2 29.3
Level of Se~ce C C
Approach Delay (s) 31.2.
A,opmach LOS C
Interse~on Summery
HCM Average Control Delay 215.1 HCM L~el of Sen~ce F
HCM Vo|ume to Capacity ratio 1.23
Actuated Cyc{e Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost tlme (s) 16.0
[ntemect~ Ca~adty Utilization 95.1% ICU Level of S~r~ca F
Araly~s Period (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

20 20 20 20 20
Over Prot Pewn Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

20.3 t5.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 18.7 24.0 24.0
20.3 15.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 15.7 24.0 24.0
0.20 0.16 0.16 0.24 0.24 0.16 0.24 024
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 :3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

370 249 278 849 361 539 t220 669
c0.17 0.02 0.14 0.39 c0.24 c0.39 <:=0.23

0.82 0.15 0.89 1.62 0.2.5 1.51 1.64 0.97
38.1 36.4 41.:3 38.0 30.7 42.1 38.0 37.6
t.00 1.CO 1.00 1.CO 1.00 0.90 0.97 1.75
13.0 0.8 28.0 283.2 1.6 226.8 2~9.2 5.4
51.1 36.7 69.3 321.2 :32.3 266.6 326.2 71.4

D D E F C F F E
44.7 255.5 229.7

D F F

N:’~185T, P~alysis~2030Vev~sed tdp gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR AMosy7
L~scott. Law & Gree~span Englneen~

Syncttm 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use
6/22/2009

Movement W~L WBR NBT .NI~IR

S~n ~Uol ~p F~ Free
Gm~ ~ 0%
Volume (ve~) 0 128 1~7 ~0
Pe~ H~r Fa=~ 0.~ 0.~ 0.92 0.92
H~ fl~ ~e (~) 0 1~ 1~2 217
P~s ~ 20
~e ~dth (fl) 1~0 12.0
Wsi~ng S~ (We) 4.0 4.0
P~nt B]~ 2 2
Ri~t t~ ~m (veh)
M~ ~ N~e
Medlon sto~ veh)
Up,earn dgn~ (fl) 733
~X. plat~n unbl~ 0.~ 0.70
~. c~fll~ng ~lume 3761 ~1 1919

4: Zura Way & College Ave
2o,3o ¯ USR AM

VC1, stage I eonf re!
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unbloc~ed Vol
tC. ~ng~
tC, 2 s~ge (s)
tF(s)
~ queue ~ %
~ ~p~ (~I~)

~l~on, L~e
Volume To~l
Volume ~
Volume ~ght
~H
Volume to
Queue L~
~n~l ~ay (s)
~ne LOS
App~ D~y
~p~ LOS

Inte~on Summa~
Av~ge DelW
Intem~on Ca~d~ U~l~on
~a~s P~ (rain}

33,57 ~
6.9               4,1

3,6 3.3 2,2
0 6O 0
0 34~ 241

WB1 NBI NB2 NB3 eel1, ~B,2, SB3
139 841 1~41 217 633 795 795

0 0 0 0 633 0 0
139 0 0 217 0 o 0
348 1700 1700 1700 241 1700 1700

O,40 O,49 0.49 0,13 2,62 0,47 0AT
47 o o o 1334 o o

22,1 0.0 0,0 0,0 77~.0 0.0 0,0
C F

22,t 0,0 220.1
C

116.5
93‘2% ICU Level of Se~ce

16

N:\1857V~nalysis~.2030~’evlsed trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR AM,e, y7
UnsC0tt. Law & Greenspen Engineers



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Lindo Paseo & College Ave
6/22/2009 2o30 + USR AM

Moverr~mt
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpi)
Total Lo~t time
Lane Utll, Factor
Ftt
Fit Protected
Satd. Fk~
Fit Pemlitted
Satd. Fk)w (per,.)
Volume

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900    1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
1.00 0.91 1.00 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1770 1694 1770 1642 1770 3533 t770 3420
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.OO 0,95 1,00 0.95 1,OO

I770 1694 1770 1642 1770 3533 1770 3420
47 19 29 14 9 35 101 1366 16 38 906      263

Peak4~ourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (’,~ph)        51 21 32 ’t5 10 38 110 1485 17 41 985 286
RTOR Reduc~o~ (v~h) 0 30 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 51 23 0
Turn Type Pint
Ptotocted P~ 7 4
Permitted Phases
Ac~ated Green. G (s) 5.6 8.2
Effective Green, g ($) 5.6 8,2
Ac~oated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.07
C~rance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Exteas~ort (s~ 3.0 3.0
Lane Gq) Cap (vph) 91 t27
vls Rat/o Prot ¢0.03 ~0,0l
v/s Ratio Perm
vlc Ratio 0,56 0.18
Unlfot.m Delay, dl 50.7 47.5
Progression Factor t,oo 1,oo
Incremental Delay, d2 7.7 0.7
De~ay (s) 58,4 48.2
Level of Service E D
Approach D~ay (s) 53.2
Approach LOS D
Inte~ec~on Summa~
HCM Average Control De~y’ 14.7
HCM Volume to Capadty i~o 0.56
Actuated Cycle Length [s} 109.4
Intemechon Capadty Utilization 60.9%
/~,t=ysis Pealed {m~n) 15
c Cdt~cal Lane Group

0 36 0 0    0 0 0    15
15 12 0 110 1502 0 4t 1256

Prot Prot Prot
3 8 5 2 I 6

2,6 5.2 11,8 77.7 4.9 70.8
2.6 5.2 11,8 77,7 4,9 70.8

0.02 0.05 0,11 0.71 0.04 0.65
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 8,0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0
42 78 191 2509 79 2213

0.01 0,01 C0.~6 C0.43 0.02 0.87

0,36 0,15 0.58 0.80 0,52 0,57
52.6 50,0 46.4 8.0 51,1 t0.8
t.OO 1,00 t.OO 1.00 1,00 1.00

5,1 0,9 4.2 1 .I 5.7 1.1
57,7 50.9 50,6 9.1 58.8 11,8

E D D A E B
52.5 11.9 13.2

D B S

HCM LeVel of Service B

Sum of lost time (a) 12.0
I CU Level of Sen~ce B

N:\185~Analysis~2030bevtsad trip 00a\185"7 2030 ~- USR AM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Greem pan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
6122/2009 203O ÷ USR AM

Movement ESL EBT EBR V~L ~ ’v~ NSI. NBT NSR $SL ~ 8i~R
LaneContiguratlons ’~ ’H’ ~1’ ’~ ’H" ~ ~      ’"~"~ ......... "ll ’ -~ Ir
Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1g00 1000 1~00 t900 1000 lg00 1850 t900
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Fq~b, ped/blkea
Rpb,
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd, Flow (l~t)
Fit Permitted
~,d. F~v~
V=urne

4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.01.00 0.95 1,O0 1.00 0,~ 1.00 0,07 0,gB 1,00 0,96 1,00
1.00 %00 0,92 1,3O 1,00 0,02 t0O0 0.99 %00 t,00 0,~2
1.OO 1,O0 1.00 1.O0 1,OO 1.OO t,00 1,00 1,00 t,OO 1,00
1.00 1,00 0.85 1.00 1.OO 0.6,5 1,00 0,98 t.00 t.00o.~5 t,oo t.oo 0.85 1.oo 1.00 0,85 1.oo 0,98 1,oo 1,oo
o.55 l.OO1,oo o.~ 1.oo 1.oo o.~s t.oo o,~6 1,oo 1.oo

Peak-hourfac~or.PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.{)2 0,92 0.92 0,92Adj. Flow (vph) 478 441 172 58 804 332 788 tt88 185 253 ~ 2~1RTOR Reduc~on (vp~) 0 0 131 0 0 189 0 12 0 0 0 215

sffea~ve Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C RaUo
Clearance Time (s)
Vehlc~e Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
vls Ratio Pro~
v/s Ratio Perm
v/� Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progros~on Factor

LaneGtoupFIow(vph) 478 441 41 63 804, 143 7~8 1381
co~. Peds. (#/~0 30 3o 30 so ~ocon~. s~,(~r~ t5 15
Turn Type Split Penn Spilt Perm Ptot
Protected Pt~ases 4 4 8 8 B 2
Perm~ed Phases 4 8
Actuated G~een, G (s) 24,0 24,0 24,0 24,0 24,0 24,0 t2o0

24.0 24°0 24,0 24.0 24,0 ;~,4,0 t2,0 24.0
0.24 0.24 0,24 0J4 0.24 034 0,12 0.24

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3,0 3,0 a.0 . ~,0 ,~0 3.0

425 849 3J~0 426 849 ~60 412
c0.,~ 0.12 0,04 e0.~ ~,21

0,0~ 0,10
1.12 0,52 0.12 0,t5 0,85 0,41 1.79 1,~;
38.0 $5,0 29# 2~,9 ~,7,4 92,0 44,0 38.0
1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.o0 t,00 1,00 l,oo

Ine~ementa~ Delay, d2 82,2 0,5 0.2 0,2 19,0 0,8 365,? 299,6
Oek=y(s) 120.2 33,5 2g,9 58,1 56,4 32,8 400,7
La~t of Se~ce F
Approach Delay (s)
Approa~ LOS
Intemec~on Summat,t,
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycl~ Lang~ (s)
Intorse~don Capadty UUIIzatlon
A.’~a~s P~od (n~n)
¢ Cdtlca/Lane G~osp

70,9 48,5
E D F

176.6 HCM Le~el of 8ervl~
1o~2

100,0    Sum ot Io~ time
107.1% 1OU Level ot ~t~

15

N:\1857’tAnaly=ls~2030~revtsed trip gertt,1857 2030 ÷ USR AM,sy7 $’yl~hro @ Rep0tt
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ USR AM

Movement
Lane Cordlguratlons
Ideal F~ (~pl)
T~ L~ ~ (s)
Lane U~. F~
FK
Rt P~
~d. Flow
Rt

Volume (~h)

1900 1~00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.95 0,97 0;95" t.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 t.00
1.00 0.96 1,00 0,96 1.00 1.00 0,85 1.00 1.00 0.55
0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00

3433 3387 3433 3412 1770 3539 1583 1770 35~, 1683
0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.¢J5 1.00 1.00

3433 3387 3433 3412 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
280 450 180 60 950 300 680 1550 270 180 621 221

Peak~hourfac~or, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0;92 0.92
AdJ~ Flow (yph) 304 480 196
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 35 0
~e,,,Group Flow (vph) 304 650 0
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
AstuatedGreen, G (s) 8.0 4t.8
Effect~e Green, g (s) 8,0 4t~8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,07
C~esrance 13me (s) 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Exten~on ~s) 3.0 3,0
L,’me Gm Cap (yph) 227 1172
v/s Ratio Prot ~0.09 c0.19
v/s Ratio Pem~
v/o Ratio 134 0:55
Uniform Delay, dl 56.4 32.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00
Incremont~ Delay. d2 179.3
Delay(s) 235.7 32-5
Level of Servtc~ F C
Approach Delay (s) 05,o
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Intersecti~ Capacity U~lization
Analys~s Pedod (rain)
o Cdtlcal Lane Group

65 1033 326 739    16’85 293 t96 675 240
o 25

65 1334
Prot

3 8

4.0 37,8
4;0 37.8

0.03 0,31
4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0
114 1068

0.02 c039

0.57 1,25
57;6 41~5
t,00 1.00
6.7 120,1

64.3 164,6

t57;1
F

0 0 0 110 0 0 79
0 739 1665 183 196 875 161

Prot Perm Prot Penn
5 2 1 6

2 0
37,0 48.0 48.0 11.0 22.0 22,0
37,0 48.0 48.0 11.0 22.0 22.0
0.31 0,40 0.~,~) 0.09 0,18 0.18
4;0 4:0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
542 1406 629 161 645 288

c0.42 (:0.48 0.11 0;19
0.12 0,10

t.36 1.20 0.29 1,22 1.05 0.56
41.9 36.4 24.8 54.9 49.4 45.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1;00

175~2 98.5 1.2 141.2 48.2 7.6
217.1 152.9 20.0 196.1 97.6 52.6

F F C F F D
144.2 105.2

F F

132.4 HCM Lavel o1’ Service
1,29

120~8 Sum of lost time (s)
112.0% ICU Level of SaPAce

t5

F

16.0

N:\1857~u’,alysts\2030Vavlsed trip gen\1657 2030 + USR AM.sy7
UnscoR, Law & Greenspa~ Engineem

Synchto 6 Report
P~ge 7

Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Collweod Bird
2030 ÷ USR AM

Movement
L~ne Configurations
Ideal Row Ivphpl)
TOtal Lest time
Lane Util, Factor
Frt
Fit
,~atd. Flow (pint)
Rt Permitted

EI~" BaR W~L WI~.T’ ,~,NBL, NBR

1~0 1900 1~0 1900 ~0 19~
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0

0.95 1.~ ~,~ 0,~ 0,97 1.00
1,00 0,~ 1.00 1.~ 1,00 0~
1.~ 1,00 0.95 1.00 0,~5 1,00

1,00 1,00 0.09 1.00 0.96 1,00
Satd. FIo~,(pen’n! , 3~9 I~65 ,159 3~39 ~
Volume(vpl~) 1~ 320 71 1~ 11~ 11o
P~k~our~or, PHF 0.~ 0,92 0,92 o,~ 0,92 0.92
A~.R~(vph) t~ ~ ~ 1~ 1~0 t20
~OR R~U=I~ (~h) o o o 0 0
~neGmup~w(~) t787 ~ ~ 1~ t~0
Turn T~ pm+~ Pe~
~t~ed Ph~s 4 2 8 2
P~ ~ 4 8 2
~Gt~n,G{s) 47,0 92,0 M,0 47.0 ~.0 ~.0
~veG~n,g(s) 47.0 92,0 M,0 47,0 ~,0 ~,0
~u=~CR~o 0.47 0,~ 0~7 0.47 0,~ 0,~
Cleam~ ~me (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 �.0 4,0
Veht~e E~e~ ~S) 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 ~,0
~G~p(~) 18~ I~ 75 I~ 1~ 712
Ws R~O ~= ~,~ 0,10 0,42 ~.~
v/s Ra~o Pe~ 0A2 0,40 0,07
v/cR~o I,~ 0.~ 1,03 0,~ 0.81 0.16

P~g~onF~ ~.~ 1.00 1,00 I,~ %00 1,00
In~ement= D~W, d2 48.1 0,I 111.5 6,5 4,7 0,5
Delay (s) 71,6 0.5 I~,0 ~.7 28.5 16,8
Leve~ of Service
Approach Delay (s) 00.0
Appro~h LOS E
Inte~ Su~
HCM A~e C~ ~lay
HCM Votu~ to C~ad~ ratio
A=u=ed Cy=e ~
In--Ion ~pa~ U~I~
~ls P~ (rain)
~ Gd~l La~ Group

A F G G
36.0 27,4.

D C

D

B,0

N:\185"hAnalysls~2030Vevlse¢ ~p gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR AM,~y7
Law & Greenspan Englneem



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 5,Sth St
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ USR AM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR WBL V’v~T V’v~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdeelFIow(vphpi) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0
Lane UtiL Factor 1.00
Frpb, peal/bikes 0.99
Rpb, ped/olkes 1.00

Rt Protected 0.97
Satd. Row (prot) 1750
Rt Permitted 0.97
Said. Row (perm) 1750
Volume (vph) 26 50 15

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
0,97 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1
1.iX) 1.50 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0,96 1.00 1.00
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.00.

3433 3467 1752 3341 1681 1696 1454
0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.00

3433 3467 1752 3341 1681 1696 1454
1114 614 20 1t83 375 10 143 10 202

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0°92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 1211 967 28 22 1286 408 54 16 11 155 11 220
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 30 0 0 6 0 0 0 186Lane Group Flow (vph) 1211 692 0 22 1664 0 0 75 0 61 85 34
Confl. Peds. (#thr) 3o 30 30 30 30 80 30 30
Confl. Bl~es (#/Iv) 10 10 10 10
HeW Veh(cles !%) 2% 3% 3% 3~ 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot Split
protected Phases 7 4 8 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 26.0 53.8 1.6 29.4
EffmdJve Green. g (s) 26.0 53.8 1.6 29.4

0.02 0.28
4.0 4,0
3,0 3,0
27 950

0.01 c0.50

0.61 1,75
50.8 37.0
1,00 1.00
95.3 342,5

146,0 379.5
F F

376.5
F

A~tuated g/C Ratio 0.?..5 0.52
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 663 1804
v/s Ratio PTOt c0,35 0.20
v/s Ratio Perm
vlG Ra~io 1.40 038
Unlfoml Deay, dl 38.7 14.9

Incremental Delay, d2 188.4 0,1
Delay (s) 227.1 15.0
Level of Sen/ice F B
ARoroa~h Delay (s) 149.8
Approach LOS F
lnte~ection Sumrnar,~
HCM Average Control DOlly
HCM Volume to Capacity r’at~
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Interse~on Capadty Utilization
Ar~ys~s Peded (n~n)
c Cdtical Lane Group

232.5 HCM Level of Service
1.12

103.4 Sum of |ost tlme (s)
100.4% ICU Level of Service

15

~ollt Perm
2 6 6

0
16,0 16.0 t6.0 16.0
16.0 16.0 16.0 16,0
0.15 0,15 0.15 0.15
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
8.0 3.0 3.0

271 26o 262 225
c0.04 0.05 c0.05

0,02
0.28 0.31 0,32 0.15
38.5 33,8 38,9 37,8
1.50 1.00 1.00 1.00
2.5 3,1 33 1.4

41.1 41,9 42.2 39,2
D D D

41.1 40.4
D D

F

16.0
G

N:\1857V~nelysi$~203oVevised kip gen\1857 2030 + USR AM.sy7
Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
page 9

Plaza Ltnda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movonlont
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time ($)
Lane Util, Factor 1.00 0,95
Frpb. pedrolkes 1.00 0,95
Rpb, peal/bikes 1.00 1.00
Frt - 1.00 0.99
Rt Protected 0.95 1.00
Said. Row (prot) 1770 3498
Rt Permitted 0°95 1
Sate, Flow (perrn) 1770
Volume (vph) la9 774

10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile
2020 ÷ USR

~L, E~ ~BR ~ ~T ~R NBL NBT NBR ~BL 8BT 8BR

4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.9 4,0 4,0

1.00 0.97 0,92 t,00 1,00
0.95 t,00 0.gg 0,95 0.g~’
1770 3377 lti06 1~1 t718    I~83
0,95 1,50 0,gg 0,99 0,97 1
1170 3377 180~ le81 1713
gg 13og 27t 34 29 104 t28 27 196

Peak-tlourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0o92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Row (vph)      205 841 41 108 1423 295 $7 32 t18 I~ 29 212
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3
Lane Group Row (vph) 205 879
conn. Ped-~, (tghr) 3O
Cong. Bikes
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Penn~ed Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 48.0
Effective Green, g (s) 8°0 48.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,08 0°48
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Extension(s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (Vl~) t42 1608
v/s Ratio Pro~ �0o12 0.25
vls Ratio Perm
rio Ratio tA4 0.55
Uniform Delay, ~1 46,0 19;5
Progression Factor 1o00 1.00
Incremen~ Delay° d2 234.7 0.4,
Delay (s) 28O.7 19.9
Lev~ of Service F B
Approach Delay ($) 69.1
Approach LOS E
tnthn~e~Ion SummaP~
HOM Average COnVd Delay
HCM Volume to C, apaclty z~tlo
Actuated Cycle Length
Intersection Ca~dty Utilization
Am~ysls Perled (mln)
¢ Critical Lane ~roup

0 0 17 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 199
0 108 1701 0 0 123 0 81 I~ 17

3O 30 3O 3O 3O 30 3Oto ,,,~0 , t0 .... lO
Prot Split Split Over

$ 8 2 2 6 9 ?

9.0 44,0 19,0 la,0
e.0 44,0 16,0 16,0 1~.o 9.0

0,06 0,44
,r,O 4.0 4,0 ,k0 4,o 4,0
~.o S.O ......................

o.~ ~,~ ~,~ o,~ ~,~ 0,0~
1.02 1,14 0,48 0.3O 0,$1 0,18
47.0 28,0 ~8.;?, $?.1 ~7,1 42,9

92‘6 73.S 8,~ ~g 2‘9 0,5
139.6 101.5

F F O D D
103,7

F O D

83.0
0.88

t00.0

15

HOM Level of Se.,vk~e F

Sum of lost time (s) 15.0
10U L~vel Of 8erd¢e E

N:\lBb-i1Anely~s~!030~-evtsed kip gen\1957 2030 ÷ USR AM.ay7
Uns,~, Law & Greenepan Engineers Page 1o



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctln Drive
6/22/2009 2030 ¯ USR AM

Movemel~t
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphp~)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane UtJl. FacJor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd, R~w (prot)
Rt Permitted
Satd. Row (perm)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR S~L SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4,0 4°0 4.0 4;0 4,0 4,0

1.00 0.95 t.00 0.95 t,00 1.00
1,00 1.00 t.00 0.99 0,94 0.93
0,95 1.00 0,95 1,00 0,98 0.98
1770 3522 I770 3509 1713 1700
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.84 0.88
t770 3522 1770 3509 1472 1529
30 618 20 80 1330 80 40 10 40 50 20 80

Peak-hour~,PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0.92 0.92 0.82 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
ACJ. Flow (vph) 33 672
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2
Lane Group Row 0,Ph) 93 692
Turn Type Pint
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Ac~ated G~een. G (s) 4.6 38:6
Effective Green. g (s) 4.6 38.6
Actuated g/C Rat~o 0.05 0.44
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehlc~e Extension (s) 3~0 3.0

22 87 1446 87 43 11 43 54 22 87
0 0 4 0 0 27 0 0 39 0
0 87 1529 0 0 70 0 0 124 0

Prot Penn pon~
3 8 2 6

2 6
8.2 42.2 29,1 29.1
8.2 42.2 29;1 29.t

0.09 0,48 0.33 0,33
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

165 I685Lane Gq~ Cap (vph)
v/s Ra6o Pint
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ra~ 0.35 0.45
Uniform Delay. dl 40.2 17.2
Progrees~on Fac~o~ 1.00 1
Inctementa{ Dell% d2 2.3 0.2
Delay (e) 42.5 17.4
Lev~ of Service D B
Approach Delay (s) 18.6
Approach LOS B
Intersectto~t Summa
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volu~e to Cagac~" mtJo
Actuated Cy~e Le~h
lnte~eect~on ~ Utllizatio~
.~telysis Pedod (rain)
c Cd0cal Lane

93 1547
0.02 0.20

0.05
0.53 0.91 0.14                             0.25
38,0 21.0 20,7 2t.4
1,00 t.00 1.00
3.0 7.5 0.6 12

41.0 28.5 21.3 22.6
D C C C

29.2 21.3 22.6
C C C

25.5 HCM Level of Serv;ce C
0.64
87.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

62.8% ICU Level of Service B
15

N:\1857\An~ys~s’t2030Vevised trip gon\l 8o-’7 2030 + USR AM,sy7
L]nscott. Law & Greenspan Engineers

Synchro 0 Ragott
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Pl~za Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
6122/2009

12: El Cajort Bird & Montezuma Road
2030 ÷ UeRAM

Movement
Lane Con~umt~ons
IdesJ Flow (vphpl)
TOW Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Said, Flow (pint)
Fit Permitted
Said. Row (perm)
Volume

EeL EBT VVI~T WBR SBL. SBR .....

4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
1,~ 0,95 0.91 0,91 0,~ 1
1,00 ~,00 ~,~ 0,~ 1,~ 0.85
0,95 1.00 1,~ 1,00 0,~ 1,00
1~0 ~ 33~ 1~I
0,~ 1,~ 1.~ 1,~ 0.05 1,00

2~ I~ 13~ 701
Peak,.hourfacto~, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,02 0,92 0,92
Adj, Row(vph) 217 1152 1511 762 t~1 33
~OR Redu~on (~) 0 0 0 ~ 0 56
~eGmupFIow~@h~ 217 11~2 1511, 4~2,,,,,,,~90 32
T~ Ty~ Pint ~ p~
Pr~ Ph~es 7 4 8 8    8 6
P~i~ed P~
A~at~Gmen, G(s} t8.6 6Z7 40,1 ~.1 40.1 ~.1

18,6 62,7 40.1 40,1 40,1 40,1
0,’~7 0.57 0,38 0.86 0,36 0.86
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3,0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0
297 2003 1227 522 1242 5"73

¢0.12 0.33 �0,45 0~3,3 ¢0.06 0,02

0.73 0.58 1.33 0.g0 0.16 0.06
43.7 t5.5 35.3 33.5 23.9 2~.0
1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 i.00 1.00
8.9 0.4 111.5 19.1 0.3 0.2

52.6 15,9 146,8 52.6 24.2 33.2
D B F D C C

21.7 115,2 23.9

76.0 HOM Level of
0,70

110.8 Sum of lost time (~)
72.2% ICU Level of

E

12,,0
c

N:tt 857V~na~ysls~2030Vevised ~p geC\l~7 2033 .~ UeR AM.sy7
Linscott. Law & Greenspan Englneets
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 1:I-8V~13 Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + USR PM

EBL EBT EBR WBL WI~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    t900    1900    1900
4,0 4,0

0.97 1.00
1,00 0.98
0.96 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.95 1,00
3272 1555
0.95 1,00

5272 1855

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphp~)
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Lane Utll. F~=tor 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00
Frpb, ped/blkes 1.00 0,97 1.00 0.97
Flpb, peal/bikes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Fit Prote~ecl 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd, Row(prot) 3539 1536 3539 1536
Fit Permitted t.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
Said. Row (pen’n) 3539 I536 3539 1536
Volume{vph) 0 0 0 773 0 405 0 1452 1815 0 895 586
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Flow (vph) 0 0 0 840 0 440 0 1578 1973 0 973 637
RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0    0 0 0 0 0Lane Group Row (vph) 0 0 0 840 0 440 0 1578 t973 0 973 637
CenfL Peals. (#/hr) 20 20 20 20
Heave/Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type eustcrn Free Free Free
Pro~d.ed Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 100.0 62.0 100.0 6Z0 100.0
Effec~veGmen, g (s) 30.0 100.0 62.0 100.0 62.0 100,0
Actuated g/G Re~ 0.30 1.00 0.62 1,00 0.62 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0
Vehlde Extension (s) 3.0 3,0 6.0
LeneGrpCap(vph) 982 1555 2194 1538 2194 t536
v/s Ratio Pint 0,45 0.27
v/s Ratio Perm 0.26 0.28 ¢1.28 0.41
vie Ratto 0,86 0,28 0.72 1.28 0.44 0.4t
Uniform Delay, dl 33.0 0,0 I3.0 50.0 10,0 0.0
Progression Fa~Y~or 1.00 1.00 0.68 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.4 0.5 0.2 t28,5 0,7 0,8
Delay(s) 40.4 0.5 9.1 178.5 10.6 0.8
Level of Sendce D A A F B A
Approach Delay (s} 0.0 26.6 103.2 6.7
Approach LOS A C F A
Inte~se~on Summon/
HCM Average Control Delay 63.9 HCM Leve~ of Servioe E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1
Actuated Cycle Length {s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0
Intersection Capacity Ul~atton 58.9% ICU Level of Servlce C
Analysis Period (rain) 15
o Critical Lane Group

Plaz~ Unda Verde Mixed.Use
6/22/2009

Movement          E~L EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL
Lane Conflguretlons ’ ’t~ ....... ~ ’"
Ideal Row (vphp~)
Total Lost tlme
Lane Util, Factor 0.97 0.76 0,96 1,00Frpb. peal/bikes 1,00 0,95 1.00 0.97
Flpb, Fed/bikea 0,96 1,00 1,00 1.00
Frt t,00 0,96 t,00 0,95
Fit Protected 0.96 1,00
Satd, Flow (pre~) 3304 3434 3839 t661
Fit Permlttod 0.96 1.00 1.00 t.00
Satd, Row (perm), 3~04 34~4 .’~� t~tvolume(vph) ~ 0 11~ 0 0 0 0 ~ 1079

2: I-8EB Ramp & College Ave

1~    1900 1~ t9~ lg~ 1~ 19~    1900    ISO0    t900 t~0
4.0                 4.0                                                 4,0      4,0

O,96 1,00
1.00
t,00 1,00
t,00 0,~
1,00 1

3806 1~21
1,00 1

Peak-hourfa~tor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0,92 0,W2 0,~2 0.~2 0,~2 0.~2
~J,R~(vph) ~7 0 t2~ 0 0 0 0 284~ 1178
~OR ~u~ (~h) 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0    0 0
~neGr~pF~(~h) 9~ 0 1~4 0 0 0 0 2~6 117~
Confl. P~s, (~r) 20 20 ~

Turn T~ e~m ~m F~e
Protected Phases 2
Permitted Phases 4 4 Free
Actu=ted Green, G (s) 44.4 44.4 47.6 100,0
Effective Green, g (s) 44.4 44.4 47,0 t00,0
/~Uatad g/O Ratio 0A4 0.44 0,46 1,00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0
V~lc;e Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3,0

v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm       0‘27 0,36
via Ratio 0,62 0.80 t,67 0,70
Untform De~y, dl     2t,$ 24,0 2~,~ 0,0
Progression Factor t,00 1,00 t,19 t,00
inoremental Delay, d2 0.8 3,2 2~,e 0,8
Delay (e) 22.1 27,2
Level of Sewlse C C F A
Approach Delay (s) 25.0 0,0 1~9~
Approach LOS C A F
Intarsectlon Sumrr,ary
HCM Avarage Control Delay 107,8 HCM’ Level of S~ F
HCM Volume to Capacity ra~ 1,16
Acteata~ Oy~le Length (s) t00,0 Sum of lear time (s) 4.0
Intersection Capaolty Utilization 97.P~ ICU Level of SeNIr.e F
Analysis Period (mln) 15
c Crltioal L~ne Group

0 0 0
0 t2~

2O

Free

Free

47,~ 1~,0
0~ 1,00
4.0

0,78 0,~

~8
18,1

t3,1

N:\195"AAnalysls~030Veviead trip gen’,1857 2030 + USR PM.sy7
Unscett, Law& Gmenspan Engineers
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + USR PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Laneco.ngura~ons *t F ~ F ~ H~ P’ ~ ~ FF
:IdeaIRow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost tlrne
Lane Utll. Factor
Frpb, ped~kes
Rpb, ped/l~lkes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted

Volume (vph)

4~0 4,0
1,00 1.00
1.00
1.00 1.00
1.00 0,85
0,96 1,00
t784 t521
0,96 1.00
1784 1521

842 70 12t 200

4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
1,00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 0,95 1,00 1,00 t.00
1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
1~00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.65 1.00 1,00 0,85
0.96 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00

1768 t583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.96 1~00 0.95 1,00 1,00 0.95 1,00 1.00

1768 1~83 t770 3539 1505 3433 5085 2787
24 543 106 2328 184 373 1777 189

Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,62 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Co~. Pads. (~
H~ Vehi~
Turn T~
Pmt~ed P~ 4
Pe~l~ P~s~ 4
~a~d Green, G (s} 23.0
Effe~ve Grin= g (s) 23,0 ~,0
A~ted ~C Ra~o 0~ 0,23
Cl~mn~ ~me (s) 4.0 4.0
Veh~ ~ (s) 3.0 3.0
~ne Gm ~ (~) 410
vls Ra~o Pint

698 76 182 217 26 590 115 2530 200 405 1932 205
0 0 68 0 0 325 0 0 59 0 0 115
0 774 64 0 243 265 115 2530 141 405 1932 90

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
,2% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
S~t Penn Spilt Over Prot Penn Prot Over

4 8 8     1     5     2           1     6     4
2

18.4 18,6 11.1 24.0 24,.0 18.6 31~5 28.0
18.4 15,6 t1.1 24.0 24.0 18.6 31.5 23.0
0.18 0~19 0.11 0.24 0,24 0.19 0,32 0~23
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0

325 294 196 849 361 639 1602 64t
C0.14 c0.t7 0.06 C0.71 0.12 C0~38 0.03

v/s Ra~Jo Penn 0,04
vie Ratio 1.89 0.18
Uniform Delay, dl 38.5 3t.0
Progression Factor 1.00 t.00
Incrementzd Delay. d2 408.6 0.8
Delay (a) 447,1 31.2
Level of Sen’ioa F C
Approach Delay (s) 386,5
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summart/
HCM Average Contmt Delay 427,0
HCM Volume to Capaclty rat~o 1.82
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0

¯ Intersection Capadty Ubl~zatfon 149;1%
Analysis Period {rnln) 15
c CdUoa! Lane Group

0.09
0.75 0.90 0,59 2.98 0,39 0,63 1.21 0.14
38,.6 39.8 42.3 38.0 31.9 37,6 342 30.6
1.00 1.00 I;00 1.00 1,00 1,1;3 0.89 t.17
0;1 28.7 4.4 894.2 3.1 1,2 96,4 0,1

47.7 68.5 46.7 932.2 35.0 43.5 126,8 35.8
D E D F D D F O

62,4 833.3 106.2
E F F

HCM Level of Servk~ F

Sum of lost time (s) 20,0
ICU Level of Service H

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed,Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 * USR PM

Vlovernent
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veWh)
Peak Hour Factor
HOurly flow rate (Vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width Ift)
W=k~ng Speed
Percent BIo¢l,,ege
Right turn tla~e (yah)
Median type None
Median storage van)
Upst~earn signa!
pX, platoon unblo¢~e~ 0,82 0,69
vo, confll~g vol~e 3800 1102
vO1, stage 1 conf vel
vG2, stage 2 ¢onf vol
you, unblo~ked vol 2946 638
tO, single (s) 6,8 6.9
1C, 2 stage (a)

pO queue free %
cM capadty (veh/h)

DImetio~, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
~H
Volume 1o Capably
Queue Lertg~Jl 951h (ft) I63t
Control De~y (s) 604,3
Lane LOS F
Approach De~,j ($} 804.3
Approach LOS F

Interse~lon ~t~mrnar~
Average Delay’
Intersection Oapad~y Utilizatlen
Analysfs Period (rain)

WBL WBR NBT NBR ,SBL SI~T

StOp Free Free
0%

0 664 1954 204 318 t763
O.g2 0.92 0.~ 0,62

0 722 2124 222 343 1938
20 20

12.0
4.0

2 2

25~4

3.6 3,3 2,2
0 0 0
0 267 111

WBI NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 8B3
7~ t062 "1062 222 343 999 969

0 0 0 0 343 0 0
722 0 0 222 0 0 0
267 1700 1700 1700 tll 1700 1700

2,70 0.62 0,62 0,13 3,10 0,~7 0.57
o 0 o Er~ 0 0

o.o 0,0 0,0 1029,8 0.0 0,0
F

0,0 t55,0

I7~,7
103.7%

15
IOU Level of ~rvlce

~:\1857~Anelysls~,030Vevlsed trip 99r~\t~57 2030 * USR PM.sy7 ~y~chrO ~ Repot~
Uns~ott, Law & Greanepan Enginee~ P~l¢le 4
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + USR PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Uttl. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Sutd. Row

Satd. F~ (perm)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
1.00 0.88 t.00 0.88 1,00 1.00 1.00 0,98
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0,95 1,00

1770 1647 1770 1641 1770 3531 1770 3475
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00
1770 1647 1770 1641 1770 3531 1770 3475
175 35 122 19 12 46 64 1478 24 57 1316 182

Pe~k-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92
AdJ, Flow{vph) 190 39 133 21 13 50 70 1607 26 62 1430 198
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 108 0 0 47 0 0 1 0 0 8 0
La~eGreupFIowlvph) t90 64 0 2t 16 0 70 1632 0 62 1620 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (H 15.0 20.4 1.9 7.3 5,4 67.3 4,6 66.5

15.0 20.4 1.9 7.3 6.4 67,3 4,6 66.5
0.14 0.19 0.02 0.07 0,05 0.61 0.04 0.60
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0

241 306 31 109 87 2!56 74 2097
¢0.1t C0.O4 0.01 0.01 ¢0.04 0.46 0.04 C0.47

Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/c Ra~o
Ck~rallce Time ($)
vehP-,~ extens~n

~/C ~o

~ LOS
in~on SUm~

0.79 0,21 0.68 0.15 0.80 0,76 0,84 0,77
46.1 38.1 53.8 48.6 51.9 15.5 52.4 16.2
1.00 1.0O 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
16.6 0,3 45.6 0.6 39.9 2,5 53.0 2.6
61.7 38,4 99,5 49.2 91.7 18.1 105.4 19.1

E D F D F B F m
50.6 61,7 21,1 22.2

D E C C

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity rat~o 0.71
A~Jatad Cyd, e Length (s) 110.2
Intersectk}n Capacity U~llzation 72.1%
Anely~s Period (m~) 15
¢ Cdttcat Lane Group

HCM Level of SewIce C

Sum of lost t~me (s) 12,0
ICU Level of .P, ervl~ C

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
6/22J2009 2030 ÷ U~R PM

~ne ~n~m~ons ~ ...... ~’
Ideel~(~hpl) t9~ 1900 tg00 1900 tg00 1~ t~
T~ ~ Ume (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0~neU~l.F~r 1,~ 0.95 1,~ 1,~ 0.95 I,~ 0.97 0,9~
F~b,~l~s 1.~ 1,00 0,02 t,~ tOO 0,~ ~.00
Rpb.~ikea 1,00 1,00 1,~ 1.~ t,~ 1.00 t,00 1.~Fe ~,00 1.00 0,~ 1.~ 1,~ 0,85 1,00
FR~ 0,95 1.00 ~.00 0.95 1.~ 1,00 0.95 t
Sa~.~(W~) 1~0 ~ 1457 1~0 ~g 14~ ~
~Pe~l~ 0.95 t.~ 1.00 0.95 t.00 1.~ 0.95

V¢ume(~h) 12~ ~ ’ ’657 ~0 ~6 37~ 707

1,00 0,95 1,00
1.00 1.00 0.92
t.00 1.00 1.00
t,00 1.00 0.95
0,96 1.00 t,00
1770 88;39 1457
0,95 1,00 1,00
17/0 3~ t4~7

Peak-hour Pact’or, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,g~ 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph)      1976 105t 714 316 84~ 408 7~8 829 ~8 4~’0 tt88 3t4

Efpa~ve Green,
Actuated g/O Rat~
Clearance Time

~ Gm ~p (vph)
vls Ra~o Pint
v/s ~ffo Pe~

Un~o~ D~ay, dl

RTOR Reduct~l (vph) 0 0 229 0 0 t~ 0Lane Group Row (vph) 1376 1051 488 319 843 240 768 887
Confl. Peds, (#/hr) 30 30 ;30 ~0 30

Turn Type Split Perm 8p~t Perr~ Prot
Prote~ed Ph~.~s 4 4 5 8 5 2
Permltted Phases 4 8
Ac~Jated Green, G (s) 24,0 24.0 24,0 24.0 24.0 24,0 12,0 24.0

24°0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24.0 24,0 12,0 24,0
0,24 0,24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.12 0,24
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3°0 3,0 3,0 3.0 0.0 3,0 3,0

425 849 350 42~ 849 ;360 412
�0.78 0.30 0,18 �0,24 0,22 0.28

0.34 0,16
3.24 1.24 1.40 0.74 0.~ 0,~9 1,88 1,06
88,0 ~8.0 38.0 36,1 37,9 24,0 44,0
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 t.00 1,00 1,00 t,00

InctementalDel~y0d2 1018,0 t17,1 194,4 8,8 29,0 3,6 ~8,0 49,0
Delay(s) t061.0 155,t 2~2.4 42,0 66,9 40,t 442,0 87,0
Level of ServPe F F F D I~ D F
Approach Delay (s) 565R, 84,9 251,2
Approao~ LOS F D F
IntereaclJon
HCM Average Control Delay 339,6 HCM Level of
HCM Volume to Capa¢~/ratio 1.92
A=Uated Cycle Langt11 (s) I00,0 Sum of Io~t time (s)
Interaect~on Capadty Utilization 154.6% ICU Level of
Analysis Period (rain) 16
¢ Cdt]cal Lane Group

0 0    0 202
0 470 1158 112

30 30
15

1 6

12‘0 24.0 24.0
12.0 24,0 24,0
0.12 0,24 0,24
4.0 4.0 4,0
~,0 3.0
~2 ~g’""’ ’ 3~o

0,08
2‘22 1,18 0,~2
~,0 ~.0 ~1,~
1,00 1,~ 1,oo

~,7 2t4.8
F F

27~,g

F

18.0
H

N:\185"/V~alysla~2030VevIsed trip gen\1957 2030 + U~R PM,sy7
Unseatt Law& Greettsp~ Englnee~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & CoLlege Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + USR PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ide,?J Flow {vphpl)
Total Last time (s)
Lane Ut~l. Factor
Frt
Rt Pmt’ected
Satd. Flow (pint) "
P’lt Permitted

Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SElL SBT SBR

t900 1~0 1900 1900 ~900 1900 1900 1900 1~0 t9~ t900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4;0 4;0 4,0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 1;~ 0.95 1.00
1.~ 0.~ 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.~ 1.00 0.~ 1.00 0.~ ~.00 1.00 0;95 1.00 1,~
~ ~6 ~33 ~02 1~0 3~ t583 ~0 ~39 1~
0.~ 1.00 0.95 1.~ 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1;00 1.00
~ ~ ~3 ~ 1~0 3~9 15~ ~0 ~9
3~ 1120 7~ 300 6~ ~0 4~ 1072 90 ~0 12~ 120

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0~92
Adj;Flow(vph)      404 1217 815 326 750 261 435 1165 98 380 1340 180
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 96 0 0 29
Lane Group Flow (vph) 404 1936 0 326 982
Turn Type Pint Pint
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 45.0
ActUated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.38
Clearance Time (s} 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (sl 3.0, 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 429 1247
v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 c0,58
v/s Ratio Perm
via Rat~o 0.94 1.55
Uniform Delay, dl 52.1 37,5
Progression Factor %00 1.00
Ineremental De~’, d2 29.1 252.5
Delay (s) 81,1 290.0
Level of 8etvloe F F
Approach Delay (s) 255.4
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summar~
HOM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Aotuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capac~y Ublization
Analysis Period ~mln)
c Crltic~ Lane Group

8,0 38.0
8.0

0.07 0.32
4.0 4.0
3;0 3.0

229 1077
C0~09 0.29

1.42 0.91
56.0 39.4
1.00 1

2t4.1 11,5
270,1 50.9

F D
104.3

F

0 0 0 52 0 0 61
0 435 1165 46 380 1340 69

Prot Perm Prot Perm
5 2 1 6

2 6
18.0 35.0 35.0 16,0 33,0 33,0
18.0 35,0 35.0 16,0 33,0 3~,0
0.16 0,29 0.29 0.13 0,28 0‘28
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0
266 1032 462 236 973 435

c0.25 0.33 0,21 c0.38
0,03 0.04

1,64 t.13 0.10 1.61 t.38 0.16
51.0 42,5 31.0 52,0 43.5 33.0
1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1~00 1.00

302.4 70.6 0.4 293.4 178.2
353.4 113.1 3%4 345,4 219,7 33,8

F F G F F C
169,9 ’232,5

F F

2022 HCM Levee of Service
t.49

120.0 ~um of lost t~ne
133.1% ICU Levee of Service

15

F

16,0
H

Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
5/28/2009

8: Montezuma, Rd & Gollwood BlVd
2030 ÷ USR PM

Movement
Lane Conffgurs~Jons
Ideal Row (vphpl}
Total Lost time
Lane Util, Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satcl. Flow Cprof)
Fit Permitted
,Satd. Flow
Votume [vph)

EBT ~BR WBL WBT NBL NBR

1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 0,97 1,0G
1.00 0.85 1.00 1,00 1,00 0.85
1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00

3539 t563 1770 3639 3463 1583
1,00 1,00 0,0g 1,00 0,95 1

3539 t583 159 3539 ~H33 1593
1982 410 90 2124 380 62

Effec~e Green, g (e)
Actuated g/G Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehlole Extension
Lane Grp Cap
vie Ratio Plot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Deeay, dl
Progression Factor

Pe~.~our factor. PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 2154 ~ 98 2~09 413
~OR R~on (~h) 0 0 0    0 0    I
~aneGmupRow(~ph) 21~ ~ 98 2~09 413 66
T~ T~ pm+~ Pe~
P~e~ Phases 4 2 8 2
P~l~d Ph~es 4 8 2
A=uat~Gr~n,G(s) 4%0 ~.0 4%0 47.0 48,0 ~,0

47,0 g2.0 47,0 47,0 45,0 45,0
0,47 0,~ 0.47 0.47 0~6
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 ~.0

16~ 1~ 75 16~3 1~5 7~2
0,6t ~.13 ~,65 0,12

0,I5 0,~
1.~ 0.28 1.31 1.39 0~7 0,09
26;5 0,4 26,5 26,5 17~
1.00 1.~ 1.~ 1.00 1,03

In~r~e~l D~ay, ~ 137.5 0.1 2~,4 t~.6 0,4 0,3
~y(s) 1~.0 0.5 232,9 2~,1 ~7,6
Level of Service F
Approach Delay(e) 135,9
Approach LOS F
Intersection SummeP/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cap~l~y ratio
Actuated Cycle Lengtt~
Intersection Capacity Utlttzatlon
Anelysls Peflod (rain)
c Gdtlcal Lane Group

A F F B B
20~‘2 17,4

F B

56.4 HGM Level of Selvice F
0,82
00.0 Sum of lost time (s) 4,0

80,6~,~ ICU Level of Service

N:\l~alysls~2030\1857 2030 + USR PM,W7 ~yncfltO 6 Rel~lt
UnSCo~ Law & Greenspan Engineers P~e I
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ USR PM

Movement E~L EBT
La~e Con~g,,raUons
IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost t~me ($) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Lane UtiL Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 0,95 1.00
Frpb, ped/o~es 1.00 0.99 1,00 0.98 0.98 1.00 1,00 0.92
Rpb, ped/blkes 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fr~ 1.00 0.99 1.00 0,98 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85
RtProtectad 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
Satd, Row(prot) 3433 3465 1770 3445 1724 1681 1691 1458
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0,95 0.96 1.00
Sat~LRow(perm) 34.33 3465 1770 3445 t724 1681 1691 1458
Volume(vph) 571 1358 117 30 1596 217 60 15 20 575 20 563
Peek-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92
A~. Flow (vph) 621 1476 127 33 1735 236 65 16 22 625 22 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 11 0 0 10 0 0 0 438
LaneGro~pFIow(vph) 621 1597 0 33 1960 0 0 93 0 315 332 176
Confl. Peds.
Confl. Bikes (~hr) 10 t0 10 10
Turn Type Prot Prot Split Spilt     Perm
P~’otected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6    6
Permitted Phases . 6
A~uated Green° G (s) 21,9 48.5 2,3 28.9 16.0 16,0 16.0 16.0
Ef~ Green, g (s) 21,9 48.5 2,3 28.9 16,0 16.0 16.0 18.0
ActuatedglCRat]o 0,22 0.49 0.02 0.29 0.16 0.16 0,16 0.16
Clearance T~nle (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3°0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0
Lane G~ Cap (vph) 761 t701 41 1008 279 272 274 236
v/sRat~oP~’ot c0.18 c0.48 0.02 c0.b’7 c0.65 0.19 ¢0.20
v/s RaSo Perm 0,12
v/c Ra~o 0,62 0.94 0.80 1.94 0.33 1o16 1.2t 0.75
Uniform De~ay, dl 36.5 23.7 48.0 35,0 35.7 41.4 41.4 39,6
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 1o00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Incremental De~ay, d2 6.8 10.4 89.0 428.8 3,2 104.2 124.1 t9,2
Delay(s) 43.3 34.2 117,0 463,8 39.9 148,6 165,5 58,7
Level of Sewk~ D C F F 0 F F E
Appmac~ Delay (s) 36,7 458,1 39,9 108,6
Approach LOS D F D F
Intersect:fort Summary
HOM Average Control De~y 204.0 HOM level of ,Service P
HCM Vo]uma to Capacity ratfo 1.27
Actuated Cycle Leng~ (e) 98,8 Sum of lost t~me (s) 20.0
lnteraecl~o~ Capacity Uttl~at~on 112.3% [0U Level of Service H
Analysis Pedod (mI~) 16
c Cril~¢al Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use t0: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 20~0 ÷ USR PM

I~lF~(vph~) 1~0 1900 1~ 1~0 1~ 1~ 1~00 t~ t~ t~uu 19~ t~
TO~I L~ ~ (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0
~e U~L Facet 1.00 0,65
F~b, ~ 1.~ 1,00

F~ ~.00 ~,~
Fit Pm~ 0.95 1.~
~td. FI~ (prot) 1~0 3520
Rt.Pe~ 0,95 1,~
~, FI~ (pe~) 1~0 ~20
Volu~ (~) 259 ~7tl

t,00 0,95 1,00 0,98 0,96 t,00
1.00 0,97 0.96 1,00 t.00 t,00
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00
t,00 0,97 0,91 1,00 t,00 0,98
0.95 1.00 0.99 0,95 0.97 1,00
1770 3332 1689 1681 17t2 t51~
0,95 1.00 0,99 0,98 0,97 1.00
t770 3332 1589 16~1 t7t2 1_~_,~

35 248 1187 987 33 40 15~ 378 78 ~Peak ,hour ;~ctor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.62 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.~2 0,92 0,92
AdJ. FI0w(vph) 262 t880 ~8 270 t290 ~ ~6 43 t~ 4tt 82 577RTOR ReCu~on (vph} 0 2 0 0 2~ 0 0 76 0 0 0
LaneGroupFIow(vph) 282 18~6 0 270 1630 0 0 168 0 240 2~$ 297
ConfL Peds, (~r) 30 30 30 30 30 50 30 30
Cont~ Bikes (#~r)10 ....... 10, !0 ............ 10
Turn Ty~o~ Prot Pint Spilt 81~lt

Pem~IV.ed Pheses
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 46,0
Effe~ve Green, g (s) 8.0 46,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0,46
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0
v,~lo~¢F.xter.lo.(,~!, ~,0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) t42 1619
vie Ral~o Pint 0.16
v/s Ratio Perm
vl~ R~tfo 1.~9 1.17
Unlfontl Delay, dl 48,0 27.0
Prograss~on Faotor 1.00 t,00
Incremental Delay, d2 48%9 84.1
Delay(s} 613.9 111.1
Level of Servlce F F
Approach Delay ($) 163,2
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
HOM Average Control Delay
HOM Volume to Capadty
Actuated Cycle Length
Imerseot~on Capadty Ut~l~.stlon
Ane~s P~ed
~ Crlt]¢al Lane Group

6.0 44.0 18.0 15,0 t~.0 8,0
6.0 44.0 16,0 16,0 t0.0

0,08 0.44 0.16 0,1e 0.1e
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.o

106 t466 254 2e9 2~4
0,t5 0,49 ~,11 0.14 ~,18 c0,1~

2,65 1,11 0,68 0,69 0,92 2,.’,’~
47.0 28.0 39,4 4t,2 41.4 48,0
t,00 1.00 t.00 t,00 ~,00 t,00

7~,1 50,6 12,? ~,0 $?,8 ~,,~,3
770,t 35.6 52,1 74.t 70,2 672,$

184,t ~2,t 421,4

220.3 HOM L~V~I of
1.10

t00.0 Sum oflo~t t~me (s) t2,0
110,6% ICU L~vel of $~vloe H

16

N:~tSsT~Analysls~2030~’evised trip gen\t 367 20~0 ÷ USR PM.~y7
Unecott, Law & G~eenspan Engineers P~e 10
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ USR PM

Movement
Lane Con~gurat~ons
Idea! Flow (vphpl)
To{at Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor
Frt
Rt Pmteeted
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted

Volume {vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0

%00 0.95 t~00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1.00 1,00 1,00 0,98 0.90 0.94
0.95 1,00 0,95 1.00 0.99 0.99
1770 3524 1770 3469 1673 1718
0.95 .I.00 0.96 1.00 0.94 0.75
1770 3524 1770 3469 1583 1318
60 1331 40 110 596    90 40 40 190 60 20    60

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0~92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,~2
Ad~, Row (vph) 65 1447
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2
La~e Group Row (vph) 65 I465
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 7A 39.3
Effective Green, g (s) 7.4 39,3
Actuated glC Ratio 0,08 0,44.
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehiole Ex~ension (s) 3.0 3;0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) t45 1634
v/s Ratio Prot 0,04 ¢0,42
v/s Ratio Perm
v/o Ratio 0.45 0;97
Uniform Delay, dl 89,5 24.9
Progression Factor 1o00 1.00
Incremental Delay. d2 2.2 t6;4
Delay (s) 41.7 41,3
Level of Service D D
Appr~ch ~e~y (s) 41.3
Approach LOS D

Intereaction Summary"
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity rat;o
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersed.lon Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (m~n)
c Cdtloal Lane Group

43 t20 648 98 43 43 207 65 22 65
0 0 11 0 0 63 0 0 26 0
0 120 785 0 0 210 0 0 126 0

Prot Perm Perm
3 3 2 6

2 6
29.2 29,2
29,2 29.2
0,32 0,32

4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0

512 426

9.8 4t.7
9.8 4t.7

0.11 0.46
4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0

192 1602
c0.07 0.2t

c0.t3 0.10
0.62 0.46’ 0.41 0.30
38:5 16.6 23.8 22‘9
1~00 1.00 1.00 t~00
6.2 0.2 2.4

44.7 16;8 26.3 24.6
D B G C

20.7 26.3 24.6
C c c

32.7
0.71
90,3

72.6%
15

HCM Level of.Service C

Sumof lost time (s) 12.0
ICU Level of Senfce C

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 12: El Cajon BIvd& Montezuma Road
6122/2009 2030 ÷ USR PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost tlme (a)
Lane UtH. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow
Fit. Permitted
Said. Row (perm)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT .Wl~ WBR SBL

19~ tg00 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

4.~ 0.95 0.9~ 0.91 0.97 1.00
~.~ 1.00 1.00 0;~ 1.00 0.~
0.95 1.~ ~.00 1.00 0.95 ~.00

1752 3874 3890 I~1 ~3
0.95 I.~ 1,~ 1.00 0.95 1,00

1752 ~74 3~0 1~I ~438
141 7~ 1470 304 ~4~ 110

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92
AdJ, FI0W (vph) 163 848 1~8 ~30 688 120
RTOR R~u~on (vph) 0 0 0 116 0 75
Lane Group FI~ (~h) t~ ~8 t698 214 588 45
.~eawVeh~ea(%~ 3%... t% 2% 2%, 2% 2%
T~ Type PrO~ ~mt P~
P~ed Ph~ 7 4 8 8 6 6
Periled Ph~

Effeotiva Green. g (e)
Actuet~ g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehlde ~nslon
~ne G~ Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio ~
vie Ra~o
v/c ~o
Uniform De~y, dl
Progression
Incr~en~l Dell,
Delw
Level of
Appto~h ~1W
Appma~ LOS
In~rs~on Summ~
HCM Average Con~ol
HCM Volume ~ Ca~CI~ rat~
A~ated ~¢~ Length (s)
Int~on Capa¢i~ ~l~on
Ana~s Pe~ (m~)
¢ G~l~l ~ne Group

14A 58.6 40.I 40.1 40.1 40.1
0.14 0.56 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.33
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0

237 196t t276 542 1291 595
c0.09 0.24 o0.47 0.15 O0.17 0.03

0.65 0.43 1.2,5 0.39 0.46 0,08
43.7 t4.2 33,2 24,4 2S,0
1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 t.00
5,9 0,2 120,6 0,5 t.2 0,2

49.6 14,4 t~,g 24,8 28,2 213
O B F O C 0

19.8 13%8 25.4

80.2 HCM Level of aervl~e
0,82

106.6 Sum of’ lost tlme
77.1% ICU Level

15

1~0

N:%18~lysis~030~revised trip gen\t 657 2030 + USR PM.sy7 Synchro 6 Repo~ N:\1857V~elysls~030’cev~ed ~p gen\1887 2030 ÷ UBR PM.Cy? ~yn~m 6 Re~oott
Unscott. Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 11 Ltnscott. Law & Greenspan Englneam P~g® 12



ILV OPERATIONS

L~NScoTr, LAW & GREENSP~, engineers LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Signalized. Intersection~
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

:INTERSECTION-

DIAGRAM AND TRAFFIC

LAN .~.V’OLUMI~.8 (ILV/HR)

.i



:INTERSECTION,
.Signalized-lnters~tion "
CAPACITY ANALY818 ..

-̄ TIME

DIAGRAM ,AND TRAFFIC FLeW~.~.



’INTERSECTION-

CAPACITY .ANALYSIS

PHASE 4

REMARKS:. ’



:INTERSECTION.

DIAGRAM AND TRAFRO FLOW~

t



LONG-TERM (2030) + COMMUNITY SERVING RETAIL
OPERATIONS

LLG R�£ 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8VVB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR AM

Movofl~flt EBL EBT EBR VVt~t. WBT V~,~R NBL NBT NBR SBL

Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 I~00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost Ume (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0
Lane Utllo Factor 0,97 1.00 0.95 1.00
Fq)b, ped/olkes 1,00 0,96 1.C0 0.97
RpO, ped/b~es 0,96 1,00 1.00 t.00
Frt 1,00 0,85 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (pint) 3304 1555 35,39 1535
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1,00 1
Sate. Row (pen~) 3~04 1555 3539 1538
Wume(vph) 0 0 0 647 0 141 0 Ilr~ 691

4,0 4,0
0,95 1,00
1.00 0°97
1.00 1,00
1.00 0.85
1.0o 1.00

3539 1536
1,00 1.00

0 9~3 1103
Peak-hoorfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 703 0 153 0 1264 751
RTOR Reduc~n (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaneG~oupFlow(vph) 0 0 0 703 0 153 0 t264 751
Confl. Peds. ~Whr) 20 20 20
Tum Type ~ Free Free
Protected Phases 2
Pewnltted Phases 8 Flee Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 25,0 100.0 67,0 100,0
EffecSve Gmefl, g ($) 25.0 100.0 67,0 100.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 1.00 0.67 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0
Vehk~e ,~xtenslon (s} 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 826 1555 2371 1536
vls Ratio Prot 0,36
vls Ratio Perm 0.21 0.10 0,49
rio Ratio 0,65 0,10 0.53 0A,9
Uniform Delay, dl 35,7 0o0 8.,5 0.0
Pmgresslcm Factor 1.00 1.00 %04 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8,4 0.1 0,6
De~ay (s) 44.1 0.1 9.4 0.8
Leve~ of Sen~ce D A A A
Approach Delay ($) 0.0 36.3, 6,2
Approach LOS A D A
Intemec~on Sumn’~
HCM Average Contro! Delay 11,2
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0,78
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s)
Inter~=c~on Capacity Utilization 57.3%
Ana,’y~s Peded (rain) 15
¢ CdtJcal Lane Group

0 t068 1199
0 0 0
0 106~ 1199

Free
6

Free
67.0 I00.0
67.0 100.0
0.67 1.00
4,0
3.0

2371 1536
0.30

C0.78
0.45 0.78
7.8 0.0

1,00 1.00
0.6 4.0
8,4 4.0
A A

6.1
A

HCM Level of’Sen4ce

Sum of lost tlme (s)
ICU Level of Sendce

B

0.0

N:\1857Vmalysls~)30Vev{sed tflp gen\1857 2030 + CSR AM.sy7
t Inscott, Law & Greenepan Engineem

Synchro 6 Report
Page ~

Plaza Unda Verde Mlxe~Use
6~009 I

2: I-8EB Ramp & College Ave

To~ ~ ~me (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0

F~b, ~lk~ 1,00 0,~ 1,~ 0.9~ 1.~

~d. Fl~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ t~

Peak-h0~faotor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.99; 0,~ 0,g2 0J)2 0,92 0,92
0 1971 350 0 14,40 ~0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1371 3J~0 0 t440

Free           F~
2          8

~.o 1~.o ~.o ~.o
o~ 1.~ o~

4.0 4.0
............ S,0 ......... ~.0 ....

1~ 1~ 1~ t~

0~t

t,~8 t;~ 036
0.6 0,0 ~ O~

29,8 0,0 26,7
C A 0 A

HCM Level of ~ F

Sum of lost t~me (S) 8°0
IOU Lever o? ~ O

N:\1857t, Ana~ysls~030~re~Ised ~p genii857 20~0 ÷ OSR AM,sy7 ~/flch~,o 6 Report
Unscot~, Law & G,-’eenspafl E~g|neer~ P~le 2



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR AM

MovemeeL EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SST SBR
LeneCenflOu~or,~ 4’ F 4’ P’ ~ ~ F ~ H~ P’t’
IdeelFIow(vphp~) 1900 1900 1900 Ig00 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 1000 1900 lg0O
Total Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb. ped/o|kes
Rpb. pedibtkes
Frt
Fit P~otected
Satd. Row
Fit Permitted
Sat~. ~ow ~perm)
volume (vpti)

4.0 4.0
1.00 1
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.97 1

17~9 1506
0.97 1.00
1799 1506

103

4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
tOO t.00 t,00 0,95 1;00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.00 1.IX) 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.03 1,00 tOO 1.00 1.00 1.00
1,00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.85 %00 1.00 0.85
0.96 1.00 0,95 t,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1820 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0,95 %00 1.00
1920 1583 1770 3539 t506 3433 5085 2787

41 70 131 149 220 228 126t 181 747 1854 1297
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, F~ow (vph) 112 45
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 157
Confl. peals. (#/hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Perm Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green; G (s) 24.0 24.0
Effective Green, g (s} 24.0 24,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24
C~earance Tm~e (s) 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension ~a~ 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 432 36t
via Ratio Prot 0.09
via Ratio Perm 0.01
vie Ratio 0.36 0.05
Uniform Delay. dl 31.6 29.2
Prograss~ea Factor 1.00 1.00
Inc~emontal Delay, d2 0.5 0.1
Delay (s) 32.2 29.3
Levei of Service C C
Approach Delay (s) 31.2
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summaw
HCM Average Control Dek~y
HCM Volume to Capacity rallo
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersedion Capadty Ut]llzatJen
Analysis Pedod (mln)
c Cfitlcst Lane Group

76 142 162 239 248 t371 t97 812 2015 I410
58 0 0 201 0 0 108 0 0 757
18 0 304 38 248 t371 89 812 2015 653

20 20 20 20 20
Over Prot Penn Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

20.3 15.7 t5.7 24.0 24.0 15.7 24.0 24.0
20.3 15.7 15.7 24.0 24,0 15.7 24.0 24.0
0:20 0.16 0.16 0.24 0,24 0.16 0.24 0,24
4.0 4.0 4,0 4~0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3;0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3;0 3.0
369 249 278 849 361 539 1220 669

C0.17 0.02 0.14 0.39 c0.24 ~0.40
0.06

0.82 0.15 0.89 1.61 0,25 1.51 1.65 0.98
38.1 36.4 41.3 38.0 30.7 42.1 38.0 37.7
1:00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 0.90 0:98 1.74
13.8 0.3 28..0 282.1 1.6 228.9 293.6 6.0
52.0 36.7 69.3 320.1 32.3 266.6 330.7 71.5

D D E F C F F E
45.2 254.7 ~ 232.2

D F F

216.4 HCM Level of Service F
1.23

100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
95.1% ICU Level of Service F

15

N:\I ~alysis’~030~revised trip gen’,1857 2030 + CSR AM.Sy7
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College AVe
,6,/22/2009 ............... 20s0.~ c~a ~

Movement WBL WBR NBT NI]R SBL SBT
Lane Configurations ~" ~, ~" ~ ~
Sign Cent~ Stop F~e Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume(veWh) 0 128 1542 200 580 1,/,75
Peak Hour F~er 0.92 0.92 0o~2 0.g~ 0o~2 0.92
Houdyflow~telvpti) 0 I39 1676 217 6~0 1603
Pedeatdane 20 20
Lane v~cith (~) 12.0 "~2.0
Walking Speed (Ws) 4.0 4,Q
Percent Blo~age 2 2
Right turn flare (veil)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstt~n signal (ft) 733 1036
pX. p/moon u~locked 0.68 035 0.75
vC. conflicting volume ~75~ 878 1918
vCl~ atage I �onfvol
.~C2. stage 2 ~onf rot
vCu. ueblo(f4ed
tC. slr~le
tC. 2 stage
tF (s)
P0 Oueue frae %
oM capacity (veWh)
Dlrentlun, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume RIgl~t
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Lenglh 95th (ft)
Control Delay
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summa~
Average Delay
tntersec~on Capacity Utilization
Anatys~s Pedod (rain)

3170 5O0 t8.~4
6.8 6.9 4.1

3.5 3.3 2.2
0 63 0
o 373 231

WB1 N81 NB2 NB3~ SB1 SB2 S83
130 838 838 217 630 802 ~02

o o o o 630 o 0
139 0 0 217 0 0 0
373 t700 1700 1700 231 1700 1700

0.37 0,49 0.49 0,13 2,73 0.47 OAT
42 0 0 0 1~7 0 0

20.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 822.7 0.0 0.0
C F

20.3 0.0 232.2
C

t22.2
93.0% ICU Level of ~ervtce

15
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
6/22/2009 203o. CSR AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Meal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost Ume
Lane Util. Factor
Fit
Rt Pmtectad

Rt PonnRted
SaU. Row (penn)
V=ume (vp~)

EBL EBT EBR ~ ~T ~R NBL NBT NBR SBL Sl~" SBR

1900 19OO 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~0 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4‘0

I.O0 1.00 1.00 1.00 "~.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
1.OO 0.93 1‘00 0.88 1.00 1.O0 1.O0 0,97
0.95 1‘00 0.95 1‘00 0.95 1‘00 0.95 1‘00

I770 1723 1770 t637 1770 3527 1770 3420
0.95 1.00 0.95 t.OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

1770 1723 1770 t637 1770 3527 I770 3420
47 2g 29 29 17 69 10t 1366 32 77 908 263

Peak-hourfe~or.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Row (vph) 51 32 32
RTOR Raduc~on (vph) 0 29 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 51 35 , 0
Tum Type Prot
Protected ~ 7 4
PermUted Pha~s
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.6 10.4
Effe~Ive Green, g ($) 0.6 10A
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.O9
Clearance Tlr~ (s) 4.0 4.0
Vet~de Extension (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Gm Cap 84oh) 104 160
v/s Ratio Pint c0.03 cO.o2
v/s Ratio Penn
vlc Rotlo 0.49 0.22
Uniform Delay, dl 51,2 47,2
progression Factor 1.00 1.00
In~emental Delay, d2 3.6 0.7
Delay ($) 54.8 47.9
Levol of Service D D

Approach LOS D
Intorsedton Summa~,
HCM Average Controt Delay 18.7
HCM Volume to Ca;oadty ratio 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 112.3
inten~c~on Cap~ Utllb~on 62.3%
Analy~ Period ~mln) 15
c Cdtl¢~l Lame Group

32 18 75 110 1485 35 84 985 286
0 7O 0 0 I 0 0 18 0

32 23 0 110 1519 0 84 1253 0
Prot Prot Prot

3 8 5 2 I 6

3,5 7.3 11.5 73.9 8.5 70.9
3.5 7.3 11.5 73.9 8,5 70.9

0°03 0.07 0,10 0.66 0,08 0.63
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.O 3,0
55 106 181 2321 134 2159

0.02 0.01 CO.OO cOA3 0.05 0.37

0.58 0.22 0.61 0,65 0.63 0,58
53.7 48.8 48.2 I%5 50.4 12.0
1.O0 1,00 1.IX) 1.00 t,00 1
14.7 1,0 5,7 1.5 8.8 1.1
68,4 50.8 53,9 13,0 5g,2 13.2

E D D B E B
55.3 t5,7 16.0

E B B

HCM Level of Service B

Sum of Zo~t t~me (s) 16,0
tCU Level of Se~ B

N:\l~s~203oVevlsed trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ CSR AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Enginee~-~
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use                     6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
6/22/2009                                               20~o ÷ (38R AM

IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 t900 1gO0 t900 t~00 1~00 t900 1900 1~00 I~OO 1900
Total Lost time

Flpb,
Frt
FR Protected
Sate. Row (prot)
Fit Permitted

Volume (vph)

4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4‘0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4‘0 4‘0 4‘0
1‘00 0‘9~ 1‘00 1,00 0.96 t‘00 0,97 0.95 1‘00 0,99 1
1.00 1.00 0.02 ’1,00 1,00 0.92 1,00 0,~ I‘00 1.00 0.92
1‘00 1.00 1.oo too 1,00 1‘00 1‘00 1,00 t,00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1‘00 0,88 1,00 t,oo 0,8~ I‘00 0,g8 t‘00 1‘00
0,95 1.oo 1.00 0,96 l.oo 1‘00 0,99 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.oo
1770 3539 1457 1770 3539 t45/ 3433 ~I 171’0 3539 1457
0.9’3 I‘00 1.00 0‘06 1,00 1,00 0,99 t‘00 0,95 1.00 t.00
1770 ~’~, ,14~,,,,,,~770 me 14~ ~ 94~1 ,two ~ ~4~
451 406 158 58 740 310 6/9 1099 1’;’0 292 ~ 288

Pea~-hourf~ctor, PHF 0.92 0.g2 0;92 0‘92 0,92 0.~2 0,92 0.~2 0,g2 0,92 0.92 0‘92
AdJ. Flow(vph) 490 441 t72 83 804 337 728 11g~ t8~ 292 ~1~ 280
RTOR Redustlon (vph) 0 0 t31 0 0 188 0 12 0 0 0 2t3
Lane Group Row (vph) 490 441 41 ~ 804 149 ?~

Confl. Bi~e~ (#/Iv) t8 ,1~,Turn Type Split Petm Split Petal Ptot
Protected PI1ases 4 4 8 8 5 2
Permitted Pbasea 4 8
ACtUated Green, G (s) 24,0 24,0 24,0 24,0 24,0 24.0 12,0 24,0
Effective Green, {I (e) 24,0 24,0 24,0 24‘0 24,0 24,0 12‘0 ~4‘0A=uate~ g/C Ratio 0,24 0,24 0,24 0,24 0.24 0~4 0,t2
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4‘0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
~eh!cle Extension (s) 3.0 ,,,,3 0, 3.O 3,,0.,, ,,, 9.0 ~.0 ~,0 3.0
La~e G~ Cap (vph) 425 849 ~ 429 ~49 8~0 4’12
v/s R~o Pint ¢0.28 0.12 0,04 =0.23 �0‘21
v/s Ratio Penn 0‘03 0,10
v/~Ratlo 1,15 0.62 0,12 0,19 0,95 0,45 t.7~ 1.66
U~on~ Delay, dl 38.0 33.0 29.7 28,9 37.4 32.2 44.0 ~8‘0
Progm~slonFa~or t.00 1.00 1,OO 1.OO 1,00 t‘00 t‘00 t,OO
Incremental Delay, d2 92,6 0,6 0.2 0.2 I9,0 0,8 36~.?
Delay(s) 1~0,9 33.5 29.S 30.1 ~6,4 35,0 409.7 84%3
Lave of Service F
Approach Delay
A~proa~ LOS
Intemection 6ummar~/
HCM A~e ~
HCM V~u~ ~ Cap~ m~o

~e P~ (rain)
c Cd~ ~ Grip

76.1 48,5
S D

0 ~2
OO    80

Plot

t2‘0 g4‘O
t~0 24‘0 24,0
0,12
4,0
~‘0 =,g,,,,,

0,t4

1.19 0‘99 0,19

175,9 HCM Level of ~ F

100.0 Sum el’lost time (=) 18,0
107,8% ICU Level of 8erdce (3

N~t 85"A~aly~2320Vevlsed Mp gen\1887 2030 ÷
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers

R~-t
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 7; El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + CSR AM

Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpt)
Total Lost l~me
Lane Utll. Factor
Frt
Fit Pmteoted
Satd. Flow Iprot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Row (penn)
Velume (vpl~)

EBL I~BT EBR WBL V~T W~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1~ 1~ 1~ 19~ 1~ 19~ 1900 1~ 1900 1~ 1~ 1~
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0.~ 0.97 0,95 1.00 0.~ 1.00 1,00 0~5 1.~
~.~ 0~ 1 .~ 0.96 1.~ 1.00 0.85 1.00 1 .~ 0.~
0.~ 1.~ 0~ 1.00 0~5 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.~ 1.~

0.~ 1.~ 0~5 1.00 0,95 1.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.~ 1,00

~ ~ t~ ~ 950 3~ ~0 1~ ~0 1~ 621 ~1
Peak.hour factor.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Flow (vph) 307 489 196 65 1033 326 739 1687 293 198 675 240
RTOR Reduction (~b) 0 35 0 0 25 0 0 0 109 0 0 79
Lane Group Row (vph) 307 650 O 65 1334 0 739 1687 184 196 675 161
Turn Type P~ot Pint Prot Penn Prot Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actuated Green. G (s) 37.0 48.0 48.0 11.0 22.0 22.0
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 48,0 48,0 11.0 22.0 2.2,0
Actuated gJC Ra~o 0,31 0.40 0.40 0.09 0.18 0.18
Clearance 13me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehtc~e Extension (s) 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0
L~ne Grp Cap {vph) 542 1406 629 161 645 2~8
v/s Ratio Pn~t c0.42 c0.48 0,11 0.19
v/s Ratio Perm 0,12 0,10
v/cRatio 0,57 1.25 1.36 1.20 0.29 1.22 1.05 0.56
Uniform Delay, dl 57.6 41.5 41.9 36,4 24,8 ,~4,9 49,4 45,0
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00 t.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

6.7 I20.1 175.2 97.1 1.2 141.2 48.2 7.6
64.3 161.6 217,1 133.5 26.0 196.1 97,6 52,6

E F F F C F F D
157,1 144.6 105,2

F F F

8.0 41.8 4.0 37.8
8.0 41.S 4.0 37.8

0.07 0.35 0.03 0.:31
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

227 1172 114 1068
c0.09 c0.1g 0.02 c0.39

1.35 0.55
55.4 32.0
1,03 1.00

Incremental Delay. d2 184.7 0,6
Delay ($) 241.1 32.5
Level of Service F C
Approad~ Delay (s} 97.
Apprcec~ LOS F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Contral Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
P.~ated Cycle Length
Intemection Capaolty utir=ation
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c Crftice~ Lane Group

132,9 HCM Leval of Service F
1.29

120.8 S~m of lost time (s) 16.0
112.1% ICU Level of Sentice H

15

N :\t 857’~o,n alysist2030t~evlse~ tdp gen\1857 2030 ,~ CSR AM,sy7
UnscotL Law & Greenspan Englaeers
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Montezuma Rd & Collwood Blvd
2030 .~ C~,R AM

D

8,0

N:\1857V~s;~2030Vev~sed trip gen\18b-’7 2030 ÷ C~R AM,~,y7
Llnseatt, Law & Greenspan Englaea~s



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR Wt3L VVBT W~R NBL NBT NBR 8BL ~BT ~BR

Idea~Row(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 tg00 t900 I900 1900 1900 1900
Total LaSt time (s)
Lane UUI. Factor
Fmb,

Frt
Fit Pro~ected

Fit Permitted
sau. Row
Volume (~ph)

4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4‘0 4‘0 4.0
0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.92
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
3433 3501 1770 3349 1750 1681 1696 1455
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
3433 3501 1770 3349 1750 1681 t696 14‘~;
1114. 625 26 20 1181 375 50 15 10 143 10 202

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph) 1211 679 2~ 22 1284 408 54 16 11 155 11 220
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 30 0 0 6 0 0 0 t86
LaneGroupFIGw(vph) 1211 704 .0 22 1662 0 0 75 0 81 85 34
Con~. Peds. (~hr) 3O 30 30 3O 3O 30 3O 3O
Co~. Bikes ~h0 10 10 10 10
Turn Type P=’o~ Prot Split Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pern~tted Phases 6
Actuated G~een. G ($) 25.0 52.8 %6 29.4. 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Effective Green. g (~) 25.0 52.8 %6 29.4 16.0 16.0 16.0 t0.0

0.24 0.52 0.02 0.29 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

838 1805 28 962 273 26~ 265 227
c0.35 0.20 0.01 ¢0.3O c0.64 0.0~ c0.05

0.02
0.31 0.32 0.15
38.3 38.4 37.3
1.00 1.00 1.00
3.0 3.2 1.4

41.3 41.5 36.7

1.45 0.3~ 0,79 1,73 0.28
38.7 15,0 50.2 36.5 3~.1
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1

82.7 331.9 2.5
133.0 388.4 40.6

F F D
365.3 40.6

F D

Ina’emen~ Delay. ~ 207.0 0.1
Delay (,) ~5.7 15.2
Level of Sen~ce F
Approach D~ay {s) 1 3o.8
Approach LOS F
Inte~mctJen Summmy
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Velume to Capadty ratio
Actt~ated Cycle Length ($)
Intersection Capsd~ Utilization
Anelysls
c Cdtic~l Lart~ Group

232.5 HCM Level of Service F
1.t2

102.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
100.4% ICU Level of Service G

15

D D D
39,9

D

N;\I85"PP~alyeJs\2030~ trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ CSR AM.sy7
Unscett, Law & Greenspan Englnee~,J
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Peak-ttourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph)      208 852 41 108 142t 295 ~7 3~ 1t4 t~’ 28 212
RTOR Reduct~en (vph) 0 3
Lane Group Flow (vph) 208 890

Inctefilental Delay, d2 243.5 0,4
Delay (s) 2~9.5 20.0
Level of Setvioe F B
Approach Delay (s) 70.9
Approaoh LOS E
tntorsectlen 8,u, ,mrq, qry ......
HCM Average Centre/Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
A~tumed Cyde Length
Inter~e~ Cap.try Ubl~.atlon
~=my~s Perked
e Cdtlcel Lane Group

0 0 17 0 0 59 0
o lO8 169~ o o 123 o

80 3O 80 3O ~0
lO lO ~

Plot SplE
3 8 2 2

6.0 4~.0 16.0
S.0 44.0 t6.0

0.06 0.44 0.16
4,0 4.0 4.0
a.o 3.0 3,0 ,, ,

0.06 ~,~ ~,0~

1,02 1o14 0,49
47.0 28,0 38,3
1.00 1,00 1,00
92.6 72.9 6.3

139.8 100.9 44,7
F F D

103.2 44,7
F O

0 0 1~
80 83 17

Over

16.0 i6.0
t6.0 t6.0 ~.0
0.16 0,16
4‘0 4.0 4.0
=,o........~.o ,,,~o
268 2"/4 t
0,05 ~0,06 0,01

0~q0 0,31 0,1~
37,0 ~7.t 42,8
1,00 1.00 1,00
2.8 2,9

~.9 40,0

83,3 HCM Level of ~l~Oe P
0.88

100,0 ~um of lest t~me (s) 16,0 .
84.1% I OU Level of

t5

N:\185?~elysls~203o~evtsed tdp gett\1~57 20~0 + C~R AM.sy7 8yflellte 0 Report
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 10



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2o30 ÷ CSR AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR W~L VV~T WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL S~.T SBR
Lane Cord~gutatio~s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
IQ~lFIow(~hp~ 1900 1~0 1~0 1~0 1~0 1900 19~ 1~
T~al L~ ~me (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0             4.0
~e U~I. F~ 1.~ 0.95 1,~ 0.95 1.~ 1
F~ 1.~ 1.00 1,00 0.~ 0.~
Fit PrOd 0.95 1.~ 0,~ 1,~ 0.~ 0.98
~. R~ ~o~ 1~0 35~ 1~0 ~ t713
~ P~I~ 0.95 1.~ 0.95 1.00 0,~ 0,~
Satd, R~ (~) 1~0 ~ 1~0 ~9 1M2 I529
Votu~ (~) ~ 617 ~ ~ 1~5 80 ~ 10 ~ ~ ~ 80
Peak-hourfas~or, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 671 22 87 1,4,51 87 43 1t 43 54 22 87
RTOR Reduction (’~0h) 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 27 0 0 39 0
LaneGmupFk~w(vph) 3~., 691 0 87 1534 0 0 70 0 0 124 0
Turn Type
P~’otected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G
Effective Gree~, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Geemnce T{rne (s)
Vehicle Extension
L~e Grp Cap
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Rat~o
Ur~orm De~ay, dl
Progressiotl Factor
Inctement~ De,aye d2
Delay (s)
Le~ of Service
Approach Delay
Approach LOS
Inter~ection Summa~,/
HCM Aver’age Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capasity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Inte~sec~n Capaci~ Utir~zation
Analysis Period (rain)
o Cfltical Lane Group

Prot PK2 Pen~ Perrn
7 4 3 8 2

2 6
4.6 38,6 8.2 42.2 29.1 29.1
4.6 38,6 8,2 42.2 29,1 29.1

0.05 0A4 0.09 0.48 0,33 0,33
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4~0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3i0 3.0 3.0 3.0
93 15~7 165 1685 487 506

0.02 0.20 c0.05 c0.44
0.05 c0.08

0,35 0.45 0.53 0.91 0.14 0.25
40.2 17.2 38.0 21.1 20,7 21.4
1;00 %00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2.3 0.2 3.0 7.8 0,6 1,2

42~5 17.4 41,0 2~o9 21~3 22,6
D B D C C C

18.5 29.6 21.3 22,6
B C C C

2518 HCM Level of Sewice C
0,6~
87.9 Sum of iost time (s) 12.0

63.0% ICU Leve~ of Service B
15

N:\I 8.57U~Iysle~0~0~evlsed trip gen\1857 2030 + GSR AM.sy7
LInscott, Law & Gmenspan Englnee~
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Plaza Unda Verde MiXed-Use
6/22/2009

12: El Cajon Blvd & Montezuma Road
;1030 + CSR AM

Movemellt
Lane com3gu~tione
Ideal Flow (v~hpl)
Total Lcet tlrne (~)
L~e U8I. F~or

~t Prot~ed
Satd. FI~ ~
Rt P~I~
~. Row
Volume (~h)

1900 I~ 19~ t~ tg~ 1~
4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0

1,00 0.95 0,9~ 0,91 0.97 1,~
1,00 1,~ 1,~ 0,~ 1.00 0,~
0.~ 1,00 ~.~ 1,00 0.95 ~.~
1~0 3~ ~ I~1 ~ 1~
0,95 1,00 1.~ t.~ 0.96 1,00
1~0 ~39 ~ 1~1 ~ I~
~1 10~ 1~ 7~ 182 81

Peak.hourfa~or, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92
AdJ. Flow(vph) 218 1152 15tl 765 198 88
RTOR Reduction (vpl~) 0 0 0 294 0 56
Lane Group Fiow (vph) 218 1162 1511 474 I98 32
Turn Type Pint Ptot Pint
Ptote~ed P~ases 7 4 8 8 6 6
Perndtted Pha~es
Actuated G~een, G (s) 18,7 62,6 40.1 ~:),1 40,1 40,1
Effective Green, g
A~tuate~ g/C Ratio
C~earance’time (s)

vie Ra~o Pint
vie ~o P~
v/� ~o
Un~o~ ~. dl
Pr~r~ F~or
[n~ntal ~. d2

L~el of ~l~
~p~ De~ (s)
~p~ LOS

Intem~on Sum~
HCM Average Co~ml D~
HCM Vdume ~ C~

Intem~ ~ U~l=a~

~ Cd~l ~ne Group

18,7 62,5 40.1 40.~ 40.1 40,1
0.I7 0.5"7 0.36 0.~% 0,~6 0,36

4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0_

298 2004 1226 521 1241 5?2
¢O,12 0,33 �0,45 0,33 �O.O~ 0,02

0.73 0.57 1,23 0,91 0,18
43.7 15.5 36.4 ~.7 24.0 23.1
1.00 1.00 1.00 %00 1.00 1,00
8.9 0.4 111.g 10.7 0,3 0.2

52.6 15.9 147,3 63.4 24,3
O B F D C

21.7 115.7 23.9
C F

79,3 HOM Level of
0,70

1 lO,9 ~Jrn of lost ti~11e
72,2% ICU Level of ~

12,0

N:\l~,7V~alysla~2030Vevised trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ CSR AM,sy7
Un~cott, Law & Gme~span I~g|neers P~e 12



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1; I-SWB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2o3o ~- CSR PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NI~R SBL SBT SBR

]deelRow(vphpB 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost t~me (s)
Lm~e Uttl, Factor
F~pb,
F~pb, ~k~
F~

~ P~I~

Vdu~ (~h)

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0,97
0.96 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0,85 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00

3304 1555 3539 1536 3539 1536
0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1~00

330~ 1555 3539 1536 3539 1536
0 0 0 774 0 405 0 t466 1818 0 912 586

Peak-hour~,PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.62 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ, Flow(vph} 0 0 0 84t 0 440 0 1593 1976 0 991 637
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LeneGroupRow(vph) 0 O 0 841 0 440 0 1593 1976 0 991 637
Confl. Pads. (#ihr) 20 20 20 20
Turn Type custom Free Free Free
P~ Phases 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Ac~JatedGreen, G (s) 29.8 100.0 62.2 100.0 62.2 100.0
Effective Green, g (s) 29.8 100.0 62.2 100.0 62.2 100.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 1,00 0.62 1.00 0.62 1.00
Clearance 1-=me (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 985 1555 220t 1536 2201 1536
v/s Ratio Prot 0,45 0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0,25 0.28 cl.29 0,41
v/c Ratio 0.85 0.28 0.72 1.29 0.45 0.41
Unit’on~ Delay, dl 33.0 0,0 t3.0 50.0 9,9
Progres~on Faotor 1.00 1.00 0,68 1,00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.3 0.5 0.2 129.4 0.7 0,8
Delay(s) 40,3 0.5 9.0 179A 10.6 0.8
Level of Servlee D A A F B A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 26.6 t03.3 5.9
Approach LOS A C F
;ntersent~n Summaq/
HCM Average Control I~Nay 63,9 HCM Level of ,~vtce
HCM Volume to Capacity r’afro 1
Actuated Cycle Length (a) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0,0
Intersecl]on Capacity Utglzation 69.3% ;CU Level of Service C
Analys~ Period (rain) 15
c Cdtloal Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 2: I-SEB Ramp & Coll~le Ave
6/22/2009 20~0 .~ P.~IR PM

~v~t        EBL =BT ~R WBL W~ WBR NBL NBT

Id~(~hp~ t~ lg~ I~00 1gO0 t900 t~0 1~ 1~ 1900 t~ t~ t~00
To~ L~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0~ U~L F~r 0.~ 0.7~ O.g5 1,~

Flpb, ~ 0,~ 1.00 1,00
F~ 1.00 0,55 ~,00

Rt P~ 0.95 1,00 I.~ 1
~td. R~ (~) 33~ ~ ~ t~

1,00
1,00 1.00

1.00 1

1,00 1.00

1212
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ O~R PMPlaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave

6/22/2009 2o30 ÷ CSR PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SeT SBR

ldealFiow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1000 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900
Total Los~. time (s)
Lane UtiL Facto~
Frpb, peal/bikes
Rpb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd, Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. ROW (perm)
volume (vph)

4.0 4.0
t.00 1.00
1.00 0.95
1,00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0,96 1.00
1782 1506
0,96 1.o3

1782 1506
642

4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1,00 1,00 1,00 0,95 1,00 0.97 0.91 0,88
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,98 1,00 1,o3 1.00
1.00 t,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t,00 1,00
1:00 0.85 %00 1.00 0.88 1,00 1.00 0.85
0,96 1,00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 t,00

1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5035 2787
0.96 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00

1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 6085 2787
70 12I 204 24 543 105 2544 187 373 1798 189

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Ftow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group F~ (vph)
ContL Peds,
Tun1 Type
Prote~ted Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap (v~)
vls Ratio Pint
v/s RaSo Perm
v/c
Un~orm Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremen~l Delay, d2
Delay
Level of Service
Approach Delay
Approach LOS
Imerse~on Summed/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Intersection Capacity UtJllzatlon
Analysis Perlod
c Cdttc~l Lane Group

698 76 132 222 26 590 115 2548 203 405 1954 205
0 0 68 0 0 305 0 0 60 0 0 1t3
0 774 64 0 248 285 115 2548 143 405 1954 92

20 2O 2O
Split Perm Split

4 4 8
4

24,0 24.0
24.0 24.0
0.24 0.24

4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0

428 361

0.04
1.81 0.18
38.0 30.2
1.00 1.00

373.0 0.2
411.0 30.4

F C
355.5

F

20 20 20 20 20
Over Pint Perm Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

18,3 17.7 10.9 24.0 243 I7.7 30,8 24,0
18.3 17.7 10.9 24.0 243 17.7 30.8 24.0
0,18 0.18 0.11 0.24 0,24 0.18 0,31 0.24
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4°0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

328 280 193 849 361 608 1566 669
C0.14 00,18 0.06 c0;72 0.12 0.36 0.03

O.O9
0.79 1.02 0,60 3,00 0.40 0.67 1:25 0.14
38.8 41.1 42.5 38,0 31.9 38.4 34,6 29.9
1.00 t,00 1.00 1;00 1.00 1,t2 0:89 1.13
10.0 58.1 4,9 903.7 3.2 1,6 114,8 0.1
4~.8 99.3 47.3 641.7 35.1 44,6 145.5 33,8

D F D F D D F C
64.3 "841,6 120,6

F F F

484.1
1.75

100.0
149.6%

15

HCM Level of Sen4ce F

Sum of tosf.tlme (s) 16.0
ICU Level of Sen~lce H

Movement
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Wldtt~ (ft)
Walking Speed (if/e)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh}

Median storage veh)
up=ream dgnal (f~)

WBL WBR NeT NBR SBL SeT

Stop Free Free
0% 0% 0%

0 684 1973 204 315 1808
0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92

0 7Z?, 2145 222 342 1955
20 20

12,0 12,0
4,0 4,0
2 2

None

733 1086
pX~ platoon tmblecked 0.78 0.61
vC, conflicting volume 3832 1112
VC1, st~3e I ~ v~
~2, ~ 2 ~ vol
YOU, unblock~ v~ 3~
tG, slngla (s~ 6.8 6,9

~ queue ~e %
cM ~ (v~)
Dt~n. ~ne #
Volu~ To~I
Volume ~
Volume ~ght
~H
Volume to Ca~i~
Que~ Lang~ ~ (if)

~ne LOS F
ApF~ De~y (s) 7~.2
Appr~ LOS F
ln~me~l~ Sum~
Avem~ ~lay

0,61
2386

3.5 3,3 2,2
0 0 0
0 285 g5

WBt NBI NB2 NB3 SBI 852 SB3
722 1072 1072 222 842 g88 g~

0 0 0 0 342 0 0
722 0 0 222 0 0 0
285 1700 1700 1700 95 1700 1700

2,53 0.63 0.63 0,13 3.60 0,68 0.58
0 0 0 ~ 0 0

0.0 0:0 0.0 1232~ 0.0 0,0
F

0.0 187.3

177,5
104.2% IOU Level

N:\1857V~alysia~o30Vevised Mp gen\1557 2030 ÷ CSR PM,~y7 8y~ehro B Report
Ltnscott, Law & Greonspan Engineers I~ge 4N:\I 857’~.nalys~s~2 o30~’evised trip gon\1867 2030 ÷ CSR PM,sy7 b’~ohro 6 Report
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
6/22J2009 2030 + CSR PM

Movement          EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SlUR

ld.~ow(v~hp~) 1900 ’[90O t9oo 1900 ’[900 1900 1~06 1900 ’[~oo 1900 ’[900 1900
Total Lost t~me (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane UB. Factor 1.00 1.00 1o00 t.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.88 t.00 1o00 1,00 0,98
Flt Protected 0,95 ’[.00 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 "[665 t770 ’[639 1770 3523 1770 3475
Fit Permitted 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00
Satd.Flow(perrn) .... 17"~,,0 1665 1770 1639 1770 3523 ’[770 3475
Volume(vph) ’[46 51 122 35 23 92 64 1478 47 113 13t6
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0°92 0,92 0.92 0.~2 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Flow (vph) 159 55 133 41 25 100 70 1607 51 123 1430 t96
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 75
Lane Group Flow (Vp~l~l 159 113
Turn Type Prat
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 13.0 18,7 4.1 9.8 5.5 63.9 10.5 68.9
Effective Green. g (s) 13.0 18,7 4.1 9.8 5.6 63.9 10.5 68,9
Ac~ted g[C RaUo 0.11 0,17 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.56 0.09 0,61
Clearance Time {s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 203 275 64 142 86 1969 164 2115
vls Ratio Prot ¢0.09 �0,07 0.02 0.02 0.04 ¢0.47 c0.07 0.47
v/s Ratio Perm
v/cRat{o 0,78 0,41 0.64 0,24 0.81 0.83 0.75
Uniform De~/, dl 48.7 42.3 53.8 48,2 53.3 20.3 50.1 I6.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00
Inoremental Delay, d2 17,7 1.0 19,8 0.9 42,3 4.3 17,4 2,7
Delay (s) 66.4 43.3 73.7 49.t 95.7 24,5 67.5 19.0
Level of Sen/k~e E D E D F C E
Approach Delay (s) 53,9 55.t 27.4 22.4
Approach LOS D E C C

Intersection Summa~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Vok=rne to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cy~e Lang,1 (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Anal/sis Period (m~)
c Critical Lane Group

0 0 91 0 0     2 0 0     8
0 41 34 0 70 1656 0 123 1620

Prot Prot Prot
3 8 5 2 1 6

28.6
0.75

’[13.2
76.9%

15

HCM Level of S~vlce C

Sum oflo~t time (s) 12.0
ICU Level of" ~e~tlce D

Pl~za Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane Computations
Idea= F~w
Total Lost time
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, pad/bikes
Flplo, pedib~:es
Frt
Fit Protected
Sate, Flay
Fit Permitted

Volume

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
2.030 ÷ C~R PM

t~00 1~0 1~    19~    1900 t~00 1900 ~g00 I~    ~ 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0

1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0,96 1,00 0.97 0.~
1.00 t.00 0.92 1.00 t.00 0,92 1,00 0.~9
1,00 t,00 t.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1,00
1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1,00 0.85 t,00 0,99
0,95 1,00 1.00 0.9~ 1,00 t,00 0.95 1,00
1770 3539 1467 1770 3539 14~7 3435 3478
0,95 1,00 %00 0,95 1.00 1:00 0,96 1,00
1770 3539    t457    1770 3539    1467 343~ 3470

1.oo o,~ 1,0o
t,0o t,00 o.~2
1.oo 1,0o 1,00
t,0o 1,0o o~

1170 3~3~ 14~7
0,95 t.00 t

1770 3839 1467
1286 967 657 290 776 384 707 7�;9 8~ 4~9 t08~ ~0~

Peak-hor~rf~cto~,PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,~2 0,92 0.92Adj. FI~ (vph) t398 1051 714 ~15 343 417 7~8 ~ ~8 477 ’H77 332
RTOR Radu~t~on (vph) 0 0 228 0 0 168 0 6 0 0    0 212

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Vehlete Exte~el0n
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
vls Ra~ Prot
vls Ratio Parm
v/¢ Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

LaneGroupFIow(vph) t398 1051 468 315 843 249 7~
Co~. Pads, (#/hr) 30 ~ ~0 30
ConfL Bikes (#/hr) 15 t8
Turn Type Spl}t Perm Sprit Perm Prot
Prote=e~ Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 24,0 24.0 24,0 24°0 24.0 24,0 i2,0 24,0
Effective Green, g (s) 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24.0 24.0 t~,0 24,0

0.24 0.24 0.24 0,24 0,24 0,24 0.t2 0,24
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0
:~,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 0,0 ~,0, 3 0

425 849 850 425 849 360 412’" "~13~ ’
~0,79 0,30 0,t8 ~0,24 0.22

0.34        0,1~
3‘29 1,24 1A0 03’4 0.gg 0,71 1,~6 t,08
38.0 ~8,0 38,0 55,1 37,9 34,8 44,0 38,0
1.00 1,00 t,00 1,00 1,00 t,00 1,00 t,00

Incremental Delay, d2 !036.3 t17,t t34,4 6,8 29,0 6,7 ~8.0 83,4
Delay(s) I074.3 155.t 232,4 42,0 55,9 41o5 ,N,2,0 91,4
Level of SeP./Ica        F

Approach LOS

lnten~on Sums, ,
HCM Av~ ~1D~
HCM V=ume m Ca~ m~

l~ce Ca~
~a~b P~ (rain)

0 4~/’ ttT/ 120
30 30         30

grot Penn
1

6
t2,0 24.0 24.0
12,0 2.4,0 24,0
0,t2 0,24 0.24
4,0 4,0
~,0 ,,,~,o ~,0
2t2 ~9

0,~

~77,4 181,2

F F D E D F    F F    F (~
678.8 5~‘2 252,6 2~4,0

F == F F

346,t HGM Level of Service F
1.94

100,0 Sum of lost t~me (s) 1~,0
186.1% ICU Level of ~ H

15
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Btvd 8, College.Ave
6/22/2009 2080 + CSR PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
tdeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted
Satd, Flow (penn)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WB3" ’~.~R NBL NBT NBR SBL $BT    SBR

1900 1900 I900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 " 4,0

0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00
1;00 0.94 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1~00 1.00 0,85
0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1,00

3433 3326 3433 3402 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1~00 1,00 0,95 1.00 t,00

3433 3326 3433 3402 1770 3539 t583 1770 3539 1583
376 1120 750 300 690 249 400 1078 90 350 1236 123

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0;92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0;92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Flow(vph)        409 1217 815 326 750 261 435 1170 98 380 1343 134
RTOR Reductio~ (vph) 0 96 0 0 29
Lane Group Row (vphI 409 1936 0 326 982
Turn Type Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 15,0 43,0
Effective Green, g (e) 15,0 43.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,12 0.35
C~earance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extens!on (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 429 t192
v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 (=0.58
v/s Ra~o Perm
vie Ratio 0.95 1.62
Uniform De~y, dl 52,2 38,5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 31.5 284.7
Delay (s) 83.7 323.2
Level of Servi~e F F
Approach Delay (s) 283.0
Approach LOS F
Intersec~n Summar~
HCM Average Con~ol Delay
FtCM Volume to Capac~y ratio
Actuated Cycle Leng~
Intemection Capacity U~ation
Analysis Period (mln)
c Critical Lane Group

9.0 37.0
9.0 37;0

0,08 0,31
4,0 4.0
3,0 3,0

257 1049
~0,09 0.29

1.27 0,94
55.5 40.4
1:00 1.00

147,9 14.8
203.4 55.1

F E
9t,2

F

0 0 0 53 0 0 62
0 435 1170 46 380 1343 72

P~ot Perm Prot Perm
5 2 1 6

2 6
18.0 36.0 36.0 t6.0 34.0 34.0
18,0 36~0 36.0 16o0 34,0 34,0
0,15 0.30 0.30 0,13 0.28 0.28
4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0

266 1062 475 236 1003 449
C0.25 0.33 0~.1

0.03 0,05
1.64 1,10 0,10 1.61 1.34 0.16
51.0 42.0 30,3 52.0 ~3,0 32.3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1;00 1.00

302,4 59.8 0.4 293,4 159.3 0,8
353.4 10t~8 30,7 346,4 202.3 33,0

F F C F F C
162,0 219,4

F F

203.9 HCM Level of Service
1.49

120.0 Sum or lost time (s)
138.2% tCU Level of Service

15

F

16.0
H

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use
6/3/2009

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood Bird
20~0 ÷ C~R’PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow {vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane U~L Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
~td. Flow
Volume (vph)

EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

1900 1900 1900 1~0 t~00 1900
4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0

0.95 1.00 1,00 0,~8 0,97 1,00
1.00 0.85 1,00 t,00 1,00 0,8~
1,00 1.00 0,95 1,00 0,95 1,00

3589 158,3 1770 3539 3433 1883
1,00 1.00 0,09 1,00 0,98 1,00

3539 1883 159 3~;39 3433 158"3
2001 410 93 2106 380 68

Peak-hour’factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 2175 446 101 2289 413 72
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 1
LaneGroup Row(vph)....2~l~5 446 101 ~ 2289 413 71
Turn Type pro÷or Perm Perrtt
Protected Phases 4 2 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 47.0 92,0 47.0 47,0 46,0 4~,0
Effac~ve Green, g
Actuated g/O Ratio
Olearanoe l"~me
Vehlc~e Extension
~e G~Dep
v/s Ra~ Pint
vie ~t~ Pe~
vie
Unifo~ D~y. =1
Progression F~or

" In~emen~l De~y, d2 143,0
De~y (S) 169.5
Level ~ ~ F
Appma~ De~ (s) 140,7
Appma~ LOS F
Inter~n
HCM Av~e ~I D~W
HCM Volu~ ~ ~
A~t~ ~ole Len~ (s)
Inte~on Ca~ U~I~o~
Anemia Ped~
= Cri~l ~ne Group

47.0 92.0 47.0 47,0 45.0 45.0
0,47 0.92 0,47 0,47 0.45 0.45
4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0

1663 1583 76 1663 1845 712
0.61 C0.13 o0.65 0,12

0.15 0,64 0.04
1.31 0,28 1.38 1.38 0,27 0,t0
26.5 0.4 26,5 26,6 1%2 15,8
1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00

0.t 221,6 173,3 0.4 0,3
0.5 248,1 199.8 17,6 16,1
A F F B B

201,8 t7,4
F B

156.4 HOM Level of Se~vl~e F
0.82

100,0 Sum of lost time (a) 4,0
81,3% tCU Level of Service 0

N;\1357\Analysls~2~T~0Vevlsed trip gan\1857 2030 +CeR PM,sy7 Sy~m 8 Report
Uns~ott, Law & Greanspan Engineers Page I

N:\t 857V~nalysls~030Vevised trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ C~R PM,sy7 Synchro 6 Report
Ur!scott, LaNv & Greenspan Engineers Page 7



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 20"~0 ÷ MR PM

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 2030 + C~R PM

Movement          EE]L EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBRSBL SBT SBR

~dcelFIow(vphp0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost tbne (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.05 1.00
Frpb, ped~kes 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1,00 0.92
Rpb, pedroIkes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.97 t.00 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow(prot) 3433 3466 1770 3446 1724 1681 1691 1458
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
Setd, Flow(pen’n) 3433 3466 -1770 3446 1724 1681 1691 1458
Volume(vph) 57I 1379 t17 30 t612 217 60 15 20 575 20 563
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Flow (vph) 621 1499 t27 33 1752 236 65 16 22 625 22 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 436
LaneGroupRew(vph) 621 1620 0 33 1978 0 0 93 0 315 332 178
Cong. Pads. (#ihr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
confL ~lkea (#/hr) 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Pint Prot Split Split Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 21.9 48.5 2.3 28.9 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Effective Green, g (s) 21.9 48.5 2.3 28.9 16.0 16,0 16.0 16.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0,22 0,49 0.02 0.29 0.16 0,16 0.16 0.15
Clo’mance Time (s). 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s! 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 761 1701 41 1008 279 272 274 236
vlsRatloProt c0.18 c0.47 0,02 c0,57 c0.05 0.19 ¢0.20
vls Ratio Perm 0.12
vlc Ratio 0.82 0.95 0,80 1,96 0.33 1.16 1.2t 0.75
Uniform Delay. dt 36.5 24.0 48.0 35.0 36.7 41.4 41.4 39.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.8 12.3 69.0 436,7 3.2 104.2 124.1 t9.2
Delay(s) 43.3 36.4 117.0 471.6 35.9 145.6 165.5 58.7
Level of Service D D F F D F F E
Appcoach Delay (s) 33.3 465.8 39.9 108.6
Approach LOS D F D F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Cont~o~ Delay 207.5 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Cap,=cRy rat~o 1.28
A~tuated Cycle Length (s) 98.8 Sum of lost time (s) 20,0
Intersection Capacity UtiF=~k~n 112,7% 1CU Level of Sen/Ice H
Ana~r=is Period (m~n) 15
c Critical Lane Gro~Jp

MOvement
Lzne Car~gurations
~deal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Ut~l, Fee.tot

Rpb, pedrolkes
Frt

Said. Flow (pint)
Fit Permitted
sau. ~w,(perm)
Volume (vph)

4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
1.00 0,95 1,00 0,95 1,00 0,98 0,96 1.00
1,00 t,00 1,00 0,97 0,95 1.00 1.00 t,00
1,00 t,00 1,00 t,00 t.00 ~ 1,00 t.00 1.00
1.00 t,00 1,00 0,97 0,9t 1,00 t.00 0,68
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.97 1.00
1770 3520 1770 3333 1590 t~1 17t2
0.26 t,00 0.95 1.00 0,99 0.95 0.97 1,95
1770 3520 1770 ~3~3 1600, t681 1712
283 1728 35 280 1201 337 32 41 155 370 78 626

Peak-hourfactot. PHF 0.92 0.92 0;g’2 0.~2 0.92 0.~Z 0.92 0.~2 0.~2 0.~ 0,~ 0.~
AdJ.~(~h) 2~ 1878 ~ ~2 I~ EBB ~ ~ ~ 4tl 88 ~
~OR R~u~ (~h) 0 2 0 0 ~ 0 0 76 0 0 0 ~0
~Gmup~(~) 286 1914 0 ~2 t8~ 0 0 172 0 ~1 2~ ~

30 30 ~ 30 ~ 30 80 ~
10 t0 I0 10

Pint Pint 8p~ Split .... ~
7 4 3 8 2 2 B 6 7

contL Pads. (#ihr)
Cent], m<es (#~r)
Tum Type
ProterJed Phases
Permitted Pha~ee
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)

Clearance Time (s)

8,0 46.0
8.0 46.0

0.08 0.46
4.0 4,0

Vehicle Extension (S)..;. 3.0 8.0
Lane G~p Cap (vph) 142 1619
vls’Ra~ Prot 0,16 c0.54
vls Rat~e Perm
vie Ra’do 2.01 1.18
Uniform De~ay, dl 46.0 27.0
Progression Factor 1,00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 480,3 88,8
Delay(s) 528.3 115.8
Level of Service F F
Apl~cech Dell,’ (e) 169.1
Approach LOS F
!,ntersectlon Summa~"
HCM Average Cont~ot Delay
HGM Volume to CapaCty
Actu=ed cy~ Len~ (s)
Intareection Capacity Utilization
,o,n~tysls Pe~:~d (rain)
c ~ Lane Group

8,0 44.0 16.0 16.0 18,0
8,0 44.0 t6,0 t6.0 16,0 8,0

0.0B 0.44 0.16 0,16 0,16 0,08
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3,0 8,0 3.0 8
106 t467 ~4 269 274 127

0.18 0.49 �0.11 0.14 ¢0,16

2,57 t.t2 0,68 0,fl0 0.92 2,26
47,0 26,0 39,6 41,2 41A 46,0
1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00

731.8 64,3 t3.7 33,$ 37,~ 8~8,8
778.5 92,3 68,3 74,7 79,2 882,9

F F O I~ ~ P
188.4 53.3 427,9

F D F

225.2 HCM Level of ~e~e F
1.11

100.0    sum of lost time (e) 12.0
t11..q% ICU Leve! of ~rvloe H

15

N:\18~lysls\2030Vevlsed trip gen\l 687 2680 ÷ CSR PM,sy7
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ csR PM

Movement
Lane Corff]gurat~rls
Idea! Flow (vphpl)
Tntel ~ ~ (s)
~ U~L Fact~
F~
Rt Pmtec~
~. Row (pr~)
Rt Pe~i~e~

EBL EBT EBR WBL W~T WBR NBL NBT NDR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t000 1900 1~00
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 1,00
1.00 t,00 1.00 0,98 0,90 0,94
0,95 1~00 0;95 1.00 0.99
1770 3524 1770 3470 1673 1718
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.94 0.75
1770 3524 1770 3470 1583 1318

Volume (vph) 60 1338 40 110 605 90 40 40 190 60 20 60
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0~92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj, Row(vph) 65 1454 43 120 658 98 43 43 207 65 22, 65
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 11 0 0 83 0 0 28 0
LaneGroup Row(vph) 65 1495 0 120 745 0 0 210 0 0 126 0
Turn Type Pint Prot Perm Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 0 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Actua~d Green, G (s) 7,4 39.3 9.8 41.7 29.2 29.2
EffantiveGreen, g (s) 7,4 39.3 9.8 41.7 29,2 29.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0:44 0.1I 0.48 0.32 0,32
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3~0 3,0 3;0 3.0 3.0 3;0
Lane Grp C~p (vph) 145 1534 192 1602 512 426
v/sRatio Prot 0.04 c0.42 c0.07 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm c0.‘13 0.10
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.97 0.62 0.47 0,41 0.30
Unarm Delay, dl 39.5 25.0 38,5 16,7 23.8 22,9
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 1~00 t,00 t,00 I~00
lrvcmmental De~ay, d2 2.2 17.2 6.2 0,2 2,4 1.8
Delay (s) 41.7 42,2 44.7 16.9 26.3 24.6
Level of Service D D D B C C
Approach Delay (s} 42,2 20,7 26.3 24.6
Approach LOS D C O C
Intersection Summaqt
HCM Average Control Delay 33;1 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capanlty rat~o 0.71
Actuated Cycle Leng~ (s} 90.3 Sum of lost time (s) 12,0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Per’u~d (rain) 15
c Critical Lane Group

Plaz~ Unda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon Bird & Mo~ezuma Road
6/22J2009 20~,0 ’, ¢,~R PM

Movement EBL EBT WB~_._WB,~... SI~L 8_B_.R
Lenecan~u~o.s ~ ~ +~ ~ ~ F
Id~lRow(vphpl) 1000 1~ 19~ ~    t000 t~00
T=el ~= ~me {s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
~ne~iI. Fa~or 1,00 0,95 0,0t 0.01 0,97 1.00

FItPmte~ 0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 t,00
~a~.~w{pmt) 1~0 ~9 3390 1~1 ~ 1553
Rt P~I~d 0,95 1.00 1,~ ~.00 0,95 ~.~
Sa~.~w~pe~) t770 3539 3390 1~1 ~33 1583
Volume (vph) 1~ 7~ 1470 311 ~ 112
Poa~-hourfaolonPHF 0.92 0,92 0,~2 0,92 0.92 0.92
AdJ, Flow{vph) 155 848 1698 330 80~ 122
RTOR ReduCtion (vph) 0 0 0 t19 0 76
L~neGroupFI0w{vph) t55 848 ’1898 219 593 ~ 46
Turn Type Prot Ptot Pro~
Protected Phases 7 4 8 8 8 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (e) t4.5 58.6 40,1 40.1 40,t 40,1
Effec~ve Green, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Cloarenoa Time
vehicle EXtensl~n
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Rat~o
Uniform Delay,
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS
Inter~ection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated GycJe Length (s)
tnterse~0n Capac~ Utilizatloll
Analysis Period
c Odtical Lane Group

14,5 58.6 40.t 40.1 40,1 40.1
0.14 0,55 0.38 0.38 0,38 0,38
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0

241 1944 1274 542 1290 505
C0.09 0.24 C0A7 0,15 C0.17 0,08

0.64 0.44 1o25 0.40 0,46 0,08
43.7 ‘14.3 33,3 24.6 28.1 21,4
1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
5.8 0.2 ~21,0 0.5 1.2 0.3

49.4 14,4 154.3 25,0 26,3 2t,7
O D F G 0 C

18,8 13t.8 25.5
B F

8012 ....... HcM Level ~’8ervice F
0,82

106.7 Sum of lost ttme {s) 12,0
77,4% ICU Level of 8etvloe D

15

N;\I 8~aiysls’~.030Vevlee¢t trip 99n\1557 2030 + CSR PM,ay7 8~ellro 6 Rel~t~
L[nsco~ Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 12
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LONG-TERM (2030) + UNIVERSITY SERVING RETAIL +
STUDENT HOUSING OPERATIONS

L~Nsco’rr, LAw & GREENS,o.~, enginee~ LLG ReI; 3-08-1857
Plaz~ Linda Verde



e;,o 4.0
0.97 1.90
1.00
0.96 1.00
1,00 0.85
0.95 1
3304 1555
0.95 1,00
33O4 1555

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
6122/2009 2o3o + USR SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL ~ WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane CoW’~ur~on~ Y~ F ’l~ F ’F’FIdealFIow(yphpl) lg00 1900 1800 1950 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time ($) 4.0 4,0 4..0 4,0
Lane U6L Factor 0.95 1,00 0.95 1.90
Frpb. pedr~tkes 1.00 0,97 1.90 0.97Rpb. ped/olkes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
F~ 1.00 0,85 1,00 0.85
Rt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Said. Row(pro0 3539 1536 3539 1536
Fit Pen~itted 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00

Volume(yph) 0 0 0 646 0 141 0 1170 699 0 S73 1103
PeakJ~ourfactot’,PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vgh) 0 0 0 702 0 153 0 1272 760 0 1058 1199
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LeneGroupRow(vph) 0 0 0 702 0 153 0 1272. 760 0 1058 1199

Turn Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Ptlases 2 6
PermUted Phases 8 Free Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.9 100.0 67,t 100,0 67.1 100.0
EflectJveGreen, g($} 24.9 100.0 67.1 I00,0 67.1 100.0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 1.00 0.67 1.IX) 0.67 1.00
Clearance l"~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle F-uden~4on (s), 3.0 3,0 3.0
LeneGrpCap(vph) 823 1555 2375 t536 2375 1536
v/s Ratio Prot 0o~6 0.30
vls Ratio Penn 0.21 0,10 0.49 c0,76
vlc Ratio 0.85 0,10 0,54 0.49 0.45 0,78
Un~en’n DeIW, dl 35.6 0,0 8.4 0.0 7,7 0,0
Progression Factor" 1,00 1.00 1,03 1,00 1,00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.5 0.1 0,6 0,8 0,6 4°0
Delay (s) 44.3 0.1 9,2 0,8 8,3 4.0
Leve~ of Service D A A A A AApproach Detay (s) 0.0 36.4 6.t 6,0
Approach LOS A D A A
lntet~ection Surnmaw
HCM Average Control Delay 11,1 HCM Level of Servioe B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
A~uated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0
Intemection Capadty Utilization 57.4% |CU LeveT of Sen/Ice B
Analy~ Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdt~ce~ Lane. Group

N:\1957V~aJysls~2030Vevlsed trip gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR + SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspan Englneem
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Plaza I-inda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009
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Plaza linda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6122/2009 203o ÷ USR SH AM

Movement EBL t=BT ~ WBL WBT "WBR NBL NBT NSR SBL ~ SBR
Lane Conr~.=ragons 4’ F 4 ~ ’~i ’H~ Ir ~’i~ "H"t’ ~
Idea~Flew(vphpPt 1900 1900 lS00 1900 1900 1900 lS00 t900 1900 1900 1900 lg00
Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
F~pb, gad/bikes
Rpb.
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted
Satd. Row (pern.?).
Volume (vph)

4.0 4.0
1,IX) 1.00
1.00 0.95
1.00 1,00
1.00 0.85
0,97 1.00
1799 1506
0,97 1.00

1799 1506
103 41

4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0~91 0.~8
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0,85 1.00 1,00 085
0.98 1.00 0~95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1~00 1.00
1821 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.98 1.00 0,95 1~00 t.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1821 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 6085 2787

70 129 149 220 228 1282 184 747 1843 1297
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.{)2 0~92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92 0,92
AdJ. Row(vph) 112 45 76 140 162 239 248 1393 200 812 2003 14,10
RTOR Reduct{on (vph) 0 0 58 0 0 201 0 0 108 0    0 761
Lane Group Row (’,I~) 0 157 t8 0 302 38 248 1393 92 812 2003 649
Corfft. Pe~% (#4hq 20 20 20
Turn Type Split Penn Split
Protected Phases 4 4 8
Pem~itted Phases 4
Actuated Green. G (s) 24.0 2,$,0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 24,0
Actuated g/C Rat:.o 0.24 0.2A
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 ~,,0
Vehicle Extension ~s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 432 361
via Ratio Prot 0.09
v/a Ratlo Penn
v/c Ratio 0.36 0,05
Uniform Delay. dl 31.6 292
Progression Fact~’ 1,00 1.00
Incrementa! Del~y. d2 0.5 0,1
De~ (s) 3~2 29.3
Level of,Sendce C C
Approach D~ (s) 31
Approach LOS C
Intersection; SummaW
HCM Aven~e Control Delay 217,5 HCM Level of Sen/P-,e F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1,23
Actuated Cycle Length (s) I00.0 Sum of lest time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity UtilLzatlon 95.6% ICU Level of Ser~ce F
,~tys~ Period (mln) 15
o Cdl~cat Lane Group

20 20 20 20 2O
Over Prot Penn Prot Over

8 1 5 2 1 6 4
2

20.3 15.’7 t5.7 24..0 24.0 15.7 24.0 24,0
20.3 15.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 15.7 24.0 24;0
0~20 0.16 0.16 0.24 0.24 0,16 0.24 0,24

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

370 249 278 849 361 539 1220 669
c0.17 0.02 0,14 0.39 c0,:24 c0.~9 c0,23

0.06
0.82 0.15 0,89 1.64 0.26 1,51 1.64 0.97
38.1 36.4 41,3 38,0 30,8 42.1 38.0 37.6
1.00 1~00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 0~98 125
13.0 0,3 28.0 293.7 1.7 228.6 28~.2 5.4
51.1 36,7 69.3 331.7 32.5 268.5 328.4 71.2

D D E F C F F E
44.7 263.8 229.7

D F F

N:\185"i~Analysis’~030Vevlsed tdp gen\1857 2030 ,~ USR + SH AM.sy7
Llnscatt, Law & Gmenspan Engineers

Synehro 6 Report
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Plaza L.inda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane conngum~ons ~ ~ F
Sign ~1 8~ F~
Gm~ 0% 0~
Vo~me(ve~) 0 1~ 1667 ~ ~0 1462
P~kH~rFa~ 0.~ 0.92 0~ 0,~2 0.~2 0,92
H~dy ~ rote (~) 0 1~ ~709 217

~ne ~d~ ~ 12.0 12,0
Wa~lng Sp~ (~) 4.0 4,0
P~t BI~ 2 2
Right turn fl~ (~h)

M~ ~e
U~ueam sign= (ff!              7~

0.~pX, platoon unblocked 0,85 0,77
vC. conflicting volume 3779 892
vG% slags 1 conf vol
vC2. stage 2 conf
vCu. unblocP~d vol 3286 560
tO, single (s) 6,8 6.9
tC. 2 stage
tF (a) 3,5 3,3
p0 queue free % 0 60
CM capacity (vett/h) 0 361

1923
4,1

2,2
o

2~0

volume Tota~
Volume Lel~
Volume Right
¢SH
Volume to
Queue L~g~
Con~ ~1~
L~ LOS
~p~ ~t~ (~)

Inlo~lon ~pe~ ~11~

139 882 852 217 6~0 795 796
0 0 0 0 6~0 0 0

139 0 0 217 0 0 0
361 1700 1700 1700 280 1700 1700

0.40 0,50 0.50 0,13 2,76 0,47 0,47
43 o o o 1381 0 O

21.8 0,0 0.0 0,0 ~0,8 0,0 0.0

21;8 o.o ~6.9
C

1~,1

4: Zura Way & College Ave
~ ÷ U~R SH AM



Plaza LJnda Verde Mixed-Use
6122/2009

Mm/ement
Lane ConrK~urations
~dea( Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Uttl. Factor
Frt
F~t Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Pen’nltted
SaU. F~w (porto),.,
volume (vph)

5: Undo Paseo & College Ave
2030 ÷ USR SH AM

F..~L EBT EBR WBL VvBT WBR NBL N~ N~ S~L ~BT SB~

4.0 ~.0 4.0 ~.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
1,~ 1.~ 1,~ 1.~ 1,00 0.~ 1.~ 0.95
1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,~ t.00 1.05 0,~
0,9~ 1.~ 0,~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 0,~ 1.~
1~0 16~ 1~0 1~2 1~0 ~ 1~0 ~
0.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.95 1.~ 0.~ 1.~
1~0 1~ 1~0 1~2 1~0 ~ I~0 ~0
~ 19 ~ 14 9 ~ 101 13~ 16 ~ ~ 2~

Peek~hourfac~or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
AO]. Row (vph) 75 21 67 15 10 ~8 110 1485 17 41
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 60 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 15    0
LaneGmupFIow.(vph) 75 28 0 15 12 0 110 1502 0 41 1256 0
Turn Type Plot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Pemtitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 2°7 5.3 10.4 74.8 5.0 69.4
Effective Green, g (s) 2.7 5.3 t0.4 74.8 5.0 69.4
Actuate~ g/C Ratio 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.68 0.05 0.63
Clearatme Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Exten~on (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.9 3.0
La~eGrpCaP(v1~) 44 79 168 2411 81 2166
v/s Ratio Prat 0.01 0.01 c0.06 c0.43 0.02 037
v/s Ratio Petal
v/c Ratio 0.55 0.17 0.34 0.15 0.65 0.62 0.51 0.58
Unlfom~ Delay, dl 48.7 45.0 52.6 50.0 47.9 9.6 51.1 11.6
Progreedott Factor 1.00 1,05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,05 1.00
Incremental Delay. d2 4.4 0.5 4.6 0.9 8.8 1.2 4.9 1.t
Delay (s) 53.1 45.5 57.2 50.9 56.7 10.8 56.0 12.8
Le~ of Se~Me D D E O E B E B
Appreed~ Oelay (s} 49°0 52.4 14.0 14.1
Approach LOS D D B
Intemection Summa~,
HCM Av~m~’e Coatl~ Delay 16.6 HCM Level of Sendce B
HCM VoLume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Lengt~ (s) 109.6 Sum oflost time (s) 8.0
Imor~on Capadty U~iza~on 62.1% ICU Level of Suvice B
Analysis Peded (n~n) 15
o Cdt~at Lane Group

8.5 11.1
8.5 11.1

0.0~ 0.10
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0
137’ 167

c0.04 �0.02

N:\1857~AnalysLs~2030~evised ~p gen\1857 2030 + USR ÷ SH AM.sy7
IJnscott, Law & Greeflspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave

~e~gu~ ~ ~ ~
NB~ NB~ N~

To~ Lo= ~me (s)
Lane LfdL Factor
Frpb. ped/bikes
Rpb, I:~:f/b~kee
Frt
Flt Proteotad
Sate Row (prot)
Fit Permitted
Sattl, Flow (~, ,),
Volume

4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0
1,00 0.95 1.05 1.00 0,98 1,00 0,~’ 0.~1~ 1,00 0,96 t,00
1,05 1.00 0,92 1.00 1.00 0.92 t,98 0.~9 1.00 t,00 0,02
1.00 1.00 t,00 1,00 t.00 t
1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 1,00 0.85 1,00 0,98 t,00 1,00 O~J
0.98 1.00 1,05 0,95 1.00 1,00 0,95 1,00 0.~ t.00 1,00
1770 3,~9 1,1~/’ 1770 35,3~ t4~7 ~433 24~ t/’70 ~ 14~
0,05 1.00 t,00 0,98 1.00 1.00 0,~ t,00 0.~
1770 3~ 1457 177o

Peal~-hourfe~,or, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,02 0.~12 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (~h) 478 441 t72 ~ ~04 332 P~8 118~ t8~ 2~2 ~ 298
RTOR Reduction (Vl~) 0 0 I~1    0 0 180 0 ~2 0 0 0 ~

Actuated g/O Ratio
Clearanoe Time (s)
Velllcle E.xtertslon (s)
Lane Gqo Cap (vph)
vls Ratio Prat
vls R~do Pem~
vie Ratio
Unlfom~ Delay, ~11
P~ogmsslon Factor

Lane Group Flow (vph) 478 441 41 6~ 804 143 738
Con~l. Peds. (~Whr) ~ 30 30 ~ ~0
Conf!.,e(kes ~r) .... t5
Turn Type ~pllt Porto Split Petm
Protected Pha~es 4 4 8 8 6 2
Pen~e~ Phase~ 4 8
A~u=ad Green, G (s) 24.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24.0 ~2,0 24,0
~ffectlveGre~, g (S) 24,0 24.0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24,0 t2.0 24.0

0.24 0~4 0,24 0.24 0~4 0J4 0,12 0,24
4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 $.0 .~,~0._.

42~ 849 350 428 841) 3~0 4t2 82,1
¢0,27 0,12 0.04 c0.23 �0.21 �0,40

0.05 0.t0
1.12 0,~2 0;t2 0,15 O,E6 0.41 t.79
38,0 33.0 2~,7 29,9 37.4 32,0 44.0 ~,0
1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 t,00 1.00 1,00

Incremenlat Delay, d2 82,2 0.~ 0.2 0.2 10.0 03 $~,~
Delay(s) 120,2 3~.5 29.9 ~0.1 ~,4 32,8 40~,?

1.32
100.0 Bum of Ioat llme (~)

1 ~,~ ICU L~I ~ ~

1

12.0 ~,o ~
t~0 ~,0 ~,0
0,12 o~ 0,~
4,0 4.0 4,0
=,0 =.0 ~.0
212 ~9 ~

0,t~ 0,t7
0,~

0#t 040
~,~ ~.4

133,~ 4,~ 1,~

1~.0

N.~185"AAn=ysls~2030Vevlsed ~’tp 05~18~7 20"30 + USR ÷ ~H AM,ay7
Law & Greenspan Ertglneet, s



Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon BIvd& College AVe
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ USR SH AM

Lane Configurations
Ide~ Flew (vp~pl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utilo Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Fit Permitted
Said, Row (penn)
Volume (vph}

EBL EBT E9R WBL WBT V~3R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19~0 1900 1900 t900 t900 1900
~,.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0

0,97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 0,95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1,00
1.00 0,96 t.00 0.96 1,00 1.~) 0,85 1.00 1.00 0,85
0.95 1,00 0.95 %00 0,85 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

3433 3387 3433 3412 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1,00 0.95 %00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
3433 3387 3433 3412 1770 3539 1583 1770 ~,39 1583
280 450 180 60 950 300 680 1550 270 180 826 224

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph} 304 489 196 65 1033 326 739 1685 293 t96 680 243
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 35 0 0 25
Lane Group Row (v~) 304 650 0 65 1334

Prot Prot
7 4 3 8

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Pemtitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s)
Eff~tve Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Ex~nslen
L~ne Grp Cap
vie Ratio Plot
v/s Ratio Penn
vie Ratio
Urdt~orm De~ay0 dl
Progression Factor

8,0 41.8 4.0 37.8
8.0 41.8 4.0

0.07 0,35 0.03 0.31
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0
227 1172 114, 1068

C0.09 C0.19 0.02

1.34 0.55
56.4 32.0
1.00 1,00

Incremental Detay, d2 179,3 0.6
Oemy (s) Z~S.7
Level of" Service F C
Approach Delay (s) 95.0
Approach LOS F

Intemection Summa=y
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection P.~ Utilization
Analysis Petted (rain)
c Critlcel Lane Group

0.57 1,25
57.6 41.5
1.00 1.00
6.7 120.1

64..3 16t,6
E F

157.1
F

0 0 0 110 0 0 79
0 789 1685 183 I9~ 680 164

Prot Pe~ Prot Perm
,5 2 1 6

2 6
37.0 48.0 48.0 11,0 2770 22.0
37.0 49.0 48,0 11.0 22.0 22.0
0.3t 0,40 0,40 0.0~ 0,18 0.18
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0

542 ’~406 629 161 645
c0,42 c0.48 0.ll 0.19

0.12 0.10
1.36 1.20 0.29 1.22 1.05 0.57
41.9 36.4 24,8 54.9 49.4 45,1
1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00

175,2 96.5 1.2 141.2 50.6 7.9
217.1 13779 26.0 196.1 100.0 53.0

F F C F F D
144.2 106.6

F F

13776 HCM Level of Service
%29

120,8 Sum of lost time (s)
112.1% ICU Level of Service

15

F

16.0
H

N:\1857V~alyt, l$’G,030Vevised tdp 9on\1857 2030 + USR + SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Move~nent
Lane ConflguraUone
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Utit. Faotor
Frt
Fit
Satd. Row {prot)
Fit Permitted
8atd, Row ~perm)
Volume (vph)

8: Monte~ma Rd & Collwood Bird
20~0 ÷ U~R ~H AM

Pea~.houcfantot0PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0/~2
A~lj, Row(v~h) 17~ ~ ~ t497 1~0
RTOR Redu~ (~) 0 0 0 0 0    3

Turn T~e pm~ P~ Pe~
Pm~ Ph~ 4 2 8
Periled Ph~ 4 8 2
A~at~ Gr~, G (s) 47.0 92.0 ~7,0 47,0 ~.0
~e Green, g (s) 47.0 92,0 47,0 ~7,0 ~.0 45,0
A~~ 0,~7 0,~ 0.47 0,47 0,~
Cl~ra~ ~ (=) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Vehi~e ~ (s) 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 ~,0
~neG~p(~h) I~3 15~ 75 t~S t~’ 712
v/s ~ffo Prot ~,~ 0.10 0~2
vie ~ Pe~ 0,12 0.~ 0.~
v/~ 1.~ 0,~ 1,03 0,~ 0,81
Unlfo~ Delw, dl 26,5 0,4 26,5 24,3 ~.8
Pmgm~onFa=or 1.00 1,~ 1,~ 1,~ 1,~ t,00
i~emen~ ~lay, d2 45.1 0,1 111.5 7.1 4,7
D~(S) 71.6 0,5 138,0 3~=4 28,5 16,8
Level of Se~ce
Approach Delay (s)    60.0
Approach LOS
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Corttrol Delay
HCM Volume to Cepa~ty ratio
Attired Cycle Length
Intersection capadty Utilization
Analysis Period
c Cdtical Lane Group

C
27,4

C

44,0 HCM Level of ~,e~ O
0,S4

100,0 Sum of Io~t time (s) 8,0
922% ICU Level of 8~rvl~e F

N:\185"T,,Anely~is~030\revleed trip gen\1857 2030 ~. USR + ~H AM,sy7 9ynchro 6 R~pott
Unsce~ Law & Gmenspen Engineers P~e 8



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
2030 ÷ USR SH AM

EBL EBT EBR    WBL    WBT WI~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 lg00    1900    1900    1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Le~e Conjurations
Ide~d Flow (vphpl)
Tota! Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4..0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Lane UtiL Facdor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1,00
FqYo, ped/olkes t.00 1,00 1.90 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.92
Rpb. ped/blkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96 0,98 1.00 t.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0,95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0,97 0.95 0.96 1,00
Satd, Row(prot) 3433 3,501 1770 3351 1750 t681 1696 1455
Fit Pem~ltted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0,97 0.95 0.96 1.00
Satd. Row(,,~,) 3433 3501 1770 3351 1750 1681 1696 14-~q
Volume (vph) 1114 6t4 26 20 1196 37,5 50 15 10 143 10 202
Peak-,hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0°92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 1211 667 28 22 1300 40~ 54 16 tl 155 11 220
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 29 0 0 6 0 0 0 186
Le~eGmupFIow(vph) 1211 692 0 22 1679 0 0 75 0 81 85 34.
Cong. Pede, (#/hr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Cong. 6tkes (#/hr} 10 10 10 10
Turn Type Prot Prot Split Split Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 528 1.6 29.4 16o0 16,0 16,0 16.0
Effective Green, g (s) 25.0 52.8 %6 29,4 18.0 16,0 16.0 16.0

0.02 0.29 0.16 0.18 0.16 0,16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3°0 3.0 3.0 3. 0
28 962 273 263 265 227

0.01 =::0.50 c0,04 0,05 c0,05
0,02

0.31 0,32 0,15
38.3 38.4 37,3
1,00 1.00 1,00

3.0 3,2 1.4
41.3 41.5 38.7

~ed ~c Rauo
Qearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension
La~e Grp ~ (vph)
vls Ratio Ptot
vie Ratio Porto
vlc Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progmss~-n Factor

0.24 0.52
4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0
83~ 1805

c0.35 0.20

1,4.5 0.38
38.7 15.0
1.00 1.00

lnoremental Delay, d2 207.0 0.1
De~t ($) 245.7 15.1
Level of Sen..ice . F B
Approach Delay (s) 161.6
Approach LOS F
Intemection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length
Intersec~on Capad, ty Ut~zation
A.aly~s Period (n~)
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0,79 1.75
50.2 36.5
1,00 1
82.7 339.6

133.0 376.I
F F

373.0
F

0,28
38.1
1.00

2~5
40,6

D
40.8

D

236.9 HCM Level of Service F
1,t2

102.4 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
100.8% ICU LeveJ of Servl~e G

15

D D D
39.9

D

Nh185"~ds~2030Vevisod ~p 9on\1857 2030 ÷ USR + SH AM,sy7
Unscot~ Law & Gmenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 20~0 * USR 8H AM

Movement         ~BL I~BT EBR WBS,,,,V~,T,.,,,WBR NBt. NI~IT NBR

IdealFIow(~pl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 lS~0 1~00 t~:)0 1900 1900 1900 t~0
Total Lost time (e) 4,0 4,0
I.a~e Util. Fac~" 1.00 0.05
Frpb, ped/blkes 1.00 0.98
Flpb. ped/olkes 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.97
Fit P~’otscted 0,95 1.00
SaM, Row (prot) 1770 3379
Fit Permitted 0,98 1,00
Satd, Flow ~pon~) 1770
Volume (vph) 3~ 99 1323 27t 34

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
t,00 0.25 1.00 0.~5 0,95 1,00
1,00 0.99 0,95 1,00 1,00 1o00
1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1,00 %00
t.90 0.89 0.92 1,00 1.00
0.95 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.97 1.00
1770 3495 1608 1681 1713 1583
0,95 1.00 0,99 0,95 0,97 1
1770 3495 1606 1681 t7tS
t89 774 29 104 128 27 195

PeaY.-~ourfacton PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,82 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 205 841
RTOR Reduction (v~) 0 ~
Iu~e Group Flow (vph) 205 1~79
Confl, Peds, (#,/I~)
ConO, B~k~ (~ ....
Tum Type
Protected Phases
Pen~ltted Pharos
Actuated Green. G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
~earanos Time (s)
Vehl~le Extension
Lane Grp Cap (~oh)
v/s Ratio Pint
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Unlfo~m Delay, dl
Progression Factor

41 108 1438 296
0 0 t7 0
0 108 t718 0

80 ~0 ~0 80
........ 1,0 !0

Pmt Prot
7 4 3 8

8.0 46.0 6.0 44,0
8.0 46.0 6,0 44.0

0.08 0,40 0.06 0.44
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0

142 I~38 t08 14~7
¢0,12 0,25 0,06

Increme~.aJ Delay, d2 2342 0,4
Delay (s) 280.7 t9.9
Level of SeP~ce F B

~ LOS E
Intem~ Sum~
HCM A~ge C~ ~IW
HCM V~u~ to ~ ~1o
~ed Cy~e L~ (s)
I~n ~p~ U~I~
~el~la P~ (mln)

1.44 0.55 1.02 1,15
46.0 19.9 47.0 28.0
to00 1,00 1.00 1.00

92.6 77,3
139.6 105,3

F F
107.~

F

16,0 18.0 t8.0 8°0
16,0 I~;.0 16,0 8,0
0.16 0,16 0,16 0,0~
4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3,01 3,0,. ,8,0

257 259 274 127
�0,0~ 0,06 ¢0.9~, 0.01

0,48 0.90 0.3t 0,1~
38,2 37.1 37.1 42.8
1,00 t.00 1,00 1.00
6.S 2,9 ~..~ 0.8

44.8 39.9 40.0 40.~

44.5 4t ~

85,0 HGM Leve~ of Service
0.88

100,0 8~Jm of lost time (s)
84.3% IGU Level of Service

15

N:\1857\Analysls~.030V~Nlsed tdp ~m\t~$7 2030 ",. USR "P 8H AM.sy’/ Syr~lm ~. Report
Unsostt. Law & Gmenepan Engineers Page 10



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane ConriguraUons
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane LRtL Factor
Ftt
Rt Protected
S=d. Row (p~)
Rt PermRted
Sat& Row (porto)
Volume (vph)

11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
2030 + USR SH AM

EBL EBT F_aR V~L V~T WaR NBL NaT NBR 8~ SaT

1900 1900 1900 19~ 19~ 1~ 19~ 19~ 1900 1~0 19~ 1900
4.0 4.0 4‘0 4.0 4‘0 4.0

30 6~ ~ 80 I~ 80 ~ t0 ~ ~ ~ 80
Peak-hourPactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
A~j. Row (vph)
RTOR Reduc~on (vph)    o 2
Lane Grou~ F~ {~h),, , ~ ~7
T~ Type ~ot
~ot~ Ph~ 7 4
P~ ~
~ Gr~, G (s) 4‘6 ~.6
Eff~ve G~, g (s) 4‘6 ~.6
~ ~C ~ 0.~ 0,~
~ T~ (s) 4‘0 4‘0
V~e ~=~ (s) 3.0 3.0
~e G~ ~ (~h) 93 1~7
v/s Rata ~ 0.02 0~0
v/s Rata P~
vie Rata
U~fo~ D~ay. dl

In~m~t~ ~1~, d2
Del~ (s)
L~I of Se~l~
App~ ~1~ (s)
~p~ LOS

Int~ ~m~
HCM Av~e ~kol ~
HCM Vol~e to ~ad~ ~
A=~t~ Cycle L~ (s)

~a~sis P~ (rain)

33 677 22 87 1446 87 43 11 43 54 22 87
0 0 4 0 0 27 0 0 39 0
0 87 1529 0 0 70 0 0 124. 0

Prot Perm Penn
3 8 2 6

2 6
29.1 29.1
29.1 29.1
O.&3 0.83
4‘0 4,o
3.0

487 506

82, 42.2
8.2 42.2

0.09 0.48
4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0

165 1685
c0.05 =:0.44

0,05 C0.08
0‘35 0.45 0.53 0.gl 0.14 0.25
40,2 17.2 38.0 21.0 20.7 21,4
1.00 1,00 1.00 1;00 1.00 1.00
2,3 0.2 3.0 7.5 0.6 1,2

42.5 17.4 4t.0 28,5 21.3 22,6
D B D C C C

18.6 29.2 21.3 22,6
B C C C

25.5 HCM Level of Service C
0.64
87.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

62,8% ICU Level of 8ePAce B
15

N:\l~tysis~’.030Vevised ~p gen\1857 2030 + USR + 8H AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greanspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon BIv~ & Monte~Jma Road
6/22/2009 ....................................................... ~050 ¯ USR SH AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time [s)
Lane Utti. Facto~
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row (prot)
Rt Permitted
Satd. Row ~perm)
Volume (vph)

1900 1~00 t900 1900 1900 tg00
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4‘0 4,0

1,00 0.95 0.91 0.91 0‘97 1,00
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00
0,95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00

1770 3539 3390 144t ~33 t683
0‘95 1.00 1,00 1.00 0.95 1

1770 3539 3390 t44.1 3433 1583
200 1060 1390 700 186 84

Peak.hour factor, PHF 0,92 0.02 0‘92 0,92 0,92 0,92
AdJ,,Row(vph) 2t7 1152 1511 76t 202 91
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 ~ ~0 0 58
LaneGroupFIow(~oh) 217 1152 1611 471 202 33
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot
Pmte~ed Phases 7 4 8 8 6 6
Permitted Phases
A~uated Green, G (s) 18.6 6~..7 40,1 40,1 40.1 40.1
Effective Groan, g
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance "rime
Vehicle F.xtenslo~
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Pint
vls Ratio Penn
vie Ratio
Urdform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
|ncromentaJ Delay, d2
De~y (s)
Level of
Approach Delay (s)
b@proech LOS

Interse<~on Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Oy¢lo Length
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c Cdtical Lane Group

18.6 62.7 40.1 40,1 40,I 40.1
0,17 0.57 0,36 0.36 0.36 0.36
4‘0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 &0 3.0 3.0 &0
297 20~ 1227 522 1242 573

(:0.12 0,33 ~0.45 0,~3 �~.06 0.02

9,73 0,58 1,23 0.90 0,16
43.7 15.5 ~5.3 33,5 24.0 23,0
1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1
8.9 0.4 111,5 18,8 0.3 0.2

52.6 15,g t46,8 52.2 24,2 23.2
D B F D C O

21,7 115,2

75,8 HCM Level at’ Selvlee E
0.70

110,8 8urn of lost ttrne (s) t2.0
72.2% 1OU LeVel of 8ervlea O

15

N:\1857V~nalySlS~080~evlsed tflp gan\1857 2030 ~. UaR ~, 8H AM.sy7
Lir’~catt, Law & Green.span Eng~eers
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Plaza LJnda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
6122/2009 2030 + USR ÷ SH PM

Movement           EBL EBT ~BR V~L WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

IdealFIow(vphpt) 1900 1900 lg00 lg00 1900 1900 1900 I9~0 1900 1900 1900 1S00
Tot~ Lost time
Lane Util. Facto~
Frpb, ped~lkee
Rpb, pe~r~lke~
Frt
Fit
~a. R~ ~t)
Rt Pe~

V~u~ (~)

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
0,97 1,00 0,95 1,00 0.95 1.00
1,00 0.98 1,00 0.97 1.00 0,97
0.96 1.00 1.~0 1,00 t,00 1.00
1.00 0,~5 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.~5
0,95 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
33(~ 1555 3..=~9 1536 3539 15.36
0.95 1,90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.(30

3304 1555 3539 1~6 3539
0 0 0 780 0 405 0 14~2 1815 0 902

Peak.hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph) 0 0 0 848 0 440 0 1578 1973 0 ~80 637RTOR ReducUo~ (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0LaneGmupRow(vph) 0 0 0 848 0 4~0 0 15"78 1973 0 980 6~7

Turn Type ~ Free Free Free
Prote~ed P~eees 2 6Pormltted Phases 8 Free Free FreeActuated Green, G (s) 30,0 100.0 62,0 I00.0 82.0 100.0
Effective Green. 9 (s) 30,0 100.0 62°0 I00.0 82.0 I00.0Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 1.00 0.62 1.00 0.62 1,00
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4,0
Vehlcle Extension ~s), 3,0 3.0 0,0
Lane Grp Cap (~ph) 991 1555 2194 1536 2194.
vls Ratio Pint 0.4~ 0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0.26 0.2~ ¢1,29 0.41v/oRatlo 0.86 0.28 0.72 1.28 0.4~ 0.4,1
Uniform Delay, dl ~3.0 0.0 13.0 50.0 I0,0 0.0FYogreeslo~ Factor 1.00 1.00 0.68 1,00 1.00 .I
Incremental Delay, d2 7.4 0.5 0.2 128,5 0.7 0,8Delay(s) 40.3 0.5 9.1 178.5 10.6
Leve~ of Sen,~e D A A F B AAppmac~ De~ay (s) 0,0 26,7 103.2 6,8Approa~ LOS A C F A
;nters~..tion Summa~/
HCM Average Control Delay 63.8 HCM Level of Service EHCM Volume to Capadty ra~o 1.28
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 0.0Int~e~t~on Capacity Uti~l~on 6~.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (mln) 15
c Cdticet Lane Group

N:\1857’,Analysls~2030Vev~,ed t~ip gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR + SH PM.sy7
Unscatt, L~w & Greenspan Eng[neem

Syn~lro 6 Report
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 2: I-8EB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 20’~0 + USR ÷ ~ PM

I~F~(~h~) 1~0 19~ 1~ 1~ 19~ 1~0 1~0 t~ ~ 1~ ~ I~
T~I L~ ~ (s} 4,0 4,0 4,0 4=0 4,0 4,0~e Uffl, F~or 0,~ 0,76
F~b, ~k~ I.~ 0.96
FI~, p~Ikes 0.~ 1,00
FR 1 .~ 0,85
F~ P~ 0.95 1 .~

vo~ (~h) ~ o ~ee o o

0=95 t,00 0,05 t
t.00 0,~ t,00
1.00 1,00 1,00 t.00
t.00 0,1~ 1,00 0.88
1,00 1,00 1.00 t

~ 1521 ~ 1568

0 9 2434 1079 0 1206 47~
Peak-~ourfa~lor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,82 0,~ 0.gE 0,92 0,02

RTOR R~u=lon (~h) 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0~e~p~(~) ~7 0 I~ 0 0 0 0 ~ 1178 0 t8~t~nfl, P~s, ~0 20 20 20

Turn Type ~s~ ~om P~
Protected Phases
Permitted Phase~ 4
Aotuated Green, G (s) 44,5
F.ffect~e Green, O (s) 44,S
Aoluated g/C Ratio 0,44
Cleeran~e l"~ne (s) 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1470
v/.s Ratfo Prot
v/s RatJ’o Penn 0,27
v/~ Ratio 0"52
Uniform Delay, dl 21,2
Pmgms~on Factor 1.00
In~men~ Delay, d2 0,8
O~ay (s) 22,0
Leve~ of Semite C
Approach Delay
Appmach LO~
Intersection
HOM Average Corltrol Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity
Actuated Cyde Length (~)
Inter~ec~on Capacity U0llz~tion
Analysis Peded (rain)
o Critical Lane Greul~

25.1
C

0.3~
0.81
24.0
1.00

27,3
C

0,0

t05,5 HCM Level of ~rv~oe
1.17

100.0 Sum OflO~t time (s)
973% ICU Level o! 8e~ce

15

Free Free
47,5 100,o 47,9 100,0
47,~ 100,0 4%5 I00,0
o,4~ 1.00 0.48 1,00
4,0 4,0

168t 152t 1881
e0,75 0.37

~0,77 0,34
1"57 0,77 0.78 0,34
29,2 0.0 21,9 0,0
1.22 1,00 031

288,8 0A 2~ 0.5
200,9 0.4 t8,8

F A I~ A
201.6 152

4,0

N~la~ysis~2030Vevlsed tdp gen\18~7 2D30 ,~ UaR ~. 8H PM,~y7
Lins~o~ Law & Greenspan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + USR + SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR V~L V~T V.~R: NSL NST NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row (vphp~ 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1000 19e0 1900 1900
Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane Utll. Facto=.
F~pb. ped~ikes

Frt
FR Protected
Said. Row (.erot)
Fit Pen~tted
Satd. Flow (~0erm)
vol~e

4.0 4..0
1.00 1
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0.96 1.00
1782 1506
0,96 1
1782 1506

642    70 121 203

4.0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 t,00 0,97 0.9I 0,88
1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,95 1.00 1,00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00
1~00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1~00 1.00
1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
0.96 1;00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1;00
1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
24 543 106 2329 184 373 1800 I~9

Peak-4-,ourfactor.PHF 0.92 0.~2 0.92 0~92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0~92 0.92 0.92 0.92

RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
co~n, Peds. ~r) 20
Turn Type Split
Prote~ed Phases 4
Pen’nitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effestlve Green, g

Clearance 11me
Vehicle E.xten=don
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prat
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Del~y. dl
Progres~o~ Factor
Incrementa~ Deiay. d2
Delay
Level of Se~loe
Approach De~,
Appma~ LOS

Intemest~ee Summa~
HCM Average Control Oelay
HCM Volume to Capacity
Actuated Gy~e LeJlgth
Inte~-a~:~lon Capacity Utilization
Ana~y~s Phded (mln)
c Cdtic~ Lane Group

696 76 132 221 26 590 115 2532 200 405 1957 205
0 0 68 0 0 305 0 0 59 0 0 113
0 774 64 0 247 2~5 I15 2532 141 405 1957 92

Penn Spilt
4 9

4
24.0 24.0
24,0 24.0
0.24 0.24
4.0 4,0
3.0 3,0

428 361

0.04
1.81 0.18
88.0 80.2
1.00 1;00

373,0 0.2
411.0 30.4

F C
355.5

F

20 20 20 20 20
Over Prot Penn Prot Over

8 1 5 2 I 6
2

18...3 t7,7 10,9 24,0 24.0 17.7 30,8 24..0
18.3 17,7 10.9 24,0 24,0 17.7 30.8 24,0
0.t8 0.18 0.11 0.24 0,24 0,18 0.31 0,24
4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4°0 4.0 4.0
3:0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3~0
326 280 193 849 361 608 1566 869

¢0.14 c0.18 0.06 c0.72 0.12 0.38 0°03

0.76 t.02 0.60 2,98 0,39 0.67 1,25 0.14
38,7 41.1 42.5 38.0 31,9 3~,4 34,6 29.9
1,00 t,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.12 0;89 1,14
9,7 58.1 4.9 898.2 3,1 1.6 115.8 0.1

48.4 99:3 47;3 833:2 35.0 44.5 146.3 34.0
D F D F D D F C

84.3 834.3 121.3
F F F

430.2 HCM Level of Service F
1.75

100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
149.2% ICU Level of Service H

15

N:\185"P, Analy~Jis~030VeVmed ~p gen\1857 2030 ~- USR + SH PM.Sy7
Unscott, Law & Gresnspan Engineers

Report
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Plaza Ltnda Verde MIxed~Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane ConfiguraUone
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (vetvh)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width
Walk~g Speed (if/e}
Percent B~(~kage
Right turn tlam (veh)
Median type None
Median s~orege veh)
Up=~ee~ sig~
pX, platoon unblock~ 0.83 0.67
vC~cor~lctlngvolume 381~ 1102
vC1, stage I ¢onf ~01
vC2, stage 2 ¢onf vol
vcu, unblocked vol 2987 656
tC. single (s)
tC. 2 stage
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
~1 ~paclty (veh/h)
D~c’-Jgnn Lan~
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Rigllt

Volume to Cal0aolty
Queue Length 98th (ft) 1542
ControI Delay (s] 822.2
Lane LOS F
Appm~c~ Delay ($) 822.2
Approach LOS F
interse~on ~mmary
Average Delay
Inter~eetton C=paclty U0~zatlen
Analysis Period (rain)

~,: Zura Way & College Ave
20~0 ~’ U~R ~’ ~H PM

Stop       ~

0,~ 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
0 7~ 21~ ~

20 20
t2.0 ~2.0
~.0 4.0

2 2

2849
4,2

3,5
0 0 0
O 263 109

~ N81 NB2 NB3
722 1062 1062 222 ~42 9~3 983

o o o o 342 0 0
722 0 0 222 0 0 0
268 qTO0 1700 t700 109 ~700 1700
2.74. 0,63 0.63 0,13 3,14 0,~8 0,58

o o o Err 0 0
0.0 0.0 0.01046.9 0.0 0.0

F
0.0 155,3

177.0
10~8%

15

N:\1853%~talysla~030’cevleed trip gen\18~7 2030 ÷ USR * SH PM.sy7
LInscott. Law & Greenspan Engineers P~g~ 4



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane
~de~ Row (vphp~
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utll. Fad:or
Frt

Rt Pe~nltted
Satd, R~w (perrn)
Volume (vph)

5: Undo Paseo & Coflege Ave
~ + USR ÷ SH PM

EBL EB’I" EBR WBL ~ t.,VBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19004.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.01.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.951.00 0.89 1.00 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.g8
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

t770 1664 1770 1641 1770 3531 1770 34670.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.001770 1684 1770 1641 1770 3531 1770 3467
176 51 124 19 12 46 103 1478 24 57 1316 208

A@.~ted g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehk;le Extension
Lane G~ Cap
v/s Ratio Prot
V/$ Rl~JO Penn
vl¢ Ratio
Unlfmm Delay. dl
Progress;on Factor

PeakJ~ourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92Adj. Row(vph) 19t 55 135 21 13 50 112 t607 26 62 1430 226RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 77 0 0 47 0 0 1 0 0 9 0LaneGroupFIow(vph~ 191 1t3 0 21 t6 0 112 1632 0 62 1647Turn Type Pint Prot Prot ProtProtected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 t 6Permitted Phases
Actuated Green. G (s) 14,2 19.7 1.9 7.4 9.5 69.1 4.7 64,3Effec~ve Gree~, g (s) 14.2 19,7 1.9 7,4 9.5 69.1 4.7 64.3

0.13 0.18 0.02 0.07 0.09 0,62 0.04 0..58
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.03.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0

226 294 30 t09 151 2190 75 2001
(0.11 c0.07 0,0"; 0.01 (0,06 0.46 0.0~- (0.47

0.85 0.38
47.5 40.5
1.00 1.00

Incremontal Delay, d2 24.0 0.8
Delay (s) 71.6 41.3
Level of Sefvlee E D
Approach Delay (s) 56.5
Approach LOS
intersection Sumrnar~
HCM Average Cu~i~u; Oelay
HCM Volume to Capacity tatto
Actuated Cytde Leggin
Intorsec~on Capadty Utilization
~ Period (m~n)
c Critical Lane Group

27,3
0.76

111.4
75.1%

15

0.70 0.15 0.74 0.75 0,83 0,82
54.5 49.0 49.8 14,9 52.9 19.0
’L00 ’L00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
52.7 0,6 17.7 2A 49.8 4.0

107.2 49,7 67.5 17.3 102,7 22.9
F D E B F C

64.1 20.5 25.8
E C C

HCM Les~ of ,~vlce C

Sum of lost time (s) ’~2.0
lCU Level of Sendce O

N:V~857t, Analysls~,030~mvlsed trip gen\1857 2030 + USR + SH PM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Gmenspa~ Engineers Synchm 6 Report
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Plaza Lir~a Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane Con~gur’~Jons
Idea~ Row (vphpl)
Total Lost t~me
Lane Utll, Factor
Fl~b, ped~’ke~
Flpb, pad/bikes

Fit
Said. Row
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow
Volume (vph)

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
, , 2030 ~, U~;R ÷ SH PM

4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
1.~ 0~5 1.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1,~ 0‘97 0,95 1,~ 0,92
1.~ 1,~ 0.~ ~,~ 1.~ 0,92 t,~ 0,~ 1
1.~ 1,~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ t,~ 1,~ 11.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1,~ 1,~ 0~ 1.~ 0.~
0.~ I.~ 1,00 0,~ 1,~ 1.~ 0‘95 I,~ 0,~ 1,~ I,~

0,~ 1.~ ~,~ 0.95 t,~ I.~ 0~5 t.~ 0‘95 t,~ t.~1~0 ~39 1~ 1~0 ~9 1457 ~3 ~Tg 1~0

Pea~.hourfactor, PHF 0.~2 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,82 0.92 0,92 0°92 0.~2.~lJ, Row(vph) 1393 1051 714 315 843 418 7~8 839 68 470 ’~t70RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 225 0 0 188 0 5 0 0 0 202Lane Group Flow (vph) 1393 105t
488 315 843 2~0 768 901 0 470 1170 11~Confl. Pads. (#~) ~) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Effective Green.
A¢tuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time

Lane Grp Ca;) (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
via Ratio Pem~
via Ratio
Unlfo~m Delay, dl
Progre~on Fa=or

Turn Type Spilt Penn Split Penn Pint
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5
P~d ~s 4 8
~tedG~n,G(s) ~.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 24,0 1~0 ~,0

24.0 24,0 24,0 24.0 24,0 24,0 tZ0 ~,0
0.24 0~4 0,~ 0,24 0~4 0~ 0.12
4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
~,0 3,0 3.0 3.0 8=~,, ,, .8,0 ~0 ~.0
4~ ~g 3~ 4~ ~9 ~0 412

~.79 0.~ 0,t8 ~4 0,22
0,17

3,~ 1,24 1.~ 0.74 0,99 0.7~ 1.~
~.0 ~,0 ~.0 35.1 37‘9 ~,9 ~,0 ~,0
1.~ 1,~ 1,~ 1.~ 1,00 I,~ 1,00 1,~

In~en~,~ 1031.0 117,1 1~.4 6,8 ~,0 6.8 ~‘9
~lw(s) 1~.0 t~,t ~2,4 42,0 86,g 4~,6 ~2‘0 92,7L~~ F F F D E D F P

~ma~ ~S F E F
Int~ ~mma~
HCM A~e ~ De~ ~‘9 HCM L~¢ of 8e~ ...... F
HCM Volu~ ~ ~ m~o
~=~ ~de ~n~ (s) I ~,0 ~m M lost ~me (=) 16,0
In~ ~ ~1~ 155,7% ICU ~vel ~ ~ H
c Cdt~ ~e

P~ot Perm
t 6

12,0 24,0 24,0
t2,0 24.0 24,0
0,t2 0,24
4.0 4.0 4,0

0,~

~.0 ~,0 3t,3

~7 t~.5 2‘4
~,7 215.5 ~,7

F

Nh1857V~nelysle~O30VeV, sed trip ge~\1857 2030 ÷ USR ÷ SH PM,Sy7
Llns~o~ Law & Greenspan Engineers 8yn~m a Report



Plaza Linda Verde M~xed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6122/2009 2030 + USR ÷ SH PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (vphpl)
T,0~al Lost time
Lane Uttl. Factor
F~
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Said. Flow ~penn)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT VV~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1990 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4,0 4.0 4.0 4;0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0

0.9? 0.96 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 0,94 1.00 0.96 1.00 1,00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1‘00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
3433 3326 3433 3402 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 158~
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

3433 332:6 3433 3402 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
375 1120 750 300 690 240 400 t079 90 350 1233 t20

Pea~:-hourfacto~,PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Flow (vph) 408 1217 815 326 750 261 435 1173 98 :380 1340 130

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
Veh~le ,Extortion Is
Lane Gm Cap (vph)
v/s R~o Prot
vls Ratio Pe~
vl~ Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 ~6 0 0 29
Lane Group Row(~vph) ~O8 1936 0 326 982
Turn Type F~ot Prot
Prote~ted Phases 7 4 3
penn*~ted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 45.0 8,0 3~‘0
Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 45.0 6,0 38~0

0.12 0,38 0.07
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0

429 1247 229 107"7
0.12 C0.58 c0;0.9 0.29

0,95 1;55
52.1 37;5
%00 1.00

incremental Delay, d2 31.1 252;5
De~ay (s) 83.2 290.0
Level of ,~ F F
ApPmanh Detay (s) 25~,5
Approesh LOS F

Intemectice Sumrnan/
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to C~pacity raSo
Acted|ted CycJe Length
Inter~ C~peslty Utilization
Analysis Pedod (rain)
c Cfiticel Lane Group

1o42 0.91
56.0 39.4
1.00 1.00

214.1 11;5
270.1 50.9

F D
10~.3

F

0 0 0 52 0 0 61
0 435 1173 46 380 1340    69

Prot Perm Prot Penn
5 2 1 6

2 6
18.0 35°0 35‘0 t6.0 33.0 33~0
18.0 35.0 35.0 16.0 33,0 33,0
0,15 0.29 0.29 0,13 0.28 0.28

4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0

266 1032 462 236 973 435
c0~25 0,33 0.?.I C0.38

0.03 0‘04
1.64 1,14 0.10 1,61 1.38 0.16
51,0 42.5 31.9 52.0 43.5
1.00 1‘00 t.00 1.00 1.~0 1,00

302.4 73,6 0,4 293;4 176.2 0.8
353,4 116.1 31.4 345.4 219.7 33.8

F F C F F C
171,7 232.5

F F

202.6 HCM Level of Son,lee
1.49

120.0 Sum of loSt time
133,1% ICU Leve! of Service

15

F

16.0
H

N:\1857~alyels~2030Vevlsed t~p gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR ÷ SH PM.sy7
LInsce~ Law & Greenspon Engineers

Syr~h~o 6 Report
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Plaza L.tnda Verde Mixed-Use

Movement EBT EBR WBL W~T
Lane Configurations H’ F ~i ~
!deal ROW (vphp]) 1900 Ig00 ’~900 1900 t~30 1900
Tote! LOSt time (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
Lane Utll. Factor 0.95 1‘00 1,00 0.95 0.97 1‘00
Fit 1,00 0.85 t.00 1,00 1,00 0,85
RtProtected 1,00 1.00 0,05 1.00 0,gS 1‘00
S~d, Flow(prot) 3539 t583 1770 3539 34~3 158~,
Fit Permitted t,00 t,00 0.0g 1.00 0.66 1‘00
Satd, Flow(perm~ , 3.539 1583 169 3539 ~[4,.~3 158~,
Volume (vph) 2000 410 90 2109 ~80 62
Peak~ourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj, Flow (vph) 2174 446 98 2292 413 67
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 1
LaneGroupFIow(v~h) 2t74,. 446,,, 99 22~2 = .41.3 66 ...............
Turn Type pm+ov Penn Perm
PrOtected Phases 4 2 3 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 2
Actuated Gmon, G (s) 47,0 92.0 47.0 47,0 4~,0
Effe~ive Green. g (s) 47.0 92,0 47‘0 47.0 45‘0 4~.0
Ax~uated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.92 0,47 0,47 0,45 0.45
Ctearanee Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehlele F..xtanston (s) 3,0 ... 3,0, , ,~‘0 ~ 0:3,0 $‘0
LeneGnpCap(vph) 1663 1563 70 1663 t545 712
vlsRatloP~t 0.61 ¢0,t3 ~,65 0,12
v/s Ratio Perm o.15 0,62 0‘04
v/¢ Ratio t.31 0,26 1.31 1,38 0.27 0‘09
IJ~iform Delay. dl 26.5 0,4 26,5 26,5 17,2 15.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Incremental Delay. d2 142,7 0,1 206.4 174,1 0,4 0.3
De~ay(s) t69.2 0,5 232°9 200,6 17,6 t6,0
Level of Sew!co F
Approach Delay (s)
~a~ LOS F

Inte~on Summaw
HCM Ave~e Control D¢W
HCM V~ume to ~p~ ~1o
~uat~ O~e L~ (s)
Inte~on cap~W U~l~on
~s P~ (rain)
¢ Cdt~ L~e Group

A F F B t~
201,9 17,4

F B

0.82
100.0 Sum of lost time (~) 4,0

81,1% ICU Level of
15

8: Montezuma Rd & Col~wood BNd
2030 ÷ U~R ÷ SH PM

N:t.1857Vmalysls~030Vevise~ ~p gen\t857 2030 ÷ USR "~ 8H PM,sy7 ~q~l~’~t0 ~} Rel~ft
Llnscott, Law & G=’eenspan Engineers P~ge 8



Plaza L~nda Verde MIxed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6122/2009 2030 + USR ÷ SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL VVBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations ’~ ~’~" ~ ’~ .i~ ~ ~1’IdeelFlow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 0.95 1
Frpb. ped/bikas 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.92
Rpb. ped/elkas 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
F~t 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85
Fit Plotacted 0.95 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.3O
Satd.Row(prot) 3433 3465 1770 3445 1724 1681 1691 1458Fit Pem~ltted 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.0n
Satd. Ro~. (F..e~l 3433 3465 1770 3445 1724 t681 1691 14~~,~
Velume(vph) 571 1374 117 30 1597 217 60 t5 20 575 20 563
Peak-hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
AdJ. Flow(vph} 621 1493 127 33 1736 236 65 18 22 625 22 612
RTOR Reduction (vph} 0 6 0 0 11 0 0 10 0 0 0 436
Le~eGroupFIow(vph) 621 1614 0 33 1961 0 0 93 0 315 332 176Confi. peds. Ufhr) 30 30 30 30 90 30 30
Confl. Bikes (#/~ ~) .... 10 10 10
Turn Type Pint Prot Sl~it Split Penn
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Pen~lttad Phases 8
Actuated Green. G (s) 21.9 48.5 16.0 16.0 18.0 16o0
Effecfve Green. g (s) 21.9 48.5 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.49 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.t6
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehlde Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 761 1701 279 272 274 236
vIs Ratio Pint c0.18 c0.47 c0.05 0.19 c0.20
vls Ratio Pem~ O. 12
vlc Ratio 0.82 0.95 0.80 1.95 0.33 1.16 1,2t 0.75
Unlfom~ Delay. dl 38.5 24.0 48.0 35.0 36.7 41.4 41.4 39.5
Progression Factor ’~.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay. d2 6.8 11.7 69.0 429.3 3.2 104.2 124.1 19.2
Delay(s} 43.3 35.7 117.0 464..2 39.9 145.6 165.5 58.7
Level of Se~ce D D F F D F F
Approach De~ay (s} 37.8 458.5 39.9 108.6
,a4~proach LOS D F D F
lntem=ec~m Summary
HCM Average Contrel Delay 204.1 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Vdume to Capacity ratio 1.27
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 98.8 Sum of’lost time (s) 20.0
Intorsectl~ Capacity Utilization 112.3% ICU Level or Se~viee H
.a~dysls Peded (rain) 15
c Cdtical Lane Group

2.9 28.9
2,3 28.9

0.02 0.29
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0
41 1008

0.02

N:\18571.~nalysls~2030Vevised ~p gen\l~-7 2030 ÷ USR ÷ SH PM.sy7
Unscott. Law & Gmenspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Redo~t
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 ................ 2030 ÷ U&~, ,÷ SH,,~,M

4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
To~ Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor 1.00 0.95
Frpb. ped/blk~J t.00 I.O0
Flpb. ped/blket~ 1.00 1.oo
Frt 1.00 1.00
Fit Protected 0.95 1.0o
Satd. Flow (pint) 1770 3520
Rt Pemlltted 0.95 1
,Satd. Flow I~peml) 1770 3520
Volume (vph) 259 1727

4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
1,00 0,96 t,00 0,96 0,9~ t,00
1.00 0,97 0.9~ 1,00 t,00 t,00
1,00 t,00 1.00 t,00 1.00 1
1,00 0.97 0.91 1.00 t.00 0.~
0.95 1,00 0,99 0.~ 0.97
1770 3~2 t58.~ 188t 1712
0.95 1.00 0.09 0.~ 0,97 1
1770 3~2 I~1~ 1~I t712 1~

35 248 11~ ~7 32 40 t~ 378 75 623
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,02 0~92 0,92 0°92 0,02 0,92 0,92 0,02 0,92
Adj. Flow (v~) 282 1877 38 270 t291 $ti8 85 43 166 411 82 87"/
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2
LaneOroupRow(vph) 282 1918
Confl, Peds. 0Whr) ~0
Conn. Bikes
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 46,0
Effecive Green. g (s) 8.0 46,0
,~’o.~ated g/C Ratio 0.08 0,46
Clearance T~e (s) 4,0 4.0
veh~e Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lene em Cap (~h) 142 1819
v/a Ratio Prot 0.16 00.54
v/s Ratio Petm
v/� Ratio
Uniform Dell’, dl
Progmaslon Factor

1.99 1.18
46.0 27.0
1.3O 1.00

Incrameotal Delay, d2 467.9
Delay(s) 513.9 115,9
Level of Service F F
Approach Delay (s) t66.8
Approach LOS F
Intarsec~on Summor~
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (~)

A~a~l$ Peded (mtn)
c Cdtical Lane Group

221.8
1,11

100,0
1t0,69~

6.0 44.0 18,0 16.0 18.0 8.0
8.0 44.0 t6.0 ’t~t,0 18,0 8,0

o,o~ o.,~ o, t8 O.la o.16 0.oe
4,o 4,0 4,0 ~,o 4,0 4,0

2.65 1.1t 0.60 0,B9 0.~ 2,~4
47.0 2~,0 39A 41.2 41,4 4~,0
1.00 1,~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ 1.~

7~,I 60.8 123 ~,0 ~,8 826~
~0.1 88.8 ~2,1 74,1 7g,2 872~

F F D ~ ~ P
1~.8 52.1 42~.4

F D F

HOM Level of 8iYNIoe         F

Sum ~ lost time (s} t2.0
IOU Le~l ~ ~ H

N:\lO57~A~alysls~203oVev{sed Mp 0on\185’7 2030 + UBR + SH PM.Sy7
Law & Gresnspan Englneem



Plaza 1Jnda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2030 ~, USR ÷ SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT S~R
Lane. Conjurations ~ ’l’~ It +% ~ ~
ideelFlow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lese U~I. Factor 1.00 0.95 t.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
F~t 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,08 0.90 0.94
Rt Protected 0,95 1,00 0.95 t.00 0,99 0.~
Satd.Row(prot) 1770 3524 1770 3470 167~ t718
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00 0,95 1.00 0.94 0.75
Satd, Flow (~) 1770 3524 1770 3470 1583 1316
Volume (vph) 60 1331 40 110 603 90 40 40 190 60 20 60
PeaR-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj, Row (v~oh) 65 1447
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2
Lane Group Flow (vph),, ,6~ 1488
T~n Type Prot
Protected Phases 7 4
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G is) 7A 39.3
Effest~ve Gree~, g is) 7.4 39.3
Actuated g/C Ratio O.O8 0.44
Clearance Time is) 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Extension is) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (~h) 145 t534
via Ra~o Rot 0,04
v/s Rat;o Perm
v/� Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor
Incrementel De~aY0 d2

Level of SeMce
~opmach Delay is)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summa~
HCM A~erage Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycte Leng~
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Pedod
¢ Cdtlca~ Lane Group

0.45 0.97
39,5 24.9
1.00 %00
2.2 16.4

41.7 41.3
D D

41.3
O

43 t20 655 98 43 43 207 65 22 65
0 0 11 0 0 83 0 0 26 0
0 120 742 0 0 210 0 0 126 0

Prot Perm Penn
3 8 2 6

2 6
9.8 41.7 29,2 29,2
9.8 41.7 29.2 29.2

0.11 0.46 0.32 0~32
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3;0 3.0 3.0
192 t602 512 426

cO.07 0.21
c0.13 0.10

0,62 0.46 0;41 0.30
38.5 16.6 23.9 2.2.9
1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00
6.2 0.2 2.4 1,8

44,7 16.9 26.3 24.6
D B C C

20.7 26.3 2~.6
C C C

32.6 HCM Level of Ser~ce C
0,71
90,3 Sum of lost time is) 12,0

72.6% ICU Level o~ Servl~ O
15

N~1857V~alysia~030Vev~sed ~p gen\1857 2030 ÷ USR + SH PM.sy7
Linscott. Law & Greenspan El~ineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 12: El Cajon I~lv~ & Montezuma Roa~l
6/22/2009

Movement
Lane Coftfigurattons
Ideal Flow (vphpt)
Total Lost time
Lane Utll. Factor
Frt
Fit Protected
Said. Flow (pint)
Fit Permitted
SaW, Flew (germ) ,
Volume (vph)

EBL ~BT W~T WBR SBL SBR

1900 1000 1900 1gO0 ’tg00 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0

1,00 0.95 0.91 0.91 0,97 1,00
1.00 1.00 1,~ 0‘85 1
0‘85 1.00 1.~ 1.00 0,95 l,O0
1~0 ~g 33~ 1~1
0.95 1,00 1.00 t,00 0,95 1.00
1~0 ~ ~ 1~1
1~ 780 1M0 ~7 ~1 110

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02
Adj. Row(vph) 157 848 1598 33~ 588 120
RTOR Reduc~en (vph) 0 0 0 117 0 7.5
lane Group Flow (rich) t57 848 159B 217
Turn Type I=tot I:~ot Rot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 8 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, (3 is) 14o6 68.7 40.I 40,I
Effe~Jve G~een, g is)
ACtuated glC Ratio
Clearance Time
VehPJe Extension is)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
via Ral{o Prot
v/s Ratio Pem~
vie Ratio
Unl~rm DO(W, dl
Pr~gresdon Factor
In~mon~ De~y, d2
D~y is)
~vel ~
App~ Delay
~pr~ LOS

lnte~ Summa~
HCM A~e ~tml D~ay
HGM Volume to ~p~
A~at~ C~e L~ is)
InteB~en ~pad~ U~l~on
Analysis P~od
c Cd~l ~ne Grip

14.6 56.7 40,1 40,1 40,I 40.!
0.14 0.55 0.38 0.38
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0       4,0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 :3,0

242 1945 129’3 ~,1 128~
¢0.09 0,?~, c0,47 0,15 ¢0,17 0,O8

0.65 0.44 1.26 0,40 0,46 0.0~
43,7 14,2 33.4 24‘8 26.t 21,4
1,00 t.00 1.(~0 1,00 t,00 1,00
5,9 0.2 121,5 0.5 1.2 0,2

40.6 14,4 t54.8 25.0 26.3 21,7
O e F C C 0

19.9 132.4 25.5
B F C

N:\1857~Analysls~2030vevised trip gen\1657 2030 ÷ USR ÷ SH PM,Sy7
Llnscott. Law & Gaeens0an Englrteers



Signalized. ~ntersection.
CAPACITY ANALYSIS
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Ȳ~ ~o
:INTERSECTION.
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LONG-TERM (2030) + COMMUNITY SERVING RETAIL +
STUDENT HOUSING OPERATIONS

LtN$COTT, I_~W & GREENSP/~I, eng/neers LLG RcF. 3-08-1857
Plaza Lh~da Verde



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 1: I-aWB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2o~o -~ CaR SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT VV~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Coneg=aeo.s ~ K +t F H~ FIdeal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lo~t time (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane UtiL Fac=or 0.97 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00
F~. peeV~i~,.~ 1.00 0,98 1.00 0.97 1,00 0.97
F]pb. pedrolkes 0.gB 1.00 1o00 1.00 1.00 t.00
Rt 1.00 0,85 t.00 0,60 1,00 0.85
Rt ;=rote~ed 0,95 t.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Row(prot) 3304 1,~5 35~ 15,36 3539 1568
Rt Permitted 0.95 1.~0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Row (perm) ~ lr~ ~,~;39 1,~6 353S
vo;ume(uph) 0 0 0 647 0 14t 0 1168 6SS 0 983 1t03
Peak-hourfa~or. PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.g2
Adj, Flow(vph) 0 0 0 703 o 168 0 1270 760 0 1068 1199
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 0 0 703 0 153 0 t270 760 0 1068 1199
Confi. Peals. (#/Iv) 20 20 20
Turn Type custom Free Free Free
Protected Phases 2 6
Pemlltted Phases 8 Free Free Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.0 100o0 67.0 t00.0 67.0 100o0
Effective Greee, g {s) 25,0 100,0 67,0 100,0 67.0 100.0
Actuated g/C Ra~o 0.25 1.00 0.67 1.00 0.67 1.00
Clearance "llme (s) 4.0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3,0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 826 1555 2371 1536 2371 1536
vl$ Ratio PlOt 0.36 0.80
v#, Ratio Petal 0.21 0.10 0.49 c0,78
v/cRatio 0.95 0.10 0.54 0.49 0.45 0.78
Uniform Detayo dl 35,7 0.0 8.5 0.0 7°8
Progresslo~ Factor 1.00 1,00 1°03 1.00 1,00 t,00
lac=’emeetal Derlay, d2 8.4 0.1 0.9 o.a 0.6 4.0
Delay (s) 44.1 0.1 9.3 0.8 8.4 4.0
Leve~ of ,~ervice D A A A A A

Appra~ LOS A D A A
Intemect~on Summa~!
HCM Average Cofltnd Delay 11.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 0,78
Actuated CyP.Je Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lea[ time (s) 0.0
Intersection Ca~oadty Utilization1 57.4% ICU Level of Ser~ce B
AnalysLs Pedod (rain) 15
c CdtJcel Lane Group

N:\160"AAnaiysis’~?,030Vevised tdp gen\1857 2030 ÷ CSR + SH AM.s,/7
Unseott, Law & Green.span E~lglneer4
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 2: I-aEB Ramp & College Ave
6~2/2009 2020

Id~lF~(~l) t~ 19~ 1~
To~ Lo~ Ume (s) 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
~e U~I. F~ 0.97 0,76 0.~

Fit ~=~ 0.aS ~,~

Volume (~h) ~3 0 ~ 0 0 0 0
P~r~=~,PHF 0.02 0.92 0.~2 0.92 0,~ 0.92 0,~2 0.~2 0,~ 0,e2 0~ 0,~
AeJ, R~ (~h) ~ 0 2797 0 0 0 0
RTOR Reduct]o,,1 (vph) 0 0 14 0 0 0 0    0    0    0    0    0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 645 0
~, P~, (~r) 20 20
Turn ~ ~
~t~ P~ 2
P~ ~e~ 4 4
~t~ G~n, G (s) 47,0

~ ~O ~6o 0AT 0.47
Qee~= ~me (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
V~ICe ~ens~n ~s) 3,0 ~.0
~ G~ C~ (~h) t~ 18t4
v/s R~o ~t
via ~ Pe~       0#0      ~.81                           0,23           0,2I
v/~ ~ 0~2 t.72 0,~7 0,~ 0,~ 0,21
Unif~ OelW. dl 17,5
~r~ F~or 1.~ 1

~ (s) 17.6 ~.0 ~,8 0.0 ~,? 0,S
L~ of ~ce B F O A C A

~ LOS F A
in~n Sum~



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3; Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2080 + car SH AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Row (v/~lpl)
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Facto~ 1.00 1.00
F~b, ped/blkes 1.00 0.95
Rpb. pad/bikes 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow(wet) 1799 1.~06
Fit Permitted 0.97 1,00
Sa~, Flow (~,, 1799 1.’,~0
Volume (vph) 103

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 I~X) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4,0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1,00 0,95 1.00 0.97 0.91 0.88
1.00 1.IX) 1,00 1,00 0.95 1o00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 %00 1.00 1;00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 %00 t.00 0,85
0.98 1:00 0.95 1.oo 1.oo 0,95 1.00 1,00
1820 1583 1770 3539 I506 3433 5085
0,98 1.00 0.95 %00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1820 1583 1770 3539 1506 3435 5085 2787

41 70 131 149 220 228 1280 164 747 1854 1297
Peak=hourf/tctoroPHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0;~2 0.92

76 142 162 239 248 1391 200 812 2015 1410
58 0 0 201 0 0 108 0 0 757
IB 0 304 38 248 139I 92 912 2015 653
20 2O

Penn Split
4 8

4
24.0 24.0
24.0 24.0
0.24 0,24
4.0 4.0
3.0 3~0

432 361
0.09

o.oi
o.~ 0~05
31,6 29,2
1.oo 1.oo
0.5 0.1

32.2 29.3
C C

31,2
C

20 20 20 20 20
Over Prot Perm PlOt OVer

8     1     5     2           t     6    4
2

20.3 15.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 t5.7 24.0 24.0
20.3 15.7 15.7 24.0 24.0 t5o7 24.0 24.0
0.20 0.16 0.16 0.2.4 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.24
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

369 249 278 849 361 539 1220 969
c0.17 0;02 0.1# 0.39 c0.24 c0.40 c0.23

0.06
0.82 0.15 0.89 1,64 0.26 1.51 1.65 0.98
38.1 36.4 41.3 38.0 30.8 42.1 38~0 37.7
1.00 1.00 1;00 1,00 1.00 0.g0 0.98 1.74
t3.8 0.3 28.0 292.0 t.7 228.9 293;6 6.0
82.0 36.7 69.3 330.6 32.5 266.6 330.7 7%5

D D E F C F F E
45,2 263.0 232.2

D F F

218;8 HCM Level of Service F
t‘23

100.0 Sum of lost tlrne (a) 16.0
95,6% ICU Leve~ of Servic~ F

15

N:\1857VV~yslst2030Vev~ed tdp gen\1857 2030 ÷ CSR + SH AM.sy7
I_[nscott, Law & Greonspan Engineers

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3

Plaza Linda Ven:le Mixed-Use
6122/2009

Movement
Lane Configurations
Sign Control

V~ume
Peak How Factor
Hoully f~ rote (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane V~1dtl~
Walking Speed (if/s)
Percent Blod~age
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unbto~e~ 0.84 0.78
vC, conflicting volume 3782
vc1, stage I ¢onf
vC2, stage 2 ¢onf
vCu, unblocked vel 3331 575
tC. s~ngle (s) 6,8 6.9
tC. 2 ~age
tF (S) 3,5 3,3
p0 ~ueue free % 0
cM capacity (velVh) 0 847

4: Zura Way & College Ave
2030 * 08R ~H AM

Stop Ft~ Free

0 128 15~ 200 580    147~
0.92 0.92 0,~ 0.92

0 1~ 17~ 217
~ 20

12.0 ~2.0
4,0 4.0

2 2

7~
038
1~7

tg20
4,1

2.2
o

233
Direction, Lane #
volume To~
Voiume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Cap~;l~Ity
Queue Length gSth ~
Coned ~
L~e LOS
~roa@ DelW
A~r~ LOS
;nte~ summaw
Average
lnte~on ~pa~ U~l~aBon
AnaI~ls P~od (rain)

WB1 NBI NB2 NB:5 $B1 SB.2....SB3
189 850 ~ 217 ~ 802 802

0 0 0 0 6:~0 0 0
1~9 0 0 217 0 0 0
34,7 t700 1700 t700 2~ 1700 1700
0.40 0J~0 0.60 0,13 207t 0.4? 0,,$?
47 0 0 0 1~1 0 0

22.1 0,0 0o0 0.0 811,6 0.0 0.0
C F

22.~ 0.0 22~.1
C

120.0

15
Icu Level of

N:\1857~J~alysls\2030Vevlsed ~dp gen\ta~ 2030 * O~R ÷ SH AM.sy7 8yn~m 6 Re~ott
Law & Gnaen~pan Engineers P~Je 4



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 5: Lindo Paseo & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR SH AM

Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph)       75 32 67 32 18 "75 110 1485 35 84, 985 286
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 156
Turn Type Perm
Protected Phases 4
Penn{fled Rtases 4
Actuated Gmefl, G (s) 14.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12
Glearaone Time (s) 4.0
Vehlcfe Extension ($) 3.0
Lane G,"p Cap (vph) ’~40
vls Ratfo Pint
vie Ratio Perm c0.t3
vlc Ratio 1.t 1
Uniform Delay, dl 51,1
Progress/on Factor 1.00
~nctemontal Delay, d2 108.9
Da~/(=) lS0.0
Leve~ of Service F
Approach De~y
Approach LOS F
Intersec~on Summar~
HCM Average ConVol Delay
HCM Volume to Capodty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Ana~s Period (rain)
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0 0 45 0 0     1     0     0    18
0 0 80 0 t10 1519 0    84 1253

Petm Prot
8 5 2 1 6

8
14.0 12.1 81.3 8.9 78.1
14.0 12.1 81.3 8.9 78.1
0,12 0,10 0.70 0.08 0,67
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
3.0 3.9 3.0 3.0 $.0

167 t84 2468 136 2299
�0,06 �0.43 0.05 0.37

0.96
0,48 0‘50 0,62 0,62 0.55
47.7 49,7 9.2 52.0 9.9
1.00 1‘00 1‘00 1,00 1.00
2.2 5.1 1,2 8.1 0.9

40.9 54.9 t0,4 60.1 10.8
D D B E B

49.9 13.4 t3.8
D B B

22.7
0.69

1t6.2
68.6%

15

HCM Level of ,~fvlce        C

Sum of tost t,~’ne (s) 12.0
ICU Level of Service C

N:\1857\Ana;ysP, d2030Vev~sed ~p gon\185"/2030 + CSR + SH AM.sy7
Unscott, Law & Greenspon Engineers

S~mchm 6 Re~oo~’t
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Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

N:\lSS’hAna~yola~?.330Vevlsed trip ger~\1857 2030 ÷ CSR .~ ~H AM.sy?
Unscott, Law & Green=pan Er~glnee~



Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon B|vd & College Ave
6/22/2009 2o30 ÷ CSR SH AM

Lane Conflguratk~s
Ideal Row (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utll,

Fit Plotected
Satd. Row @rot)
Fit Permitted

volume (~’~)

EBL EB3" EBR W~3L WBT ~R NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1~ 19~ 1~0 I~0 ~g~ I~ t~0 1~0 19~ 1~0 ~ 1903
4,0 4.0 4;0 4.0 ~.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0

0.97 0.~ 0.97 0.95 1.~ 0.95 1.00 1.~ 0.~ 1,00
1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 0,~ 1.~ 1,~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.00 0;85
0.~ 1.00 0.~ 1~ 0.95 ~.~ 1.~ 0,~ 1.~ 1.00

0.~ I.~ 0.95 I,~ 0.95 t,00 1.00 0.~ 1.00 1.~
~ ~7 ~3 ~12 1~0 ~ t~ ~0 ~39 1~
~ ~ 180 ~ 9~ ~0 ~ 1552 270 1~ 626 ~4

Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row (vph)      307 489. 196 65 1033 326 739 1687 29~ 196 680 243
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 35 0 0 25
Lane Group Flow (vph) 307 650 0 65 1334
Turn Type Prot P~’ot
PrOtected ~ 7 4 3 8
Permitted
Actuated Green, G (e) 8.O 41.8
Effective Green, g (s) 8.0 41.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0,35
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension Is) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 227 1172
vie Ratio Prot c0,09
vie RatJo Perm
v/c Rat!o 1.35 0.55
Unlfonn Delay, dl 56.4. 32,0
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00
Inc~eman’~al Oelay, d2 184.7 0,6
Delay ($} 241.1 32,5
Level of Service F C
Approac~ Delay (s) 97.1
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
~uated CyCe Lengl~ (s)
,Inte~,ctlon Capacity Utilization

’ A~aly~s Pedod (mln)
c Critical Lane Group

4,0 37.8
4.0 37.8

0,03 0.3t
4,0 4,0
3.0 3,0
t14 1068

0.02 �0.39

0.57 1.25
57.6 41;5
1,00 1.00
6.7 120~t

~4.3 161.6
E F

157.1
F

0 0 0 109 0 0 79
0 739 1687 184 195 680 I64

Pint Perm Prot Petal
5 2 1 6

37.0 48.0 48,0 11.0 22,0 22,0
37,0 48,0 48,0 tl,0 22,0 22.0
0.31 0.40 0.40 0.09 0,t8 0.18

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 8.0

542 1406 629 161 645
�0,42 C0.~8 0,11 0,19

0.12 0.10
1.36 1,20 0.29 1.22 1.05 0.57
41.9 36.4 24,9 54,9 49,4 4.5.t.
%00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1÷00

175.2 97.1 1.2 141.2 50,6 7.9
217,1 133.5 26.0 196.1 100.0 53.0

F F C F F O
I44.6 106.6

F F

133,1 HCM Level of Sendce
1.29

120.8 Sum of lost tlme (s)
112.2% IOU Level of Service

15

F

16,0
H

N:\I 8~alysls’~.03~sed tdp 9en\1857 2030 + CSR + SH AM,sy7
Llnscott, Law& Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood BI~
6/22/2009 ........................ ~=~__~ SHAM

Movement
Lane Conflgumtlons
Ideal Flow (vpllpl)
Total Lost time
Lane UtiL Factor

Fit
Satd. Flow
Fit Permitted

Volume (vph)

EBT EBR W~L W~T ,NBL NBR

1~0 1900 t9~ 19~ tg~ ~
4.0 ~,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0

0.98 ~,00 1.~ 0,95 0.~ t,~
1.~ 0.~ 1.00 1,00 t.00 0,~
1,~ 1,~ 0,98 1,~ 0,~ 1~00

1.~ 1.~ 0.0g t,00 O.g~ 1.~
~39 1~, 159 ~9, ~ 1~
1~ 320 71 1378 11~ 112

PeaP..hour famor. PHF 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92
Adj. ROW (vph) t798 348 1~ 14~5 12~0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0
~eGrou~Flaw(vp~)..,..1798,,,,,~48 77 1495 4_260 ~_~!~.__. _.
Turn Type pro+or Pem~
Protected Phgses 4 2
Pen’nltta~ Phases 4 8
Actuated GI~, G (s) 47.0 92,0 47,0 47.0 4~.0 45.9
F3tacttve Green, g (e) 47.0 92,0 47,0 47.0 4~.0 4~.0
Actuat~ glC Ratio 0.47 0°92 0,47
Cioatance Time (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
y~hl,!~,Exteneiea (s) 3,0 3,0 ~.0 ...._ ~,0

v/s Ratio Pe~ 0.12 0.49 0.08
v/cRatlo 1.08 0,~ I.O3 0,~0 0~1 0.17

P~ms=onF~or I.~ 1,00 1,~ 1,~ 1,~ 1,00
In~man~l ~y, d2 M,6 0,1 t 11.6 6.9 4.7 0.5
Delay (s) 74,1
Level of Service
Approach Delay (e) 52.2
ApFoacb LOS E
Inte~on Sum~,
HCM A~m~ Canal Delw
HCM Volume to ~a¢~
~u~ed Cycle L~
Int~e~on Capa~ U~II~8~
~al~s P~ (rain)
c Cd~ Lane Group

0.8 138.0 31,2 28.5 15,9
A F ~ (~ B

~,6,4 27.4

44,9 HCM Lev~ of ~et~lce

t00.0 S~ Of’Io~t time
92,5% ICU Level Cf

15

UnSeatt, Law & Gmen~pan Engineers



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR SH AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR V91~L WBT ’vYBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Ideal Row (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lo=t time (S) 4,0
Lane U=. Fac~ 1.00
Frpb, pedib|kes 0.99
Rpb, pe~kes 1 .CO
Frt 0.98
Rt I~’otacted 0.97
Satd. Row (prot) 1750
Fit Permitted 0.97
Satd. Row ~penn~ 1750
Volume (vph) 26 50 15

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
0.97 0.95 1,00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00
1.00 1,00 1.CO 0.98 1.00 t.C0 0,92
1.00 1.CO 1.3O 1.00 1.CO 1.00 1
1.00 0,99 1.CO 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0,95 1.CO 0,95 0,~6 1,00

3433 3501 1770 6851 1681 1696 1455
0.95 1.00 0.95 I,CO 0,95 0.96 1.00

3433 3501 1770 3351 1681 1696 14.55
1114 626 26 1194 375 10 143 10 202

Pea~-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92

Actuated g/C Rat~
Clearance "rime
Vehicle Extension
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Redo R’ot
vl$ Ratio Penn
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Pragmsslen Factor

Adj. Flow (vph) 1211 679
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3
Lane Group Row (vph) 1211 704
Co~1, Pads. (#/h~     30

Turn Type
Prote~ted Phase~ 7
Permitted P’na~es
~:tuated Green, G (s) 26.0 5?..8
Effec6~e Green, g ($) 2~.0 52.8

0.24 0.52
4.0 4,0

0,29

28 22 1298 4O8 54
0 0 29 0 0
0 22 1677 0 0

30 30 30 30
10 10

Prot Split
3 8 2

1.45 0.39
38.7 15.0
t.CO 1,00

Incremental Delay, d2 207.0 0,1
Delay (a) 245.7 15.2
Levei of Serv’..ce F B
Approac~ De~ (a) 160.5
Approach LOS F
Intersection ,Summary
HCM Average ConVol Delay
HCM Volurse to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (S)
Intersect’~ Capadty Utilization
Aa~ygs Pared (rain)
c CdticaJ Lane Group

1.6 29.4
1.6 26,4

0.02 0‘29
4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0
28 962

0.01 c0.50

0.79 1.74
50,2 36.5
1,3O 1.CO
82.7 338.7

133.0 375,2
F F

372.1
F

235.8 HCM Level of SeNtce
1.12

102.4 Sum of ~st time
100,7% ICU Level of Smvice

15

0,28
38.1
1.00

2.5
40.6

D
40.6

D

18 11 155 11 220
6 0 0 0 186

75 0 81 85 34.
30 30
10 t0

Sprit Penn
2       6 6

6
16.0 18.0 16.0 16,0
16o0 16,0 16.0 16.0
0.16 0.16 0.18 0.16
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
273 263 265 227

c0.04 0,05 c0.05
0.02

0,31 0.32 0.15
38.3 ~.4 37.3
1.00 1.00
3,0 3.2 1.4

413 41.5 38.7

F

16.0
G

D D D
39.9

D

N:\l~alysls~030~evised tzip gen\1357 2030 + CSR + ~ AM.sy7
Ur~cott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Ltnda Verde Mixed-Use 10: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 20=0 ¯ ~SR 8H AM

Movement EBL EBT EBR .W~L, VVBT NB!..HB,~..._NBR BBL, $BT ~BR

To~ Lo= ~e (s)
L~e ~I. Fair
F~b, ~Ik~
Rpb, ~
Fn
~ Pmte=~

F~ P~iR~

Volume (~h)

4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0
1.CO 0,95 1,00 0,1~J 1,00 0,~ 0,1~8 t,O6
1,00 0,99 1.00 0,68 0.95 t.00 ~.~ I,~
1,~ 1,~ 1.~ 1,~ 1.00 1,~ 1,~ 1,~
I.~ 0,99 I,~ 0,97 0,92 I,~ ~,~ 0,~
0.95 1.00 0,95 I.~ 0,99 O~ O,t7 I,~
I~0 ~6 I~0 ~79 I~6 I~I 1712 I~
0.~ 1.00 0,95 1,~ 0,99 O~ 0,~7 I,~
I~0 ~8 I~0 ~ I~ I~I 1712 I~
191 7~ 99 1321 271 ~ I~ 12B ~ 1~

Pea~-hourf~ctor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.02 0,92 0,92 0,02 0,02 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92
41 108 14~6 298
0 0 I? 0
0 108 I714 0

lO ..... ~0, ,,
3 e

6,o 44.0
6,0 44,0

0,08 0,44
4,0 4,0

¯ 3,O 3,0
106 148"I

0.O6 �0,51

37 33 114 13~ 28 2t2
0 6~ 0 0 0
0 128 0 80

~0 3O 30
10 10

Spl~
2    2         6    8    7

1,02 1,15
47.0 28,0
1.CO 1,00
g2,6 70.6

139,6 104.8
F F

18,0 16.0 10,0 8,0
t8,0 I~1,0 1~,0 8,0
0,t6 0,18 0.t~ 0,O6
4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
~,o 3,~,,,,,,3.0 3.0

00,O8 0,08 ~.0~ 0,01

0.49 ~ 0~1 0.t5
~.$ ~7,0 ~,1
t,3O 1,CO 1.~

6,S 2,8 2~

D O 0 D
44# 4t,8

85.6 HOM Level ot

100,0 Sum of lost t~m6 (s) t ~,0
84,5% 1OU Level of ~ervloe

N:\1857~ysis~2050Vevlsed ~p gen\13o7 2030 + CSR + SH AM,ay7 $yn~lm 6 Report
Une, cott, Law & Greenapan Englnenrs I~go 10



P~ Linda Verde Mixed-Use 11: Montezuma Rd & C==toctin Ddve
6/22J2009 2030 ÷ CSR SH AM

Lane Configuratk~s

Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane UUI. Factx)r
Fit
Rt Prota~
Sa~. Row
Fit Permitted

I::BL EBT EBR WBL V~BT V~ NBL NBT NBR SBL ~ SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0

1.03 0,98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00
1.00 1,00 1,00 0.99 0,94 0.93
0,98 1,00 0.95 t.00 0.98 0,98
1770 3522 1770 3509 1713 1700
0,98 1.50 0.95 1.00 0.84 0.88

Satd.Row(peml) 1770 3522 1770 3509 t472 1529
Volume (vph) 30 622 20 80 1335 80 40 10 40 50 20 80
Peak.-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92

03 678
0 2

33 698
Prot Prot

7 4 3 8

22 87 1451 87 43 11 43 54 22 87
0 0 4 0 0 27 0 0 39 0
0 87 1534 0 0 70 0 0 124 0

Perm          Penn
2

2 6
4.6 38.6 8.2 42.2 29,1 29,1
4.6 38.6 8,2 42.2 29.1 29.1

0.05 0A4 0,09 0AS 0,33 0.33
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0
93 1547 165 1885 487 506

0.02 0,20 c0.05 c0.44
0.05
0,14 0.25
20.7 21.4
1.00 1,00
0.6 1.2

21.3 22.6
C C

21.3 22.6
C C

0.35 0.45     0.53 0.91
40.2 17,2 38.0 2"L1
1.00 1.00 1.00 %00
2.3 0.2 3.0 7.8

42.5 17.4 41o0 28.9
D B D C

18.6 29.6
B C

25.7

87.9
63.0%

15

HOM Lewd of Service C

Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
ICU Level of Set’vlc~ B

N:\1857~alysls’~Y30~vL~d Mp gen\1857 2030 + CSR ÷ SH AM.sy7
Llnscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/2009

12: El Oajon Bird & Montezuma Road
2030 * CSR ~H AM

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time
Lane Utll, Factor
Fit
Fit Protected
Satd, Flow (prot)
Fit Permlttad
Said. Fk~w !,perm)
Volume (vph)

EBL EBT WBT Vvl~R SB~.. BBR

19~ 19~ t~0 t900 1~00 19~
4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0

1.~ 0,~ 0,91 0,91 0.97 1,~
1,00 1,~ 1.~ 0,~ 1,~ 0,~
0,95 ~,~ 1.~ 1,00 0,~ 1.~

1~0 ~39 3~0 1~I ~ 1~
201 I0~ I~0 7~ I~ ~

Peal¢-~lout’fector, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.02 0,92 0.92
A~.Flow(~h) 218 11~ 1511 765 201 91
RTOR R~u~lon (~) 0 0 0 291 0
L~e~pF~(~h) 218 ~I~ t~11
Turn Ty~ ~mt P~
Pmt~ ~ 7 4 8 8 B
P~I~ Ph~

Effective G~een. g
Actuateo g/C Ratio
Clearance’Time
V~lde ~slon (s)
~ne Gm Cap (~h)
v/s R~o Pint
v/S Ra~o Pe~
vie R~io
Un~ ~ay, dl
Progres~n F~or
In~em~l ~, d2

~v~ ~
~p~ Delay
~p~ LOS

HCM A~mge Co~l ~Iw
HCM Volume to Ca~

Inte~e~ Capa~ U~i~

~8X 62,8 40.1 40.1 40,~
0.t7 0.57 0.~ 0.38 0.35 o,~
4.0 ,=.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
~.o 3.0 ~,0_..

0.73 0.57 1,2"3 0,91 0.16 0,06
43.7 18.~ 35,4 33.7 24,0 28,1
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00

8,9 0.4 111,5 lg,7 0,~
52.5 15,9 147,3 53,4 24.3 23,3

D B F D G
21.7 115,7 24.0

G F

76,2 HOM Leve~ of ~e~ce E
0.70

110J~ Sum ot~t ~me (s) t2.0
~2,3% ICU L~el of Servl~ O

N:\1857V=,nalysls~.~030Vevised tap gen\1857 2030 ÷ C~R ÷ SH
LInscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers Page 12



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 1: I-8WB Ramp & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR SH PM

Movemem EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Conr~ur=~on~ ~ F ’P~ ~’ H’ F
IdealFIow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900
To~ Lost 6me (s) 4.0 4,0
Lane Utl]. Factor 0,97 1.00
Frpb, ped/olkes 1.00 0.99
Rpb, pedroikes 0.96 1.00
Frt 1.00 0,85
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3272 1555
Fit Permitted 0.95 1.00
Sutd. Flow ~perm} 3272 1555
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 781 0 ,405

4.0 4.0      4.0 4,0
0,95 1.00 0.95 1.00
1,00 0.~7 1.00 0,97
1.00 1.00 t.00 t,00
1.00 0,85 1.00 0,85
1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00

3539 1536 3505 1536
1.00 1,00 1,00 t.00

8839 1536 3505 1536
0 1466 1815 0 919 588

Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92
AdJ. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 849 0 440 0 1593 1973 0 999 637
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Lane Group Row (vph] 0 0 0 849 0 440 0 1593 1973 0 999 637
Confl, Pods. (#J~f~ 20 20 20 20
Heav~Vehlcles (%) 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2%
Turn Type custom R’ce Free Free
Protectad Phase~ 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 Free Free Free
A~uatad Green, G (s) 30.1 100.0 61.9 t00,0 91.9 100.0
EffectiveGraon, 9 (s) 30.t 100.0 81.9 100,0 91.9 100,0
Actuated g/O Ratio 0.30 1.00 0.62 1,00 0.62 1.50
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension {s) 3,0 3,0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 985 1555 2191 1536 2t70 1588
vls Ratio Prot 0.45 0.29
vls Ratfo Penn 0,26 0.28 ol.29 0,41
v/c Rat~ 0,96 0.28 0,73 1.28 0,46 0.41
Uniform Delay, dl 33°0 0.0 13,2 50.0 10.2 0.0
Progression Factor 1,00 t.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 t,00
Incremental De]W, d2 7.9 0,5 0.2 128.5 0.7 0,8
De~y (s) 40.8 0.5 10,1 178,5 10,9 0,8
Level of Sen~=e D A B F B A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 27,1 103.3 7.0
Approach LOS A C F A
Interse~on Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 63.9 HCM Leve~ of ~ervice E
HCM Volume to Capacl~ ratio 1.28
Actuated Cycle Length (e) 100.0 Sum of lost time ($) 0,0
Inteme~tion Cap~ctty Utilization 69,5% ICU LeveI of Service C
~na~sts Period (mln) 15
c Cdl~..al Lane Group

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use
~t22J200~ ....

Movement
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost t line (e)
Lane Util, Factor" 0.{J7 0,79
Frpb, pod/bikes 1.00
FI~, ped/b~es 0,96 t.00
Frt 1,00 0,96
Rt Protected 0,95 1,00
Sat~. Row (p~t)
Fit Permitted 0.95 1,00
Satd. Row (porto) 3~04 3434
Volume (vph) ~ 0 1188

2: I..SEB Ramp & College Ave
2030 ,~ CSR SH PM

1900    t~    1~ 1~ Ig00    lg00 tg00    4~ 1~00    1~    Ig00    1~00
4.0                 4,0                                                 4,0      4,0                 4,0      4.0

o o

o,95 1.00 0,95    1,0o
1,00 0.~7 1,00 0.~/
1,00 1,00 1,00
t,00 0,~ 1,00 0,55
t,o0 1.0o Io00

1.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00

0 0 2~ 1~0 0’"1~
Peak.hourfa~tor, PHF 0,92 0.52 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,~2 0,92
AdJ. Flow (vp~)       907 0 t259 0 0 0 0 955t 1t74 0 1~32 ~16
RTOR Redu~on (vph) 0
lane Group FIow(vph) 907
~_,ortg. Pods. {#/~r} ....... 20
Turn Type custom
Pmtectad Phases
Pomlltted Ph~,e$ 4
Au:~Jated Graen~ G (s) 44.5
EffecTve Green, g (a) 44,5
Actu=ed g/¢ Ratio 0,44
Clee~nce Time (e)
V~l=le F.xtanslon (~) , 3 0
Lane G~ Cap (v~h) t470
v/$ Ra~ Prot
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27
vlo Ra~o 0.62
Uniform Delay, dl 21,2
Progression Factor 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0,8
O~=y (~) 22.0
Level of 8eMoe C
~proach De~y
Approach LOS
Intersection Summary
HGM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capac~y ratio
k=uated CyCe LengU~
Intersection Oapadty Utilization
Analysis Period
~ Critical Lane Group

25,1

0 22 0 0
0 1237 0 0

20
oustom

4

44,5

4.0

0,88
0,51
24,’1
1.00
$,3

27.4

0,0
A

0 0 0    0 0 0 0
0 0 2~1 1174 0 1532

20 20
Free

Free Free
47,6 100,0 47,5 I00,0
47,5 100,0 47,8 100.0
0,4~ 1.00 0.45 t,00
4.0 4,0
~.,0

1~t 15~ 1591
o0,75 0.~

I,~ 0,75 0,75
25.2 0,0 22.1
t,22 1,00 0.7~    1

262,6 0.3 $,0
234,5 0~ t5,0 0,5

F A B A
204,5 15.8

F B

F

4,0

N:\185"AAnalyeb’~2030VevIt~�l fftp gon\19~ 20~0 ÷ OSR ÷ SH PM,Sy7
Law & Greenspan Engineers
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Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed.Usa 4: Zura Way & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 +, CSR =H PM

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 ÷ CSR SH PM

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NI~T NBR SBL SBT SBR

ldealRow(vphpl) lg00 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~08
Total Lost t~me (s)
Lane UtU. Factor
Frpb, ped/b~kes
Rpb, pad/bikes
Frt
Rt Protected
S=-td. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted
¯ S~d~ Row (perm)
Volume (vph)

4,0 4.0
1.00 I.~
1.00 0.95
1,00 1.00
1.00 0.85
0,96 1+00

1782 i506
0.95

1782 1506
~42 70 121 207

4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4~0 4,0
1.00 1,00 t.00 0.95 1.00 0.g7 0+gl 0.88
1.00 1.00 1o00 1.00 0L95 1+00 1,00
1.00 1.00 1+00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 "~,00 0,85 1.00 1.00 0.95
0.98 1.00 0.95 1+00 1.08 0.95 1.00 1.00

1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 6065 2787
0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1783 1583 1770 3539 1506 3433 5085 2787
24 543 406 2345 187 373 1821 t89

Pe~k-hourfactor, PHF 0,92 0492 0.92 0i92 0.92 0~92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow(vph)       698 76 132 225 26 590 115 2549 203 405 1979 205
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 68
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 774 64
Confl+ Pads. (#~/hr) 20 20 20
Turn Type Spilt Perm Spilt
Prote~ed Phases 4 4 8
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Greeni G (s) 24.0 24,0
Eff~-~tive Green, g(s) 24.0 24.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 024 0,24
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane GrpCap (vph) 428 361
v/s Ratio Prot c0.43
vie Ratio Perm 0,04
v/¢ Ratio 1,81 0,18
Uniform Delay, dl 38,0 30,2
Progression Factor 1,00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 373.0 0.2
D~W (s) 411.0 30.4
Level of Service F C
Approach De~ay ($) 355.5
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Deley 436°3
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 1,76
Actuated Cycle Length (S) 100.0
Intersection Capacity Ut~zation 149.6%
Analysis Pedod (rain) 16
c Critical Lane Group

0 0 306 0 0 60 0 0 11-2
0 251 284 115 2549 143 405 1979 93

20 20 20 20 20
Over Pat Perrn Pat Over

B 1 5 2 t 6 4
2

18.5 17,5 10.9 24.0 24.0 17,5 30.6 24,0
18.5 !7.5 10,9 24.0 24.0 17,5 30,6 24,0
0.18 0.18 0,11 0.24 0.24 0,18 0.31 0.24
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3;0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

330 277 193 849 361 601 t556 669
c0.14 c0.18 0.06 c0.72 0,12 o.3g 0,03

o.09
0.78 1.08 0,50 a.oo 0.40 0.57 1,~7 0,t4
38,6 41.2 42.5 38,0 31.9 38.6 34.7 29,9
1,00 1,00 1.00 1500 1.00 1.12 0,89 1.12
9,9 60,7 4+g 904,2 3.2 1.7 125~3 0,1

48,6 10119 47.3 942.2 35,1 44.9 166,1 33.5
D F D F D D F C

86.0 842.1 129.0
F F F

HCM Level of Service F

Sum of lost ~me (s) 16.0
ICU Level of Service H

N:\1857V~nalysls~2030~revleed trip gen\1857 2030 + CSR + SH PM,sy7
Unsco~ Law & Greenepan Engineers
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Movement
Lena Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veNh)
Pear Hour Factor

P~a~
~ne Wld~ (~)

Pe~nt Bl~ge
Right ~m ~m
M~len ~pe
Median s~mge
Ups~e~ signal (if)
p~ ~a~n unblo~ 0‘79 0,62
vC, ~l~g volume 3~7
vCl, ~ 1 ~nf v~
vc2, s~ 2 ~ v~
~, unb~k~ v~ 3062 564
~, sl~ (s) 6.8 6.9
tO, 2s~ge (s)

~ queue~ %

Olm~0n, Lane#
Volu~e T~[
Volu~ LeR
Volu~ Rlg~
~H

~n~ ~ay (s) 747.7 0.0 0.0
~ne LOS F
~prosch Delay (s) 747.7
Appm~c~ LOS F

Inmm~t~n Summa~

mnteme¢~on Cap~l~ U~t~n
AnaI~ls Pe~ (rain)

WBL W~R NBT NBR SBL SBT

S~p F~e Fr~
0%
0 6~ 1974 204 316 18~

0,92 0,~
0

20
1~0 12,0
4,0 4,0

1086
0,62

2387

2627
4,1

3.5 0.3
0 o 0
o 28O 97

WBq NB1 NB2 NB3 ~B~
722 1073 1073 222 342 ~g?

o 0 o o ~2 0 0
722 0 0 ~ 0
280 1700 t7~ 1700 g7 1700 ~700

0 E~ 0 0
0,0 ~230,6 0.0 0,0

ICU Level of S~¢e

N:\1957V~nelyaia~0~0Vevised t~p gen\1857 2030 + C~R ÷ SH PM,sy7
IJnecott, Law & Greenep~n Englnee~



Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use 5: Undo Pa$eo & College Ave
6/22/2009 2030 + CSR SH PM

Movement
Lane Con~gurat~ons
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Tcta~ Lost t~me
Lane Ubl. Factor

Flt Protected
Setd, Row (pint)
Fit Permitted
Setd. Flow (perm)
volume (vph)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0

1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95
1.00 0.89 1.00 0.88 t.00 1.00 1.00 0.97
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 t.00 0,95 1.00

1770 1664 1770 t639 1770 3523 1770 3444
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.g5 1.00 0.95 1.00

1770 t664 1770 1839 1770 3523 1770 3444
176 51 124 38 23 92 278 1475 47 t13 t318 289

Peak-hourfa~tor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,02 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
AdjoFIOw(vph) 191 55 135 41 25 t00 302 t607 51 123 1430 314
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 75 0 0 91 0 0 2 0 0 15 0
LaneGroupFIow(vp~) 191 t15 0 41 34 0 .302 1556 0 123 1729 0
Turn Type Prot Prct Ptat PrOt
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 t    8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 182 4.1 10.3 19,0 65.6 10.5 57.1
Effectk, e Green, g
Actuated g/C Rat~o
Clearance Time (s)
Vehlc]e Extension
Lane Grp Cap (v~)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s RaUo Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dt
Progression Factor

Oe~y (s)

Approach D~ay
Approach LOS
lnterse~on ~°.rmrnary
HCM Average Ceatn:d DeJay
HCM Vok~me to Capacity

Intemecflon Capac4ty Ut~izat~on
Analysis Period {rnln)
¢ Crltieal Lane Group

12.0 18.2 4,1 10.3 19,0 65.6 I0.5 57.1
0.10 0.16 0.04 0,0g 0.17 0.57 0.09 0,50
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

188 285 63 148 294 2020 162 1719
¢0.11 C0.07 0.02 0,02 C0,17 0.47 0.07 C0.50

1,03 0.43 0.65 0.23 1,03 0.82 0.76 1,01
51.2 43,5 54.4 48,4 47,7 lg,6 50,7 28.7
1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.03
73.2 1.1 21.5 0.8 59,7 3.9 t8.3 23.1

124.4 44.6 76.0 49.2 107,4 23.5 69,0 51,8
F D E D F C E D

84.6 55,8 36.4 52,9
F E D D

48.4 HCM Level of Service D
0.93

1t4.4 Sum of lost Urne (s) 12.0
91.0% ICU Level of Service E

15

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
6/22/20o9

PeaR~ourfaotor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0,02 0.92 0.92 0o92 0,92 0,92 0,g2 0,e2 0,92
AdJ. Flow (vph) 14t5 t031 1"14 3t5 843 425
RTOR Redudlon (yph) 0 0 228 0 0 t55 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 1415 1051 485 315 843 260 768 912
Con~ P~, (#mr) 30 30 ~0 30 30
Oon~L,,S~k~,(~r) t5 15
TurnTypo Spl~t Pel~n ’$i~llt Perm Pr~’t"
Prorated Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 8
Aotuated Green, G (s) 24.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 24.0 24,0 t2.0 24,0

24.0 24.0 24.0 24°0 24°0 24,0 12,0 24.0
0,24 0,24 0.24 0,24 0,24 0,24 0,12 0,24
4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
3,0 3.0 3.o 3.o 3,0 3,0 3,0 ,~,~o

0,30     043 ~
0.~,         0,13

3,33 t,24 1.40 024 0o99 024 1,86 1,09
38,0 38,0 38,0 35,t 37.~ 38,1 44,0 38,0
1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1,00 t,00 1,00

InctementglDelay, d2 1054.3 tt7.t 194,4 8,8 29.0 8,3 3gB.0
Delay(s) 109’2,3 155.1 232.4 42,0 66.9 43,4 442.0 9/,3
Level of ServR~ F
,~oproach Delay (s)
Approac~ LOS

Interea~on Sumrnarlt
HOM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cap,~0tty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (S)
Intersection capacity Utilization
An,~,p.,~a Periad (rn;n)
� Cdtlcal Lane Group

F F D E O F F
589.5 55.6 284,3

F E F

t,03
100.0 ,Sum of Io~ time (S)

157.1% ICU Level of 8ervloe

0 0 0 213
0 47"/ 1t1’8 120

15 ,i~,
Pret

t 5
8

12,0 24.0 24.0
12,0 24,0 24.0
0.t2 0,~ 0,~
4.0 4,0 4.0
3,0 ~ 0, ,~,0

212

~.0 ~,0
1,00 t,~ 1.00

F F C
235.0

F

F

H
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 7: El Cajon Blvd & College Ave
6/22/2009 209o ÷ CSR ~H PM

Movement
Lane Conflgu~
Ide~d Row (vphp~)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane L~I. Factor
Frt
Rt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Rt Perm~ed

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1600 1900 1900 1900 Ig00 1900 t900 1900 lg00 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.97 0,95 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1,00
1.00 0.94 1.00 0.96 1,00 1.00 0,85 1,00 1.00 0,85
0.95 1,00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1,00

,3433 3326 3433 3402 1770 3539 1583 1770 3539 1583
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00

Satd.Flow(perm) 3433 3325 3433 3402 1770 3539 "1583 1770 3539 1583
Vdume(vph) 379 ’1120 750 300 690 240 400 1083 90 350 1236 123
Peak-hourfaoto~,PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,02 0;92 0.92
Adj. Flow(vph) 412 1217 815 326 750 261 435 1177 98 380 1346 134
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 96 0 0 29
Lane Group Row (vph) 412 1936 0 326 982
Turn Type Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases
Aotu~ted Green, G (s) 15.0 44,0
Effec~ve Grael~ g (s) 15.0 44,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12
Clearance Time (s} 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Ext~nsion (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph} 429 1220
v/sRatto Prot 0,12 c0.58
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor

8.0 37,0
8;0 37,0

0,07 0.31
4,0 4.0
3.0 3.0
229 t049

�0,09 0.29

Incremental Delay, d2 33,2 267’~9
Delay(s) 85.4 305.9
Level of Service F F
Approach Delay (s) 268.8
Approach LOS F
Intemeotion Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capac.~ty ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Iote~’section Capac~ UtJ~zation
Analysis Period (rain)
c Critical La~e Group

O.96 1.59 1.42 0,94
52.2 38.0 56;0 40,4
1.00 1.00 I;00 1.00

214.1 14.8
270,1 55.1

107.5
F

0 0     0    53     0     0    62
0 436 1177    46 380 1343 72

Prot Penn PmL Penn
5 2 1 6

2 6
18,0 36.0 35,0 16.0 34.0 34.0
18.0 36.0 36,0 16.0 34.0 34,0
0,15 0.30 0,30 0.13 0,28 0,28
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3.0 3.0

266 1062 478 236 1003
(:0.25 0,33 0,21 s0,38

0.03 0.05
1.64 1,11 0.10 1.61 1,34 0,16
51.0 42.0 30.3 52.0 43.0 32,3
1,00 1,00 1~00 1.00 1.00 t,00

302,4 62.3 0.4 293.4 159.3 0~8
353,4 104.3 30.7 345.4 202.3 33.0

F F C F F C
163.4 219;4

F F

202.4 HCM Level of Service
1.49

120.0 Sum of lost.time (s)
133.2~.~ ICU Level of Service

15

F

16.0
H

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed.Use
5/28/2009

Movement          EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Idea~Row(vphpI] 1950 19~ 1~0 1~ Ig00
T~I Lo= ~me (s) 4,0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
~ne UB. Fair 0,95 1,00 t,00 0,95 0,97
F~ 1.00 0,85 1,00 ~,00 1,~ 0,85
RtPmt~ 1.00 ~.03 0.95 1,00 0,~
~d.~w~ro~ ~05 t6~5 1805 3539 3~ 1616
Fit Permlff~ 1,00 1,00 0,08 1.00 0,95 1,~
Satd. Flow{p~},. ~05 1615 1~ 583g 3~ t615
V~ume (~) 201t 410 g6 2165 ~0
Peak-hourfa=or, PHF 0,92 0,g2 0,g2 0,92 0.~ 0,~2
Adj, F~(vph) 21~ ~6 1~ 23~ 413 71
RTOR R~lon (~ 0 0 0 0 0 1
~neGmupR~[vph) 21~ ~6 1~ 2~ 413
~ Vehlc~es (%) 3% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Turn T~ p~ov Pe~ Pe~
Pm~d P~ 4 2 8 2
Pe~lffed Pha~ 4 8 2
~edGmen, G(s) ~.0 92"0 48.0 ~.0 ~,0 ~.0

A~at~g/CRa~ . 0~8 0,92 0.48 0.~ 0,~
Ct~ ~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0
Veh~le E~nsl~ (s) 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 ~.0 3,0
LaneG~p(~h) t~ 1615 76 16g~ 1~
v/s Ra~ Pint 0,62 c0,t2 ~,66
vls Rat~ Pe~ 0,~5 0,66

Unifo~ Delay, dl 26.0 0,4 26.0 26,0 t7.8 16,4

Incremental Delay, d2 136.3
Delay (s} 185,3
Level of Servlc=e F
Approach Delay (s) 137,4
Approach LOS F

Interseddon Summary
HCM Average Control Delay

¯ HCM Volurneto Capacity r~o
~tuate~ Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capa(~ity Utigzation
Analysis Period (rain)
c Critical Lane Group

0.1 22gA I77,0 0,4 0,3
0,8 255.4 203.0 18,2 16,7
A F F B B

205.2 18,0
F B

158,9 HCM Level of SeNile

100.0 Sum of lost time (s)

15

8: Montezuma Rd & Collwood BIv~
2030 ÷ ~SR÷SH PM

F

4.0
O
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Plaza Linda Verde Mixed.Use 9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
6/22/2009 203o + CSR SH PM

Movement F-.SL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NSR SBL SST SBR

~ealFiow(vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost t~ne (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/’oil~es
Flpb, pad/bikes
Frt
Rt Protected
Setd. Row (prot)
Fit Permitted
Setd. Flow (perm)
Volume (vph)

4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1,00 0,95 0.95 1,00
1.00 0,99 1.00 0.99 0,98 1.00 %00 0.92
1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 t.00 1,00
1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 0,97 1.00 t.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00

3433 3466 1770 3446 1724 1681 1691 1458
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00
3433 3466 1770 3446 1724 1681 1691 1458
571 1395 117 30 1613 217 60 15 20 575 20 563

Peak-hour factor.PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,$2
Adj. Flow{vph} 621 1516 127 33 1763 236 65 t6 22 625 22 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 436
Lane Group Fiow{vph) 621 1637 0 33 1979 0 0 93 0 315 332 176
Confl, Pads. (#/hr) 30 30 30 30 30 3O 30 30
Confl, Bikes (#/hr) 10 10 10 t0
Tum Type Prot Prot Split Split Petal
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6
Permitted Phases 6
~ Green. G {s) 21.9 48.5 2.3 28,9 16.0 16.0 16,0 16.0
Effective Green, g (s) 21.9 48.5 2.3 28,9 16.0 16,0 16,0 16,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.49 0,02 0.29
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Veh~e Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 761 170t 4t 1006
vls Rat~o Prot ¢0.18 c0.47 0.02 c0.57
vls Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.96 0.80 1.96
Uniform De~. dl 36.5 24.3 48.0 35.0
Progt, easiofl Factor 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00
In¢tementa; Delay, d2 6.3 13.9 69.0 437,1
Delay(a} 43,3 36.2 117.0 472.1
Level of Service D D F F
Approach Delay (s) 39.6 466.3
Approach LOS O F

Intersection Summar~
HCM Average Control Delay 207.7 HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Cap~city ratio 1.25
Actuated Cy~e Length (s) 98.5 Sum of lost time
tntersaction Capacity U~l~zation 112,7% ICU Level of Servioe
Analysis Pedod (rain) 15
c Cdtlcal Lane Group

0,16 0.16 0.16 0.16
4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
279 272 274 236

C0.05 0.19 C0.20
0,12

0.33 1.16 1.21 0.75
36.7 41.4 41,4 39;5
1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00
3.2 104,2 124.1 19.2

39.9 145.6 166.5 58,7
D F F E

39.0 108,6
D F

F

20.0
H

N:\1957’v~elysls\203o~s~ed trip gen\I957 2030 ÷ C~R + SH PM,sy7
Unscntt, Law & Greenspan Engineers

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use !0: Monte~ma Rd & Campanile Dr
6/22/2009 _~0~ ÷ C, SR 8H PM

Movement
EB~L EBT EBR WBL WBT WSR NBL NBT NBR 8BL 8BT BBR
1900 t900    1900 1900    ll)00    193o    1900 190"0       t900 t900 tg00 t9
4.0 4,0     4.0 4.0

Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost tt~le
Lane Ut~L Factor 1,00 0,95
F~pb, pear.as t.00 ~,~
Flpb, ~k~ 1,00 t.00
F~ ~,00 t,00
Fit Pmt~ 0,95 1,00
~td. ~ (pm~} t770 352t
F~Pe~I~ 0,96 1.00

Volume (vph)

4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
1.00 0,93 t,00 0,98 0,9~ 1,00
1,00 0,87 0,g~; 1.00 1,00 1,00
t.0o 1,o0 1,o0 1,00 t,00
1.00 o,97 0,ei 1,00 t,00
0.98 1.oo 0.~ 0,~8 0.~? ~,00
0,98 1,oo 0,~ 0,~8 0,~ t.o0

tWO 3~ ,1690 1681
36 2~ 1202 ~7 32 41 "’ I’~ 978 ~"’

Peak.hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,~2 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,82 0,~ 0,92
~J,F~) 2~ 18~8 ~8 2~ t~ ~ ~ ~ t~ 411 ~ ~RTOR R~u~ (~) 0 2 0 0 ~ 0 0 ~6 0 0 0 ~
~neG~pRow{~h) 2~ 1932 0 2~ I~7 0 0 t72 0 ~1 ~ ~~ Pads, (~hr) 30 30 30 ~0 ~0 ~0 ~0 ~
~,~fl. ~kea (~r), 10, t0 10 t0
Turn ~ p~ Pint S~lt ...... Split .... ~rPmt~ Ph~ea 7 4 3 8 2 2 ~ ~ 7

Actuated Green, G (s) 8.0 46,0
F.ffe~Jve Green, g (a) 8.0 48.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0A6
Cle~’ance "~e (s) 4.0 4.0
Vel~lcre Extension, (a) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 142 1620
v/$ Ratio Prot 0,16 e0,65
via Ratio Perrn
via Ratio 2.01 1,19
Unlform Delay, dl 4~.0
Progression Factor 1,00 t.00
Incremental De~7, d2 480.3 g3.2
Da~/($) 626,3 12o,2
Level of Sewice F    F
Approac;~ Delay (e) 172,5
Appma~ LOS F
Intersection Summs~ ....
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Cap~Ity ratio

Intersection Copadt~ U~lzation
Analysis Pedod (rain)
o .Crltk~l Lane Group

5.0 44,0 16.0 16,0 16,0 8,0
6.0 44,0 16,0 t6,0 16.0

0.06 0,44 0,16 0,t8 0,18
4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0
~,0 3.0 ,3,0 ~,0 $,0 3,0

’ 106 146~ ........ 2~4 ........... 269 274 127
0.16 0.49 o0,11 0,14 �0.t8 00.19

2.87 1,12 0,88
47.0 25,0 ~,6 4t,2    41A    ,~,0
t.00 1,00 1

731.6 ~,~

F F D
188,7

226.~ HCM I~el of Se~l¢~ F
1.12

100,0 Sum of Io~t ~e (~)
t11,3% [OU Le~ otSe~ce H
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Plaz~ Linda Verde Mixed.Use 11: Montezuma Rd & Catoctin Drive
6/22/2009 2030 + CSR SH PM

Movement
Lane Configurations
~deal Flow (vphp~}
Tota~ Lost time (s)
Lane Utll. F~u~or
Frt
Rt Prote~ted
Satd. Flow (prot)
Rt Permitted
Se~, FIO~ (~.~)

EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

1900 1900 i900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 t900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0

1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 t.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.90 0.94
0.95 1.00 0.95 1;00 0.99 0,03

1770 ~ t770 3471 t673 1718
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.94 0.75

1770 3524 1770 3471 t583 13t8
Volume (vph) 60 1338 40 110 612 90 40 40 190 60 20 60
Peak.hourfactor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Row (vph) 65 t454 43 120 665 98 43 43 207 65 22 68
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 11 0 0 26 0
LaneGmupFlewlV,.l~,~,,, 65 1495 0 120 752 0 0 126 0

Prot Perm
3 8 6

Turn Type Prot
Protecte~ Phases 7 4
Permitted PhasesActuated Green. G (s) 7.4 39.3 9.8 41.7
EffeCtive Green, g (s) 7,4 39.3 9.8 41,7
~ted g/C Ratio 0.08 0.44 0.11 0~46
Cle~;ance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0
Vehicle Extension (s} 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 145 1534 t92 1603
v/s Ratio Pint 0,04 c.0,42 c0.07 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
vie Ratio 0.45 0.97 0.62 0.47
Uniform Delay, dt 39.5 25.0 38.5 t6.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 t7.2 6,2 0.2
Delay (s) 4t.7 42.2 44~7 16.9
Level of Service D D O B
Approach Delay (s) 42.2 20.7
Approac~ LOS D C

Intersection Summery
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio
Actuated Cycte Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analys~s Period (m~)
c Critical LaneGroup

33.t HCM Level of Service
0.7t
90.3 Sum of lost time

72.8% ICU Love! of Service
15

0 0 ~
0 0 210

Perm
2

2
29,2
29.2
0,32
4.0
3.0

512

c0.13
0.41
23.8
1.00
2.4

26.3

26.3
C

C

12.0

29.2
29,2
0.32

4.0
3,0

426

0.10
0.30
22.9
1.00
1.8

24.6
C

24.6
C

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
6/27J2009

12: El CaJon BIvd& Monte~ma Road
2030÷ CSR SH PM

Movement EBL EBT. WBT WBR $BL..SBR
Lane Configurations ~ ++ .f.~ ~ ~
Id~lFl~(~hp~ 1900 1900 1900 ~g~ 1903
T~I L~t ~me (s) 4.0 4.0 4;0 4.0 4.0
~neU~LFa=or 1,00 0,95 0,91 0.9t 0,97
FR 1,~ 1,00 1.~ 0,~ ~.~

FltPe~l~ed 0.95 1.00 1.~ ~.03 0.g~ ~.00
~td.Fl~(per~) 1~0 ==3~ 3390 1~1 ~33
Volume(~} 146 780 ~470 .3~4 ~6 112
P~k~ur~, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,~ 0,92 0,~
AdJ, FI~ (~h) 159 ~ 1698 ~1 593
RTOR R~u~on (~ 0 0 0 120 0
~ne~up F~(vp~) 159 ~... ~698 ~ 593
Turn Ty~ ~t Prot P~t
~e=~ Phas~ 7 4 8 8 6 6
P~]~ Phas~
A~atedG~,G(s) 143 58.8 40.1 40.~ 40.1 40.t
E~veGr~n,g{s) 14.7 58.8 ~.1 40.~ 40.1 40.1
A=u=ed g/G Ra~o 0,14 0,55 0,~ 0.~ 0,38
Cle~ran~ ~me (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle ~ens~on (s) 3,~ ....... 3,0 ~ q, ~,0 3,0
Lane G~ Cap (vph) 243 1947 12~ ~t 1288
v/s ~ Ptot ¢0,03 0,~ ~,47 0A5 �0A7 0,08
v/s ~o
vl~o 0.65 0,~ t,26 0.41 0,46 0,08
Unffo~y, dt 43,7 14~ 3~,4 24,6 2~,2 21,~
Progte~enF~r 1,00 1,00 1,~ 1.~ 1,~
Inommen~lDe~, ~ 6,2 0~ 121.9 0,5 ~,2
~(s} ~.9 14.4 I85,3 26,2 26.4 2~.~
Level of Se~/l~e D
A~proach Delay
App~oa~ LOS
Inter~en ~ummaw
HCM Ave~e ~n~ Delay
HCM Volume to Capaci~ ~ffo
A~ated ~e ~ng~
Inte~on Ca~cl~ U~llza~on
An~l~ Pedod (rain)
c Cri~l ~ne Group

B F
20.0 132,4

80.6 HGM Level of Service F
0.83

t 06.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12,0
77,6% ICU Level Of

15
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APPENDIX J

PARKING DATA- "SDSU CAMPUS MASTER PLAN EIR"

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREEI, ISPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

SDSU 2007’ CAMPUS MASTER PLAN REVISION
San Diego, Califomla

June t, 2007
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13.0 PARKING ANALYSIS
t3.1 Parking Supply and Demand
LLG commission~ parking counts in October 2006, while school was in session, in order to
determine the parking supply and demand On campus. The. supply of~ when the counts were
undertaken in October was 13,924 spaces campus-wide.

Table 13-1 lists by hour and category (students, faculty / staff, and sp~al permit) the supply and
demand for each parking lot and ~ on the SDSU Campus counted. From this table it is
possible to determine the peak parking time and the peak parking occupancy for each parking lot and
slxuetu~. In general, parking lots and structures closer to Main Campus buildings have a higher
occupancy level for greater portions of the day than those lots and stru~ that are more distant.

Table 13-2 provides a summary of the data parking supply and demand contained in Table 13-1.
The average peak hour demand for parking based on the summary p~esented ~ between 10:00am
and 11:00am whmz 65% (9,030out of 13,924 spaces) of the paddng lots and structmes are full.

13.2 Future Parking Requirements
Using the above parking count data and the current student headcount enrollment of 33,441 students,
the existing average peak parking demand is 0.27 parking spaces per student.

(9,030 existing parking demand + 33,441 students) = 0.27 parking spaces per student

Using this parking rate, the future demand for student, faculty and sta~ and visitor parking can be
determined. Assuming 44,826 students will be enrolled in the future, the parking demand is 12,103
parking spaces.

(44,826 students * 0.27 parking spaces per student) = 12,103 parking spaces

There are 15,591 parking spaces planned for the horizon year, which is 3,488 parking spaces more
than the calculated demand of 12,103 parking spaces. The table detailing the parking spaces to be
provided over the next ten years, and a map of the existing parking lots/structures can be found in
Appendix O.

Based on the above calculations, no significant parking impact is identified.

LI~COl-I’, LAW & GREEHSPAN, crag/fleers LLG l~ef. 3-06-1691
SDSU 2007 Campus Master Plan Revision
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where

(27-22)

¯ On-StreetOperation

It is difficult to encompass all the va~bles Ihat ~ oa-street fight rail and
streetcar operation in a single formula. However~ the capac~y of on-street light rail may
be greater in certain circumstances than on grade-sepmated, signalized rlghts-of-way,
where higher speeds force the separation between trains to be increased. Vaxiability due
to [raffic congestion has been reduced as a factor, since almost all recently built on-street
light rail lines operate on reserved lanes. A number of older streetcar systems still
operate extensively in mixed traffic and are subjected to the variability in train throughput
caused by traffic queuing, left turns, and parallel parking (24).

The minimum headway between trains operating on street, hos, can be determined
from Equation 27-23. For typical streetcar operations, where more than one streetcar can
be p~sent in a .city block, or for light rail operations whexe the dwell time at the critical
stop is long in cmnparison with the cycle length, dwell times and the effeetive green time
control the minimum headway. For light rail operation where the length of two trains
exceeds one city block, the closest sustainable headway should be at least twice the
longest traffic signal cycle on the on-street portions of the line. This headway minimizes
the chance that two adjacent trains can block an intersection

where

(27-23)

minimum on-street section train headway (s),
effective green time, reflecting reducfive effects of on-street parking
and pedestrian movements (mixed-traffic operation only) as well as any
impacts of traffic signal preemption (s),
cycle length at stop with highest dwell time (s),
maximum cycle length in line’s on-street section (s),
dwell time at calticaI stop (s),
clearance time between successive trains, defined as sum of minimum
cleat" spacing between trains (typically 15 to 20 s or signal cycle time)
and time for cars of a train to clear a station (typically 5 s per car) (s);
cue-tail normal variate corresponding to probability that queues of
trains will form, from Exhibit 27-11; and
~:oefficien.t of variation of dwell times (typically 40 percent for light rail
operation in an exclusive lane and 60 percent for streetcar operation in
mixed traffic).

The closest possible headway
for multiple-car #ght rail trains
in on-street operaffon Is olten
taken to be ~ the longest
traffic signal cycle

8ome transit agencies use the
signal cycle time (C) as the
minimum clearance time

27-29 Chapter 27 - Transit
Methodotooy



Light Rail and Streetcar Capacity

Person Capac#y
The maximum person capacity, P, of light rail and meetcar lines is the number of

trains multiplied by the~ l~ngth, the numl~ of passengers p~ foot of ]ength set by
policy, and a peak-hourfactor. Alternatively, maximum pezson capacity can be
determined by Equations 27-27 and 27-28 ruing the number of trains multiplied by the
number of cars pet train, the maximum allowed passenger load per car, and a peak-hour
factor.

e = TLPm(PHF)= ,3,600LPm(PHF) (27-27)
hn~n

where
= maximum single-track capacity in passengers per peak-h0ur direction

L = train length
Pro = loading level (p/ft), and

PHF = peak-hoarfaetor.

P = TNcPc (PHF) = 3,600NaPe(PHF) (27-28)

where
Ne = numberofcarspertrain, and
Pc = maximum allowed passenger load per car (p).

Speed

Light rall and streetcar travel time is influeazced by the following factors.
¯ Running time required to travel the analysis section if no stops are made. For off-

street sections, the maximum operating speed should be used. For on-street streetcar
operations (whe~ streetcars share a lane with other traffic), the procedures in Chapter 15,
"Urban Streets," should be used. For on-street roll operations in an exclusive lane, either
the posted speed for the street or the speed dictated by signal progression should be used,
whichever is lower. If rail vehicles do not benefit from either traffic signal progression or
traffic signal priority, traffic signal delays should be accounted for when running tim~
are calculated.

¯ Dwell time at stops.
¯ Aeeelesation and deceleration time at stops for boarding and alighting passengers.
For existing light rail and slreetear operations, travel time can be determined either

through a series of travel time measurements or by using the scheduled time between
points. For the purposes of planning fiature transit service, travel time ean be estimated
by the procedures defined ~n Equations 27-29 through 27-32.

Running time, tr, is related to distance traveled and the average free-flow speed
(FFS) for the section being analyzed. FFS is taken to be the posted speed limit for on-

2%31 Chapter 27 - Transit
Methodology
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MEETING MINUTES

Plaza Linda Verde project and th~ Transit
Ridership the project would generate

September 23, 2009

Johll ~oar~l, (LLG)

Laurie Cooper (SDSU)

Dennis De, smond (MRS)

tm ~. 3-08-1857

1. Laurie gave an overview of the project description.

2. John explained that based on the project consisting of student housing and
retail, only a small amount ofzJdership would be added to the transit system.

3. Dennis agreed with John’s opinion of low additional ridet~hip due to the
project.

4. Dennis outlined some of the transit related operational issues that MTS faces
in the area unrelated to the proposed Plaza Linda Verde project.

45~ Rut, s’Sheet
Sure 100

858.300.8810 F

J~sade~a
Costa Mesa
San Diego
Las Vegas
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Plaz~ Und= Verde
FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION CALCULATIONS

DIRECT IMPACTS

)mpelcted Locations

A-1 CollegeAve / Canyon Crest Drive

A-2 College Ave 1Tufa Way

College Ave I Momezuma Road

I~,~,=~-~b’ons ~ (Commun~/.S~v;~g Retail Scenario)

College Ave I Canyon Crest Drive

Ave / Zura Way
B-3 College Ave / Mont~:uma Road

C-1 College Avenue: Canyon Crest Ddve to Zura Way

C-2 Montezuma Road: 55th ~ to College Avenue

Nea~Term Project TPaffio
Existing +                    Total % Fair

Peak Hour Cumulative * ~lsUng
-~n:~;~y. " Co~.~. ’ .... p~ T~a~ .......

~ing Se~lng ~d~t Unbraid. �ommu.~

Re=il Re~ll Ho~tng Sewing ~wlng ~dent

:.,% ;~,~=:,,:’..,~ ..........il 49 9.010 6.714 t,13%
~ & PM 27 ~...:: ;" ,,,. ....... ’. ......;~,,.;: ,.~:. ~’.~.;r.’;’ 49 7,2~ " 5,137 t~e% ~~J~

& PM

....... ~’, ,~

:, .~ . 2~A~% 5.74%

3, F~dr Sha~ ~ = Project Traf~ / (E,~ ÷ OJ~U~ltlVe Projects ¯ Total ptojec:t. ~ T~)
4. Fair Sham Perce~age = Project Traf~ I (E0dstjng ÷ Cumu~allva Pm~:~s ÷Total PtoJs=. ~=~g Traf�ic)



Plozo Unda Verde
FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION CALCULATIONS

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Impacted Locailous PeakHour

~Ave/~ EB Ram~

Ave / ~n C~t Dflve

Ave / ~ Way

Ave I M~u~ R~d

Ave / ~ S~

Ave / ~m~nile Ddve

Long-Term (2030) I~ojoct Traffic

University, Community. Student

F-I College Ave 1 I-8 EB Ramps

F-2 College Ave I Canyon Crest Ddve

F--3 College Ave / Zum Way

F,.4 College Ave / Montezuma Road

Fo5 College Ave / 55th Street

F-6 College Ave / Campanile Drive

F-1 College Avenue:. Canyon Crest Ddve to ZuPa Way

F-2 College Avenue: Zura Wayto College Avenue

1. I~t~ fafr sham ceffatbl~o{ts ~ ¢;)~,dated using ent~g raWa~vo AM and PM peak flour volumes.
2. ,Sogmer4 fair sham �onull~tl~ns =m ¢~¢ulated u~ng ADT volumes,
3.F~r 6h~m Percentage = Nem’-Teml Proje=t Traffic I (Horizon Year + Project o Ex~.t[l~t Tmfflt~)

Toltl % Pair
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NEAR-TERM POST MITIGATION ANALYSIS

LINSCOTT, LAW & GP, EENS~I, eng!neers LLO R�£ 3-08-1857



Plaza Linda Ver~e Mix~d-Use
4/12/2010

¯ Movement
Lme~
Idea~ Flow ~
Tolel Lost time
Lane UtiL F~lor
Frpb, pe~r~.~

R!

vo~u~o (vph)

3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave
Ex + CP ÷ CSR ÷ SH AM (l~,tllgated)

EBL ~ EBR !/~8L V~IT ~R NI~L NaT NBR SBL SBT SI::IR, .
1900 1900 1900 1~00 lg00 1900 1900 1~00 1900 1900 lS00 I~OO4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0

1.00 1.00 1,(30 1.00 1.00 0.91 1,00 0.97 0.9t 0.88
1,00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 t.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.(30 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0.3,q 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 I.OO .0.96 1.00 1.00t798 1506 1828 1583 1770 5085 t506 3433 5085 2787
0.97 ~.OO 0,gs 1.OO 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.OO

179~ 1506 1828 1593 1770 _~_~___~1506 3433 6085 2787
49 19 46 8~ 144 t52 152 935 93 522 1265 706

Pe~k-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Row(vph)        53 21 50 97 157 16~ 165 1018 101 567 1375 76"/
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 45
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 74
conn. Peds. (Mr> 20 20 20
Turn Type Spilt Perm
Pmt~zted Pha~es 4 4 8
Pmmltted Phases 4
Actuated Green. G (s) 10.0 10.0
Sffacfive Green. g (s) t0.0 10.0
Actuate~ g/0 Ra~ 0.10 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
_v_e_ _ht~e Extension (s) 3.0 3,0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 180 151
vls Ratio Prot c0.04
v/s Ra~o Penn 0.00
v/� Ratio 0.41 0.03
UnlfmTn Delay. dl 42,2 40.6

Delay(s) 43.8 40.7
I.m~ of Serv~e D D

&oproach LOS O
Inter,Je~on Summ=y
HCM Ave(age ConVo~ Delay 50,6
HCM Volume to Cap~:tty ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100,0
Intetse~km Capadty Utilization 67.6%

o Cdtlca~ Lane Group

0 0 114 0 0 77 0 0 690
0 254 51 165 1010 24 567 1376 77

20 20 20 20 ~0
Over Pr~ Pe~m Prot Over

8 1 6 2 1 6 4
2

t8.7 31.2 14.9 24,1 24.t 31.2 40,4 10.0
t8.7 31.2 14.9 24,1 24.1 31.?. 40.4 10.0
0,19 0.:}1 0,16 0,24 0.24 0.31 0.40 0.10
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 :3.0 3.0 3,0

342 494 264 1225 363 1071 2054 279
�0,14 0.03 �0.09 �0.20 0.17 �0.27

0.02
0.74 0.10 0.62 0.83 0.07 0,53 0.87     0.27
:~.4 24.5 39.9 36,0 29.3 28‘3 24,3 41
1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,88 0.87
8.4 0.1 4.6 6.6 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0

46.8 24,6 44,6 42.0 29.9 24.g 21,4 144,6
D C O D C C C F

38.1 4t .0 57.0
D D E

HCM Level of ~efvlce D

Sum of lost time (s) 20,0
ICU Level of Se~vl¢e C

Nh185"AAneJysls~Vlltigated AnaIysls~Ex+CP+CSR SH AM.sy7
~, Law & Greenspan F.ng~eers

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use 4: Zum Way & College Ave
4112/2010 ........ ¯ .... m+: c~. ,...,~ + sH .,.,m ..m..,,.,~+_,~)+-~----+- -- .

,,,.,,, - ,,,,..._..,.
1900 lg00 19OO 1~ 1~

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1,00 0.95 1.00 1.OO
0.~ %00 0.95 I+OO 1,00
’I,OO t.00 1,00 1,00 1,00
0.86 1.00 0,66 1.00 1.01]
I.OO ’1.00 t.00 0,1)5 t.OO

IS40 ~$9 14~ 1770
i.oo 1.oo 1,0o o,gs 1.oo

0 100 1374 171 6~;6 1228

Movement

Ideal Flow (~hpl)
Total Lost t~me
Lane Utll,

Rpb.
F~t

~t~. R~ (p~)
Rt ~l~ed

Vel~e (~h)
Peak.hourfactor. PHF 0,~2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.02 0.92
A~J. Flow(vph)         0 10~ 1498 t88 804 1~1~
RTOR Reduction (v~hi
Lane ~’oup Row (vph)

Turn

P~d
~ ~n, G (s)

vl= R~o Pr~
vls R~o ~
vie ~o
Unlfo~ ~, dl
P~on F~
ln~tal DelW. d2
~ (s)

~ LOS
Intem~ Su~ma~
HCM A~+ ~ Delay
HCM Volume ~ ~

� O~ ~ne Group

o 62 14~a ~2
20 .....

Perm P~ "     ’
4

8

o.~ 0.~ o,~ 0,~ 0~
4,o 4,0 4,0 4,o
3.o ,, ~,0 ~ S,0

~,42 0,~4 ~,~
0,~ 0.~
0.07 0.~ 0.13 036 0~
~5 ~.9 12.9 2t,8 ~.9
I.OO ~.00 1,~ 1.~ I,~
0.0 5.9 0.t

12,5 2e,e 13.0 ~,1 ~,?
B 0 B

28.2

26.4 HCM Levl~’ ot ~

~,4 Sum of Ioet ~me (~

N:\161~7~,nalysls’,Ml~lt~ Analy~I~Lx,,Cp÷P,,SR 8H AM.~7
Law & Oreenspen En~lneem



Plaza Llnda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

Movement
Lane ConflOun~tlons
Ideal Row
TOW ~ gme

R~, ~lk~
F~
Rt ~t~
~d. R~ ~)
Rt P~

Vo~me

6: Montezuma R~J & College Ave
Ex ~- CP + C~R + 5H AM (Mitigated}

1~ 1~ 1~ 1~0 1900 1~00 1~ 1~0 1900 1~00
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0
I,~ 0.~ I.~ 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0~1 1,00 1,00 0,95 1.00
I.~ 1.~ 0.92 1.~ 1.00 0.~ 1.00 1.~ 1,~ 1,~ 1.~ 0,92
1.~ 1.00 1.~ 1.~ 1.~ I.~ 1.00 t.~ 1,~
1,~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,00 1,00 0,~ 1.00 %00 0.~     1,00     1.~ 0.85
0.95 1.00 1~ 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,~
1~0 3~ 1~9 1~0 ~9 I~ ~ ~ 1~
0.95 1.00 1.~ 0.~ 1.~ 1.00 0~ 1,~ 1,~ 0,95 1.~ 1.00

1~ ~ 1~ 1~0 3~ 14~ ~3 ~ 1~ 1~0
~ 3~ ~39 ~ ~ ~2 ~ ~ 1~ 183 ~74 178

Peak.ho~faelor, PHl= 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92
Adj. Row (vph) 365 405 15t 60 729 317 013 10t5 175 210 515 193
RTOR Reducffon (v~) 0 0 115 0 0 160 0 0. 175 0 0 155
La~eGroupFlow(vph) 365 405 36 60 729 157 ~13 1016 0 210 515 36

cone. slk=,~r) lS lS 15 t5
Turn Type Sp~t Perm Split Perm Rot NA Ptot Pen~
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5. 2 1 5
Permitted P~ 4 8 6
Actuated Greerl, G ($) 22.9 22.9 229 22,3 22.3 22,3 17,1 29,1 0.0 7.0 19.0
~ffecttve Green, g (s) 22.9 22.9 22.9 22.3 22.3 22.3 17.1 ¯ 29.1 0.0 7.0 t9.0 19,0
Acttmtedg/C Ratio 0.?,4 0.24 0,24 0.23 0.23 0.2~ 0.t8 0.~0 0.00 0.07 0.20 0,20
Cle,sR~mce Ttr~e Is) 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0. 4,0 4,0 4.0
Vehicle Exter~slon Isl 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane GIp Cap (vph) 417 833 343 406 811 334 60~ 152’1 0 127 691 284
v/sRmloP~ot c0.21 0.11 0.03 c0,21 c0.18 0.20 c0.12 c0.15
v/s Ra~o Pent~ 0.02 0,11 0,0~,
v/cRatlo 0,8~ 0.49 0.10 0,15 0.90 0.47 1.02 0,07 0,00 1.65 0,75 0,13
Uniform Delay, all 35.8 ~2.t 29.2 29.9 36.4 32.4 40.1 29.9 48,6 45.t 36,9 32.3
Pro~onFacto~ 1.00 %00 1,00 t.00 t.00 %00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00
Incremerda~ Delay. d2 18.1 0.4 0.1 0.2 12.7 1,1 40.9 2.3 0.0 326.4 7.2 1,0
Delay(s) 54.0 32.9 29.3 30.1 49.1 33.5 81.0 32.2 4~.6 371.5 44.0 33,3
Level of Se~’vlce D O " C

A~proa¢1 LOS D

Int~ Sum~
HCM Average C~I ~Iw 59.7
~M V~ume to ~ ~o 0.95
A~at~ ~e Len~h (s) 97,~

C O C F C D F D
43.6 50,4 116.7

D D F

HCM Level of,~ervlce          E

~m of lost time (s} 20,0
ICU Level of Service D

¯ N:\185"TV~nalyslsWIItigat ed Analysis\F..x+OP+C~R SH AM.sy7
Lir~cott, Law & Greenspan E~lgtnee~

Report
Page 3



Plaza Llnda Verde M’o<ed.Use
~_12/2010 3: Canyon Crest Dr & College Ave

Ex ", CP ÷ ~ + ~H PM (Mltlg~tecr)

EBL E~T EBR W~L W~T WBR NBL NBT .NBR, SBL 8BT SBR

1900 1900 1900    1900    1900    1900    1900    t900    1900    1900    1900    1900
4.0 4.0

1.90 1.00
1.0O 0.95
1.90 1.00
1.90 0.85
0.96 %00

1783 1506
0.96 1

178~ 1506

Movem~lt ,

=d~ Row
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Ut~l. Factor 1o00 1,00 1.0O 0.91 1,0O 0.97 0.91 0.96
Frpb. pad/bikes 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 0.95 t.00 1.00 1,00
Flpb.pedrolkes 1.0O 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 t.00 1.00
Frt to00 0.85 1.00 1,00 0,85 1.0O 1.00 0.85
Fit Protected 0.96 t.00 0.95 1,0O 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00
Satd.Row(prot) 1783 1583 1770 5085 1506 3433 5085 2787
Rt Permitted 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
SatdoROW(,p~m) t783 15~3 t770 5085 1506 3433 8085 2787
Volmzte(vph) 13 281 66 1725 153 284 1447 115Peak-hourfactor~ PHF 0.92 0.92 0.82 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.82 0,62 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow 0~h) 546 61 96 117 14’305 72 1875 t66 309 1573 125
RTOR Redm:tion (vph) 0 0 62 0 0 2~0 0 0 84 0 0
Lane Group Row (vph) 0 607 34 0 131 45 72 t875 92 309 1573 39

Turn Type Split Perm Split Over Prof Perm Prot OverProtected Phases 4 4 8 8 t 5 2 1 6 4
Perrrdtted Phases 4 2
Actuated Gmefl, (3 (a) 24.0 24,0 i2.2 14,7 8.2 3301 :~3.t 14.7 39,6 24.0
Effective Green. g (s) 240 24.0 12,2 14.7 8;2 33.1 33,t 14.7 39.0 24.0Actuated 9~C Rago 0.24 0.24 0,12 0,18 0.08 0.33 0.33 0,15 0.40 0.24
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 ~,.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
LaneGrpCap(vph) 428 361 2t8 233 145 1683 498 505 2014. 669
v/’= Rata Prot c0.34 c0.07 0.0O 0.04 �0.37 ~0.09 ~0.3l 0.0t
v/S Rata Perm 0.02 0.0~
vlcRa~o 1.42 0.09 0.60 0.19 0.50 "L11 0.16 0.61 0.78 0.06
Uniform Delay. dl 38.0 29.5 41.6 37.4 43.g 33.5 23.7 40.0 26.4 29.3
Pmgre~elon Facet 1.0O 1.0O 1.0O 1.90 t.00 1.00 1.0O 1.02 0.84 1.36Incremental Delay. d2 201.5 0.1 4.6 0.4 2.7 60.2 0.7 1.3 ~1.9
Delay(s) 239.5 29.7 48.2 37.8 46.6 93.7 24.4 42.0 24.0
Level of Service F C D O D F C O C D
Approach De~ (s) 210.9 40.4 se,6 27.8
Approach LOS F D F C
Inter~e~lon 8umrnap/
HCM Average Contrel De~y 76.9 HCM Level Of’ Sen,,fce
HCM Volume to Capadty ratio 1.09
Actuated Cycle Lengm (s) 100.0    Sum of lost tJrne (s) 20.0
~nte=ecUo~ Capec~ U=izaUon ~3.4~ ICU Lev~ of Service F
AraWsts ;=edod (m~n)
¢ Cdtical Lane Group

N~I 8b’7’.Anely~$’,Mlt~gated ~.x’..CP+CSR SH PM..~7
IJns~x~t. Law & Gree~span Engfneers

Sync~’o 8 Report
Page 1

Plaza Unda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

Movement
Lane Contlguratlons
I(~el Flow
Total Lost time(s)
Lane Ultl. Fador

Flpb, ped/bl~ea
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Row
Rt Permitted
_Satd. Row (=~) .....
Velume (vph)

4: Zura Way & College Ave

Peals.haul’factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92
AdJ, Row(vph)        0 4~ t764 t~0 204
RTOR ReduUJan
Lane Group F!ow (vph)

Tum Type

Permitted Phases
A~uated Green. G (s)
L=ffe~ve Green, 9 (a)
A=tuated g/C Ratio
C;eatam~ Tim
Veh~e Exte~o~
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
via Ratio Pint
via Ratio Penn

Uniform Delay. dl
Pro~esslon Fa~’er
Increntellt~ Delay.
Oelay

Al:~proa~ Delay ($)    16,2
Approa~ LOS
Intemectl~n Summary,. .
HCM Average Contro~
HCM Volume to (3apadty ratio

Intame~on Capacity Utilization
Anely~ Peded (mln)
c Cdtlcal La~e Group

0 251 0 64    0 0
0 232 17~4 96 204 I~

ouelom Patm

~.0 ~.0 ~.0 ~.0 ~.0
~.0 ~,0 ~.0 ~.0
0.~ 0AS 0.4~ 0.~ 0.~
4.0 4.0 &0 . 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 ~.0

16.9 28.0 t4.4 1~# 28,0
~.~ 1.00 1.~ I.~ ~0
0.2 32.8 0.1 0.2 25.3

18.2 ~.5 14.~ t7.9

48.2 HP.,M L.eve{ of Service

100.9 Sum of lost t~rne (a)’
81.0% ICU Level of 8eMoe O

N~t95~=.na¥sls~MIt]~ated Anely~a’~x÷CP+C;~R SH PM.~j7
Unscott. Law & Greenspa, Englneera



Plaza LJnda Verde ML~ed-Use
4/12/2010

ldeat Row (uphpl)
Total Lcet time (S)
Lane UtlL Facto~

Rpb, ~
F~
Rt Prot~

Rt Pe~ed

Vo~me (~h)

6: Montezuma Rd & College Ave

..... ~ ÷ CP ÷ CSR + SH PM (MIt[gate~)

EBL EBT EBR WBL Vv1~T W~R.,,,,I,,,I~L NBT NBR SBL SBT, SBR

1900 19~0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19~0 I~00 1900
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95 t.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.91 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00
1.00 1,00 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.92
1,00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00’ 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00
1.00 1,00 0,85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1,00 1.00 0~85 1.00 1,00 0,85
0.95 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1770 3539 1456 1770 35~9 1455 3433 5085 1445 1770 3539 1456
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00 1.00
1770 3539 1456 1770 353~ 14.55 3433 5085 1445 1770 3539 1456
778 880 572 276 868 355 525 709 101 ~47 932 209

PeaP..hourfa~tar, PHF 0.92 O.92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,~2 0.92
Adj. Row (~q~lt) 846 957 622 300 726 386 57t 771 110 377 1013 227
RTOR Reduc~on (vph) 0 0 249 0 0 272 0 0 93 0 0 170
Lane Group Flow (vph) 846 957 373 300 726 114 57! 771 I7 ’ 377 1013 57
Confl, Peds. (#~hr) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
ContL Bikes (#,/hr~ 15 ’~5 15 15
Turn "t*ype Split Perm ,Spl~t Peml Plot Petal Pint Perra
Protected Pha~es 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6
Pem~ltted Phases 4 8 2 6
Ac~uatedGreen.G(s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.0 16.0 16.0 22.0 24.0 24.0
EffectlveGreen, g(s) 24.0 24~0 24.0 23.5 23.5 23.5 14,0 16.0 16;0 22.0 24,0
Ac~Jated glC Ratio 0.24 0,7.4 0.24 0.23 0.2;3 0.23 0.14 0;16 0;18 0,22 0,24, 0.24
Clearance Time ($) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0
Vehicle Exteflsk~ ($~ 3.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 ’ 3,0
Lane C-~p Cap (vph) 419 837 344 410 819 3~7 474 802 228 384 837 344
v/s Ratio Prot c0.48 0.27 . 0.17 c0,21 �0.17 0.15 0,21
v/s Ratio Perm 0,26 0.08 0.0t 0,04
v,’cRatlo 202 1.14 1.08 0,73 0.89 0.34 1,20 0.96 0.08 0,95 1,21 0.17
Untfom~Delay, dl 38,B 38.8 38.8 38.1 37.7 32.5 43,8 42,4 3~.4 39.6 38.0 30,8
Progression Factor 1.00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incrementa~Delay, d2 467,0 78.6 73.0 6,6 11.3 0,6 110.7 23.7 0.6 40,9 105.7
De~y(s) 505.7 117.3 111.8 42.7 49.1 3~.I 154.4 66,1 37.1 80.4.144.5 3t.9
Level of Service F F F D D C F E D F    F C
Approach Delay (s) 251.4 43.3 98.5 113.7
Approach LOS. F O F F
lntersectlmt Summan/,
HCM Average Contro~ Delay 144.5 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capedty ra~o 1.35
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 101.5 Sum of lost time (s) t6.0
Intersection Capad~ Utl,~zati’on 1t5,6% ICU Level of Service H
An~ysls Period (rain) 15
c Cdtlcel Lone Group

" N:\185"P, An~y~ts~tflga~ed Analy~s~:x+C P+ CSR SH PM.Sy7
Ltnscott, Law & Groonspon Englneet~

~’y~chro 6 Report
Page 8



LONG-TERM (2030) POST MITIGATION ANALYSIS

LLG Re£ 3-08-1857
Plaza Linda Verde



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2 010

Penk-hourfacto~’,PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad~, ROW (vph) 64~ 0 2797
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2
Lmm Group Row 0~ph) 645 0 2795
Conft. Pads. (#/h~ 20 20
Tum Type custom ~u~torn

Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 59,0 59.0
F.~fec~ve Greer~ g ($) 59.0 59,0

0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0 1386 355 0 1440 330
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1386 355 0 1440 33O

20 20
Free Free

2           6
Free            Free

33.0 100,0 33,0 100,0
33.0 100.0 ~3.0 1,00.0

Actuated g/G Ratio 0.59
Clearance "t~me (s) 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0

v/s ~o Pint
vls ~o P~ 0.~
vlc ~o
UNf~ ~, dl 10,4

I~ De~, ~ 0,1

~ LOS

HGM Av~ ~ D~
HCM V~ ~ ~ ~
~~(=)
tm~ ~ ~n
~ P~
c ~G~

160,0

O°59
4.0
3,0

2026

1.38
20.5
1,00

174,0
194.5

F
0.0

0,33 1.00 0.33 1,00
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

1678 1536 1168 t~36
0.27 c0,41

023 0.2t
0.~ 0.23 1.23 0.21
30,9 0,0 33.5 o,o
t,~6 1.oo 0.78 1.oo

2.1 o,1 11o.9 0.3
5o.1 o,1 137,2 0,3

O A F A
39.0 1tl.7

D F

1t7.S
1.33

100.0
t05.2%

t5

HCM Level of Ser~e

Sum o~ lost time (s)
ICU Level of.Service

F

G

N:\1857Vma~sis~MIt~gated hJ’,ely~ + CSR ÷ SH AM.sy7
Unsco~ Law & Gmenspen Eng~eem

Syncflro 3 Report
Page 1

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

Movement
Lane Con~umt~
Ideni Flow
Total Lo= ~me
~ne U~L F~or
F~b.
FI~, pe~blkes
F~
F~
~t+, R~
Rt Periled

3: Canyon Crest Dr & Collie Ave

1~0 1~ 19~ 1000 t~0 1~ 1~0 t~ ~200 1~0
4,0 4,0 4.0 #,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0      4,0      4,0

1.~ 1.00 1.00 1~ t,~ 0.9t 1.~ 0,~ 0.9t 0,~
1.~ 0.9~ t,00 1,00 ~,00 t,00 0,~5 1,00
1,00 I.~ 1,00 ~,~ 1,00 1.00 I,~ 1,~ 1.~
1,~ 0.~ 1.~ 0.~ 1,~ 1,00 0~ 1,00 1.~ 0,~
0.97 1,00 0.98 1,~ 0,95 t,~ 1~ 0.95 1.~

0.~ 1.00 0,~ t.~ 0,~ 1~00 t,~ 0,95
1799 ~5~ I~0 1~ t~0 ~ ~ ~

103 41 70 lS~ 14~ ~’ ~ 1~ 1~ ~4~
Peak-hourfactor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,9~ 0,02 0.~ 0.02 0.92 0,~ 0,~ 0,~
~,R~h) 112 ~ 76 142 102 ~ ~ 1~’ ~ 8~2 ~t~ t410
RTOR R~n (~h) 0 0 ~ 0 0 1~ 0 0 1~ 0 0 ?~
~e~pR~(~h) 0 I~ 14 0 3~ ~ ~ I~ ’ ~ 812 ~18 ~

NRI ~’/V~na~ysls\Mltlgated ,,Vin~ ÷ CSR ÷ 8H AM.~y7
P~e 2



Plaza Linda Verde M’~xed..Use 4: Zura Way & College Ave
4/12/2010 2030 ÷ P-~R ÷ SH AM (Mitigated)

,Movement
La~e Conf~ura~ns
Ideal Row (vphpl)
To~ Lo~-t time
Lane UtiL Factor
Frpb.
Rpb,

Rt Prote~ted
Sate. Fk;w (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd, Flow (perm)
Volume 0~)

W~L WBR~ NBT NBR SBL,,,SST ,,,
F ~ ~’ "~ ’H’

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0.S5 1.00 1.00 0.95
0,95 1.00 0;92 1.00 1.00
i,00 t.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
0.86 1.00 0.85 t,00 1.6O
1.6O 1.00 1.00 0,95 1.6O
1533 3539 1455 1770 3539
1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1,00

1533 3539 1455 1770 3539
0 128 1564 200 530 1475

Peak-,hourfa~:)r. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0;92 0,92 0.92
AdJ~Flow(vph)        0 139 1700 217 630 1603

0 74 ’ 0 92 0 0
0 ~5 t700 125 630 1603

20 20 20
cu~om Penn Prot

4 1 6
8 4

47.0 47,0 47.0 45.0 45,0
47.0 47,0 47,0 45.0 45.0
0.47 0,47 0.47 0.45 0.45

4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0

721 1663 684 797 1593
c0.48 0.36 c0,45

0.04 0.09
0,09 1.02 0,18 0.79 1,01
142 26,5 15.4 23.5 27.5
1.00 1.00 I~6O 1.00 t.00
0.1 27~9 0.t 5,4 24.t

14.7 " 54,4 t5.5 28.3 51.6
B ¯ D B C D

50~0 45,2

46,3 HCM Leve~ of Ser~ce
t.01

100,0 Sum oflost tJme
93.6% ICU Level of

15

D

F

N~1857~atysts’,Mlflgat ed Analysis~030 + CSR + SH PJVI.Sy7
Unscott, Law & Gree~span Englneem

Synchro 6
Page 3

E

N.~135"/’~aly~;s~tl~at~d Analysl~206o ÷ CSR ÷ 8H AM,~f7
Llns~ott, Law & eree~spart F-tiglneer~



Plaza IJnda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

9: Montezuma Rd & 55th St
2030 + CSR + 5H AM (Mitigated)

~ EBT EBR ~, ,WgT WSR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
t900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1gO0

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 1.3O 0.95
t.00
1.00 1.00 0.~;
095 1.00 1.00

t770 3539 1506
0.95 1.o0 1.00

1770 3339 1506
26    20 1194 375

1.00 0.95’ 0.95 1.00
0.99 1.00 1.00 0
t.00 1.00 1=00 1.00
0.98 1.00 t.00 0.85
0.97 0.95 0.96 1.00

1749 t681 1696 1450
0,97 0.95 0.96 1.oo
t749 1681 1~ 1450

50 15 lO 143 10 202Peak..hourfacto~.PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92Adj. Flew (Vph) 1211 679 28 22 1298 408 54 16 11 155 11 220RTOR Redu~Jo~ (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 134 0 0 0 0 0 t87Lane Group Flow (vph) 121t 704 0 22 1299 274 0 75 0 81 85 33Cong. Peals. (#./r~’) 30 30 30 30 30 30 3O 3O
Con~. Bikes (~ 10 t0 t0 t0Turn Type Prot Prot pm÷ov Split Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 S 2 2
Pemlitted Phases 8 ’ 3ActUelted Green. G (s) 29.0 55.3 3.1 29.4 45.4 lS.0 10.0 10.0 18.0Effective Green. g (s) 29.0 55.3 3.t 29.4 4~A 18.0 16.0 16.0 16.0

0.03 0.28 0.43 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.,0 4,0
3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3 0
52 978 64,3 263 253 255 218

0.01 ~0.37 c0.06 c0,04 0.05 0.05
0.12 0.02

0.42 1.33 0.43 0.29 0,32 0,33 0.15
~0.9 33.5 21,4 40.1 40.3 40.4. 39.3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

5.5 154.4 0.5 2,7 3.3 3.5 1.5
59.2 192.9 21.8 42.8 43.7 43.9 40.8

E F C D D D D
150# 42.8 42.1

F D D

A=tuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time
V~nlcle Extenslo~
~ Gm ~ (~h)
vls ~ ~t

vie ~
U~ De~, dl
P~ F~

0.27 0.52
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

936 1820
c0,35 0,20

1.29 0.39
33.7 15,4
t.00 1.00

Incremental Delay. d2 140.2 o.1
De~W (s) 178.9
Level ~ ~ F B
~ ~1~ (s) 1 ~8.7
~ LOS F

HCM A~e ~ O~
HCM V~ ~ ~ ~
~ C~ L~ (s)
Im~ ~ U~l~

c Cdff~ ~

123.5 HCM L~vel Of Se~fce F
0.97

106,4 ~um of ~t time (s) 16,0
88.1% |CU Leve~ of ~ E

15

N:\18b"7~J1aly~s~Itigated ,~Ia~sls~.2030 + C~R ~" ~H AM.sy7
urge, Law & Green~an Engineer.

R~port
Pages

Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Tot= Lo~t time
La~e Utll. Factor

Rt
~td, ~ ~t)
Rt

I0: Montezuma Rd & Campanile Dr
2030 * ¢SR * 8H AM,

4.0 4.0        4.0 4~              4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1.00 0.~ 1.00 0.98 t.00 t.~ 0.93 0.35 t.~
1.~ 0.~ t.~ 0.93 t.~ t.~ t.~ t.00 ’I.~t.00 1.~ t.00 1.~ 1.~ t.~ 1.~ 1.~
1.00 0.~ 1.~ 0.~ I,~ 0.~ I.~ %000.95 t.~ 0.~5 ~.00 0.~ t.~ 0.95 0.~ 1.~
t~0 ~ 1770 ~8 t816 t~ 1~1 I712

_.,~d. Flow(perm) ...... 1770 ~ I770 3d38 !~,,,,I~83 t~1 17t2, ~
V~u~ (~) 191 7~ ~ ~ i~I 271 ~ 30 108 126 20 I~Pe~ur~or, PHF 0.92 0,~ 0.~ 0.92 0,~ 0,92 0,~ 0.32 0.92 0.~ 0,~ 0,~AdI. R~(~) 208 ~2 4t 1~ 1~ ~5 37 ~8 114 t~ ~ 212RTOR Reduotlon (vph) 0 3

Group Row (vph) 208 ~g0

hwmmentel Delay, d2 257°3
Delay (=) 3O4.3 33.0
I.ev~ of Service F C

.~prom~ LOS

,i~ Summ~~

Inte~ O~a~ UO~on

c Cd~ ~e

0 0 t8 0 0 0 114          0          0
0 t08 1713 0 .0" 70 0 80 8B 17

30 30 ~ 30 =0lO I~ ....... ’ !o ,,Pmt 8p~ NA 8~      O~
3 8 2 2

10,3 4~,0 10,0 0,0 Iti,0
10,3 4~,0 1�,0 0,0 10,0 18,0 8,0
0.10 0A~ 0,1~ 0,00 0,I0 0,I0 0.~
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

0.80 1,1~ 0,25 0,00 0.S0 0,82 0,13
43,9 28,0 373 81,0 ~,1 36,1
1.00 1.00 1,~ t.00 1.~ t.00     1
5,6 ~.4 ~0 0,0 2,9 ~,I 0.~

~,5 ~,4 ~9.8 61,0 4t,0 4t,2
D F D O D D D

o.ot
t 02,0 sum o¢ IoM time (~} 12,o

N:\I 0~/Vc¢y~la~AIt~gat~l Anely~t=~.030 * CSR * SH AM .~/7



Plaza Linda Verde MixedJ, Jse 2: I-aEB Ramp & College Ave
4/12/2010 2030 + C~R SH PM (Mitigated)

Ac~ated g/C Rat~ 0.44 0.44
~11me (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehlde Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1470 1528
v/s Rat~o Prot
vl$ Ratio Perm 0.27 0.36
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.31
Untfom~ Delay, dt 21,2 24,1
Progression Factor 1.00 1
incremental Delay, dP 0.3 3.3
Delay (s) 22,0 27.4.
Level of See’vice C C
,~proadt Delay (s) 26.1
Approadl LOS C
Intersection Suroroa~
HCM Avenge Control Delay 35.8
HCM Voluroe to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0
Interse~on Capadty Utilizatfon 77.8%
Analysis Period (m~n) 15
c Critical Lene Group

o,o
A

0,46 1,00 0.48 1.00
4.0
3.0 3,0

2415 1536 1681 1536
C0.52 0.38

�0.78
1.10 0.76 0.79 0.34
26,2 0.0 22.1 0.0
1.09 1.00 0.72 1.00
46,6 0.3 3,0 0.5
75,3 0.3 19,0 0,5

E A B A
52,3 13.6

D

HCM Level of

Suro of lost time
ICU Level of Service

O

4.0
D

N:\l~ysis~lltlgated Analysis,,2020 + CSR ÷ SH PM.sy7
L]nscott. Law & Gree~span IF~glneers

Synchro 6 Repo~t
Page I

4,0 4,0
1.00 1
1,00
1.00 1,00
1.00 0,BB
0.96 1

1782
0,~

70 1~ 20~

4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
t.00 1,00 1,00 0,9t t,00 0,g/ 0,91 0,~1
1,00 1,00 1=00 1,00 0,9~ 1,00 1,00 t,00
1,~0 %00 t~0 1,00 t,00 1,00 1,00
1,00 0,8~ 1,00 1,00 0,85 t,~ 1,00

17~ 1~ 1~0 ~8 t~0~ ~ ~0~
0.~ t,00 0.~ t.~ I,~ 0,~ I.~ 1,00

~ ~3’ 1~ ~ I~ ~3 ’~921 189
Peak-hourfactaroPHF 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) ~8 ’ ?~ 132 225 2~ 5~0 11~ 2~9 ~03 406 19/’9 20~
RTOR Redu~on lvp~)
Lone Group Flow (vph)

Turn T~
P~e~ P~ons 4 4
P~I~ P~$~ 4
A~=~ G~en. G (s) 20.0 20,0
~ve G~n, g (e) 20.0 ~.0
A~t~ ~C R=lo 0.~ 0.~
Clea~ ~e (s) 4.0
V~e ~e~on (s) 3.0 3.0

vie R~o Pint
v/s R~o P~
vie ~tio 2.17
UnWo~ DelW, dl 40.0 ~.4
P~re~l~ Fa=o~ 1.00

¯ ~n~men~ Dell, d2 ~7,6 0.4

L~el of 8e~ice F
App~ch Delay (s) 498,3
~p~ LOS F

HCM A~ge O~ Del~
HCM Volume to ~pad~ m~o 1

Int~on ~p~ U~l~Oon    1~.1~
~=ysls Ped~ (rain)
~ Cdti~ ~ Group

0 0 67          0 0 210 0 0 8~ 0 0 112
0 ?74 ~ 0 2~1 ~75 11~ 2~49 117 40~ 19~9

8~lt P~"’Spltt ~er P~ Pe~ P~ Over
8 1 ~ 2 ~ 8 4

152 ’12,~ 7,3 3,.0 ~.0 12,3 4t.0 20.0
15.7 12,8 7,B 3,,0 3,,0 1,,~ 41,0 20.0
o,1, 0,12 0.~ o,~, 0,~ 0,t2 0,41,,o ,,o

0,~
0,~ t.92 0,89     1~9     0.~     0,~6     0,gG     0,17
41.4 4~,g ~,0 3~0 22.2 48,~ 28,5 33,1
1.00 1.00 1
2~,5 4~,1 47,8 t~9,9 0,~ ~,3 7,0 0,t
69.8 47~,0 93# 21%9 23,1 71,6 ~.~ ~,0

N:\1857\Analysls~lltigated ~aly,Jls~,2030 + CSR .~ SH PM.sy7 ~yl~rO 6 I~poff
Unscott, Law & Gl~e~,~pan ~nglnee~ Peg~ 2



Plaza Linda Verde Mixed-Use
4/12/2010

Movement         WBL WB~ NBT NBR SBL SBT

IdealFIow(vphp~ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost fJrne (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Ut0. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95
Fq>b,l~d/bikes 0J~5 1.00 0,92 1.00 1.00
Flpb. ped/bIP.~s t.00 1.00 1.00 t.00 1.00
Frt 0.~6 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
SaM. Flow(prot) t533 353~ 14,55 1770 35~9
Fit Permitted 1.00 t.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
SatdoRow(perm) t5~3 353~ 1455 1770 3539
Velume(vph) 0 664 1974 204 315 1834

4: Zura Way & College Ave
2030+ CSR 8H PM (MIt~geted)

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Ad], Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Row (vph)

"rum Type
Protected
Pan~ Phases
Actuated Green, G ($)
Effecthm Green, g (s)
Actuated glC
Ctearanes 11rne (s)
Vehicle Ex~slon
Len~ GW Cap
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s ~ Perrn
vie Ra~o
Unlform Dgay. d~
Progression Factor
Inoremantel Delay, d2
Oe~ay (s)
Leve~ of ,~’vles
Appmadn De~y (s) 18.5
&opro~h LOS

HCM Average Con~ DerBy
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Ad~uated Cycle Length
Interaction Capadty Utillzat~on

c C~ca~ Lane Group

0 722 2146 222 342 1993
0 383 0 78 0 0
0 339 2146 144 342 1993

20 2O 20
custom      Penn

4       1 6
8 4

47.0 47.0 47.0 45.0 45.0
47,0 47,0 47.0 45.0 45.0
0.47 0.47 0.47 0.45 0.45
4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

721 166~ 684 797 t89~
c0,61 0.19 �0,56

0.,?.2. 0.10
0.47 1.29 0.21 0.43 1,25
18.0 26.5 15,6 18.7 27,5
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1

0,5 135.3 0,2 0,4 118.4
18.5 161.8 15.7 19.1 145,9

B F B B F
148.t 127.3

F F

121.9 HCM Leve{ of Se~ioe
1,27

100.0 Sum of lost time
104.3% ICU Level of

15

F

8.0
G

N~1~y~ts~VIIUg~ted ~,-~330 ÷ CSR ÷ SH PM,sy7
Unseott, Law & Gmenspon Engineers

Piaza Unda Verde MIxed~Use
4/12/2o~0 ......

Movement
Lane
Ideal Flow
Tot=d ~ ~me (s)
~e U~I.

Rpb,
FR
Rt P~

Rt P~

Volu~ (~)

8: Montezuma Rd & College Ave
20=0 ÷ ¢SR 8H PM

~ ~ ’+~

1,00 1.00 1,00 I,~ I.~ ",~ I.~ %=     I.~ I.~ %=

Peak=hour factor. PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.~2 0.92 0,92 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92
A~J, Flow(vph)      1415 1051 7t4 5t5 843 4~8 7~ 8~0 ~8 4?? t178 ~
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 199 0 0 17t 0 8La~eGroupRow(v~h) 1415 1051 516 8t8 843 257 7~1 912
Conn. Peds. (~r) S0 :~0 30 $0 ~0
conn. Bikes Qf/nr) t5 15
Tum Type Split Penn Split Perm Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 8 B 5 2Permitted Phases 4 8
A~uatedGreen. G(s) 320 32,0 32,0 18.0 1800 18,0 t5.0 24.0

¯ Effective G~een, O (s) 32,0 82.0 92.0 t8.0 18,0 t8,0 t5,0 24.0
Amuated g/C Ratio 0.82 0.32 0.$2 0.16 0.t0 0,t6 0,15 0,24
ClesranceTIme (s) 4.0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0
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San Diego State University is propos

ing the construction of the Plaza Linda

Verde project to provide 400 units of

housing and 90,000 square feet of relat-

ed services, In suppor~ of the proiect, a

traffic impact analysis was conducted.

The traffic analysis concluded that the

amount of projected traffic increase

generated by the proiect constituted

a ’"significant impact" at cedaTn street

and intersection locations w’thin the

proiect vicinity. Therefore the study rec-

ommends that the project contribute

its "fair share’" of the costs of a seres of

"mitigation measures.

COUNTERPRODUCTIVE

MITIGATION MEASURES

These measures, as depicted to the

right, include a number of road widen

ings and restriping that would increase

the vehicle capacity of these roadways

and, therefore, might help traffic flow.

While SDSU is willing to pay its fair-share

towards construction of these improve

nnents, the improvements wouJd likely

discourage, rather than encourage, pe

dest~an movement and, as such, they

ill



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

are inconsistent with the goals of a series of adopted plans, including the City of San Diego General

Plan.

¯ QUESTIONING THE USE OF LEVEL OF SERVICE ALONE AS THE METRIC
Those who crafted this report come from the ranks of the architecture, engineering, and planning profes-

sions who are not convinced of the wisdom of emphasizing "’Level of Service" and allowing it to super-

cede the inherent benefits of contemporary 21 st Century urban design. The use of Level of Service ILOS}

to determine level of significance is inappropriate in a urbanized/university campus setting.

The following bullet points borrow heavily from insights and arguments made by a major California city

that challenged the use of LOS to determine level of significance in a setting with a high pedestrian popu-

lation:

Travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private

automobile in general terms and in particular at university campus settings such as SDSU.

¯ The historic pattern of dense development and the limitations of SDSU’s street network mean that

there will always be competition between transportation modes for limited road space.

¯ The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that potential significant adverse environ-

mental impacts be analyzed and mitigated. CEQA grants broad authority to municipalities to implement

its provisions. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR} is required when it is determined that a project may

cause significant adverse environmental impacts as defined by California statute and guidelines. With re-

gard to Plaza Linda Verde, San Diego’s local guidelines were used as a metric to analyze traffic impacts

called the Level of Service (LOS}, which runs from level ’A,’ or free flow of traffic, to level ’F,’ or total con-

gestion, to determine whether the proposed project causes any significant impacts. This would include

an environmental impact of increasing air pollution due to low speed auto travel. These guidelines could

require preparation of an EIR if a bicycle lane, the development of a mixed use high-density project, or

other project might degrade the LOS at an intersection to levels ’E’ or ’F’. Such a degradation would, ac-

cording to the City of San Diego metric, be designated as adverse impacts to the environment, because

in decades past, slow moving traffic theoretically led to ’hot spots’ where pollutants accrue to levels that

can cause harm to the environment and people. But it is notable that automotive emission control tech-

nology has advanced over the intervening decades such that slower traffic is unlikely to cause any ’hot

spots,’ thus obviating CEQA’s concern over LOS as a measure of environmental impact.
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I~ Invariably, mitigating LOS through increasing roadway capacity degrades environmental quality by

increasing vehicle trips and vehicle volume and consequently increasing air pollution and greenhouse

gas pollution, and increasing danger for bicyclists and pedestrians.

I~ LOS measures auto delay at intersections, not mid block, and ignores all transit, pedestrian and bi-

cycle delay and safety.

~ LOS analysis does not account for modal shift, where reduced motor vehicle capacity encourages

auto trips to shift to other travel times, routes or travel modes.

I~ LOS, as constructed, favors the incumbency of the automobile, an inefficient mode of transportation,

at the expense of bicycles, pedestrians, and public transit.

~- LOS as a metric does not recognize that projects such as on-campus student housing with services

within walking distance, transit lanes, bicycle lanes, traffic calming, and sidewalk widening may reduce

auto LOS but increase capacity for non-automobile modes, which can increase the total number of per-

sons moving through a given corridor.

~ LOS does not take into account relationships and conflicts among modes, such as the interplay be-

tween higher traffic speeds, higher flows, broader roadways, lateral separation and the negative, harmful

consequences of those factors to pedestrian safety.

~ LOS does not take into account the qualitative impacts on all users, including safety both real and

perceived as well as trip quality.

Therefore, automobile LOS analysis alone is not an appropriate metric for assessing environmental im-

pacts and for analyzing projects that may improve overall environmental quality and it is imperative to

consider and implement significance criteria under CEQA that will more accurately analyze and predict

traffic- and transportation-related environmental impacts.
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COLLEGE AVENUE AT MONTEZUMA
NORTH ~ NOT TO SCALE

Lighting

In serving the state’s higher education needs and. thereby, providing a substantial benefit to the region,

BDSU must balance the demands of pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular modes of transpor~aBon in the local

community in order to serve its expanding enrollment and diverse population. Because the campus is

bisected by College Avenue, a maior arte~al, it is desirable that the campus create a safe and efficient

traffic flow along and across College Avenue for both vehicular and pedestrian traffic.

in furlherance of that goal, the authors suggest an alternative that places an emphasis on the pedestrian

with wide sidewalks, narrower crossings, enhanced pavements, and pedesffian amenities such as outdoor

dining, outdoor mercha ndise displays, public art, information kiosks, street furniture, special pedestrian lighting

and ample shade and vegetation, Specifically, the design includes two 7 foot parallel parking lanes, two 6

foot Class 2 bike lanes, four travel lanes (two norlhbound, two southbound} a southbound left turn lane, and

an 8-foot landscaped median. This alternative demonstrates how the various components (automobile,

pedestrian, highways, sidewalks, trees and plazasI can be scaled, positioned, and balanced to create an

alluring and landmark "public place" that serves as a transportation element and a destination. We urge

the decision makers to consider the oppodunity that exists to take a justified depadure from "business as

usual" and instead create a signature gateway elemenl where the vigor and dynamics of a major center

of learning are placed at a key entry point





SDSU Plaza Linda Verde EIR
Figure 1.0-11

Proposed Site Plan



INTRODUCTION

San Diego State University is proposing the construction of the Plaza

Linda Verde project to provide 400 units of housing and 90,000 square

feet of services. (A more complete project description is included in

Appendix 1 }. In keeping with the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA}, as part of the development process, a traffic impact analysis

was conducted, which will be a component of the Environmental

Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the project. The traffic analysis

assessed the potential impacts associated with the development.

The study concluded that the amount of projected traffic increase

generated by the project constituted a "significant impact" at certain

street and intersection locations within the project vicinity. Therefore

the study recommends that the project contribute its "fair share" of

the costs of a series of "mitigation measures. These measures include

a number of road widenings and restriping that add lanes to College

Avenue and expand the size and vehicular traffic intensity of the

College Avenue / Montezuma Road intersection.

These proposed "improvements", if implemented, would increase

the vehicle capacity of these roadways and, therefore, might help

traffic flow, but they would likely discourage, rather than encourage,

pedestrian movement and, as such, they are inconsistent with the

goal of a pedestrian-oriented college community. This emphasis

on driver comfort at the expense of the student/pedestrian directly

countermands the goals of the Plaza Linda Verde Plan, the SDSU

Campus Master Plan, the College Area Community Plan, and the City

of San Diego General Plan.

The authors of this report share a concern that the mitigation

measures derived from the traffic analysis will compromise the

promise and potential of the Plaza Linda Verde project. This report

maintains that the proposed mitigation measures are a product of

the emphasis on LOS, a commonly applied mid-20th Century impact

criteria that places a higher priority on traffic flow and driver comfort
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at the expense of community building. Twenty-first Century planning

now focuses on the enhancing of the pedestrian and transit-oriented

experience, sustainable design practices that focus on community-

building, place-making, pedestrian safety, street life, alternative

transportation, and the reduction in the need for, and use of, the

automobile. Those who crafted this report come from the ranks of

the architecture, engineering, and planning professions who are

not convinced of the wisdom of emphasizing "Level of Service" and

allowing it fo supercede the inherent benefits of contemporary 21st

Century urban design.

This report presents an examination of the emphasis on "Level of

Service" (LOS) that drives contemporary traffic analysis, and the

mitigation measures that result from this emphasis. This report also

proposes an alternative approach to the matter of traffic congestion

in the vicinity of the Plaza Linda Verde project. The report proposes

that the mitigation emphasis be shifted from the vehicle to a shared

emphasis with the vehicle and pedestrian. It recommends realigning

design emphasis from providing additional vehicle capacity to

providing narrower vehicle travel lanes to slow traffic and providing

wider sidewalks with enhanced pavements and pedestrian

amenities.

This report voices this challenge to the LOS status quo in a general

narrative argument.
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PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

if the determination of significance is adopted, and if the mitigation

measures proposed to address the significant impacts of the project

are enacted and not overridden, SDSU will be required to contribute

their "fair share" to fund certain roadway improvements. Specifically,

the Traffic Analysis proposes a number of mitigation measures ranging

from resfriping, to additional turn lanes, and additional through

lanes. The following is a list of the primary roadway improvements

recommended by the traffic study under the Near-Term (2015)

and Long-Term (2030) scenarios to mitigate the significant impacts

identified by the study. They are listed below and depicted on the

facing page (Exhibit 2).

Near-term (University/Community, serving retail scenario) intersections

and street segments

AN ADDITIONAL NORTHBOUND LANE ON COLLEGE AVENUE NEAR
CANYON CREST:
Mitigation Measure B-l: College Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive.
"Contribute a fair-share towards restriping College Avenue to provide

an additional (third) northbound through-lane from 500 feet south of
the Canyon Crest Drive intersection to the I-8 eastbound ramps."

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AT COLLEGE AVENUE/ZURA WAY INTERSECTION;

ALTERNATIVELY, AN ADDITIONAL SOUTHBOUND LEFT TURN LANE ON

COLLEGE AVENUE AT MONTEZUMA ROAD:

Mitigation Measure B-2: College Avenue/Zura Way. "Contribute a

fair-share towards the provision of a traffic signal at the intersection." As

an alternate mitigation to providing a traffic signal at this intersection,

prohibit southbound left-turns, which would require "an additional

southbound left-turn lane at the College Avenue/Montezuma Road

intersection."
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ADDITIONAL WESTBOUND AND SOUTHBOUND LEFT TURN LANES ON

COLLEGE AVENUE AT MONTEZUMA ROAD:

Mitigation Measure B-3: College Avenue/Montezuma Road.

"Contribute a fair-share towards the widening of the College

Avenue/Montezuma Road intersection to provide an additional

(second) left-turn lane at the southbound and westbound

approaches."

AN ADDITIONAL NORTHBOUND THROUGH LANE ON COLLEGE
AVENUE BETWEEN I-8 AND ZURA WAY:
Mitigation Measure C-1: College Avenue: Canyon Crest Drive
to Zura Way. "Contribute a fair share towards restriping College
Avenue to provide an additional (third) northbound through lane
on College Avenue between I-8 and Zura Way."

Long-Term (University/Community-Serving Retail Scenario)

intersections and street segments

A RIGHT TURN LANE ON MONTEZUMA ROAD AT CAMPANILE:
Mitigation Measure E-6: Montezuma Road/Campanile Drive.
"Contribute a fair share towards widening Campanile Drive
to provide a 75-foot-long dedicated right-turn lane on the
northbound approach."

AN ADDITIONAL NORTHBOUND LANE ON COLLEGE AVENUE

BETWEEN MONTEZUMA ROAD AND ZURA ROAD:

Mitigation Measure F-2: College Avenue: Zura Way to Montezuma

Road. "Contribute a fair share towards widening the southbound

approach of College Avenue at Montezuma Road to provide a

second left turn lane; this extra lane would result in a 7-lane cross

section on College Avenue between Montezuma Road and Lindo

Paseo. Also, provide a third northbound through-lane on College

Avenue between Lindo Paseo and Zura Way."

8





EXHIBIT 3 - MITIGATION MEASURE IMPACTS MAP

PROPOSED PLAZA
LINDA VERDE
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MITIGATION MEASURE IMPACTS

DIVIDE THE PROJECT

The proposed mitigation measures, which are based on traditional

traffic engineering principles that utilize level of service as a metric to

measure traffic flow, would widen College Avenue by several feet in

the northbound and southbound directions and increase the amount

of vehicle traffic, and, potentially, the velocity of vehicle traffic, along

College Avenue and at the intersection of College Avenue and

Montezuma Road. College Avenue bisects the proposed Plaza Linda

Verde project, which proposes student residences on both sides of

College Avenue. This could make it more difficult for residents on the

west side of the project to avail themselves of the Plaza Linda Verde

retail and commercial enterprises on the east side of College Avenue,

if they do not utilize the available pedestrian crosswalks. Similarly, the

proposed mitigation measures could make it more difficult for Plaza

Linda Verde residents on the east side of the project to access the

SDSU campus on the west side of College Avenue.

REDUCE THE ALLURE OF THE PUBLIC REALM

The proposed mitigation measures increase the amount of vehicle

traffic, and the velocity of vehicle traffic along College Avenue and at

the intersection of College Avenue and Montezuma Road. Plaza Linda

Verde would facilitate physical improvements to the streetscape and

general public realm along College Avenue. These improvements

include wider sidewalks, abundant landscaping, street furnishings,

iconic art accents, gateway elements, plazas, and outdoor dining

opportunities on both sides of College Avenue. These public realm

enhancements are designed to encourage social interaction, casual

conversation, community networking, and a general re-orientation of

College Avenue from a simple vehicle conveyance into an attractive

and socially interactive neighborhood central place. Unfortunately,

the noise, dust, commotion and disorder that would result from

providing additional vehicle capacity would reduce the appeal of
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these new public spaces, and discourage their use. Thus providing

additional vehicle capacity would diminish the chances that the

public realm aspects of Plaza Linda Verde along College Avenue will

realize its enormous potential.

STIFLE THE ADVANCE OF THE STATE OF SDSU CAMPUS DESIGN
The proposed mitigation measures represent a continuation of the type
of mis-guided city design philosophy that has divided communities,
discouraged the use of alternative modes of transportation, and

endangered pedestrians and cyclists. The philosophy behind the
proposed traditional mitigation measures is especially damaging to
districts with high pedestrian concentrations such as college cam puses.

With reference to SDSU, Plaza Linda Verde represents a tonal shift,
a reimagining of the the SDSU property from a "commuter-campus"
indebted to the automobile to a pedestrian-oriented setting that

serves as a place of inspiration, learning, contemplation, and thought
where students and faculty can relate, debate, and pontificate

in a safe environment without the commotion and distraction of
additional traffic lanes. Providing additional vehicle capacity would
stifle this reprogramming, and dampen the pedestrian-oriented intent

of Plaza Linda Verde.

12
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CONCLUSIONS

I~ 1. The traffic impact in the analysis is overstated. The

amount of net traffic increase as a result of the project is a nominal

increase over the current and projected peak hour traffic in the study

area. It is worthy to note that traffic modeling is an inexact science

and the suggested increase would seem to be within any logical

"margin of error", thus it is not a certainty that any traffic increase will

result;

~ 2. It is counterintuitive to demand that SDSU contribute

to the cost of vast and expensive road improvements that annul the

desired benefits of the Plaza Linda Verde project;

~ 3. Increasing vehicle capacity would prompt drivers to

maintain or increase speed, adding to the noise and velocity of traffic

within a highly pedestrian-dominated setting. This would discourage,

rather than encourage, increased pedestrian movement and,

therefore, is inconsistent with the pedestrian-oriented nature of the

proposed project.

~ 4. The use of LOS as a metric is not required under CEQA,

it is one suggested method in the absence of more contemporary

approaches. As we are now beyond the first decade of the 21st

Century, we propose a more forward-thinking and appropriate way

of assessing impact that is not so entirely devoted to the automobile.

!~ 5. The traditional mitigation measures propose to

modify College Avenue to provide increased traffic capacity as

an "improvement," however, the widenings, restriping, etc. would

further serve a vehicular thoroughfare through what is an increasingly

pedestrian environment.



I~ 6. Ideally, right-of-way improvements that carry forth

the meritorious and contemporary ideals of the Plaza Linda Verde

project would, instead, slow vehicular traffic, add bike lanes,

Innprove walkability, provide on-street parking, and mend the tear

in the community fabric that College Avenue and Montezuma Drive

currently create.

I~ 7. The proposed mitigation measures may reduce the

projects "impacts" to acceptable limits under CEQA and the City’s

traffic engineering standards, but they would offer little improvement

to the state of human occupation of this site, especially the day-

to-day living experience of pedestrians, motorists and cyclists. The

mitigation measures might increase traffic capacity but they would

be inconsistent with the goals of creating a pedestrian-oriented,

university community.





EXHIBIT 4 - LLG TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TABLE 6-1

TABLE 6-1
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Intersection

l. College Avenue / I-8 Westbound Ramps

2. College Avenue / I-8 Eastbound Ramps

3. College Avenue / Canyon Crest Drive

4. College Avenue / Zura Way

5. College Avenue / Lindo Paseo

6. College Avenue / Montezuma Road

7. College Avenue / El Cajon Boulevard

8. Montezuma Road / Cotlwood Boulevard

9. Montezuma Road / 55th Street

10. Montezuma Road / Campanile Drive

! 1. Montezuma Road / Catoctin Drive

12. Montezuma Road / E1 Cajon Boulevard

Control
Type

Signal

Signal

Signal

TWSCc

Signal

Signal

Signal

Signal

Signal

Signal

Signal

Peak
Hour

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

AM
PM

Signal PM

Existing
Delaya

9.3
8.3

77.0
15.2

48.6
57.5

67.0
16.2

11.9
20.1

36.6
45,7

36.6
56.4

21.2
24.7

41.2
34.1

28.0
34.2

20.0
20.4

24.6
20.7

LOS~

A
A

E
B

D
E

F
C

B
C

D
D

D
E

C
C

D
C

C
C

B
C

C
C

Footnotes:
a, Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. TWSC - Two-Way Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left

turn delay is reported.

SIGNALIZED               UNSIGNALIZED

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

Delay LOS Delay LOS

0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
I0.1 to 20.0 B 10.1 to 15.0 B
20.1 to 35.0 C 15.1 to 25.0 C
35.1 Io 55.0 D 25.1 to 35.0 D
55.1 to 80.0 E 35.1 to 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F



PROJECT SITE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The project consists of two possible development scenarios, that

differ only as to the type of retail that ultimately occupies the floor

space assigned to retail uses in the project:

!~ Option 1: "UNIVERSITY/COMMUNITY - SERVING RETAIL" (This is the

proposed project and the "most conservative" traffic scenario in that

it would generate the most vehicle trips.)

This option anticipates retail tenants that generate the greatest

Average Daily Trips (ADT) because they are marketed and designed

to serve both the university and the community at large; those who

have a predisposition to drive to the retailer.

The "University/Community-Serving Retail" design generates

2,396 net ADT (5,509 - 3,113 existing trips).

185 (46 inbound, 139 outbound) Peak Hour AM trips

279 (195 inbound, 84 outbound) Peak Hour PM trips

!~ Option 2: "UNIVERSITY-SERVING RETAIL"

This option anticipates retail tenants that generate far less ADT because

they are marketed and designed to serve the college students and

campus occupants; those who have a predisposition to walk or bike

to the retailer.

The "University-Serving Retail" design generates

529 net ADT (3,642 - 3,113 existing trips)

63 (19 FEWER inbound, 82 outbound) Peak Hour AM trips

109 (101 inbound, 8 outbound) Peak Hour PM trips

Maximum number of trips, from the traffic analysis:

The total net project trips, according to the traffic analysis, and

under the most conservative estimates (assuming the most intense



PROJECT SITE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

output) for the project are 2,396 ADT. These trips would be distributed

throughout the study area. However, in order to further substantiate

this report, the following table illustrates that even if one assumes

all project trips would go through any of the key intersections in the

traffic analysis (a situation that cannot occur) the amount of trips

generated by the project would still not constitute any more than 8%

of any intersections capacity (2396/30,000), or 16% of any current ADT

(2396/14,800). Of course, their actual impact would be substantially

less since the trips would be spread out among several intersections.

Therefore, even if one accepts the methodology and the calculations

in the traffic analysis, the net impact is nominal and would seem to

suggest the scope and scale of the proposed mitigation measures is

out of proportion to the actual impact.

EXHIBIT 5 - LLG TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TABLE 6-2
TABLE fi---2

EXISTING DALLY STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS

Street Segment

College Avenue

Canyon Crest Drive to Zura Way

Zura Way to Montezuma Road

Montezuma Road to El Cajon Boulevard

Montezuma Road

Collwood Boulevard to 55th Street

55t~ Street to College Avenue

College Avenue to Catoctin Drive

Capacity ADT b(LOS E)~

40,000 44,000
40,000 30,000
40,000 29,100

40,000 30,600

30,000 26,100

30,000 14,800

LOS ~ WC ~

F

C

C

C

E

C

1.100

0.750

0.728

0.765

0.870

0.493

a. Capacities based on City of San Diego Roadway Classification Table.
b. Average Daily Traffic Volumes.
e. Level of Service.
d. Volume to Capacity.
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EXHIBIT 6 - LLG TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TABLE 6-3

TABLE 6-3
EXISTING ILV OPERATIONS

In tersection

College Ave / I-8 WB Ramps

College Ave / I-8 EB Ramps

Peak
Hour

AM
PM

AM
PM

Existing

Total Operating Level
(ILV / Hour)

596
682

615
1124

Footnote:
a. CAPACITY is shown as UNDER capacity, NEAR capacity or OVER capacity;

Under Capacity = <1200 ILV/Hour
Near Capacity = >1200 but < 1500 ILV/Hour
Over Capacity = >1500 ILV/Hour

General Notes:
1. See Appendix E for ILV calculation sheets,

Capacitya

Under
Under
Under
Under

19
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DETERMINING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

The EIR traffic analysis concluded that the project’s traffic increases,

in combination with existing and future traffic, would result in a

"significant" impact, even though they represent a nominal increase.

As a result, SDSU must contribute to a fund for a number of physical

changes to the road network necessary to mitigate these "impacts".

The proposed changes include additional lanes (by street widening

and restriping) and more sweeping corner radii-designed to maintain

traffic flow and reduce waiting time at traffic signals for drivers.

This "Determination of Significance" occurred because the analysts

employed the City of San Diego planning directive - "City of San

Diego Significance Criteria" which is preoccupied with maintaining or

improving traffic flow. According to the City of San Diego’s Significance

Determination Thresholds report dated January 2007, a project is

considered to have a significant impact if the new project traffic has

decreased the operations of surrounding roadways by a City defined

threshold. For projects deemed complete on or after January 1, 2007,

the City defined threshold by roadway type or intersection is shown in

Table 5-1 (Exhibit 7, next page).

The impact is designated either a "direct" or "cumulative" impact.

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds report,

"Direct traffic impacts are those projected to occur at the time

a proposed development becomes operational, including other

developments not presently operational but which are anticipated

to be operational at that time (near term)."

"Cumulative traffic impacts are those projected to occur at some

point after a proposed development becomes operational, such

as during subsequent phases of a project and when additional

proposed developments in the area become operational (short-term

cumulative) or when affected community plan area reaches full

planned build out (long-term cumulative)."
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DETERMINING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

"It is possible that a project’s near term (direct) im pacts may be reduced

in the long term, as future projects develop and provide additional

roadway improvements (for instance, through implementation of

traffic phasing plans). In such a case, the project may have direct

impacts but not contribute considerably to a cumulative impact. For

intersections and roadway segments affected by a project, level of

service (LOS) D or better is considered acceptable under both direct

and cumulative conditions."

EXHIBIT 7 - LLG TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TABLE 5-1

TABLE 5-1
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANT THRESHOLDS

Level of
Service with

Projectb

F

Footnotes’:

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impactsa

Freeways

V/C Speed (mph)

0.010 1.0

0.005 0.5

Roadway Segments

V/C I Speed (mph)
0.02 ] 1.0

0.01 I 0.5

Intersections Ramp Metering

Delay (sec.) Delay (min.)

2.0
1.0c

1.0

If aproposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are determined to be significant. The
project applicant shall then identify feasible improvements (within the Traffic Impact Study) that will restore/and maintain the
traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see note b), or if the project adds
a significant amount of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the project
applicant shall be responsible for mitigating the project’s direct significant and/or cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.

b. All LOS measurements are based upon Highway Capacity Manual procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, WC ratios for
roadway segments are estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 2 of the City’s Traffic lmpaet Study
Manual). The acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally "D" ("C" for undeveloped locations). For
metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.

c. The impact is only considered significant if the total delay exceeds 15 minutes.

General Notes’:
- Delay = Average control delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters.
- LOS = Level of Service
- V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (capacity at LOS E should be used)
- Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour for Congestion Management Program (CMP) analyses



DETERMINING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

b)

c)

d)

EXHIBIT 8 - LLG TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TABLE 5-2
TABLE 5-2

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEOJ~)
TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANT THRESHOLDS

CEQA Question

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management
agency or designated roads or highways?

Would the project 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?

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? (Note: While this
criteria has been removed from the CEQA Guidelines, an analysis of available
parking capacity nevertheless was conducted.)

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plan or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

Corresponding Traffic
Study Section

Section 9.0 - Analysis of
Near-term Traffic
Volumes; Section 15.0-
Transit; and Section 16.0
- Pedestrian/BicTcle
Circulation

Section 9.0 - Analysis of
Near-term Traffic
Volumes’, and Section
l 1.0 - Congestion
Management Program
Compliance

(This is not applicable to
this’ traffic’ impact study)

Section 13.0 - College
Avenue/ Lindo Paseo
Driveway Access

Section 18.0 - Emergency
Vehicle Access

Section l 4.0 - Parking

Section 15.0- Transit;
and Section 16.0-
Pedestrian/Bicycle
Circulation

Source: 2010 Califoruia Environmental Quality Act - Statute & Guideliues



DETERMINING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

If the project exceeds the thresholds in Table 5-1, then the project may

be considered to have a significant "direct" or "cumulative" project

impact. A significant impact can also occur if a project causes the

Level of Service to degrade from D to E, even if the allowable increases

in Table 5-1 are not exceeded. A feasible mitigation measure will

need to be identified to return the impact within the City thresholds,

or the impact will be considered significant and unmitigated.

Though keeping in mind that traffic modeling is inexact, it is still worthy

to point out that the traffic analysis came to a notable conclusion.

Specifically, in the traffic analysis (Sect. 8.3}:

" ...the traffic analysis acknowledges the unique situation that is a

university campus, and it even expects a net decrease in commuter

trips on Interstate 8 and other regional roadways in the area. The

project is not increasing the number of students or faculty so no new

’to/from SDSU’ school trips would occur. To the contrary, the project

is eliminating those trips that, otherwise, would have occurred."

Yet, because of a fidelity to LOS, the EIR traffic report nevertheless

proposes a number of street widenings and restripings to add lanes

in direct contradiction to the purpose, intent, and goals of the Plaza

Linda Verde project.
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...................... STATEMENT 1

The proposed mitigation measures conflict with adopted plans,

policies and accepted practices of planning and urban design.

1A. THE PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES CONFLICT WITH LONG

RANGESDSU CAMPUS PLANNING

The Plaza Linda Verde project continues the implementation of a

master plan that is designed to perform the conversion of the campus

of San Diego State University (SDSU) from a "commuter campus"

designed to accommodate students who drive to school, to a full

functioning pedestrian-oriented university campus with a large on-

campus resident student population and related resident-serving

enterprises. Over the past 15 years San Diego State University has

consistently enacted programs and physical changes that implement

this master planning by:

Removing roadways that fragment the campus,

Working with MTS to construct a bus transit center,

Working with MTS to construct a subterranean light-rail transit

station,

I~ Providing increased options for on-campus student housing;

and,
~ Promoting the development of basic services such as laundry,

grocery, pharmacy, household goods, decorating, and health stores,

offices and services on campus, or within walking distance of the

campus.

This master planning effort has resulted in a reduction of average

daily trips (ADT) per student by making some automobile trips (to and

from campus and shopping trips) unnecessary. Under this planning

and design philosophy more students now live on campus, or walk or

bike to school rather than drive a car. The benefits are evident:

I~ A student presence 24 hours a day creates more campus life,

1~ On campus living builds community and forges friendships and

future business relationships,
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I~ Fewer vehicles results in a reduction in the use of precious land

devoted to vehicle circulation and storage,

I~ Fewer drivers reduces pollution from vehicular traffic,

I1~ Fewer drivers create fewer potential vehicle/pedestrian conflict

points - a significant safety benefit

~ A reduction in vehicless with a pedestrian emphasis can serve to

create more pedestrian amenities, including a quieter and calmer

academic setting better suited to study, research, and casual outdoor

conversation.

The Plaza Linda Verde project is a university initiative designed to

further carry out the campus’master-planning program because it

includes on-campus housing and related services.

lB. THE PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES CONFLICT WITH THE

PRACTICE OF 21ST CENTURY PLANNING

Two recent books by former San Francisco planning director, Allan

Jacobs (The Boulevard Book and Great Streets) provide some insight

and a look at this relationship. Several quotes from the books indicate

how we might look at College Avenue and the Plaza Linda Verde

project:

I~ "Streets are places of social and commercial encounter and

exchange. They are where you meet people--which is the basic

reason to have cities in any case."

I~ "Great streets have 9- to 10-foot lanes and 7- to 8-foot parking

maximums if they have parking. Though present more than not,

parking in great amounts is not a characteristic of great streets.

At great intersections, we’ve found that every movement is often

possible."
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I~ "The reason great intersections work is because of the creation of

a pedestrian realm where the cars know this. When streets become

unsafe, it is almost always when the pedestrian realm does not

exist."

I~ "Streets moderate the form and structure and comfort of urban

communities."

The following is the policy introduction in the City of San Diego

Street Design Manual and was used as the overriding theme for the

preparation of the manual:

!~ "If we can develop and design streets so that they are wonderful

fulfilling places to be--community-building places, attractive for all

people--then we will have successfully designed about one-third of

the city directly and will have had an immense impact on the rest."

Allan B. Jacobs, Great Streets.

lC.THE PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES CONFLICT WITH THE

INTENT, PURPOSE AND POLICIES OF ADOPTED MUNICIPAL PLANS

Policy Recommendations

In 1988, the City Council, as part of its ongoing discussions of rapid

growth and its management, received a report from one of its

consultants, Allan Jacobs. Jacobs advised the city to " . . . never

widen another street." While only informally adopting this as policy,

similar policy recommendations have been made in subsequent

plans and policy documents.
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COLLEGE AREA COMMUNITY PLAN

The College Area Community Plan, adopted in 1989 (SDSU Element

adopted 1993), is the planning framework for the College Community

Redevelopment Project Area and the Plaza Linda Verde project. The

plan sets forth several goals, policies, and recommendations that

guide the city’s approach to the area.

Recommendations:

I~ The University should develop a program fo provide additional

housing and parking facilities adjacent to the campus fo meet existing

needs and to reduce the number of commuter students.

I~ The multipurpose or core subarea should redevelop with University-

oriented housing and commercial facilities. Redevelopment will be

guided by the community plan and a Master Project Plan to be

prepared for the redevelopment project area.

Overall Objectives: (P.39 of the College Area CP)

I~ Encourage creation of a community campus rather than a

commuter campus at San Diego State University.

u Promote reduction of vehicular trips associated with the University,

thereby helping to reduce local traffic congestion and improve air

quality.

~ Increase the availability of student residences and vehicular

parking spaces in close (sic) proximity to the campus.

~, Provide cohesive, unified development adjacent to the campus

that is physically and functionally linked to the University; and

~ Develop a strong pedestrian orientation between new residential

and commercial development adjacent to the campus and the

campus itself.
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Altering the commuter campus character of San Diego State University

and transforming it into a community campus is a major effort requiring

achievement in a number of areas. Three closely related actions are

especially important: provide housing for students near the campus

to enhance the community quality of the campus; create a mixed-

use activity center along College Avenue that becomes a focal point

for student life; and develop a strong pedestrian character within the

housing/mixed-use development areas so that walking, biking, and

use of transit is encouraged.

General Conditions, (P.41 of the College Area CP)

¯ Throughout the redevelopment project areas, the pedestrian

environment is to be upgraded through landscaping, building

facade enhancement, provision of street furniture, and a high level

of maintenance of both private property and adjacent sidewalk

areas.

¯ The current configuration of College Avenue splits the campus

core area and is an obstacle to the implementation of the community

plan’s objectives. The mitigation measures proposed in the EIR

Traffic Study will only exacerbate this situation by widenings that will

discourage pedestrian movement. The recently adopted City of San

Diego General Plan takes a "Smart Growth" land use/transportation

balance approach.
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN

The City of San Diego General Plan, adopted in March of 2008, set

forth ten Guiding Principles" ... that reflect the core values that guide

its (the City’s) development." Several are particularly relevant to the

SDSU campus and to the improvement of College Avenue.

I~ #3. Compact and walkable mixed-use villages of different scales

within communities.

~ #5.An integrated regional transportation network of walkways,

bikeways, transit, roadways, and freeways that efficiently link

communities and villages to each other and to employment

centers.

#9. A clean and sustainable environment, and

!~ #10.A high aesthetic standard.

These Guiding Principles and their application to the SDSU

redevelopment and to College Avenue are supplemented by a

number of specific policies in the General Plan Elements.

The General Plan is based on the City of Villages strategy.

The " . . . strategy is to focus growth into mixed-use activity centers

that are pedestrian-friendly centers of the community and linked to

the regional transit system."

The plan states that "...each village will be unique to the community

in which it is located. All villages will be pedestrian-friendly and

characterized by inviting, accessible, and attractive streets and

public spaces."
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The SDSU campus is a neighborhood within the greater college

community. The Plaza Linda Verde project is the neighborhood

village center within that neighborhood. The current configuration of

College Avenue and the proposed improvements will prevent SDSU

from meeting its own goals, the goals of the College Area Community

Plan, and the General Plan.

General Plan Policies

City of San Diego General Plan - Land Use and Community

Planning Element

Transportation.

¯ City of San Diego General Plan - Land Use Element

¯ LU-1.9

"Design transportation projects so that the resulting benefits

and potential burdens are equitable. Some of the benefits of

transportation programs include improved accessibility, faster trips,

more mobility choices, and reduced congestion. Common negative

consequences include health impacts of air pollution, noise, crash-

related injuries and fatalities, dislocation of residents, and division of

communities."

¯ City of San Diego General Plan - Mobility Element

Walkability.

¯ ME-A.7

"Improve walkability through the pedestrian-oriented design of public

and private projects in areas where higher levels of pedestrian activity

are present or desired".
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SDSU is among the few areas within a high level [urban level] of

pedestrian activity in San Diego.

Project Review Considerations.

I~ ME-C.8

"Implement traffic impact study guidelines that address site and

community-specific issues".

The Transportation Demand Management section states, "building

additional street and freeway capacity to accommodate more

vehicles will provide only partial relief to our traffic congestion

problems."

City of San Diego General Plan - Urban Design Element

Streets.

I~ UD-A.10

"Design or retrofit streets to improve walkability, bicycling, and transit

integration to strengthen connectivity and to enhance community

identity."

Streets are an important aspect of urban design as referenced in the

Mobility Element.

Pedestrian-Oriented Design.

~ UD-C.4

"Create pedestrian-friendly village centers."
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Village Street Layout and Design.

~ UD-C.6

"Design project circulation systems for walkability".

Streetscape.

I~ UD-C.7

"Enhance the public streetscape

neighborhood aesthetics."

for greater walkability and

Superblocks.

~- UD-C.8

"Retrofit existing large-scale development patterns such as

"superblocks" or "campus-style" developments to provide more

and improved linkages among uses in the superb!ocks, neighboring

developments, and the public street system."

The General Plan policies reinforce studies done over the last few

years that recommend a better balance between the movement

of traffic and the building of community. The most recent is Context-

sensitive Solutions (CSS) in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares for

Walkable Communities, An ITE-Proposed Recommended Practice.

Context-sensitive Design (CSS) sets the following goals or tenets for

the design of transportation projects:

Balance safety, mobility, community, and environmental goals in al!

projects.

~ Involve the public and stakeholders early and continuously

throughout the planning and project development process.

Use an interdisciplinary team tailored to project need.

Address all modes of travel.

Apply flexibility inherent in design standards, and

Incorporate aesthetics as an integral part of good design.
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"CSS principles applied to the planning and design of a transportation

project can make the difference between a successful project

valued by the community or an embattled project taking years or

even decades to complete, if ever."

Some of the issues that are pointed out with the design of contentious

mobility projects are:

Real or perceived incompatibility with surroundings.

Community impacts.

Emphasis on mobility without consideration of other community

values.

Several principles described in the CSS program that apply to both

College Avenue and Montezuma Road are:

"Thoroughfare design should serve the activities generated by the

adjacent context in terms of the mobility, safety, access, and place-

making functions of the public right-of-way. Context sensitivity

sometimes requires the design of the thoroughfare change as it

passes through areas where a change of character is desired."

"System-wide transportation capacity should be achieved using a

high level of network connectivity and appropriately spaced and

properly sized thoroughfares along with capacity offered by multiple

travel modes rather than by increasing the capacity of individual

thoroughfares."

A major goal of the General Plan is to create walkable communities.

The CSS guidelines offer the following:
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"Building, landscape, and thoroughfare design that is pedestrian-

scale. In other words, it provides architectural and urban design

detail with size and design appreciated by persons who are traveling

slowly and observing from the street level."

"Thoroughfares and other public spaces that contribute to ’place-

making’ the creation of unique locations that are compact, mixed-

use and pedestrian, and transit-oriented and have a strong civic

character with lasting economic value."

CONCLUSION

The proposed mitigation measures outlined in the traffic analysis

provide little improvement in traffic flow through the community, but

they exacerbate the already negative impact that College Avenue

has on the SDSU campus community. In addition, the mitigation

measures would be contrary to the goals and policies of the College

Area Community Plan, the SDSU Campus Master Plan, and the City of

San Diego General Plan.

~ The need to maintain traffic flow "Level of Service" (LOS) should

not be allowed to supercede and override the innate benefits of

contemporary 21st Century planning and design that places more

emphasis on community-building, place-making, pedestrian safety,

street life, and alternative transportation.

I~ The proposed mitigation measures will compromise the promise

and potential of the Plaza Linda Verde project.

~ The impact criteria used in the traffic analysis accentuate traffic

flow and driver comfort and countermand 21 st Century planning and

urban design, which endeavors to initiate community building through

enhancement of the public realm and the pedestrian experience,
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and sustainable design practices that reduce the need for, and use

of, the automobile.

~ A more positive approach for the Paseo Linda Verde project

would be to incorporate direction from the chapter "Multimodal

Streets" in Designing for Smart Growth: Creating Great Places in the

San Diego Region, approved by the SANDAG Board in June 2009.
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1"he use of Level of Service (LOS) to determine level of significance is

inappropriate in a urbanized/university campus setting.

The following bullet points borrow heavily from insights and arguments

made by a major California city that challenged the use of LOS to

determine level of significance in a setting with a high pedestrian

population:

~ Travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an

attractive alternative to travel by private automobile in general terms

and in particular at university campus settings such as SDSU.

!~ The historic pattern of dense development and the limitations

of SDSU’s street network mean that there will always be competition

between transportation modes for limited road space.

~ The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that

potential significant adverse environmental impacts be analyzed

and mitigated. CEQA grants broad authority to municipalities to

implement its provisions. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is

required when it is determined that a project may cause significant

adverse environmental impacts as defined by California statute

and guidelines. With regard to Plaza Linda Verde, San Diego’s local

guidelines were used as a metric to analyze traffic impacts called

the Level of Service (LOS), which runs from level ’A,’ or free flow

of traffic, to level ’F,’ or total congestion, to determine whether a

street project causes any significant impacts. This would include an

environmental impact of increasing air pollution due to low speed

auto travel. These guidelines could require preparation of an EIR if a

bicycle lane, the development of a mixed use high-density project,

or other project might degrade the LOS at an intersection to levels

’F’ or ’F’. Such a degradation would, according to the City of San

Diego metric, be designated as adverse impacts to the environment.
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because in decades past, slow moving traffic theoretically led to ’hot

spots’ where pollutants accrue to levels that can cause harm to the

environment and people. But it is notable that automotive emission

control technology has advanced over the intervening decades such

that slower traffic is unlikely to cause any ’hot spots,’ thus obviating

CEQA’s concern over LOS as a measure of environmental impact.

~ Invariably, mitigating LOS through increasing roadway capacity

degrades environmental quality by increasing vehicle trips and vehicle

volume and consequently increasing air pollution and greenhouse

gas pollution, and increasing danger for bicyclists and pedestrians.

~ LOS measures auto delay at intersections, not mid block, and

ignores all transit, pedestrian and bicycle delay and safety.

I~ LOS analysis does not account for modal shift, where reduced

motor vehicle capacity encourages auto trips to shift to other travel

times, routes or travel modes.

~* LOS, as constructed, favors the incumbency of the automobile,

an inefficient mode of transportation, at the expense of bicycles,

pedestrians, and public transit.

~* LOS as a metric does not recognize that projects such as on-

campus student housing with services within walking distance, transit

lanes, bicycle lanes, traffic calming, and sidewalk widening may

reduce auto LOS but increase capacity for non-automobile modes,

which can increase the total number of persons moving through a

given corridor.
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~ LOS does not take into account relationships and conflicts among

modes, such as the interplay between higher traffic speeds, higher

flows, broader roadways, lateral separation and the negative, harmful

consequences of those factors to pedestrian safety.

I~ LOS does not take into account the qualitative impacts on all users,

including safety both real and perceived as well as trip quality.

Therefore, automobile LOS analysis alone is not an appropriate metric

for assessing environmental impacts and for analyzing projects that

may improve overall environmental quality and it is imperative to

consider and implement significance criteria under CEQA that will

more accurately analyze and predict traffic- and transportation-

related environmental impacts.

Twenty-first Century planning and urban design require that the

review agencies, traffic analysts, and decision-makers consider

significance criteria other than the measurement of LOS, particularly

where creation of, or improvement to, pedestrian, bicycle and transit

facilities, including all projects that create dedicated right of-way or

re-allot traffic signal timing to improve pedestrian, bicycle and transit

safety and efficiency may improve overall transportation network

and operations.
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STATEMENT 3

City of San Diego significance determination thresholds, which are

based on the standard LOS metric, were used to determine level of

impact significance. Preliminarily, SDSU, as part of the California State

University system, is a state agency and, therefore, not subject to

local planning directives such as the City’s thresholds. Moreover, the

City of San Diego’s thresholds emphasize the attainment of a high-

functioning (LOS A, B, C, D} traffic intersection. While the thresholds

serve as a useful guide for a majority of the development projects in

the City, there will be individual cases in which the thresholds serve to

defeat the benefits of a project’s objectives. The development of the

Plaza Linda Verde project on the campus of SDSU is just such a case

where application of the thresholds and implementation of standard

traffic engineering improvements will be inconsistent with a pedestrian

friendly environment and less likely to induce social interaction. It is

concerning that the City of San Diego planning directives do not

sufficiently account for the impact of this emphasis on Level of Service

(LOS) on the safety and quality of life of pedestrians and cyclists in

an urbanized high-pedestrian-populated setting, such as a university

campus.

As an alternative to the approach taken in the EIR traffic analysis,

this report proposes that the mitigation emphasis be shifted from the

vehicle to the pedestrian, from providing additional vehicle capacity

in the form of additional vehicle travel lanes to providing, in its place,

narrower vehicle travel lanes to slow traffic, while at the same time

providing wider sidewalks with enhanced pavements and pedestrian

amenities.
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INTERSTATE8

CROSS SECTION 6

EXHIBIT 9
COLLEGE AVENUE

CROSS SECTION 5

CROSS SECTION 4

CROSS SECTION 3
CROSS SECTION 2

CROSS SECTION 1



PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

¯ .,,ollege Avenue forms the spine of the Plaza Linda Verde project

site. The street bisects the project and also divides SDSU property

and facilities. Many SDSU students have to cross College Avenue to

attend class, therefore the composition, treatment, and function of

College Avenue is critical. As SDSU evolves, it proposes to add to its

"campus community" with students living on, or near, the campus

and walking or cycling to class. Therefore SDSU has placed a greater

emphasis on pedestrian movement and pedestrian safety on campus

and along routes that access the campus. College Avenue maintains

a high-profile, presents daunting challenges, and plays a central role

in campus planning and design.

~ PROPOSED CROSS SECTIONS

This analysis postulates that some of the standard LOS-driven traffic

mitigation measures which would add lanes and increase traffic

velocity countermand the intent of contemporary pedestrian student-

oriented SDSU campus design philosophy. This proposed alternative

addresses six key College Avenue cross sections located between

Montezuma Road and Canyon Crest,

This chapter includes alternatives that address traffic flow and

capacity, while balancing safety and comfort for the pedestrians

and cyclists who share the right-of-way,

This report proposes a plan to work within the existing College Avenue

right-of-way. The authors contend that the College Avenue right-

of-way is adequate and that these proposed cross sections can

be located within the existing right-of-way as excessive lane width

is reduced. If, in any instance the proposed cross section were to

require unanticipated right-of-way, it is unintended and the cross

section should be adjusted to fit the existing right-of-way.



PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

The proposed CrOSs sections feature the following companents:

The addition of a Class 2 bike lane on both the west and east

sides ot College Avenue.

A central median, sometimes landscaped, providing a mid

crossing ’~retuge island" for pedestrians at intersections on the

south corridor

¯ Minimization of lane width to allow more of the right of-way to De

devoted to bike lanes, sidewalks and a medlan,

¯ Maximization of sidewalkspace to allow for separation from traffic,

additional landscaping, and wider sidewalks and pedestrian

¯ PEDESTRIAN LEVEL LIGHTING

Pedestrian level lighting is recommended on both sides of College

Avenue between Montezuma to a point north of Lindo Paseo.

I~ CEQA MITIGATION

Based on the City of San Diego criteria. Mitigation in response to

these cross section designs would be justified in the event the resulBng

environmental impacts reach or exceed the "significance" threshold.

AS is stated in Chapter 7 of this document, the significance criteria

chosen to determine the level of impact is derived from City of San

Diego traffic analysis criteria.

¯ ADOPT A FINDING OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

It is the contention of the authors that this metric is inappropriate in a

pedestrian oriented setting, such as the college campus of SDSU, If

this City of San Diego LOB-derived metric is maintained, and therefore

the identified impacts remain ’*significant" with implementation of

the improvements recommended by this report, the University could

adopt a Finding of Overrfding Considerations and proceed. This is

justified because the overall impact of the alternatives contained in

this chapter are superior environmentally, and they represent the

state of the art 21st Century planning and engineering approach fo

urban design and community building.



EXHIBIT 10 - PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

(HALF RIGHT-OF-WAY SHOWN)

/!

(HALF RIGHT-OF-WAY SHOWN)
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EXHIBIT 11 - CROSS SECTION 1
COLLEGE AVENUE AT MONTEZUMA

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE:
NOT TO SCALE

rl6,~

Pedestdan
Level

Lighting

Gateway _~-m~, m~ Gateway
Element Gateway

Element
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This 82-foot curb-to-curb section is anticipated fo be among the most busy pedestrian crossings

along the College Avenue study corridor. The alternative includes the following features:

Enhanced pedestrian crossing

"Pop outs" proposed at the intersection, replacing the parking lanes to reduce the time

necessan/ for pedestrians to cross the intersection and to provide a gateway/plaza

opportunity

Gateway elements in pop-outs and in median

7 foot parallel parking lanes on both sides

6 foot Class 2 bike lanes in each direction

9 foot to 16 foot sidewalks on both sides

Minimum 6-foot landscape median that also serves as a refuge island for pedestrians

Shade trees placed in the sidewalks in tree grates, and in the median

Travel and turn lanes no more than 10 feet in width, in order to reduce speed.

Dedlcated Left Turn Lane onto Montezuma

Pedestrian level lighting



EXHIBIT ! 2 - CROSS SECTION 2 - COLLEGE AVENUE SOUTH OF LINDO PASEO

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

NOT TO SCALE

Pedes~ian
Level

Ligh~ng

1"
10’

2

82-FOOT CURB TO-CURB

Pedestrian
Lever
Lighting

This 82-foot curb-to-curb section is anticfpafed to be among the most busy pedestrian crossings

along the College Avenue study corridor. The alternative includes the following features:

Enhanced pedestrian crossing

~foot parallel parking lanes an both sides

6 foot Class 2 bike lanes in each direction

9 foot to 16 foot sidewalks on both sides

Minimum 6-foot landscape medfan that aJso serves as a refuge island for pedestrians

Shade trees placed in the sidewalks in tree grates, and in the median

Travel and turn lanes no more than 10 feet in width, in order to reduce speed.

"Pop outs" proposed at the intersection, replacing the parking lanes to reduce the time

necessary for pedestrians to cross the intersection

Gateway elernent in the median

Pedestrian Jevel lighting
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EXHIBIT 13 - CROSS SECTION 3 - COLLEGE AVENUE NORTH OF LINDO PASEO

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

80-FOOT CURB-TO-CURB

Gateway
Element

Sfdewalks on the west side beyond this point south are impractical and unnecessary due to

topography, and site constraints. The alternative includes the following features:

The proposed design features:

Enhanced pedestrian crossing

7-foot parallel parking lanes on both sides

6-foot Class 2 bike lanes in each direction

9-foot to ]6-foot sidewalks on both sides, improvement not to extend norlh of the pedestrian

brdge. (BEE INSET DRAWING BELOW RIGHT)

Minimum 4 foot Ilandscaped median that also serves as a refuge island for pedestrians

Shade trees placed in the sidewalks in tree grates, and

in the median

Travel and turn lanes no more than 10 feet in width, in

order to reduce speed

"Pop outsI’ proposed at the intersection, replacing

the parking lanes to reduce the time necessary for

pedestrians to cress the intersection

Gateway element in the median

Pedestrian level lighting



PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

EXHIBIT 14 - CROSS SECTION 4 -COLLEGE AVENUE SOUTH OF ZURA

NORTHb

NO PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
OF COLLEGE AVENUE

This 73-foot curb to-curb section does not include a sidewalk o n the west side of College, Pedesfrians

are allowed to cross College Avenue by an elevated pedestrian bridge. Sidewalks on the west

side to the nodh beyond this point are unnecessary,

The proposed design features:

¯ NO pedestrian crossing of College Avenue

¯ No parking lanes

¯ 6 foot Class 2 bike lane on the east side

¯ 4 foot Class 2 bike lane on the west side

¯ 4-foot existing sidewalk on the east side

¯ Up to a 21 foot wide landscaped median (tapering to incorporate a southbound left turn lane

to the south

Shade frees placed fn the median

Travel and turn lanes no more than 10 feet in width, in order to reduce speed

Dedicated Right Turn Lane into Zura

Potential continuous movement southbound (far west) lane to improve inbound traffic

capacity

Gateway element in the median
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EXHIBIT 15 - CROSS SECTION 5 - COLLEGE AVENUE NORTH OF ZURA

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

~71 FOOT CURB-TO-CURB

10’

Element
NO PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

OF COLLEGE AVENUE

4|

Traffic Signal

This 73-foot curb to curb section does not include a sidewalk on the west side of College. Sidewalks

on the west side of College are unnecessary.

The proposed design features:

A traffic signal

NO pedestrian crossing of College Avenue

No parking lanes

6 toot Class 2 bike lane on the east sfde

6 foot Class 2 bike lone on the west side

4 foot existlng sidewalk on the east slde

Minimum 9-foot landscaped median

Shade trees placed in the sidewalks in free grates, and in the median

Trovel and turn lanes no more thaR 10 feet in width, in order to reduce speed

Dedicated Left Turn Lane into Zura

Gateway element in median

[]
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APPENDIX 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

LAND USE, SCALE, AND SCOPE

The proposed San Diego State University Plaza Linda Verde project

consists of the development of up to 400 units of on-campus student

housing and up to 90,000 square feet of retail services to support SDSU

and the Surrounding community. The Proposed Project is a mixed-use

development featuring ground-floor commercial and upper-floor

student housing, student apartments, additional parking facilities to

accommodate increased parking demand within the area, a Campus

Green featuring a public promenade, and pedestrian malls in place

of existing streets/alleys linking the proposed mixed-use buildings to

the main campus.

The Mixed-Use Retail/Student Housing buildings to be developed

east of College Avenue would contain underground parking for

an additional 160 to 220 vehicles, depending on the ultimate

configuration.

A Campus Green is planned for development south of the existing SDSU

Transit Center and would consist of active and passive recreational

areas for public use.

The Proposed Project also would include two pedestrian malls, in

place of existing streets/alleys, to be located along the western and

eastern flanks of the main mixed-use building area. These corridors

would facilitate non-motorized movement between the proposed

buildings and main campus and would support meeting/resting

space and outdoor eating facilities associated with the adjacent

retail shops. This project component would be ancillary to the Mixed-

Use Retail/Student Housing component and would not be essential to

development of the overall project site.



APPENDIX 1 -PROJECT DESCRIPTION

¯ LOCATION

The Proposed Project would be located adjacent to the main SDSU

campus, which is located approximately 8 miles east of downtown

San Diego. The Proposed Project would be developed on property

located south of the existing Campus Master Plan boundary, generally

between Aztec Walk and Montezuma Road.

¯ SITE PREPARATION

The project would require the demolition of existing structures

and parking lots and is on an approximately 18-acre site located

immediately south of the SDSU main campus. The development

of certain portions of the Proposed Project, primarily including

the pedestrian malls, would be contingent upon the vacation of

certain existing vehicular rights-of-way; if the subject vacations are

not approved, the Proposed Project would proceed on a modified

basis.

¯ AMENDING THE CAMPUS MASTER PLAN

In conjunction with the Proposed Project, SDSU also is proposing to

amend the SDSU Campus Master Plan boundary.







APPENDIX 2 - LEVEL OF SERVICE CHALLENGE

ARTICLE: Matthew Roth on January 26, 2009 of

SF.STREETSBLOG.ORG

The following article recites a litany of challenges to the use of

LOS, and includes some of the history of LOS and its use in CEQA

documentation and analysis:

The Pseudo-Science of LOS

There’s a dirty little secret you should kmow about San Francisco: R’s engineered
first and foremost for automobility and will never be able to shed this bias if lhe
traffic engineers are in the driver’s seat wielding their traffic analysis tools like bi-
bles. As long as the city continues priodtizing the use of transportation analysis
known as Level of Service (LOS), you might as well burn our Transil First policy
for warmth.

On the one hand, LOS is a very simple and bhmt metric for understanding the speed
that vehicles can move about the city. LOS measures the amount of vehicular de-
lay at an intersection, with A through F grades assigned to increased delay. This
measurement is taken during the peak 15 minutes of evening rush hour and if an
intersection slips from LOS D to LOS E, traffic managers will try to mitigate the
impact,, which usually means widening the road, shrinldng the sidewalks, removing
crosswalks, soite~ning tmrning angles, and adjusling signal tinting to speed the move-
merit of veifioles.

LOS delay from FIighway Capacity Manual

LOS analysis seems like science, free from political or ideological considerations,
the perfect traffic-engineering tool to rationalize our cities, but the methodology
belfind it is far from precise. As Jason Henderson, professor of geography at San
Francisco State Universit); said at a recent presentation, LOS is a very poor tool
methodologically. In the earl), years of its development, the "science" was merely
traffic engineers assuming what made motorists uncomfortable.

He cited thc fact that LOS F used to represent a delay of more flum 60 seconds, but
that in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual it was revised to 80 seconds. And motor-
ist behavior studies since have shown that inconvenience with delay can depend on
munerous factors and differ dramatically between drivers.
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Yet the result of relying on this poor methodology to shape the growth of cities has a
profound affect on the politics of human mobiliW, privileging the movement of ve-
hicles before the movement of anything else. Quite simp!y, LOS analysis has given
us Phoenix and Atlanta, congestion
and ever4onger eommuteso and a whole host or" ills that accompany reliance on the
inefficient useof street space for our ears.

"I’ve been doing transit analyses in California for 20 years," said Jeffrey Tumlin,
principal of Nelson Nygaard, a transportation and land use consulting firm. "In my
practice the single greatest promoter 0fsprawl and the single greatest obstacle to tran-
sit oriented development (TOD) and infill development is the transportation analysis
conventions under CEQAo the California Enviroranental Quality Act, LOS."

LOS has been used since the middle of the 20th century and has the weight of con-
vention so thoroughly backing it up that it is one of the Traffic Ten Commandments,
somewhere near the top. When the U.S. prioritized the expansion of roads every-
where and cities Were seen merely as job centers to be driven to and from, LOS was
the lubricant to facilitate the growth of suburban and exurban rings.

As San FranciscanS began to see their city ~s a collection of neighborhoods, where
livability and public space were more important that vehicle speeds on the streets,
the political support for unlettered automobility declined atad LOS became a ta~et
for reform.
"How can LOS have such a tremendous impact or power over shaping San Francisco
and shaping cities when so much of LOS is anathema to cities?" asked Henderson.

The Clamor For Change

In the early 1990s, San Francisco bicycle advocates found out the hard way that any
attempt to take space away from cars to gi~,e back to bikes (or transit and pedestri-
ans) would be shut down by the engineers who asserted that such constriction of
vehicular access violated the sacrosanct LOS rules, which, they were informed, were
required under CEQA.

The advocates soon discovered that while CEQA requires that a project be analyzed
for its significant environmental impacts the LOS "rule" was written after the tact by
the state Office of Planning and Research (OPR). It was an administrative guideline
and didn’t carry the force of CEQA law.
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~The words ’trai~c~ or ’congestion~ or ’parking’ appear nowhere in the CEQA leg-
islation of the I970So" said Tumlin. "The problem lies in the CEQA guidelines,
issued administratively by the state OPR. There are three lines in Appendix G, the
environmental eheeklist..~[that] were later adopted administratively by the ~xeeutive
branch of govemment."

Further, CEQA specifically delegates planning decisions to the local level. The ad-
herence to LOS was a convention adopted by San Francisco and most other munici-
palities around the state to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA, and Over
the course of nearly three decades its use had been upheld numerous times in court,
but just as it had been adopted as a convention, advocates believed, so could it be
overturned.

Subsequently, advocates spent years lobbying the Board of SupervisOrs to make
changes to the role, though with mixed results. After the board finally called for
a study of the impacts of LOS analysis, the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (TA) issued a significant report (PDF) at the end of 2003, which asserted
that exastm~, LOS measures and standards ostensibly favor preserving auto level of
service at the expense of improving transit, bicycle, and pedestrian conditions" and
argued that new measures of analysis besides LOS Should be developed.

Within a couple years the Board of Supervisors was convinced that LOS analysis
contravened San Francisco’s Transit First policy and issued a resolution (PDF) stat~
ing that "automobile analysis alone is not an appropriate metric for assessing envi-
ronmental impacts and for analyzing projects that may improve overall environmen-
tal quality in conformance with [the Transit First policy]?’

Not long after the resolution was adopted in early 2006, advocates saw firsthand how
low the interpretation of LOS could stoop, when Rob Anderson and his Coalition for
Adequate Review (CAR, a suitable acronym) sued the city to prevent the Bicycle
Plan from being implemented without the full environmental review process, bank-
ing his argument on the possible negative LOS implications of removing vehicle
lanes to add bicycle lanes.

Though it might have seemed ludicrous to the lay observer that adding bike lanes
would have a negative environmental impact, the rules of LOS dictated that it was
so and the onus was on the city and the bicycle community to show in excruciating
- and expensive - detail that promoting non-polluting transportation might signifi-
cantly effect the environment. But that’s exactly what the injunction mandated and
why San Francisco hasn’t added even a brush stroke of paint to its roads to build out
its bicycle plan for nearly three years.
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~ POSITION PAPER: Policy Capsule Smart Growth Technical Session I:

LOS Methodologies: Barrier to Infill? The following position paper recites

a litany of challenges to the use of LOS, and includes an oversight of its

impact on planning and development in the contemporary context:

Introduction

The following is provided to help ~ame the discussion at the Nov~nber 14~ 2003 Smart Growth
T~lmical Session. It is assumed that all session participm~ will have a basic knewledge of
CEQAguidelines and LOS methodologies. The capsule is intended to begin a dialogue onLOS
methodologies, what these mean for the viability of inffll development and multi-modal Iranspor-
tati0n improvernents, and the iml~lioefions for CEQA reform if LOS practices are modified.

BACKGROUNDCalifomia Envkonmental QualityAct (CEQA) Guideline~ offer criteria for
determining whether a proposedprojeet requires fi~rther anvironmen~al review. The most com-
monly usedtool for me~ traffic impacts, such as intersection delay timeS, is the "Level of
Service" (LOS) measure oftranspo~ation performance.

Crudely, if a proposed housing development has X number of units, eunmat methods assume it
will pro&me some corresponding level of auto trips. The es~ated increase in the number of
trips is used to calculate an increase in congestion or delay limes, thus impacting the auto LOS.
In most eases, an envirc~maental review requirement is triggered if the LOS falls below a ¢2oler-
able" level ofcongesfiorL Under CEQA, the environmenlal impact must then be mitigated or
exempted based on an "overriding eonsideration."Mitigation most Often e0mes in the form of
capacity expansions for autos, such as road and intersection widening, more parking~ and si~maal-
ization torelieve vehicular congestiolt CEQA guiddines and typical LOS methodologies treat
transportation improvement pr0je¢ts similarly. For example, ifiti~ determined that the addition
of a bik~ lane. toe. skeet will reduce aulo LOS, it Will most likely lfigger an emdmnmental review.

Under CEQA, jurisdictions have some flexibility in deciding what they "care about" or what lev-
els of congestion are "significant." In some instanee~, a city can make a ’~egafive declaration" or
"mitigated negative declaration" for environme4~a! doeranee of an iniill housing or transpo~a-
fion improvement project.

The recently passed SB 1636 (fligneroa) ’Shrill opportunity zones" law provides additional flex-
ibility fo~ jurisdictions in counties with.populatiom over 400,000. Infill oppo~u~fity zones, areas
zoned for new compact residential or mixed-me wifltin 1/3 mile ofa trsmft stop with frequent
service, can be declared exempt from LOS traffic standards spa~ified in the State Congestion
Management Act (SB 1636, however, does not exempt projects from CEQA). Under SB 1636,
eities can either employ alternative Congestion Management Pr~ram (CMP) LOS standards for
facilities identified by the CMP, which would either account for the broader regional environ-
menial benefits of qualif!]ing project% or approve a list of flexible LOS miligation options that
would enhance walkability and transit service. Notabl~; Matin, Napa and Solano counties are
eligible to declare any zones under SB 1636.

THE ISSUES
Some view current CEQAproject review requireanents and LOS methodologies as barriers to
infill (housing and mixed-use) development and transportation (multi-modal) improvements. The
argument is that current impact analysis methods create a bias against such developments.
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The most eommenly cited issues with LOS methods include:

¯ Institute of Tlmksportaiion Engineers (ITE) LOS:method for trip calculations is based on subur-
ban model(not appropriate for urban settings).
¯ LOS analysis at fl~e project level tmditiomlly does not consider policies that would change
mode split~ even though ~ models can usually ce~sider them.
¯ Typical LOS analy~s (eapadty ratios) for tramit, bicycles and pedestriam¢ do not reflect factors
most imtx~rtant to the quality of the transit, bicycle and pedeslrian experience.
¯ LOS analysis looks at intersection delay times mainly based on volume of traffic coming into
the
intersection, the capacity of travel lanes tO cm-ry traffiC, andthe.ratios among the conflicting turn-

movements 0fthe traffic.
¯ LOS analysis does not consider sub-regional (county) or regiomd (Bay Area) environmental
benefits ofinfill development, especially for projects that reduce ear use.

Commonly cited CEQAi~ues include:

, C’ities are reluctant to e,~-reise e,’~nption options under CEQA.
¯ CEQA project impact analysis does not account for urban form/function ¢onte~.
¯ Traditional LOS analysis has thresholds for Congestion triggerhlg environmental reviews when,
in a smart growth context, those thresholds may be too low. Fm’thealnore, ltae signitieanee thresh-
olds too readily force envirounlental reviews that are cosily, cause delays, andimpode project
implementation.
¯ Motor vekide LOS analysis, as an input to CEQA analyses,, does not aecotmt for tbe ~ir quality
benefit~ of transit and non-motorized modes.

Proponents of Smart Growth claim that, together, CEQA guidelines and LOS methodologies
do notaddress the trip reduction benefits ofinfill and multi-modal Wansportation projects. Oth-
ers suggest that to produce irdall developm~lt, cities need only exercise the fle~,dbility available
raider current CEQA gtfidelines.

KEY QUESTIONS
¯ How can LOS methodologies be restructured to account for and reflect the environmental ben-
efits ofinfill development and transit (and other non-auto) transportation improvements?
¯ What flexibility do cities have in selling LOS tolerance thresholds under current CEQA Guide-
lines to facilitate smart growth infill?
¯ Are ineasures such as SB 1636 "transit opportunity zones" having an impact and should such
measures be broadly applied, or should greater focus be placed on changing CEQA to better ao-
count for the environmental benefits ofinfill? (Note: SB1636 applies to CMP facilities and does
not exeanpt projects from CEQA).

NEXT STEPS, STRATEGIES TO CONSIDER
¯ Identify a series of analytical tools (a multi-modal LOS or "Smart Growth LOS") that accounts
for systemwide marginal impacts; create LOS method that captures cross-mode tradeoffs and
benefits.
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¯ Cr~at~ ~ prattles gui~es to help Bay Area jurisdictions exercise fle.xibility available
rattier ¢lm’~ CEQA Guideline,
¯ Propo~ legislatioll to e.xtemd the appheation of SB1636 to counties with popul~ons under
2100,000, so long as Si~ient Critexia for infill developments’are met.

Sources~
-Rache] HiaR, Tilly ~, .Iose Luis Mo~co’vich, ~FUrA Dralt SAR 02-2 on "Transportation Syst~’,n Le~e] of
~¢e (LOS)Methodologie&"
Ce~lits:
’ Author: Patrick DUt~., Regional Plarmer, ABA~3
- Inter~ie~ .~eg Tumlin, Nelson Ny~
- Tee]m~cal Review: Alex Amoroso, ABAG;, N~hua Khalil, Val Men~ti, Jeff Ordway, BART; Sherman Lewis,
BA ASC &
California ~tate LMiversity Hayward
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