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Executive Summary

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project is located in the Valley Center and Bonsall Community
Planning Areas of the unincorporated County of San Diego with State Route 76 to the north,
Valley Center proper to the east, the City of Escondido to the south, and Interstate 15 and Old
Highway 395 to the west.

The project consists of a mix of residential, commercial and institutional uses, along with parks
and open space.— Specifically, the project proposes commercial uses comprised of 61,500
square feet of eemmercialuses;local serving small scale specialty retail, 28,500 square feet of
office uses; and a 50-room country inn; 903 traditional single-family detached homes; 375
multi-family homes (for-rent and for-sale at 20 or more dwelling units per acre); 468 age-
restricted single family homes (senior community); necessary facilities and amenities to serve
the senior population (including a senior community center, an assisted living and group
residential facility); and civic facilities that-includeak-8-schoolsite;23-8include a Community
Purpose Facility (CPF) area that would be comprised of a fire station and recreational facility
not to exceed a total of 40,000 square feet for the combined CPF area, a K-8 school site, 23.6
acres of public and private neighborhood parks, a private recreational center, and other
recreational amenities. An interim fire station with up to 3-staff could be located anywhere
within the project site. However, this fire station would be built in place of two equivalent
dwelling units and would not result in additional traffic to the overall project. Also planned
within the project site are an on-site Recycling and Green Waste Drop-off Facility (RF), a
potential Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and other supporting infrastructure. Open space is
proposed to retain some of the existing citrus and avocado groves, along with £83104.1 acres of
sensitive biological/wetland habitat.

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total of 15,451141 external daily trips
by buildout of the project, including 1,171 AM peak hour trips and 1,433432 PM peak hour
trips.

Based on the County of San Diego significance criteria and the SANTEC/ITE Guidelines, the
proposed project would result in direct traffic impacts at the following intersectiensfour (4)
roadway segments:

e _Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — 238 EDU triggers the
need for the construction of a dedicated westbound (Gopher Canyon Road approach)
right-turn lane at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road;

e E.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — 238t EDU triggers the need for
the construction of a dedicated westbound (Gopher Canyon Road approach) right-turn
lane and 476 EDU triggers the need for the construction of a dedicated northbound (E.
Vista Way approach) right-turn lane at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon
Road;
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E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — 238 EDU triggers

the need for the construction of a dedicated westbound (Gopher Canyon Road
approach) right-turn lane and 476™ EDU triggers the need for the construction of a
dedicated northbound (E. Vista Way approach) right-turn lane at the intersection of E.
Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road; and

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — need to be improved to 2.2C

as designated in the County’s adopted Mobility Element by 929" EpU.

The proposed project would also result in direct traffic impacts at the following five (5)

intersections:

E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road — 238% EDU triggers the need for the construction

of a dedicated westbound (Gopher Canyon Road approach) right-turn lane at the
intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road. The additional mitigation measure
(a_dedicated northbound right-turn lane) required for the segment of E. Vista Way,
between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street would further improve the
operations at this intersection to LOS D during peak hours;

Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road — 585" EDU orby-585-project PM-peak-hourtripssince
PM-peak-heurintersection-operation-dictatestriggers the need for signalization; and the

construction of the left-turn lane at the westbound W. Lilac Road approach;

Old nghway 395 / Clrcle R Drive — ;2-1“210“ EDU from combined Phases 4 and 5or by

epeFatien—d%tatesl 220th total EDU trlggers the need for 5|gnallzatlon——er—1—132“d—teta4

EBY-;

I-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road — 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363™ total EDUsand
triggers the need for signalization. However, this intersection is a Caltrans facility over
which the County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a plan
or program in place; therefore, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable;
and,

I-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road — 1* EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU triggers
the need for signalization. However, this intersection is a Caltrans facility over which
the County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a plan or
program in place; therefore, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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In_addition to the direct impacts identified above, trafficFraffic generated by the proposed

project would result in cumulative impacts at a-rumberefnine (9) study area readwaysroadway
segments and 11 intersections; including:

Roadway Segments
e ;Camino Del Rey, between Old River Road and W. Lilac Road;

e Gopher Canyon Road, between Little Gopher Canyon Road and |-15 SB Ramps;

e FE.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road;

e E.Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street;

e Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road;

e W, Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;

o Gopher Canyon Road, between E. the-prejectshould-pay-the-appropriate-Vista Way and
Little Gopher Canyon Road;

e Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76; and

e Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road.

Intersections

e E.Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (County-FraffictmpactFeed);
e Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road (County);

e |-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans);

e |-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans);

e 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans);

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans);

e SR-76/0ld Highway 395 (Caltrans);

e SR-76 / Pankey Road (Caltrans);

e Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road (County);

e Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive (County); and

e Miller Road / Valley Center Road (County).

Generally, cumulative impacts to facilities listed in the County’s TIF}-er—+ake—a—fairshare
contribution—in—which—the— would be mitigated through payment of TIF fees. Although the
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improvement is a-part-efanslated for implementation based upon the currently approved Plan
er—ProgramTIF _Program; it is anticipated that the currently approved TIF Program will be
updated by the County to accommodate the land use changes that would result from the
project’s approval. This update would revise fee rates associated with adding the project’s land
uses to the program. For facilities not included in the County’s TIF program, specific mitigation
measures are proposed.

The proposed project would also have cumulative impacts to 1-15 between SR-78 and the
Riverside County boundary, and these impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.

Proposed Mobility Element Classification Changes

The project proposes to downgrade W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and the planned Road
3 from 2.2C (as classified in the currently adopted General Plan) to 2.2F.

| This proposal is supported by the low (less than 6,280100 ADT) forecast daily traffic volumes
when Road 3 is deleted from the Mobility Element system. In October, 2011, after adoption of
the County General Plan Update, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac property through its Environmental Mitigation Program
(EMP). SANDAG recorded a conservation easement over the entire 902 acres and designated
this land as part of a 1,600 acre open space preserve in the State Route 76 corridor in North San
Diego County. This acquisition weuldmay prevent implementation of the County’s planned
Road 3, and make the deletion of Road 3 from the currently adopted Mobility Element a

potential roadway network a+easenably-expected-scenario.

Summary of Major Changes to the Traffic Impact Study (TIS)

The following four (4) changes to the public review version of the TIS (dated 6/28/2013)
resulted in additional deficient facilities, traffic impacts, and/or General Plan inconsistencies:

® Change 1 — Change to project access. Only the southern portion of the Phase 5 (SFS-5,
SFS-6, P-11 and the church as shown in Figure 1-3) can access Mountain Ridge Road.
The public review version of the TIS assumed that both Phases 4 and 5 have access to
Mountain Ridge Road. Change 1 affects “Existing + Phase D”, “Existing + Phase E”,
“Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project”, and “Horizon 2030 + Project” scenarios.

® Change 2 — Change to horizon year traffic volumes. The Lilac Hills Ranch Development
occupies portions of three Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs 157, 183, and 4694) in the
currently adopted GP transportation forecast model, and these TAZs generate a total of
4,957 daily trips. The public review version of the TIS assumed that the Lilac Hills Ranch
Development would replace approximately 75% (an acreage percentage) of the 4,957
trips which wasn’t conservative enough. The TIS in now updated so that the project
would only replace 110 rural residential units (1,320 ADT) of the GP approved land uses.
The Horizon Year 2030 Base traffic volumes were revised to reflect the adopted GP
forecast; while the Horizon Year 2030 Base Plus Project traffic volumes were derived by
adding the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project traffic (subtracting traffic generated by the
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110 units) to the Base Year GP modeled volumes. Change 2 affects both Horizon Year
2030 “Base” and “Base + Project” scenarios.

e Change 3 — Change to existing roadway capacities reflecting field conditions. A 10%
capacity reduction is now applied to these roadways that are not built to County public
road standards. Since each of these roads provides one lane in each direction (the most
important indication of capacity), shoulder width and minimum curve radius do not
have significant effects on roadway capacity especially when the substandard
sections/curves only represent a small portion of the studied roadway, a 10% reduction
was deemed reasonable and adequate. Change 3 affects “Existing”, all five “Existing +
Project”, and “Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project” scenarios.

e Change 4 — Change to the cumulative project list. The Sierra (former Merriam
Mountains) Development project (#106 in Table 6.1) located west of 1-15, between
Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road is expected to request the construction of
approximately 2,100 residential units and a small amount of commercial development.
The public review version of the TIS (dated 6/28/2013) only included 1,162 DU based on
the County GPA Property Specific Workplan list of 56 projects (dated June 28, 2012).
Therefore additional traffic was added. In addition, a number of projects from the
Valley Center County GPA Property Specific Workplan (VC7, 11, 20A, 20B, 54, 61, 66) list
of 56 projects was also added, such as #110 in Table 6.1. These small PSRs represent a
total of 261 units of single family rural residential located east of I-15, between W. Lilac
Road and Mountain Ridge Road. Change 4 affects the “Existing + Cumulative Projects +

Project” scenario.

Changes 1 and 2 above contribute to additional GP inconsistencies under the Horizon Year,
including:

e Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road and |-15 SB Ramps under Horizon Year with
Road 3 scenario; and

e W, Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street under Horizon Year without
Road 3 scenario.

Change 3 results in an additional project direct impact at the following location under the
“Existing + Project (Phase A)” and “Existing + Project (Phase B)” conditions:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps.

Change 4 results in _an additional cumulative impact at the following location under the
“Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project” scenario:

e W, Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Report

The purpose of this Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is to identify and document potential traffic
impacts related to the development of the Lilac Hill Ranch project. This report also
recommends mitigation measures for any identified intersection, roadway or freeway/highway
deficiencies associated with the project.

1.2 Project Location and Description

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project is located in the Valley Center and Bonsall Community
Planning Areas of the unincorporated County of San Diego with State Route 76 to the north,
Valley Center proper to the east, the City of Escondido to the south, and Interstate 15 and Old
Highway 395 to the west. Project access is provided at W. Lilac Road via Main Street, Circle R
Drive via Mountain Ridge Road; (restricted access to only southern half of the Phase 5 (SFS-5
and SFS-6) of the senior community and unrestricted access to the church site), as well as Covey
Lane. Figure 1-1 displays the project’s location within the region, while Figure 1-2 illustrates
the project study area.

The project consists of a mix of residential, commercial and institutional uses, along with parks
and open space.-_ Specifically, the project weuld-inelude-proposes commercial uses comprised
of 61,500 square feet of eemmerecialuses;local serving small scale specialty retail, 28,500
square feet of office uses; and a 50-room country inn; 903 traditional single-family detached
homes; 375 multi-family homes (for-rent and for-sale at 20 or more dwelling units per acre);
468 age-restricted single family homes (senior community); necessary facilities and amenities
to serve the senior population (including a senior community center, an assisted living and
group residential facility); and civic facilities thatinelude—a—k-8sechoelsite,23-8include a
Community Purpose Facility (CPF) area that would be comprised of a fire station and
recreational facility not to exceed a total of 40,000 square feet for the combined CPF area, a K-8
school site, 23.6 acres of public and private neighborhood parks, a private recreational center,
and other recreational amenities. An interim fire station with up to 3-staff could be located
anywhere within the project site. However, this fire station would be built in place of two
equivalent dwelling units and would not result in additional traffic to the overall project. Also
planned within the project site are an on-site Recycling and Green Waste Drop-off Facility (RF),
a potential Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and other supporting infrastructure. Open space
is proposed to retain some of the existing citrus and avocado groves, along with 283104.1 acres
of sensitive biological/wetland habitat. The project is proposed to be developed in five (5)
phases.

The project application includes a General Plan Amendment (GPA 12-001), a Specific Plan
(SP12-001), a Master Tentative Map (TM 5571 RPL 14), an Implementing Tentative Map for
Phase 1 (TM 5572 RPL 44); and a Major Use Permit (MUP 12-005) for the Water Reclamation
Facility. The project would be implemented in five phases. Additional discretionary permits will
be needed to implement latterlater phases, as identified in the Specific Plan.

Pagel

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic




Project

.
Location
N L
\ // 1
\\ a . '_"
\ . ==
N - )
N - s
\ .
Y ’/ ‘ 'I
\ /1 \~"s 1
4L
N e Gity of ST 15
N 14 - P
e\ L Oceanside U oGyof T
£ 4= Vit 5
- l~l'_|
A 1 v
N
\ | N
N 3 rey! -
RO v [ S
- SNt e
\Y Rl P ]”f.l 4 P T
LN ' -l ~ i - b
N VA Gityof 7% i
- T - P , )
N L, K San Marcos o s Gtyof =N
. A M 1
v . Naod <
. Gty of P 7 ‘
R (arlsbad e .
\ A
‘ R -
| \ -
S
\\ 5 1 ,r ;\I I_ -
\l‘ o~ ~ o _
¢ . | o
\ H Al
\ tami o \ o
\ N :
\ W
\ )
o
3 Encinitas .
Y Unincorporated
‘\
\

County

.
b\~
Vo
3
v
\
\
l
\
\
\
\
!
\
1
\
\
.
o
i
/ -
y v
s
.
/
J
. j
\ N
vl N /Yy A T D
. r ~\_\
Sy Ay
N\ Ry
Ay - .
v A
A il i TS, \'
\ Gity of El Cajon = >+
b Ty
) et il
v Lot
! B
'
2
\
s,
4
;
|
/
)
¢
\
! -~
Al - ‘I
! - .
) ;7 Gityof -<
L .
,
R v Coronado
1 (PR g
3 RN '
\ ’ s\
N emm - \
- \

NORTH

Tijuana, B.C,, Mexico

Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 1-1
Regional Project Location
CHEN #RYAN



Project Area Inset
@ Study Intersection
***** Future Roadway
1
% v
%) \
2 }
3 o, .
= Project
See Project Area Inset &
) Area =
1,000 Feet g
Shamrock Rd
Olve TRy @ %
18 ovey Ln
.\‘ >
B 2
- )
§ (==
&
S
21
Mountain Ridge Rd— 2 W. Lifac Rd
19 2
S 2)
& 7
g See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset L
)
a—_ &~ 2
@'\SS\Q ¢ 'J\CircleRVaIIey Ln
e\% (@phel‘ Canyo,, R0
0ld Castle Rd
1
Gopher Canyon Rd Inset
§ Misty Oak Rd
N | — FuitvaleRd
/ Oshourne St = <
z I
E S
3 &
QQ,SQQ'
i ) 2% 25
Cirde R Valley Ln Lawrence Welk Dr /’é(
Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd
23
=
d
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 05 1 Miles : D oere
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 1-2
CHEN #RYAN

Project Study Area



Figure 1-3 displays the proposed site plan. Detailed land use and trip generation information
are described in Chapter 4.

Proposed Project Design Exceptions

Ten (10) design exceptions are proposed (final recommendations of the requests are pending)
as part of this project and displayed in Figures 1-4A and 1-4B. For purpose of explanation and
ease of reading, the following summaries describe the design exception requests and the
resulting effects on roadway capacity:

1. West Lilac Road, from Old Highway 395 to the I-15 bridge

a. Request to reduce the parkway width (the walkable portion of the right-of-way)
from 12 feet to 2 feet on the north side, and from 12 feet to 6 feet on the south
side.

i. A “Parkway” is defined as “the distance measured from the curb face to
the property line of a road right-of-way.” The actual drivable portion of
the road is called the “Pavement Width,” which is further defined as “the
specified width of pavement of the roadbed and is measured from curb
face to curb face. In the absence of curbs, the pavement width is
measured from the edges of the roadbed.” (County of San Diego
Department of Public Works “Public Road Standards,” March 12, 2012)

b. Reduce the north side shoulder from 8 feet to 6 feet.

The reduction in parkway width will not affect vehicular travel speed because
the travel lanes will be built to the full 12-foot standard. The reduced shoulder
width from 8 feet to 6 feet will still allow full size vehicles to pull off to the side
of the road on those rare occasions when that is necessary. Therefore, the
proposed design exception will not affect roadway capacity and a capacity
reduction was not applied.

2. West Lilac Road, over the I-15 bridge

a. Reduce the shoulder from 8 feet to 6 feet along the north and from 8 feet to 4
feet along the south.

b. Reduce the parkway from 12 feet to O feet along the north and from 12 feet to 6
feet along the south.

The reduced shoulder widths from 8 feet to 6 feet and 4 feet with full 12-foot
travel lanes will still allow vehicles to pull off to the side of the road on those rare
occasions when that is necessary. Parkway width is not used by drivers and
therefore no negative impact to capacity would occur by reducing the
width. Therefore, the proposed design exception will not affect roadway
capacity and a capacity reduction was not applied.
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3. West Lilac Road, from the I-15 bridge to project boundary

a. Reduce the shoulder width from 8 feet to 6 feet.

b. Reduce parkway width from 12 feet to 2 feet on the north side and from 12 feet

to 6 feet on the south side.

The reduction in parkway width would not affect vehicular travel and the

shoulder width reduction from 8 feet to 6 feet occurs outside of the standard 12-

foot vehicle travel lanes; only affecting the shoulders. Therefore it will not

change the speed and capacity of this road as it would still provide two full 12-

foot travel lanes and two 6-foot shoulders that are still wide enough for vehicles

to pull off the road on those rare occasions when that is necessary. Therefore,

the proposed design exception will not affect roadway capacity and a capacity

reduction was not applied.

4. West Lilac Road, from the westerly roundabout to the northern project boundary

c. Reduce the design speed along West Lilac Road for 225 feet from 40 mph to 25

mph as the road enters into the proposed roundabout.

The Transportation Research Board (TRB) in cooperation with US

department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) published the National Cooperative Highway Research Program
(NCHRP) Report 672 - Roundabouts: An Informational Guide (ZM Edition).
The guide states that the operating speed of a roundabout is widely
recognized as one of its most important attributes in terms of safety, and
speed management is often a combination of managing speeds at the
roundabout itself and managing speeds on the approaching roadways. It
recommends that the maximum entering design speeds based on a
theoretical fastest path should be 20 to 25 mph (32 to 40 km/h) at single-
lane roundabouts. Hence, the reduction in design speed would improve
safety in _and around the westerly roundabout (Street “O”/W. Lilac
Road/Main Street). In addition, it has been well documented by the La
Jolla Bird Rock roundabouts and other national-level research that 2
lanes of travel (one in each direction) with roundabouts can carry up to
25,000 cars per day, which well exceeds the capacity threshold for a 2.2C
facility. Finally, roundabout experts, Reid Middleton, provided a peer
review (included as Appendix A) on the design and analysis of the
proposed roundabouts. Based on their analysis, both roundabouts along
W. Lilac Road would operate at LOS A with low volume-to-capacity
ratios. Therefore, the proposed design exception will not affect
roadway capacity and a capacity reduction was not applied.

5. West Lilac Road, along the northerly project boundary

d. Allow the construction of a half-width road improvement.
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e. Allow the northerly half to remain in its existing condition, which deviates from

the current standards:

The shoulder width can remain at 0 feet (from the required 2 feet).

The parkway width can remain at O feet (from the required 12 feet).

The southerly half of the roadway will be built to a full 2.2F standard,
combined with two standard 12-foot travel lanes. The 2-foot shoulder on
the north side and the 12-foot parkway on the north side would require
offsite_acquisition. However, this exception would not affect capacity
due to the short 2,600-foot distance. Therefore, the proposed design
exception will not affect roadway capacity and a capacity reduction was
not applied.

f.  Reduce the horizontal design from a minimum 400-foot tangent length (between

curves) to an 80-foot tangent length.

A tangent length is the straight segment of road that is found in between

two curved pieces of road. The current minimum straight segment of
road of existing West Lilac Road is 80 feet rather than 400 feet. This
section is controlled by two roundabouts and therefore, the shorter
tangent length does not negatively impact capacity. In addition, it has
been well documented by the La Jolla Bird Rock roundabouts and other
national-level research that 2 lanes of travel with roundabouts can carry
up to 25,000 cars per day, which well exceeds the capacity threshold for a
2.2F or 2.2C facility. In addition, roundabout experts, Reid Middleton,
provided a peer review (included as Appendix A) on the design and
analysis of the proposed roundabouts. Based on their analysis, both
roundabouts along W. Lilac Road would operate at LOS A with low
volume-to-capacity ratios. Therefore, the proposed design exception
will not affect roadway capacity and a capacity reduction was not
applied.

6. West Lilac Road, east of easterly roundabout

g. Add a 4-foot raised median, to allow for a transition from existing West Lilac

Road into the proposed roundabout.

h. Increase the shoulder from 2 feet to 5 feet on the south side to allow for a 5-foot

bike lane.

i. Reduced parkway from 12 feet to 2 feet on the north side.

j. _Reduce the shoulder from 2 feet to 0 feet on the north side.
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i. The modification only occurs for 240 feet at the project’s easterly
entrance at West Lilac Road where a roundabout is proposed. Since the
modification only occurs for a short distance of 240 feet at the
roundabout, no material effect to the carrying capacity of West Lilac
Road would occur and a capacity reduction was not applied.

7. Mountain Ridge Road

k. Design speed reduction from 30 mph to 15 mph.

Mountain Ridge Road is a narrow 20 feet wide road which currently serves a
small amount of homes and is proposed to provide access to a small portion of
the project site (only the senior residential units in SFS-5 and SFS-6, the park and
the church). Since the project will add traffic to Mountain Ridge Road, this road
was assessed using two methodologies outlined in the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Traffic and Transportation, June 30,
2009 and modified August 24, 2011 (County Guidelines). The first was from a
capacity standpoint as outlined at the end of Section 4.1 (Non Circulation
Element Residential Streets). The second was from a hazards standpoint as
outlined in Section 4.6 of the County Guidelines.

i. CARRYING CAPACITY

Mountain Ridge Road is an unclassified roadway. Per Section 4.1 of the
County Guidelines, Level of Service is not applied to residential streets
such as Mountain Ridge Road. Therefore, per County requirements, the
post-project volumes on Mountain Ridge Road were compared to the
design capacities that are outlined in the County’s Private Road
Standards.

The current volume on Mountain Ridge Road is 160 ADT. The project will
add approximately 840 ADT to Mountain Ridge Road for a total of 1,190
ADT (2030 plus Project, see Table 7.2 from the traffic study). As
recommended in Section 4.1 of the County Guidelines, the County private
road standard table (Page 8) was used to determine whether adequate
capacity exists on Mountain Ridge Road to serve 1,190 ADT. Table on the
following page shows a comparison between the County private road
parameters that would serve 751-2500 ADT and the proposed Mountain
Ridge Road parameters. As can be seen, Mountain Ridge Road will meet
all criteria other than vertical design speed once the proposed
improvements are implemented. Since the forecasted ADT is only over
the 751 minimum threshold by 440 daily trips and Mountain Ridge Road
will meet 7 of the 8 criteria, it is concluded that Mountain Ridge Road can
accommodate 1,190 ADT. It should also be noted that since 1,190 ADT
correlates to about 119 peak hour trips, Mountain Ridge Road will only
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need to accommodate about 2 cars per minute during peak periods,

which is a very small amount.

ADT 100 orless | 101-750 751-2500 Existing Proposed
Graded Width 28ft 28t 28ft 28ft 28t
Improvement Width 241t 24t 241t 20ft 24t
Horizontal Radius 100ft 100ft 100ft N/A N/A
Vertical Design Speed 20MPH 25MPH 30MPH ~5MPH(min) 15MPH
Maximum Grade 20% 20% 20% 21.00% 16.60%
Minimum Length-Vertical Curve 40 40 40 80' 100'
Maximum Angle of Departure % % % negligible negligible
Minimum Vertical Clearance 14,51t 14,51t 14.5ft No limit No limit

Source: San Diego County Standards for Private Roads, Landmark Consulting

ii. HAZARDS DUE TO AN EXISTING TRANSPORTATION DESIGN FEATURE

Mountain Ridge Road is a residential serving road with several vertical

curves and design speed as low as approximately 5 mph along certain

sections.

Since the road is not currently built to County private road

standards, an assessment according to Section 4.6 of the County

Guidelines was completed considering the following factors:

1)

Design features/physical configurations of access roads may

2)

adversely affect the safe movement of all users along the
roadway.

The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road

3)

due to the proposed project may affect the safety of the
roadway.

The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding

4)

area, such as curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other
barriers, may result in conflicts with other users or stationary

object.

Conformance of existing and proposed roads to the

requirements of the private or public road standards, as
applicable.

The following is a discussion of each of these four individual factors:

1)

There are several vertical curves along Mountain Ridge Road,

some of which have grades exceeding 20%. The design speed
along certain sections is only about 5 mph as constructed.
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2)

Therefore, due to the presence of these curves and the design
speed below County Standards, it is concluded that the
current road may adversely affect the movement of users.

The project is forecasted to increase the ADT on Mountain

3)

Ridge Road from the current 160 ADT to 1,190 ADT. While
this is a high percentage increase, an ADT of 1,190 ADT is only
about 2 cars per minute during peak periods, and this amount
would not significantly contribute to any safety issues along

the roadway.

The presence of several vertical curves was described in Item

4)

1) above. There are no horizontal curves on the roadway, nor
are there any slopes, walls, or barriers that could cause
conflicts. Therefore, no issues are expected due to this item.

Table on the previous page shows County private road

standards for various roadway types depending on the level of
ADT served by the roadway. Two columns were added to the

Table. The first is an indication of each of the measurable
criteria for Mountain Ridge Road. As can be seen, Mountain
Ridge Road meets the standards of a 751-2,500 ADT road in all
cases except for the vertical design speed.

Since Mountain Ridge Road currently has design features, namely several vertical

curves, that may affect the movement of users (#1) and does not fully conform

to County private road standards (#4), it is concluded that a potentially

significant impact could occur in terms of roadway hazards. The improvements

being made to the existing Mountain Ridge Road are to widen the paved width

from 20 feet to 24 feet, as well as lengthening one of the vertical curves to

increase the minimum design speed from 5mph to 15 mph.

8. Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Drive intersection

a. Reduce the standard intersection angle from 90 degrees to the pre-existing 72

degrees by eliminating the required taper on the east side and allowing right

hand turning movements from westbound Circle R Drive to northbound

Mountain Ridge Road across the southbound travel lanes (See Appendix B).

jiii. The County Public Road Standards state that the angle between

centerlines and intersections is to be at nearly a right angle and in no

case less than 70 degrees or greater than 110 degrees. [Angles between

70-80 (or 100-110) degrees will require a taper on the acute angle for

right turn movement]. This modification only deletes the need for a

taper at the acute intersection angle on Circle R Drive at Mountain Ridge
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Road for the westbound right turn movement. Not providing this taper
would not have a material effect on the carrying capacity of Circle R
Drive and a capacity reduction was not applied.

9. Street “C”
a. Design speed reduction from 30 mph to 20 mph for 500 feet

i. Modification 9 involves an internal street which was not analyzed in the
traffic study.

10. Street “E”
a. Design speed reduction from 25 mph to 20 mph for 300 feet

i. Modification 10 involves an internal street which was not analyzed in the
traffic study.

1.3 Study Scenarios

A total of nine (9) scenarios are analyzed in this study, including:

Existing Conditions — establishes the existing baseline of traffic operations within the study
area.

Existing Plus Project (Phase A) Conditions — represents the existing transportation network
with the addition of traffic from Phase 1 of the proposed project.

Existing Plus Project (Phase B) Conditions — represents the existing transportation network
with the addition of traffic from Phases 1 and 4 of the proposed project.

Existing Plus Project (Phase C) Conditions — represents the existing transportation network
with the addition of traffic from Phases 1, 4 and 2 of the proposed project.

Existing Plus Project (Phase D) Conditions — represents the existing transportation network
with the addition of traffic from Phases 1, 4, 2 and 5 of the proposed project.

Existing Plus Project (Phase E, project buildout) Conditions — represents the existing
transportation network with the addition of traffic from buildout of the proposed project.

Cumulative Traffic Conditions — represents cumulative traffic conditions, including existing
baseline traffic, traffic from anticipated land development projects, and traffic from the
buildout of the proposed project.

Horizon Year Plan-to-Plan (Proposed vs. Adopted) Analysis — provides a plan-to-plan analysis
assessing potential impacts to the adopted County’s General Plan Mobility Element
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roadways within the project study area, resulting from proposed changes in development
land use, density, and/or intensity associated with the proposed project.

Horizon Year Plan-to-Plan (Proposed vs. ReasenablyExpected}“Without Road 3”) Analysis —
In October; 2011, after adoption of the County General Plan Update, the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac property through
its Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP). SANDAG recorded a conservation easement
over the entire 902 acres and designated this land as part of a 1,600 acre open space
preserve in the State Route 76 corridor in North San Diego County. This acquisition
wedldmay prevent implementation of the County’s planned Road 3. For this reason, an
additional plan-to-plan analysis was performed as part of this TIS in order to assess the
potential project traffic impacts to the County’s mobility network without Road 3.

1.4 Report Organization

Following the Introduction chapter, this report is organized into the following sections:

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

Analysis Methodology — This chapter describes the methodologies and standards
utilized to analyze roadway, intersection, and state highway/freeway traffic conditions.
This chapter also documents the traffic forecast modeling process and assumptions for
this project.

Existing Conditions — This chapter describes the existing traffic network within the study
area and provides analysis results for existing traffic conditions.

Project Description — This chapter describes the proposed project including project
traffic generation, trip distribution patterns, and roadway assignments. The project trip
distribution was developed via a computer generated “Select Zone” analysis utilizing the
Series 12 SANDAG transportation model.

Existing Plus Project Conditions — This chapter describes the existing traffic network with
additional traffic generated by the various traffic analysis phases of the proposed
project. Mitigation measures, if necessary, for project-related impacts are also
identified.

Cumulative Traffic Conditions — This chapter describes cumulative land development
projects anticipated to generate additional traffic within the study area. Analysis results
are provided for the existing plus cumulative projects plus proposed project condition,
along with recommended mitigation measures (if necessary).

Site Access and On-Site Circulation — This chapter presents an assessment of
transportation facilities providing access to the proposed project. It also recommends
functional classifications for all roadways internal to the project.
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8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

12.0

13.0

14.0

15.0

Hazards to Pedestrians and Bicyclists — This chapter describes existing and proposed
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site, as well as potential
impacts to cyclists and pedestrians.

General Plan Consistency Analyses — This chapter provides two plan-to-plan analyses
assessing potential traffic impacts to the County’s General Plan Mobility Element
roadways due to changes in the proposed project’s land use, density, and/or intensity.
The two plan-to-plan analyses include comparisons of, first, the proposed project and
the currently adopted GP (with Road 3); and second, the proposed project and the
reasonabhyexpected“Without Road 3” network-{witheut-Read-3}.. The purpose of these
analyses is to determine whether the land use changes proposed by this project can be
supported by the County’s Mobility Element. If deficiencies are identified, appropriated
mitigation measures are recommended.

Findings and Recommendations — This chapter summarizes overall study findings and
identifies recommended project-related mitigation measures.

Construction Traffic — This chapter identifies potential traffic impacts associated with
the Lilac Hills Ranch project construction traffic.

No-School Alternative — This chapter discusses the “No School” on-site alternative and
how this alternative would affect the study area network and operations.

Weekend Church Traffic — This chapter documents potential traffic impacts associated
with weekend church traffic, particularly on Sundays.

North County Specific Residential Trip Generation and Effects — This chapter summarizes
the North County specific residential trip generation rates survey and discusses how

these rates would affect traffic impact identifications.

Transportation Demand Management — This chapter discusses the potential

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program developed in an effort to reduce
vehicle trips in favor of alternative modes of transportation.
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2.0 Analysis Methodology

The traffic analyses prepared for this study were performed in accordance with County of San
Diego traffic impact guidelines, the enhanced California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
project review process, and SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for TIS in the San Diego region.

The SANTEC/ITE guidelines require delineation of a project study area based on the following
criteria:

e All local roadway segments (including all State surface routes), intersections, and
mainline freeway locations where the proposed project will add 50 or more peak-hour
trips in either direction to the existing roadway traffic.

o All freeway entrance and exit ramps where the proposed project will add a significant
number of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed ramp storage
capacities.

In addition to the SANTEC/ITE requirements, the project study area also includes all County
Mobility Element roadways and intersections where 25 or more peak hour project trips are
projected to travel as per County’s requirements.

2.1 Level of Service Definition

Level of service (LOS) is a quantitative stratification of performance measures (speed, travel
time, comfort, etc.) that represent quality of service. Quality of service describes how well a
transportation facility or service operates from a traveler’s perspective. A vehicle level of
service definition generally describes these conditions in terms of such factors as speed, travel
time, freedom to maneuver, comfort, convenience, and safety. LOS A represents the best
operating conditions from a driver’s perspective, while LOS F represents the worst.

Table 2.1 describes generalized definitions of roadway systems operating at LOS A through F.

2.2 Roadway Segment Level of Service Standards and Thresholds

Roadway segment level of service standards and thresholds provide the basis for analysis of
arterial roadway segment performance. The analysis of roadway segment level of service is
based on the functional classification of the roadway, the maximum capacity, roadway
geometrics, and existing or forecast Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes. Table 2.2 presents
the roadway segment capacity and level of service standards utilized to analyze roadway
segments within the unincorporated County of San Diego.
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TABLE 2.1
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

LOS ‘ Characteristics

Primarily free-flow operation. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the
A traffic stream. Controlled delay at the boundary intersections is minimal. The travel speed exceeds 85%
of the base free-flow speed.

Reasonably unimpeded operation. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly
B restricted and control delay at the boundary intersections is not significant. The travel speed is between
67% and 85% of the base free-flow speed.

Stable operation. The ability to maneuver and change lanes at mid-segment locations may be more
C restricted than at LOS B. Longer queues at the boundary intersections may contribute to lower travel
speeds. The travel speed is between 50% and 67% of the base free-flow speed.

Less stable condition in which small increases in flow may cause substantial increases in delay and
decreases in travel speed. This operation may be due to adverse signal progression, high volume, or
inappropriate signal timing at the boundary intersections. The travel speed is between 40% and 50% of
the base free-flow speed.

Unstable operation and significant delay. Such operations may be due to some combination of adverse
E signal progression, high volume, and inappropriate signal timing at the boundary intersections. The travel
speed is between 30% and 40% of the base free-flow speed.

Flow at extremely low speed. Congestion is likely occurring at the boundary intersections, as indicated by
high delay and extensive queuing. The travel speed is 30% or less of the base free-flow speed. Also,
LOS F is assigned to the subject direction of travel if the through movement at one or more boundary
intersections have a volume-to-capacity ratio greater than 1.0.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Chapter 16.

TABLE 2.2
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY CAPACITY AND LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Level of Service (in ADT)

Travel | Design

No. Road Classification

Lanes | Speed A B I D E
6.1 6 65 mph Expressway 36,000 | 54,000 | 70,000 | 86,000 | 108,000
62 6 | 65mph Prime Arterial 22200 | 37,000 | 44,600 | 50,000 | 57,000
4.1A Major Road with Raised Median 14,800 | 24,700 | 29,600 | 33,400 | 37,000
4 | 55mph : - :
418 PP | Major Road W'Ltgr:gfrm'“em Tum 43200 | 22,800 | 27,400 | 30800 | 34,200
42A Boulevard with Raised Median | 18,000 | 21,000 | 24,000 | 27,000 | 30,000
4 40 mph i i
428 Boulevard W”E;erm'“em Tum 1 16800 | 19,600 | 22500 | 25,000 | 28,000
2.1A Community C,\‘A’g‘fjlc;‘r’]r with Raised | 14 000 | 11700 | 13400 | 15,000 | 19,000
2 45 mph - -
21B Community Collector w/ Continuous 3,000 6,000 9.500 13,500 19,000
Turn Lane
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TABLE 2.2
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY CAPACITY AND LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

No. Travel | Design Road Classification
Lanes| Speed

Level of Service (in ADT)

A B © D E
21C Community Collector w/ Intermittent 3,000 6,000 9.500 13,500 19,000
Turn Lane
210 | 2 | 4meh Communty Collector with 3000 | 6000 | 9500 | 13500 | 19,000
Improvement Options
2.1E Community Collector 1,900 4,100 7,100 | 10,900 16,200
2.2A Light Collector with Raised Median 3,000 6,000 9,500 | 13,500 | 19,000
298 Light Collector vgl;é:ontmuous Turn 3,000 6,000 9.500 13,500 19,000
29C Light Collector \C/gzelgtermlttent Turn 3,000 6,000 9.500 13,500 19,000
2 40 mph - -
29D Light Collector wnh Improvement 3,000 6,000 9,500 13,500 19,000
Options
2.2E Light Collector 1,900 4,100 7,100 | 10,900 16,200
99F Light Collector with Reduced 5.800 6,800 7.800 8.700 9,700
Shoulder
2.3A Minor Collector with Raised Median 3,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000
238 5 35 mph Minor Collector with Intermittent 3,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000
Turn Lane
2.3C Minor Collector 1,900 4,100 6,000 7,000 8,000

Source: County of San Diego Public Road Standards; March 2012

These standards are generally used as long-range planning guidelines to determine the
functional classification of roadways. The actual capacity of a roadway facility varies according
to its physical attributes. Typically, the performance and level of service of a roadway segment
is heavily influenced by the ability of the arterial intersections to accommodate peak hour
volumes.

For the purposes of this traffic analysis, LOS D is considered acceptable for Mobility Element
roadway segments within the unincorporated County of San Diego.
2.3 Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Standards and Thresholds

This section presents the methodologies used to perform peak hour intersection capacity
analysis, including both signalized and unsignalized intersections.
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2.3.1 Signalized Intersection Analysis

The signalized intersection analysis utilized in this study conforms to the operational analysis
methodology outlined in Chapter 18 of the HCM 2010. The HCM 2010 methodology defines
intersection level of service as a function of intersection control delay in terms of seconds per
vehicle (sec/veh).

The HCM 2010 methodology sets 1,900 passenger-cars per hour per lane (pcphpl) as the ideal
saturation flow rate at signalized intersections based upon the minimum headway that can be
sustained between departing vehicles at a signalized intersection. The service saturation flow
rate, which reflects the saturation flow rate specific to the study facility, is determined by
adjusting the ideal saturation flow rate for lane width, on-street parking, bus stops, pedestrian
volume, traffic composition (or percentage of heavy vehicles), and shared lane movements (e.g.
through and right-turn movements sharing the same lane). The level of service criteria used for
this technique are described in Table 2.3. The computerized analysis of intersection operations
was performed utilizing the Synchro 8.0 Build 802 traffic analysis software (by Trafficware).

TABLE 2.3
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS METHOD

Average Stopped

Delay Per Vehicle Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics
(seconds)

LOS A occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either progression is
exceptionally favorable or the cycle length is very short. If it is due to favorable progression,
most vehicles arrive during the green indication and travel through the intersection without
stopping.

<10.0

LOS B occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either progression is highly

101-200 favorable or the cycle length is short. More vehicles stop than with LOS A.

LOS C occurs when progression is favorable or the cycle length is moderate. The number
20.1-35.0 of vehicles stopping is significant, although many vehicles still pass through the intersection
without stopping.

LOS D occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either progression is ineffective

35.1-550 or the cycle length is long. Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable.

LOS E occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high, progression is unfavorable, and the

55.1-800 cycle length is long. Individual cycle failures are frequent.

LOS F occurs when the volume-to-capacity ratio is very high, progression is very poor, and

>80.0 the cycle length is long. Most cycles fail to clear the queue.

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 18.
2.3.2 Unsignalized Intersection Analysis

Unsignalized intersections, including two-way and all-way stop controlled intersections, were
analyzed using the Chapters 19 and 20 methodology of the HCM 2010. The level of service for a
two-way stop controlled (TWSC) intersection is determined by the computed or measured
control delay at each minor-street movement. LOS F would occur when the volume-to-capacity
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ratio exceeds 1.0, regardless of the control delay. Table 2.4 summarizes the level of service
criteria for unsignalized intersections.

TABLE 2.4
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR
STOP CONTROLLED UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Average Control Delay (sec/veh) Level of Service (LOS)
<10.0 A
10.1-15.0 B
15.1-25.0 C
25.1-35.0 D
35.1-50.0 E
>50.0 F

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Chapters 19 & 20.

County of San Diego considers LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours to be the minimum
standard for intersection level of service.

2.4 Two-Lane Highway Level of Service Standards and Thresholds

The existing Old Highway 395 is considered a Mobility Element roadway, but operates as a two-
lane highway. As directed in Section 4.3 of the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining
Significance, Old Highway 395 is analyzed as a two-lane highway under Existing, Existing Plus
Project, and Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions in this report.

Under “Horizon Year” analyses, Old Highway 395 is treated as a Mobility Element road since the
majority of this facility, with exception of the segment between SR-76 and W. Lilac Road, is
classified as either a 4-lane Major or 4-lane Boulevard in the County’s General Plan.

Table 2.5 displays the two-lane highway ADT thresholds for LOS E and LOS F, when signalized
intersection spacing is greater than one mile.

TABLE 2.5
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS
WITH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SPACING OVER ONE MILE

LOS LOS Criteria
LOSE > 16,200 ADT
LOSF > 22,900 ADT

Source: County of San Diego
Note:
Where detailed data are available, the Director of Public Works may also accept a detailed level of
service analysis based upon the two-lane highway analysis procedures provided in the Chapter 20
Highway Capacity Manual.
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For two-lane highways where signalized intersection spacing is less than one mile, the level of
service is determined by the intersections along the subject highway.

2.5 Freeway/State Highway Level of Service Standards and Thresholds

Freeway level of service and performance analysis is based upon procedures developed by
Caltrans District 11. The procedure for calculating freeway level of service involves estimating a
peak hour volume to capacity (V/C) ratio. Peak hour volumes are estimated from the
application of design hour (“K”), directional (“D”) and truck (“T”) factors to Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) volumes. The base capacity is assumed to be 2,350 pc/h/In.

The resulting V/C is then compared to acceptable ranges of V/C values corresponding to the
various levels of service for each facility classification, as shown in Table 2.6. The
corresponding level of service represents an approximation of existing or anticipated future
freeway operating conditions in the peak direction of travel during the peak hour.

TABLE 2.6
FREEWAY AND STATE HIGHWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Congestion/Delay Traffic Description
"A" <041 None Free flow.
"B" 0.42-0.62 None Free to stable flow, light to moderate volumes.
e 0.63-0.79 None to minimal Stable flow, moderate volumes, freedom to maneuver
noticeably restricted.
. ! - ) Approaches unstable flow, heavy volumes, very limited
D 0.80-0.92 Minimal to substantial freedom to maneuver.
ng 0.93-1.00 Significant Extremely unstable flow, maneuverability and

psychological comfort extremely poor.

Forced or breakdown flow. Delay measured in
"F" >1.00 Considerable average travel speed (MPH). Signalized segments
experience delays >60.0 seconds/vehicle.

Source: SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for TIS in the San Diego Region

LOS D or better is used in this study as the threshold for acceptable freeway operations based
upon Caltrans and the SANDAG Regional Growth Management Strategy (RGMS) requirements.

2.6 Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, all signalized intersections at freeway ramps were
analyzed using Intersecting Lane Volume (ILV) procedures as described in Topic 406 of the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM). This methodology is based upon an assessment of
individual intersections as isolated units, without consideration of the effects of adjacent
intersections. For this reason, the ILV analysis is utilized as an additional validation of signalized
ramp intersection operations derived from the HCM 2010 methodology. Table 2.7 provides
values of ILV/hr associated with various traffic flow thresholds.
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TABLE 2.7
TRAFFIC FLOW CONDITIONS AT RAMP INTERSECTIONS
AT VARIOUS LEVELS OF OPERATION

ILV/hr Description

<1200: (Under Capacity)
Stable flow with slight, but acceptable delay. Occasional signal loading may develop. Free midblock operations.

1200-1500: (At Capacity)

Unstable flow with considerable delays possible. Some vehicles occasionally wait two or more cycles to pass through the
intersection. Continuous backup occurs on some approaches.

>1500: (Over Capacity)

Stop-and-go operation with severe delay and heavy congestion®. Traffic volume is limited by maximum discharges 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.

Source: Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Topic 406
Note:
(1) The amount of congestion depends on how much the ILV/hr value exceeds 1500. Observed flow rates will normally not exceed
1500ILV/hr, and the excess will be delayed in a queue.

2.7 Ramp Metering Analysis

Ramp metering analysis should be conducted, based upon SANDAG’s CMP guidelines, to
calculate delays and queues at the study area freeway on-ramps. However, since no ramp
meters exist within the project study area, ramp metering analysis is not required and therefore
not included in this study.

2.8 Determination of Significant Impacts

This section outlines the thresholds for determination of significant project-related impacts to
roadways and intersections in the County of San Diego.

County of San Diego Traffic Impact Criteria

Mobility Element Roads

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on a road
segment, unless specific facts show that there are other circumstances that mitigate or avoid
such impacts:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will significantly
increase congestion on a Mobility Element Road or State Highway currently operating at
LOS E or LOS F as identified in Table 2.8, or will cause a Mobility Element Road or State
Highway to operate at LOS E or LOS F as a result of the proposed project, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will cause a
residential street to exceed its design capacity.
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TABLE 2.8
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON ROAD SEGMENTS:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED ROAD SEGMENTS

Level of Service Two-Lane Road ‘ Four-Lane Road ‘ Six-Lane Road
LOSE 200 ADT 400 ADT 600 ADT
LOSF 100 ADT 200 ADT 300 ADT

Source: County of San Diego

Notes:

1.

By adding proposed project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, this same table must be used to determine if total cumulative
impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant, each project that contributes any trips must mitigate a share of
the cumulative impacts.

The County may also determine impacts have occurred on roads even when a project's traffic or cumulative impacts do not trigger an
unacceptable level of service, when such traffic uses a significant amount of remaining road capacity.

Signalized Intersections

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on a
roadway segment:

The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will significantly
increase congestion enat a signalized intersection currently operating at LOS E or LOS F as
identified in Table 2.9, or will cause a signalized intersection to operate at LOS E or LOS F.

Based upon an evaluation of existing accident rates, the signal priority list, intersection
geometrics, proximity of adjacent driveways, sight distance or other factors, the project
would significantly impact the operations of the intersection.

TABLE 2.9
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON INTERSECTIONS:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED INTERSECTIONS

Level of Service Signalized Unsignalized
LOSE Delay of 2 seconds 20 peak hour trips on a critical movement
LOS F Delay of 1 secqnd, or 5 peak hour trips on a 5 peak hour trips on a critical movement
critical movement

Source: County of San Diego

Notes:

1. Acritical movement is one that is experiencing excessive queues.

2. By adding proposed project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, this same table is used to determine if total cumulative
impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant, each project that contributes any trips must mitigate a
share of the cumulative impacts.

3. The County may also determine impacts have occurred on roads even when a project’s traffic or cumulative impacts do not trigger
an unacceptable level of service, when such traffic uses a significant amount of remaining road capacity.
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Unsignalized Intersections

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on a road
segment:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 20 or
more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection, and cause
an unsignalized intersection to operate below LOS D, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 20 or
more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection currently
operating at LOS E, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 5 or
more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection, and cause
the unsignalized intersection to operate at LOS F, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add 5 or
more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection currently
operating at LOS F, or

e Based upon an evaluation of existing accident rates, the signal priority list, intersection

geometrics, proximity of adjacent driveways, sight distance or other factors, the project
would significantly impact the operations of the intersection.

Two-Lane Highways when Signalized Intersection Spacing Over One Mile

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on a two-
lane highway facility with signalized intersection spacing greater than one mile:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will significantly
increase congestion on a two-lane highway segment currently operating at LOS E or
LOS F, as identified in Table 2.10, or will cause a two-lane highway segment to operate
at LOS E or LOS F as a result of the proposed project.
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TABLE 2.10
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
WITH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SPACING OVER ONE MILE

LOS LOS Criteria Impact Significance Level
LOSE >16,200 ADT > 325 ADT
LOSF >22,900 ADT > 225 ADT

Source: County of San Diego
Note:

Where detailed data are available, the Director of Public Works may also accept a detailed level of service analysis based upon the two-
lane highway analysis procedures provided in the Chapter 20 Highway Capacity Manual.

Two-Lane Highways when Signalized Intersection Spacing Under One Mile

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on a two-
lane highway facility with signalized intersection spacing less than one mile:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will significantly
increase congestion on a two-lane highway segment currently operating at LOS E or
LOS F, as identified in Table 2.11, or will cause a two-lane highway segment to operate
at LOS E or LOS F as a result of the proposed project.

TABLE 2.11
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
WITH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SPACING UNDER ONE MILE

LOS LOS Criteria
LOSE Intersection delay of 2 seconds
LOSF Intersection delay of 1 second, or 5 peak hour trips on a critical movement

Source: County of San Diego

Notes:

1. Acritical movement is one that is experiencing excessive queues.

2. By adding proposed project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, this same table is used to determine if total cumulative
impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant, each project that contributes any trips must mitigate a
share of the cumulative impacts.

3. The County may also determine impacts have occurred on roads even when a project’s traffic or cumulative impacts do not trigger
an unacceptable level of service, when such traffic uses a significant amount of remaining road capacity.

SANTEC/ITE Guidelines

Facilities that belong to other jurisdictions or Caltrans, should comply with the traffic study
requirements identified in the SANTEC/ITE Guidelines, as summarized in Table 2.12.
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TABLE 2.12

SANTEC/ITE MEASURE OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS

Level of Service
(LOS) with Project

Allowable Change Due to Impact

Freeways Roadway Segments Intersections Ramp Metering
E & F (or ramp
meter delays VIC ?rgeic; VIC ?rgeic; Delay (sec) Delay (min.)
above 15 min.) P P
0.01 1 0.02 1 2 2

Source: SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for TIS in the San Diego Region

The project study area included two (2) Caltrans facilities: Interstate 15 and State Route 76.
However, based upon the SANTEC/ITE study criteria discussed at the beginning of this chapter
as well as a review of the SANDAG “Select Zone” assignments, the proposed project would not
add 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction of SR-76. Therefore, SR-76 was not analyzed

in this study.
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3.0 Existing Conditions

This section describes key roadway, two-lane highway, and freeway segments, intersections, as
well as existing daily roadway/highway/freeway and peak hour intersection traffic volumes.
Level of service analysis results for all study area facilities under Existing conditions are
presented.

3.1 Existing Transportation Network

Several regionally and locally significant roadways and freeways traverse the study area. Each
of the key transportation facilities, as well as associated study intersections within the study
area, is discussed below.

Freeway and State Highway Facilities
Two (2) Caltrans freeway/state highway facilities traverse the study area, as follows:

1-15 - I-15 is a grade separated freeway and ranges from 8 to 10 general purpose lanes within
the study area. The travel lanes are generally 12 feet wide and the shoulders are generally 10
to 12 feet wide. The 20-mile I-15 Express Lanes Project, funded in part by the TransNet, was
completed in January 2012. The Project constructed four (4) managed lanes, between SR-163
and SR-78, with a moveable barrier for maximum flexibility; multiple access points to the
general purpose highway lanes; and direct access ramps for high-frequency Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) service. [-15, between SR-78 and Riverside County is planned to be widened with 4 toll
lanes as per the 2050 RTP. However, this improvement is not assumed in the Horizon Year
analysis since no secured funding sources were identified. Two interchanges (at Old Highway
395 and at Gopher Canyon Road) are located within the study area providing regional access for
the proposed project. The posted speed limit is 70 mph along I-15 in the vicinity of the project.

SR-76 — SR-76-is—a—twe-lane—undivided-highway—withinrWithin the study area, exceptforthe
segmentSR-76 is a four-lane divided highway between Old-Highway395E. Vista Way and the}-

15 SBramps,where thisfacility-hasfourlanes—tis-important-to-note that thisfaciity;Olive Hill
Road; a six- Iane divided hlghway between Me#ese—Dr—weOllve Hill Road and S. |V|ISSIOn Road

an%mated—te—be—eady—ngqe—SR—lé—Eastéegmem— tran5|t|oned to a 2 Iane unlelded
highway between S. Mission Road and Old Highway 395; and widened to 6 lanes between Old

Highway 395 and just east of I-15-s-alse. It is important to note that SR-76, between S. Mission
Road and Old Highway 395 is planned to be widened to four lanes by 2015. Class Il bike lanes
are planned along SR-76 within the study area.

East-West Roadway Facilities

Dulin Road — Dulin Road, east of Old Highway 395, is currently a two-lane undivided roadway
with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. On-street parking is provided along both sides of the
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street in the residential area. The facility is classified as a 2.1E Community Collector in the
County General Plan Mobility Element.

W. Lilac Road — W. Lilac Road, between Camino Del Rey and Old Highway 395, is generally a
two-lane undivided roadway and is classified as a 2.2E Light Collector with Class Il bike lanes in
the County General Plan Mobility Element. Between Old Highway 395 to Lilac Road, W. Lilac
Road is also a two-lane undivided roadway. W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and the
planned Road 3, is classified as a 2.2C Light Collector with intermittent turn lanes in the County
General Plan Mobility Element, while the segment between Road 3 and Lilac Road is classified
as a 2.2F Light Collector with reduced shoulder. The project proposes to downgrade W. Lilac
Road between Main Street and the planned Road 3 from the classified 2.2C to 2.2F. A posted
speed limit is not provided along this facility. However, a recent travel time survey (as shown in
Appendix AC) conducted by Chen Ryan Associates indicates that the average travel speed along
W. Lilac Road, between the I-15 overpass and Lilac Walk, is approximately 40 mph.

Camino Del Cielo — Camino Del Cielo is a two-lane roadway with a wide median or a two-way
left-turn lane between Camino Del Rey and Via Casitas and a two-lane undivided roadway
between Via Casitas and W. Lilac Road. This facility has a posted speed limit of 40 mph and is
classified as a 2.2E Light Collector in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Camino Del Rey — Camino Del Rey is generally a two-lane undivided roadway between SR-76
and Old Highway 395, with the exception of the segment (approximately 2,400 feet) east of W.
Lilac Road which has either a striped median or a two-way left-turn lane. The posted speed
limit along with facility ranges from 45 to 50 mph. Camino Del Rey is classified in the County
General Plan Mobility Element as a 4.2B Boulevard with intermittent turn lanes between SR-76
and Camino Del Cielo, and a 2.2C Light Collector between Camino Del Cielo and Old Highway
395. Class Il bikes lanes are planned along this facility, between OIld River Road and Old
Highway 395.

Gopher Canyon Road — Gopher Canyon Road is a two-lane undivided roadway between E. Vista
Way and I-15 SB Ramps and a four-lane roadway with a striped median between the I-15 SB
Ramps and Old Highway 395. This facility has a posted speed limit of 50 mph and is classified as
a 4.1B Major Road with intermittent turn lanes and a Class Il bike route in the County General
Plan Mobility Element.

Circle R Drive — Circle R Drive is currently a two-lane undivided roadway between Old Highway
395 and W. Lilac Road and is classified as a 2.2E Light Collector. A speed limit was not post
along this facility. However, a recent travel speed survey (as shown in Appendix BD) conducted
by NDS indicates that the average and 85t percentile travel speeds along Circle R Drive, east of
Mountain Ridge Road, is approximately 35 mph and 40-45 mph, respectively. Circle R Drive
provides a restricted access to the senior community (southern access) via Mountain Ridge
Road.

Old Castle Road — Old Castle Road, between Old Highway 395 and Lilac Road, is a two-lane
undivided roadway with a posted speed limit that varies from 45 mph to 55 mph. This facility is
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classified as a 2.2D Light Collector with improvement options in the County General Plan
Mobility Element, and includes a Class Il bike route.

Covey Lane — Covey Lane is currently a two-lane undivided private road for its entirety. A speed
limit was not post along this facility. However, a recent travel speed survey (as shown in
Appendix BD) conducted by NDS indicates that the g5t percentile travel speeds along Covey
Lane are approximately 30-35 mph. It is proposed that this facility, approximately 600 feet
west of W. Lilac Road to the Lilac Hills Ranch project boundary, be designated as a public road
due to the existing 10D for road improvements in this area. Covey Lane provides an
unrestricted access to both the entire community north of Covey Lane and a restricted access
to the senior community.

Main Street - The project proposes the construction of a 2-lane private road, “Main Street”,
including a one-way couplet between east of Standel Lane and Lilac Walk (see Figure 1-3 for
alignment). This road creates two alternative routes to W. Lilac Road and provides primary
access to and from the project site as it traverses the town center of the Lilac Hills Ranch
project. The design speed along Main Street is proposed to be 30 mph.

North-South Roadway Facilities

E. Vista Way — E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Osborne Street, is generally a two-lane
roadway with a two-way left-turn lane and a posted speed limit of 50 mph. This facility is
classified as a 4.1A Major Road with a raised median and Class Il bike lanes in the County
General Plan Mobility Element.

Old River Road — Old River Road, between SR-76 and Camino Del Rey is generally a two-lane
undivided roadway with the exception of the segment southwest of Golf Club Drive
(approximately 1,800 feet), which has a wide raised median and on-street parking along both
sides. The post speed limit in this area is 25 mph. Old River Road is classified as a 2.2C Light
Collector with intermittent turn lanes in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Old Highway 395 — Old Highway 395, between Pala Mesa Drive and Old Castle Road, is generally
a two-lane roadway that operates as a two-lane highway with passing option and turn
pocket/striped median at Pala Mesa Drive, Dulin Road (W), W. Lilac Road, I-15 SB & NB Ramps,
Palos Verdes Drive, Camino Del Rey, the RV camp grounds entrance/exit, Circle R Drive, Gopher
Canyon Road, and Old Castle Road. Class Il bike lanes are marked on both sides of this facility
within the study area. A posted speed limit was not observed along this segment. Old Highway
395 is classified as a 4.2B Boulevard with intermittent turn lanes between Pala Mesa Drive and
SR-76, a 2.1D Community Collector with improvement options between SR-76 and W. Lilac
Road, a 4.2B Boulevard with intermittent turn lanes between W. Lilac Road and I-15 NB Ramps,
and a 4.1B Major Road with intermittent turn lanes between I-15 NB Ramps and Old Castle
Road in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Champagne Boulevard — Champagne Boulevard, between Old Castle Road and Lawrence Welk
Drive is a two-lane roadway with passing options and turn lanes. The posted speed limit is 55
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mph. Class Il bike lanes are marked on both sides of this facility. Champagne Boulevard is
classified as a 4.1B Major Road with intermittent turn lanes within the study area in the County
General Plan Mobility Element.

Mountain Ridge Road — Mountain Ridge Road, north of Circle R Drive, is a two-lane undivided
private road. A speed limit was not post along this facility. However, a recent travel speed
survey (as shown in Appendix BD) was conducted by NDS and indicates that the average and
85" percentile travel speeds along Mountain Ridge Road are approximately 30 mph and 40
mph, respectively. This road connects to Lilac Hills Ranch Road and serves as a restricted access
on the southern edge of the project.

Lilac Road — Lilac Road is generally a two-lane roadway with turn lanes at Lilac School driveway,
Old Castle Road, Anthony Road, Betsworth Road, and Valley Center Road. The posted speed
limit is 55 mph just west of Valley Center Road. Lilac Road is classified as a 2.2E Light Collector
between Couser Canyon Road and Old Castle Road, a 2.1C Community Collector with
intermittent turn lanes between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road, and a 4.2B Boulevard with
intermittent turn lanes between Anthony Road and Valley Center Road in the County General
Plan Mobility Element. A Class Il bike route is also planned between Old Castle Road and Valley
Center Road.

Valley Center Road — Valley Center Road, between Woods Valley Road and Cole Grade Road, is
a four-lane roadway with a raised median or a two-way left-turn lane, Class Il bike lanes and a
posted speed of 45 mph. East of Cole Grade Road, Valley Center Road is a two-lane undivided
roadway. Valley Center Road is classified as a 4.2A Boulevard with raised median between
Woods Valley Road and Lilac Road, and between Miller Road and Vesper Road, and a 4.1A
Major Road with raised median between Lilac Road and Miller Road in the County General Plan
Mobility Element.

Miller Road — Miller Road, north of Valley Center Road, is a two-lane undivided roadway and is
classified as a 2.3B Minor Collector with intermittent turn lanes and a Class Ill bike route in the
County General Plan Mobility Update. A posted speed limit was not observed along this
segment.

Cole Grade Road — Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road, is
generally a two-lane roadway with a two-way left-turn lane, Class Il bike lanes and a posted
speed limit of 45 mph. A 25 mph school zone is located just north of Valley Center Road. This
facility is classified as a 4.2A Boulevard with raised median in the County General Plan Mobility
Element.

Figure 3-1A displays existing roadway geometrics for roadway facilities within the project study
area.

Study Intersections

The SANDAG Series 12 Transportation Model was utilized to perform three (3) “Select Zone”
assignments which identified the number of project-related peak hour trips distributed across
the transportation network. The three “Select Zone” assignments included base year, Horizon
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Year with Road 3, and Horizon Year without Road 3. All intersections and County Mobility
Element roadways where the proposed project added 25 or more peak hour trips to the
existing traffic were included for analysis, as well as all freeway and state highway segments
where the proposed project added 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction.
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A total of thirty-one (31) key study area intersections, including 23 operated by the County of
San Diego and 8 operated by Caltrans, were analyzed in this study, as shown below. Caltrans
intersections are shown in italicized text.

0N U D WN R
B BCLNCANCRC  a

9)

10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)

E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road

SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way (Caltrans)
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey (Caltrans)
Old River Road / Camino Del Rey

W. Lilac Road / Camino Del Rey

Old Highway 395 / SR-76 (Caltrans)

Pankey Road / SR-76 (Caltrans)

Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road

Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road

I-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans)
I-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans)
Old Highway 395 / Camino Del Rey

Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive

I-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans)
I1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans)
Old Highway 395 / Gopher Canyon Road

Old Highway 395 / Old Castle Road

W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane

Mountain Ridge Road / Circle R Drive

W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive

Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road

Lilac Road / Old Castle Road

Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road

Miller Road / Valley Center Road

Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Road

Project Driveways

26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)

Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street
Main Street / Street “C”

Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street North
Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street South
Street “Z” / Main Street

W. Lilac Road/Street “F” / Main Street

Intersections 26 through 31 are project driveways, and are included in the “Plus Project”
assessments only. Figure 3-1B displays study area intersection lane geometrics under Existing
conditions within the study area.
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3.2 [Existing Intersection and Roadway Volumes

Figure 3-2A displays Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for study area roadway and freeway
segments. Figure 3-2B shows existing AM/PM peak hour traffic volumes for the key study area
intersections. Roadway segment and study area intersection traffic count dates are referenced
in the analysis tables in the following sections. The freeway segment counts were obtained
from Caltrans. The traffic count data summary sheets are provided in Appendix €E.

3.3 [Existing Level of Service Analysis

Level of service analyses under Existing conditions were conducted using the methodologies
described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane highway, freeway segment,
and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed separately below.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Fable-3-1Roadway segment analysis is based on the comparison of average daily traffic (ADTs)
to the County of San Diego’s Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and Level of Service Standards.
However, a number of the roadways within the study area are not fully built to County public
road standards. Although not required by the County of San Diego’s Guidelines for Determining
Significance and Report Format for Transportation and Traffic, a conservative approach was
taken to reduce road capacities for purposes of this analysis.

In order to determine the amount of capacity reduction to use in the analysis, several factors
were considered. Most important, all of the roads considered for capacity reductions provide
one lane in each direction and the number of lanes is the best indication of capacity. In terms
of reduced shoulder width, since the shoulder is outside the traveled way, is rarely utilized by
drivers, and the fact that the reduced shoulder width is present on only a small portion of the
studied roadway, a large capacity reduction would not occur. In terms of minimum curve radii,
since the curves are only present on a small portion of the studied roadway, a large capacity
reduction would be inappropriate.
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As shown in Tables 1 and 2 (as shown below) of the County’s Public Road Standards, the only

difference in design features between 2.2E and 2.2F roads is 8 vs. 2’ shoulders. The LOS D

threshold for a 2.2E road is estimated to be approximately 20% higher than a 2.2F road.

MOBILITY ELEMENT ROADS LEVELS OF SERVICE { Formatted: Font: 11 pt

Road Classification # of Travel A B c D E
Lanes
wi Raised Median (2.24) 2 <3,000 <5,000 <G500  <13,500  <19,000
wi Continuous Left Turn Lane (2.2B) 2z <3,000 <5,000 <G 500 <13,500 <19,000
Light wi Intermittent Turn Lane {2 2C) 2 <3,000 <6,000 <G 500 <13,500 <18,000
Collector |y passing Lane (2.2D) 2 3,000 5,000 <9500 <13500 <19,000
No Median (2.2E} 2 <1,900 <4,100 <7000 <10,900  <15200
w/ Reduced Shoulder (2.2F) 2 5,300 5,800 <7800 8,700 <9700

MOBILITY ELEMENT ROAD CLASSIFICATIONS I

ROAD FPAVED M. MAX.
ROAD CLASSIFICATION L:hll-EANWElg'I{H h:l\ﬁg?HN SURFACING ;l%::'l SHOULDERS ngﬁ?‘r CURVE | DESIRABLE SMFI‘:EEE(aII?IT]
WIDTH Qf { WIDTH) RA_DIUS GRADE
Light Collector

Vith Raised Median (2 24) 21 14 hi /8 21 12 200 0% 40

With Continuous Left Turn Lane (2.2B} 2112 14 54 79 2/8 12 500 9% 40

With Intermitient Turn Lanes (2.2C) 2012 - 40" - 54’ g4' .78 28 12 S00' 9% A0

With Improvement Options (2. 200 2/12 - 40" - 54 a8 218 17' - 24 S00° 9% 40

|Mo Median (2.2E) | 2/12 - | 40 64 2/8 12 | 500 | 9% | 40

Iwith Reduced Shoulder 12 2F} 1 2112 1 28 52 212 12 I sog | 9% | 40

For the reasons discussed above, a full 20% capacity reduction would be inaccurate and
inappropriate. Therefore, it was determined that one-half of the reduction, 10%, would be the
appropriate capacity reduction to apply.

Table 3.1 displays the reduced roadway thresholds for key study area segments. Based on field
and aerial review and analysis of County roadway standards, a 10% capacity reduction was
applied to the roadways listed in Table 3.1 for purposes of analysis in this TIS. Please note that
reduced shoulders are also presented along Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road and Anthony
Road, however, roadway capacity reduction was not applied since passing opportunities are
provided along sections of this facility, which increases the capacity of a two-lane roadway.

Page 4l

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic




REDUCED ROADWAY THRESHOLDS FOR KEY SEGMENTS

TABLE 3.1

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 10,900 9,800
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 8,700 7,800
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 8,700 7,800
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 8,700 7,800
W. Lilac Road Street “F" Covey Lane 8,700 7,800
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 8,700 7,800
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 8,700 7,800
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 10,900 9,800
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 8,700 7,800
Gopher Canyon Road | E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 10,900 9,800
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 10,900 9,800
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road | W. Lilac Road 10,900 9,800
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 10,900 9,800
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 10,900 9,800
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 10,900 4,500*
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 8,700 7,800
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 8,700 7,800
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Note:

*A section of Pankey Road is currently unpaved; hence, the LPR threshold of 4,500 ADT is utilized.

Table 3.2 displays the level of service analysis results for the key study area Mobility Element
roadway segments under Existing conditions.

TABLE 3.42
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Cross- LOS Traffic A\gzrielige Level of
Roadway Section Threshold  Count Traﬁ?lc Service
(LOS D) Date (ADT) (LoSs)
E. Dulin Road | Old Highway 395 SR-76 2-Ln ' 0 280 Dec-12 1,830 AB
W. Lilac Road | Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 | Dec-12 2,270
W. Lilac Road | Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8;7007,800 | Mar-12 2,140
W. Lilac Road | Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 Oct-12 1,150
Page 42
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TABLE 3.12
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Cross- LOS A\[/;ri?ge Level of
Roadway From - Threshold y Service
Section ) Traffic (LOS)
(ADT)

W. Lilac Road | Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,7007,800 | Oct-12 1,150 A
W. Lilac Road | Street “F" Covey Lane 2-Ln 8;7667,800 | Oct-12 1,150 A
W. Lilac Road | Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 | Mar-11 480 A
W. Lilac Road | Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 | Mar-11 1,170 A
canno Del | caminoDelRey | W. Lilac Road 2. 10900 | Dec12 | 630 A
gg‘;ﬁ Hil ShamrockRoad | SR-76 2n 8700 | Decl2 | 3380 A
g:;“”o Del | sr76 0ld River Road 2Ln 10900 | Sep-11 | 9,350 D
gz;"'”o Del | OldRiverRoad | W. Lilac Road 24n 9800 | Decl2 | 8640 D
gz;nlno Del W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-Inw/ SM 13,500 Dec-12 6,730 C
gg?'”o Del | Camino Del Cielo | OId Highway 395 2Ln | 87007.800 | Dec-12 | 4,850 A
Gopher E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps oln | 2090280 | pecin | 15300 | EF
Canyon Road 0
Gopher I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4Ln 30,800 | Nov-11 | 12,390 A
Canyon Road
Gopher I-15 NB Ramps 0ld Highway 395 4Ln 30,800 | Nov-11 | 11,870 A
Canyon Road
Circle R Drive | Old Highway 395 g;’;’g‘a‘” Ridge 2-Ln *g'ggogm Aug-11 | 4,030 BC
Circle R Drive | MountanRidge | ) 42¢ Road on | 0990280\ g | 1770 AB

Road 0
Old Casle Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 9009.80 Mar-11 6,840 cD
Road 0

) Gopher Canyon 2-Lnw/
E.VistaWay | SR-76 Rond TWLTL 13500 | Dec-12 | 15120 E
. Gopher Canyon 2-Lnw/

E. Vista Way Road Oshorne Street TWLTL 13,500 Dec-12 | 21,020 F
OldRiver | op 76 Camino Del Rey on | 9999280 | perto | 4070 B8C
Road 0
champagne | o4 cagtle Roag | LAvreNce Wekk 2ln [ 108005 | yaria | 410 | BC
Boulevard Drive 00
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TABLE 3.12
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Cross- LOS A\[/;ri?ge Level of
Roadway From - Threshold y Service
Section Traffic
(LOS D) (ADT) (LOS)
‘ Pankey Road | Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 168 20;@ Dec-12 70 A
| | tiacRoad | SOUSCTCAVON vy jac Road 2ln | 87007800 | Dec12 | 1,150 A
| Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 | Mar-11 2,640 A
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 Sep-11 9,010 D
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 Sep-11 8,740 D
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 Sep-11 9,620 D
Valley Center . 4/Ln w/
Road Woods Valley Road | Lilac Road TWLTL/RM 27,000 Dec-12 | 21,290 C
\Fg'&'l%y Center | | jjac Road Miller Road 4Lnw/RM | 33400 | Sep-11 | 24,280 B
\ézgedy Center Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Ln w/ RM 27,000 Sep-11 | 22,440 C
\éilzlﬁiy Center Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 Sep-11 | 11,490 D
| Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 Sep-11 1,460 A
Cole Grade . 2-Lnw/
Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road TWLTL 13,500 Sep-11 | 10,660 D
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.
TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.

| Changes in this table are associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive

Summary”.

As shown in the table, all study roadways are currently operating at acceptable LOS D or better
under Existing conditions, with the following three (3) exceptions:

e E.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E; and

Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS EF;

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

CHEN #RYAN
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Intersection Analysis

| Table 3.23 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results for the key
study area intersections under Existing conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for
| Existing conditions are provided in Appendix BF.

| TABLE 3.23
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

] Traffic AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic

Intersection Control Count Avg. Delay Avg. Delay
Date (sec.) (sec.)
| | 1. E.VistaWay/Gopher Canyon Road Signal Nov-11 243172.8 CF 4872120 BF
2. SR-76/0Old River Road/E. Vista Way Signal Nov-08 73.923.7 EC 52:332.0 bC
3. SR-76/ Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey Signal Sep-11 4321.6 BC 60-834.5 EC
4. 0ld River Road / Camino Del Rey OWSC Nov-12 232 D 122 B
5. W. Lilac Road / Camino Del Rey owsC Jan-11 15.47 C 11.0 B
6. Old Highway 395 / SR-76 Signal Mar-11 4329.0 BC 42.239.8 D
7. Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC Dec-11 12.5 B 15.2 C
8. Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road owsC Mar-11 14.612.8 B 11.2 B
9. Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road TWSC Mar-11 18.514.7 C 13.3 B
10. 1-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 OwWSsC Mar-11 10.6 B 12.1 B
| | 11. 1-15 NB Ramps/ Old Highway 395 OowsC Mar-11 9.98 A 112 B
12. Old Highway 395 / Camino Del Rey OowsC Mar-11 10.1 B 11.0 B
13. Old Highway 395/ Circle R Drive OWSC Mar-11 20.4 C 225 C
14. 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road owsC Nov-11 468.2 F 173.0 F
15. 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road owsC Nov-11 305 D 19454 F
| 16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher Canyon Road Signal Mar-11 16-111.0 B 8:814.7 AB
17. Old Highway 395 / Old Castle Road Signal Mar-11 13.9 B 15.7 B
| 18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC Oct-12 8.8 B 9.43 A
19. Mountain Ridge Road / Circle R Drive TWSC Mar-11 9.3 A 9.6 A
20. W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive owsc Mar-11 9.3 A 9.3 A
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road owsC Mar-11 9.6 A 9.9 A
22. Lilac Road / Old Castle Road owsc Mar-11 11.8 B 17.8 C
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal Mar-11 10.5 B 22.6 C
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TABLE 3.23
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

) Traffic
Intersection ggif;f:gl Count Avg. Delay Avg. Delay
Date (sec.) Lok (sec) L
24. Miller Road / Valley Center Road OowsC Sep-11 16.9 C 25.20 D
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Road Signal Sep-11 311 C 349 C

| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.
TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.
OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.
For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

As shown in the table, all of the study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable
| LOS D or better, with the following fewr{4}-three (3) Jexceptions:

o SR-76-/0Old-RiverRead/E. Vista Way {Caltrans)/ Gopher Canyon Road — LOS EF during
both the AM and PM peak heurhours;

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours; and

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

| Table 3.34 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395 under
Existing conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis was performed utilizing the
methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

| TABLE 3.34
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS
LOS Traffic A\S;ri?ge Level of
2-Ln Highway Threshold Count Traff%lc Service
(LOS D) Date (ADT) (LOS)
Old Highway 395 | Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 Mar-12 4,770 b?at?err
Old Highway 395 | SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 Mar-11 4,720 bzt?err
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TABLE 3.34
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS

LOS Traffic A\S;rizlige Level of

2-Ln Highway Threshold Count Traff}i/c Service
(LOS D) Date (ADT) (LOS)
0ld Highway 395 | E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 Mar-11 4340 b'zt‘t)gr
Old Highway 395 | W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 Mar-11 4,450 bzt(t)err
Old Highway 395 | I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 Mar-11 3,600 bzé’ér
Old Highway 395 | I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 Mar-11 2,430 bDet?err
Old Highway 395 | Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 Mar-11 5,820 b'zt?;r
0ld Highway 395 | Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon 16,200 Ma-il | 10710 D or
Road better
Old Highway 395 | GoPher Canyon 0ld Castle Road 16,200 Mar-11 8,660 D or
Road better

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014

As shown, all of the study area segments along Old Highway 395 are currently operating at
acceptable LOS D or better.

Freeway Segment Analysis

Table 3.45 displays freeway level of service analysis results for I-15 under Existing conditions.
The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in Table 3.45, all study area segments along I-15 currently operate at acceptable LOS
D or better under Existing conditions.

Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the study
area were analyzed under Existing conditions using the ILV procedures as described in Chapter
2.0. Note that ramp intersections along I-15 are stop-controlled and were therefore not
analyzed in this study. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 3.56 and analysis worksheets
for the Existing conditions are provided in Appendix EG.
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TABLE 3.45
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS
F Peak Peak Hour  Directional #of Lanes | Peak Hour % of Volume
reeway Segment Hour % Volume Split . Per' Factor Hequ (pcih/in)
Direction (PHF) Vehicle

15 g'l‘éelffl'gdhf,vggug’g%’ Boundaryto | 131000 | 84w | 11321 0.64 4 0.95 6.75% 1957 0.833 D
15 | OldHighway 395t0 SR-76 | 134000 | 74% | 9,969 073 4 0.95 675% | 1,984 0.844

15 | SR76t00Id Highway 395 | 113000 | 7.8% | 8,839 069 4 095 840% | 1,661 0.707 c
115 gfn%%hg:g d395 toGopher | 415000 | g1% | 8884 067 4 0.95 840% | 1,627 0.692 c
15 g]:?ﬁr?g; canyonRoad 10Deer | 117000 | 8% | 9449 067 4 095 | 1320% | 1770 | 0753 c
15 (Dzﬁjrpimg; RoadtoCentre | 417000 | gow | 9400 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1752 0.745 c
115 ﬁgﬂgepgﬁ’wzz;'kway 0El 111,000 | 80% | 8918 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1662 0.707 c
15 | EINorte Parkwayto SR-78 | 127,000 | 79% | 9,996 0.66 4 095 | 1000% | 1836 0.781 c
15 | SR78toW Valley Parkway | 192,000 | 81% | 15626 0.60 5+2ML 095 | 1000% | 1480 0.630

115 \F’,"ayk"\j'vl;’/’ Parkway to Auto 179000 | 81% | 14,568 0.60 B+2ML 095 | 1000% | 1380 0587 B
115 ’F*,:m;;kway towCitracado | 475500 | 78% | 13340 0.60 5+2ML 095 | 1000% | 1256 0534 B
15 \évaﬁggicsg?kfvz;kway ViR | 06000 | 78% | 15200 | 060 | SeML | 095 | 700% | 1411 | 0600 B
115 ggﬁggh&s :rkway o 198000 | 74% | 14572 058 5+2ML 0.95 700% | 1312 0.558 B
15 | DemacoDWeloRancho | pp000 | 7% | 14703 | 08 | SeML | 085 | 700 | 1332 | 0567 B
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TABLE 3.45
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Peak Peak Hour  Directional #of Lanes | Peak Hour % of Volume
Freeway Segment Hour % Volume Split Per Factor Heavy (pclhin)
Direction (PHF) Vehicle
115 | Rancho Bernardo Road to 200000 | 73% | 15345 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,280 0.545 B
Bernardo Center Drive
|15 | Bemardo Center Drive to 214000 | 73% | 15712 054 52ML | 095 700% | 1311 0558 B
Camino Del Norte
Source: Caltrans, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2613May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.
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RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS

TABLE 3.56

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description
] i AM 1,503 >1500: (Over Capacity)
SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
PM 1,255 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
o ) AM 1,202 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey
PM 1,370 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
AM 1,001 <1200: (Under Capacity)
SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 1,035 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 currently operate at “Under
Capacity” and/or “At Capacity”, with the exception of SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection which operates at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour.

3.4 [Existing Parking, Transit, and On-Site Circulation

The current site for the proposed project generally consists of agricultural uses. Based upon
field reviews, parking and on-site circulation are adequately provided. Transit services are not
currently provided on or within a % mile of the project site.
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4.0 Project Traffic

This section describes the proposed project, including land uses and estimated trip generation,
trip distribution, and trip assignment.

4.1 Project Description

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project is located in the Valley Center and Bonsall Community
Planning Areas of the unincorporated County of San Diego with State Route 76 to the north,
Valley Center proper to the east, the City of Escondido to the south, and Interstate 15 and Old
Highway 395 to the west. Project access is provided at W. Lilac Road via Main Street
(unrestricted access to the entire project), Circle R Drive via Mountain Ridge Road (restricted
access to only southern half of the Phase 5 (SFS-5 and SFS-6) of the senior community and
unrestricted access to the church site), and Covey Lane (unrestricted access to community
north of Covey Lane and a restrlcted access to the senior community). A-secendary-acecess-s

g v R edAn additional gated emergency access
is provided by Rodrlguez Road Blrdsong Drive, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road will serve
as an interim secondary access route for the initial phase of Phase A (SFD-1 and SFD-2 as shown
in Figure 1-3) during construction of Main street. After the construction of Main Street has
been completed, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road, Birdsong Drive will revert to a private
driveway for use by the owner of APN 128-280-56.

The project consists of a mix of residential, commercial and institutional uses, along with parks
and open space. The following list outlines the specific trip generating land uses:

Residential — a total of 1,746 units

e 903 traditional single-family detached homes;
e 375 multi-family homes (for-rent and for-sale at 20 or more dwelling units per acre);
e 468 age-restricted, single family homes (senior community); and

e Necessary facilities and amenities to serve the senior population, including a senior
community center, an assisted living and group residential facility (consists of 200 beds).

Commercial — a total of 15.3 acres

e 61,500 square feet of cemmereiatretail uses which may include a 25,000-square foot

general store — local serving;_and small scale,—and—beutique—style specialty retail,
restaurants and cafes, a veterinary clinic, and a day care facility;

e 28,500 square feet of office uses; and
e A 50-room country inn.

Institutional facilities
e A 10.70-acre church site; and
e A 12.0-acre K-8 school.
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Parks and recreationalCPF area facilities

e A 40,000 square-foot CPF area comprised of a private recreational center;, and_potential
location for a fire station; and

e 23.86 acres of public and private parks.

A Water Reclamation Facility (WRF)
e 2.4 acres

An on-site Recycling and Green Waste Drop-off Facility (RF)

e (.6 acres

Interim Fire Station

An interim fire station with up to 3-staff could be located anywhere within the project site.
However, this fire station would be built in place of two equivalent dwelling units and would
not result in additional traffic to the overall project. A fire station trip generation survey was
conducted and discussed in detail later in this chapter.

4.2 Project Phasing

A project site plan by “Specific Plan” phasing is displayed in Figure 4-1 with associated land use
breakdowns listed in Table 4.1 below. Note that each phase could potentially include sub-
phases, however, impact and mitigation are determined based on EDUs and ADTs.
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TABLE 4.1
PROJECT LAND USE BY SPECIFIC PLAN PHASING
BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

Land Use Unit Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5
| Single Family DU 350352 196 357355
Multi-Family DU 270 105
Senior Community DU 171 297
Assisted Living Bed 200
Specialty#RLa'iI/Strip KSE 550 40 25
Commercial
Office KSF 25.0 35
Country Inn / B&B Room 50
| Church AC 10.70
Elementary School (K-5) | Student 568
Middle School (6-8) Student 132
e
Neighborhood/County Park AC 3245 20.8 120135 3.7 21.1
Water Reclamation AC 24
Recycling Center AC 0.6

Note:January-2013

Source: Aceretive-tavestmentstneSpecific Plan Table 3, Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

1 A 40,000 square-foot CPF area comprised of a 35,500 SF private recreational facility, and a potential 4,500 SF fire station.

For traffic impact evaluation purposes, a set of “Traffic Analysis (TA)” phases (A-E) were
developed to best represent the anticipated construction phasing, as shown in Table 4.2. These
phases are carried forward and served as the basis for traffic analysis and impact/mitigation
identifications in this study. Table 4.2 also discusses the access/spine roads needed for each of
the traffic analysis phases.
| requirements for each of the traffic analysis phases A- though E, respectively.

Figures 4-2.A through 4-2.E display the site plans and access
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TABLE 4.2
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS PHASING AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS

Specific Plan

Phasing Access / Spine Road

- Main St, between West Lilac Rd and St “C”;
- Main St, between St “Z" and W. Lilac Rd;

Traffic Analysis - St“C"and St“Z"; and
Phase A L - Birdsong Dr; (Interim Access during initial
phase of Phase A), between St “Z and W.
Lilac Rd.
) . - All roads listed in Phase A, with the
‘ TrafgﬁaAszallayss [ ) [ ) exception of Birdsong Drive; and
- Covey Ln.
Traffic Analysis - Allroads listed in Phase B; and
Phase C ® L g - Main St, between St “C” and St “Z".

Traffic Analvsis - Allroads listed in Phase C; and
4 [ ] ([ ] [ ) o - Lilac Hills Ranch Rd, between Covey Ln and
Phase D g
Mountain Ridge Rd.

- Allroads listed in Phase D;

Traffic Analysis - Lilac Hills Ranch Rd, north of Covey Ln to
Phase E [ ) ) ) [ ) ) Main St; and
(Buildout) - St“F", between W. Lilac Rd and Lilac Hills
Ranch Rd.

| Source: Aceretive-trvestmentsthe--Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

As displayed in the table, TA Phase A includes Phase 1 of the “Specific Plan”; TA Phase B
includes Phases 1 and 4; TA Phase C includes Phases 1, 2, and 4; TA Phase D includes Phases 1,
2,4, and 5; and Phase E incudes all five Specific Plan phases.
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Table 4.3 shows the project land use assumptions by traffic analysis phasing which represents
the anticipated construction phasing. Phase E indicates project buildout. A number of
statistical refinements were made to be consistent with the specific plan.

TABLE 4.3
PROJECT LAND USES BY TRAFFIC ANALYSIS PHASING
| BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

| Land Use Unit Phase A Phase B Phase C Phase D Phase E
| Single Family DU 350352 350352 546548 546548 903
Multi-Family DU 270 270 375
Senior Community DU 171 171 468 468
Assisted Living Bed 200 200 200 200
Specialty/ Reta@l / Strip KSF 55.0 575 615
Commercial
Office KSF 25.0 25.0 285
Country Inn / B&B Room 50 50 50
| Church AC 10.70 1070
Elementary School (K-5) | Student 568
Middle School (6-8) Student 132
|| o canen | o
| Neighborhood/County Park AC 3:24.5 6.98.2 9.70 11.810.1 23.86
Water Reclamation AC 24
Recycling Center AC 0.6 0.6 0.6

Note:

Source: Aceretive-trvestments;-tre;Specific Plan Table 3, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
1 A 40,000 square-foot CPF area comprised of a 35,500 SF private recreational facility, and a potential 4,500 SF fire station.

4.3 Project Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment
4.3.1 Project Trip Generation

Trip generation rates for the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project were developed utilizing
SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April
2002). Tables 4.4 through 4.8 display daily, as well as AM and PM peak hour project trip
generation for the five TA phases (A-E), respectively.
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TABLE 4.4
LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
- PHASE A
BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

] . Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land U Units = Trip Rate Tri
and Use nps % Trips % Trips
280282 350352
Single Family 350352 | 10/DU | 3,500520 8% (8485-in/ 10% (245246-in /
196197-out) 105106-out)
Neighborhood/County 0 1 0 12
Park $245 1 SIAC ez % ooy | B | s tou
281283 351354
Total by Phase A 3,546543 (8486-in/ (246247-in/
196197-out) 106107-out)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2613May 2014

As shown in Table 4.4, Phase A of the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total
of 3,546543 daily trips, including 281282 AM peak hour trips and 354353 PM peak hour trips.
Minor statistical refinements were made to be consistent with the specific plan under Phase A
which resulted in an additional 27 daily trips including 2 AM peak hour trips and 3 PM peak
hour trips. However, based upon a review of Section 5.1 (Existing Plus Project Phase A
Conditions), this minor increase in trip generation would not result in additional deficient
facilities or significant traffic impacts. Hence, the traffic impact analysis in Chapter 5 was not

modified.

TABLE 4.5
LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
- PHASE B
BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

. Trip Daily
Land Use Units Rate Trips AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
% Trips % Trips
437282 546352
Single Family 546352 | 10/DU | 5;4603,520 8% (43185-in/ 10% (382246-in /
306197-out) 164106-out)
Senior Community 171 4/DU 684 5% . oy % . 48
= —_— - = (14-in / 21-out) - (29-in / 19-out)
. . 20 40
0, = 0, mig
Assisted Living 200 2.5/Bed 500 4% 12-in | B-out 8% 20-in 1 20-out
Neighborhood/County 0 2 0 3
Park 8.2 3/AC a &% (1-in / 1-out) &% (1-in/ 2-out)
338 443
Total by Phase B 4,745 } (112-i - B (296 )
Total by Phase B 4,745 112(|)rl1jt/ 226 206-in / 147-out

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
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As shown in Table 4.5, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total of 4,745
daily trips by the end of Phase B, including 338 AM peak hour trips and 443 PM peak hour trips.
Minor statistical refinements were made to be consistent with the specific plan under Phase B
which resulted in an additional 26 daily trips including 2 AM peak hour trip and 2 PM peak hour
trips. However, based upon a review of Section 5.2 (Existing Plus Project Phase B Conditions),
this_minor _increase in trip generation would not result in additional deficient facilities or
significant traffic impacts. Hence, the traffic impact analysis in Chapter 5 was not modified.

TABLE 4.6
LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - PHASE C

BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

% Trips % Trips
438 548
. o 0, o _ 0,
Single Family 548 10/DU 5,480 8% (131(;?”/ 307 10% (384-in / 164-out)
) . 130 146
-| 0, 0,
Multi-Family 270 6/DU 1,620 8% (26-in / 104-out) 9% (102-in ] 44-out)
; . 34 48
0, 0,
Senior Community 171 4/DU 684 5% (144n | 21-0ut) % (29-in / 19-out)
. - 20 40
0, 0,
Assisted Living 200 2.5/Bed 500 4% (12-in / 8-out) 8% (20-in ] 20-0ut)
Specialty/ Retalil / Strip 0 66 0 198
Commercial 550 | 40/KSF 22200 3% (40-in / 26-out) 9% (99-in / 99-out)
) 53 53
0, 0,
Office 250 | 14/KSF | 350 5% | rinssomy | P% | tin/azom
36 41
0, 0,
Country Inn/ B&B 50 9/Room 450 8% (14-in  22-o0ut) 9% (24-in | 16-out)
Neighborhood/County 0 2 0 4
Park 9F0 | S/IAC 485 A% oy | 8% (2-in | 2-out)
. 0 0
0, 0,
Recycling Center 0.6 6/AC 4 11% (i / 0-out) 10% (0-in / 0-ou)
778779 1,675077
Total by Phase C 11,317333 (285-in/ (669671-in / 406-
492493-out) out)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

As shown in Table 4.6, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total of
11,347333 daily trips by the end of Phase C, including 778779 AM peak hour trips and 1,675077
PM peak hour trips. Minor statistical refinements were made to be consistent with the specific
plan under Phase C which resulted in an additional 16 daily trips including 1 AM peak hour trip
and 2 PM peak hour trips. However, based upon a review of Section 5.3 (Existing Plus Project
Phase C Conditions), this minor increase in trip generation would not result in_additional
deficient facilities or significant traffic impacts. Hence, the traffic impact analysis in Chapter 5
was not modified.
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TABLE 4.7
LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
- PHASE D
BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

Land Use Trips Trips
437438 546548
Single Family 546548 | 10/DU | 5460480 | 8% (131-in/ 10% | (382384-in/164-
306307-out) out)
) . 130 146
- 0, 0,
Multi-Family 270 6/DU 1,620 8% (26-in / 104-0ut) 9% (102-in / 44-out)
. . 94 131
0, 0,
Senior Community 468 4/DU 1,872 5% (37-in / 56-out) 7% (79-in / 52-ou)
. y 20 40
0 0,
Assisted Living 200 2.5/Bed 500 4% (12-in / 8-ou) 8% (204in / 20-out)
Specialty/ Retail / Strip 0 69 0 207
Commercial 575 | 40/KSF | 2300 1 3% 1y ogou) | 2% | (1044 /104-out)
) 53 53
0, 0,
Office 250 | 14/KSF | 350 15% | zin/souy | 5% | (1) 42-ou
Country Inn / B&B 50 | 9/Room | 450 8% 36 9% 4
(14-in / 22-out) (24-in/ 16-out)
1615 2624
0 0/ i -
Church 1070 30/AC 321300 5% (109-in / 6-oul) 8% (4312 (l)l:J t/) 1312
Neighborhood/County 0 2 0 54
Park H8101 1 5/AC 8951 4% (2-in / 1-out) 8% (2-in/ 2-out)
. 0 0
0, 0,
Recycling Center 0.6 6/AC 4 11% (0-in 1 0-out) 10% (0-in / 0-ou)
856 1,194
Total by Phase D 12,936927 (320-(:2 t/) 536- (737-in | 457-out)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

As shown in Table 4.7, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total of
12,936927 daily trips by the end of Phase D, including 856 AM peak hour trips and 1,194 PM
peak hour trips. Minor statistical refinements were made to be consistent with the specific
plan under Phase D which resulted in a reduction of 9 daily trips. Since this decrease in trip
generation would not change the findings in deficient facilities or significant traffic impacts in
Section 5.4 (Existing Plus Phase D Conditions), the traffic impact analysis in Chapter 5 was not
modified.
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TABLE 4.8

LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
- PHASE E —(BUILDOUT)
BY SANDAG LAND USE CATEGORY

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Land Use % Trips % Trips
. . 722 903
0, 0,
Single Family 903 10/DU 9,030 8% (217n 1 506-ou) 10% (632-in / 271-ou)
) . 180 203
- 0, 0,
Multi-Family 375 6/DU 2,250 8% (36-in / 144-out) 9% (142-in / 61-out)
. . 94 131
0, 0,
Senior Community 468 4/DU 1,872 5% (37-in / 56-oul) 7% (79 / 52-out)
. - 20 40
0 0,
Assisted Living 200 2.5/Bed 500 4% (12-in / 8-out) 8% (20-in / 20-out)
Specialty/ Retalil / Strip 0 74 0 221
Commercial 615 | 40/KSF | 2460 | 3% | pinss0ouy | 9% | (112dn/111-0u)
' 60 60
0, 0,
Office 285 | 14/KSF 399 15% (54-in / 6-ou) 15% (12-in / 48-out)
36 41
0, 0,
Country Inn / B&B 50 9/Room 450 8% (14-in / 22-0ut) 9% (24-in / 16-out)
1615 2624
0 = Y —
Church 1070 | 30/AC | 82300 | 5% | poinigouy | 8% | (asizdin/a312-ou)
: 16/ 0 291 ) 82
Elementary School (K5) | 568 | stugent | 9° | 3% | (75ins1t60u) | O | (334n/49-0u)
_ _ 14/ ) 56 0 1
Middle School (6-8) 132 Student 185 30% (334n / 22-0u) 9% (7-in / 10-out)
CPF (Recreation 2288/ 108 95
14 2 i 3 0, 0,
Geﬂte;sgi:ir(;tﬁzl Fire 40.0 KSF 915 12% (57-in / 51-ou) 10% (38-in / 57-out)
Neighborhood/County 0 5 0 10
Park 2386 | SIAC | HOLB | 4% | ogogy | % (5-in / 5-out)
' 2 1
0, 0,
Water Reclamation 24 6/AC 14 11% (L-in / 1-out) 10% (L-in / 1-out)
' 0 0
0, 0,
Recycling Center 0.6 6/AC 4 11% (0-in / 0-out) 10% (0-in / 0-out)
1,663 1,829828
Total by Phase E - Buildout 19,428406 (693692-in / 970- (4,115-in / 724713~
out) out)
Internal Capture 22% 30% 22%
: 1171 1433
=== - 1 i
Total External Trips 15,151 (431-in / 739-0ut) (908-in / 525-out)

Notes:

Source: Specific Plan Table 3, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014

1 A 40,000 square-foot CPF area comprised of a 35,500 SF private recreational facility, and a potential 4,500 SF fire station.

2 Trip generation rate is based on ITE Trip Generation Manual 8th Edition.
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As shown in Table 4.8, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate a total of
19,428406 daily trips by the end of Phase E (project buildout), including 1,663 AM peak hour
trips and 1,829828 PM peak hour trips. Minor statistical refinements were made to be
consistent with the specific plan under Phase E which resulted in a reduction of 22 daily trips.
Since this decrease in trip generation would not change the findings in deficient facilities or
significant traffic impacts in Section 5.5 (Existing Plus Phase E Conditions), the traffic impact
analysis in Chapter 5 was not modified.

In addition to the minor land use changes above, a potential fire station is also proposed on the
recreation center site located within the CPF area in Phase 3 (Traffic Analysis Phase E, the final
development phase). The fire station is estimated to be 4,500 square feet and staffed with
maximum_3-person crews. Since a fire station trip generation rate is not available in _both
SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Dieqo Region (SANDAG, April
2002) and ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition), a trip generation survey was conducted at
existing fire stations in the area of the project. A total of nine fire stations participated in the
survey and it was determined that the average daily trip per personnel is 4.34 trips, while the
highest is 5.33. The 5.33 trips/personnel rate was chosen to utilize the most conservative trip
generation rate. As a result, the 4,500 square-foot Lilac Hills Ranch project fire station is
estimated to generate 16 trips per day. The detailed fire station trip generation survey data is
included Appendix H.

The fire station and recreation center combined would not exceed a total of 40,000 square feet.
Since the fire station has a much lower trip generation rate than the recreation center (@ 22.88
trips per 1,000 square feet), the traffic analysis in the TIS evaluated the worst case scenario.

An interim fire station with up to three (3) staff could be located anywhere within the project
site. However, this fire station (approximately 16 ADT) would be built in place of two equivalent
dwelling units (20 ADT) and would not result in additional traffic to the overall project based on
the fire station trip generation survey.

Each trip generation rate includes a number of trip purposes, generally categorized as home
based work (HBW), home based other (HBO, consists of shopping, school, recreation, etc.) and
non-home based (NHB) trips. For developments with mixed land uses, many of the trips
generated would have been served on-site. For example, shopping trips (a part of HBO) would
be satisfied by the commercial uses within the project site, as would school trips and
recreational trips. The same logic would apply to the trip production/attraction interactions
between office and commercial uses. It is a common practice, both nationwide and in the San
Diego region, to allow for trip reductions reflecting the internal capture of trips associated with
mixed-use developments resulting from the fact that complementary land uses (i.e. residential
and commercial) help to serve -each other’s needs on-site.

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project includes residential, commercial, office, school, and
recreational uses and not all trips generated would leave the project site given the nature of
the project land uses. Estimates for internal versus external trip generation percentages were

developed based upon likely origins/destinations of each land use type. Ferthepurpese-ofthis
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parks—Project trips were disaggregated into
(internally captured), and those that would leave the project site (external trips). Only external
trips were distributed and assigned to the study area roadways at project buildout (Phase E).

—As shown in Table 4.8, 22% of daily trips, 30% of AM peak hour
trips, and 22% of PM peak hour trips were considered as internal trip capture rates for this TIS.
The proposed on-site K-8 school is intended to serve the Lilac Hills Ranch project. A majority of
the traffic generated by this school would be internal trips which would not leave the project
site. Based on the SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego
Region (SANDAG, April 2002), approximately one-third of school trip generation occurs during
the AM peak hour. Therefore, a higher AM peak hour internal capture rate of 30% (vs. 22% for
daily and for the PM peak hour) is utilized for the overall project.

For comparison purposes, a SANDAG Select Zone Assignment was conducted with the entire
project land uses modeled in one Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) and the model output indicated a
28.8% daily internal capture rate for this project. The ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
was also performed and it resulted in internal capture rates of 22.2% (daily), 35.8% (AM peak),
and 22.3% (PM peak). Both the SANDAG model output is-and ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation
Calculation worksheets are included in Appendix I.

Specialty Retail and Single Tenant Office Discussion

The proposed project could include the following commercial/retail uses as listed in the
Project’s Specific Plan document. The specific commercial retail tenants are not known at this
time.

Lilac Hills Ranch will include an 80,000 square foot mixed-use pedestrian oriented town center.
The town center is designed to feature specialty retail stores, such as a butcher shop, bakery,
deli, general merchandise store (general store), hardware store, drug store and produce
vendors. By using a number of specialty retailers, residents within the community would be
able to visit a variety of different businesses without generating additional vehicle trips to travel
to different locations to meet their needs. The town center will be centered along a main
street with individual merchant storefronts contributing to the pedestrian orientation, contrary
to large commercial grocery centers which combine all of these uses under one big-box
structure. Other allowable uses within the Town Center include single-family attached
residential; commercial and residential mixed-use; restaurants, cafes; a Farmer’s Market; a 50-
room Country Inn; single tenant offices and flex-office space such as co-merge; veterinary clinic
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with boarding of small animals; public uses, religious institutional; post office, library; quasi-
public uses such as a day care facility; transit node; utilities necessary to serve the Specific Plan
area and other uses as authorized by the C34 Use Regulation.

As part of the specialty retail, the town center will include a general store of up to 25,000
square feet of leasable area, which is designed as a rural general merchandise store that carries
a broad selection of merchandise, staple food items, household goods and specialty items. The
store is intended as the place where people from the town and surrounding rural areas come to
purchase all their general goods. This differs from a convenience store or grocery store in that
it will be the main shop for the community rather than a regional grocery store that typically
exceed 50,000 square feet of leasable area. The concept of the general store originated in
many historic towns and villages when it was an important feature of a pedestrian-oriented

place.

Lilac Hills Ranch will also include two neighborhood centers, supporting up to 2,500 square feet
and 7,500 square feet of leasable area respectively. Allowable uses within the Neighborhood
Centers include single-family attached residential, neighborhood-serving commercial; schools;
retail shops and services; restaurants and cafes; private recreation facilities; veterinary clinic
with boarding of small animals; public uses; religious and institutional uses; guasi-public uses
such as a day care facility; transit node; post office and library; utilities necessary to serve the
Specific Plan area and other uses as authorized by the C34 Use Regulations.

A. SANDAG TRIP RATES

Specialty Retail

In_analyzing the potential impacts associated with the proposed project, the Lilac Hills Ranch
traffic study (TIS) utilized a trip generation rate referred to as "Specialty Retail/Strip
Commercial" ("SR/SC") for the future commercial/retail uses. The SR/SC rate is 40 vehicle trips
per thousand square feet. This rate was derived utilizing SANDAG's Guide to Vehicular Traffic
Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (April 2002).

SANDAG describes the SR/SC type of commercial use in its 9/18/07 land use definitions (See
Appendix J) as “tourist or specialty commercial shopping areas such as Seaport Village, Marina
Village, Ferry Landing at Coronado, Bazaar del Mundo, Flower Hill, Glasshouse Square, The
Lumberyard, Park Plaza at the Village, Promenade, Belmont Park, Del Mar Plaza.”
(http://www.sandag.org/resources/maps _and_gis/gis downloads/downloads/codes/Land Use

Definitions.html). Importantly, however, although some of the illustrative examples include
"tourist" areas, which differ from the uses proposed as part of the Lilac Hills Ranch project, the
majority of the shopping areas listed by SANDAG include high traffic generating land uses
including sit down high turnover restaurants that would generate 160 ADT/1,000 SF, fast food
restaurants that would generate 700 ADT/1,000 SF, and convenience market (7-Eleven) that
would generate 700 ADT/1,000 SF, as well as a variety of other different businesses such as a
small general market. The following table describes some of the land uses included in the
SANDAG listed example sites:
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SANDAG Selected Site Example Land Uses

e Restaurants (Edgewater Grill, Greek Islands Café, Harbor House, etc.)

e Banks (ATM Direct, Chase, Wells Fargo, etc.)

e Shops (The Candy Shack, Wetzel's Pretzels, Crazy Shirts, Destination Travel,
Paradise Bakery, etc.)

e Restaurants (Burger King, Village Pizzeria Bayside, Little Piggy's BBQ, Peohe's

Coronado Ferry Landing Restaurant, etc.

e Shops (Art for Wildlife Galleries, Coronado Cupcakery, Bikes & Beyond, Men's Inland
Sportswear, Cold Stone Creamery, etc.)

Seaport Village

e Restaurants (Milton's Restaurant, Chipotle Mexican Grill, Burger Lounge, Pannikin
Coffee & Tea, etc.)

e Shops (Yogurt-Land, Geppeto's Toys, Spa Gregories, Corepower Yoga, The Wine
Connection, etc.)

e convenience market with gas pumps (Mobil/Circle K)

Flower Hill

e Restaurants (Del Taco, In-N-Out Burger, Chuck E Cheese, Panda Express, etc.)
e Shops (T Mobile, Sleep Train, etc.)
e convenience market (7-Eleven)

GlassHouse Square

e Restaurants (Del Mar Rendezvous, Smashburger, Pacifica Breeze Cafe, Pacifica Del

Mar, etc.

Del Mar Plaza . .

E— e Shops (White House/Black Market, Haim Salon, Del Mar Chocolate Bar, Sunglass
Hut, etc.)

e Supermarket (Harvest Ranch - since closed)

Despite _a number of high traffic generating land uses, SANDAG has assigned a trip rate of 40
ADT/1,000 SF for these types of commercial uses, as opposed to rates of over 100 ADT/1,000 SF
that otherwise would apply. However, while the SR/SC rate appears low relative to restaurant
or grocery store trip rates, the lower rate accounts for the fact that each use is located within
walking distance of the other uses. That is the essence of each of the specialty commercial
shopping areas SANDAG listed as examples in describing the rate — one vehicle trip to Seaport
Village or Flower Hill, for example, would potentially enable the driver to visit a half dozen
different businesses without generating additional vehicle trips, thereby substantially reducing
the number of trips that otherwise would be generated if these uses were situated in different
locations requiring a separate trip to each location.

Similarly, Lilac Hills Ranch is to be developed into a pedestrian oriented self-sustainable
community in which all of the residential units would be located within one-half-mile of the
community serving commercial areas, and the commercial areas would include multiple
businesses. This plan would similarly promote walking and cycling, and the related reduction of
vehicular travel.

Overall, because the project does not propose the type of high traffic generating, high turnover
type land uses that in part characterize the commercial uses utilized by SANDAG in calculating
the 40/1,000 SF SC/SR rate, the proposed project land uses are expected to generate less traffic
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than what the SANDAG defined commercial uses would generate (as described above) and
therefore the SR/SC rate is the most appropriate for this analysis.

Single Tenant Office

In_analyzing the potential impacts associated with the proposed project, the Lilac Hills Ranch
traffic study (TIS) utilized a trip generation rate referred to as "Single Tenant Office" for the
proposed office uses. The single tenant office rate is 14 vehicle trips per thousand square feet.
This rate was derived utilizing SANDAG's Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San
Diego Region (April 2002).

As identified previously, the project proposes single tenant offices and flex-office space such as
co-merge. Co-merge/co-working office spaces provide an official work space for tele-
commuters, start-ups, consultants, small businesses, and non-profits. These spaces offer a
variety of amenities, including but not limited to official mailing addresses and mail boxes,
phone routing and event spaces.

Phone interviews were conducted on 3/3/2014 with seven (7) co-merge/co-working office
spaces in the San Diego region and the table below displays the location of the office space, the
average people that use the office per day, the square feet of the office space, and the average
people per thousand square feet (KSF).

Company Name Location Average People Per Day Sa. Ft People Per KSF
Hive-Haus East Village 25 5,500

PBC Carlsbad 2173 Salk Ave. 40 18,469 3
Ansir Innovations 4685 Convoy St. #210 35 13,000 3
Co-Merge SD 330 A Street 50 10,000 5
Serrento Valley 15 4,800 4
Hera-Hub Mission Valley 15 4,000 4
Carlshad 15 3.700 5

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

As shown above, there are roughly 4 people per thousand square foot of office space in the
respondent locations. ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9% Edition includes a trip generation rate
per employee for general office uses (see Appendix J), and this rate is 3.32 per employee. With
an average of 4 people per 1KSF as determined based on other similar uses, a trip generation
rate of 13.3 trips per 1KSF was derived for co-merge/co-working office. This rate of 13.3 is less
than the rate of 14 which is utilized in the TIS for impact assessment.

B. VALIDATION EXERCISE

To illustrate the propriety of use of the 40/1,000 SF trip generation rate for the Lilac Hills Ranch
commercial/retail uses, the traffic engineer worked with SANDAG to conduct a new select zone
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assignment that replaced 25,000 SF of space analyzed in the TIS at the SR/SC rate of 40/1,000
SF with a "supermarket" trip rate of 150/1,000 SF, which is the rate typically applied to high
traffic, large-scale grocery stores such as Von's or Ralphs. The new select zone assignment also
replaced 28,500 SF of single-tenant office space analyzed in the TIS at a rate of 14/1,000 SF with
28,500 SF of space analyzed at the "standard commercial office" trip rate of 20/1,000 SF. All
other land uses, amounts, and trip rates utilized were unchanged from those in the TIS. The
purpose of the analysis was to determine whether use of these higher trip generation rates for
these two use types would alter the results of the analysis presented in the TIS.

Below is a screenshot showing the specific land uses that were coded into the model by
SANDAG. As shown, the uses included the “LH Supermarket” and “Standard Commercial
Office.” Based on the land use mix coded into the model for this exercise, SANDAG forecasts an
internal capture rate of 30.5%, which reflects the higher attraction rate attributable to a

"supermarket" use than "specialty retail/strip commercial" uses.

—————————————————————— Land Use ----------------—---—- -----Trips-----
fone Code Name Type Amount Person Vehicle
4683 112 LH SENIOR SINGLE FAMILY du 468.8 2902. 20825.
4683 121 SINGLE FAMILY du 983.8  13083. 9876.
4683 122 MULTI-FAMILY du 375.@ 3225. 2264,
4683  141@  CONGREGATE CARE other 200.9 7208. 506.
4683 1512  LH BED & BREAKFAST room 5.8 815. 5e2.
4683 2382  RECYCLING }CENTER site 8.6 4. 4,
4683 5014  LH SUPERMARKET kst 25.8 5297. 3749,
4683 5830  STRIP COMMERCIAL kst 36.5 1832. 1331.
1683  6@32  STANDARD COMMERCIAL OFFICE kst 28.5 744, 573.
4683 6119  WATER RECLAMATION site 2.4 28. 14.
4683 6132  CHURCH acre 10.@ 391. 281.
4683 6806  ELEMENTARY SCHOOL site 1.8 2117. 1183.
4683 7230 LH YMCA kst 19.8 1344, 917.
4683 7613 LH ACTIVE PARK II site 23.6 182. 128.
4683 TOTAL 32597. 22564,
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External trips
=13,506 + 1444 + 735
= 15,685 daily trips

Internal Capture %
=(22,564 - 15,685) / 22,564
=30.5%

As shown, the internal capture rate would
increase to  30.5% with supermarket and
standard commercial office uses.

Once the information was coded into the SANDAG model, the next step was to calculate the
number of external trips that would be generated under this scenario, i.e., the number of
external trips that would be generated under a scenario assuming a 25,000 SF supermarket and
28,500 SF of standard commercial office space. Table 4.9 illustrates the calculations undertaken
and the results of that process.
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TABLE 4.9
TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

AM Peak AM Peak PM Peak

Studied in this TIS

. 19,406 1,663 1,828 15,141 1,171 1,432
(22% internal capture)
w/ 25 KSF Supermarket & 28.5
KSF Standard Office 22,327 1,802 2,126 15,517 1,252 1,478
(30.5% internal capture)
25 KSF Supermarket

) 3,750 150 375 2,606 104 261
(30.5% internal capture)
Pass-by Reduction
. -391 -16 -104
(15% daily/AM & 40% PM) - - -
Transit Reductiont
131 62 69

(5% AM and PM)
Final Trip Generation w/ 25
KSF Supermarket & 28.5 KSF 14,995 1,174 1,305
Standard Office
Change in Trip Generation -146 +3 -127

Note:

1As indicated in Chapter 15 (Transportation Demand Management Program)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

of this TIS, an interim transit connections would be provided

between Lilac Hills Ranch and the planned regional transit system, until such transit system is extended to the community.

As shown in Table 4.9, the number of external trips that would be generated by the project

assuming a 25,000 square-foot supermarket and 28,500 square feet of standard commercial

office uses (14,995 ADT) would be almost identical to the number of external trips that would

be generated under the land uses and trip rates utilized in the TIS (15,141 ADT). Therefore, it

can be concluded that the trip rates used in the TIS are reasonable and accurate, and the

conclusions reached in the TIS would not change even if different trip rates had been utilized

for the commercial retail and office spaces proposed under the project.

Plan-to-Plan Trip Generation

As described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive

Summary”, horizon year traffic volumes were revised and this change is referred to as “Change

2”. The Lilac Hills Ranch Development occupies portions of three Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs

157, 183, and 4694) in the currently adopted GP transportation forecast model, and these TAZs

generate a total of 4,957 daily trips. The public review version of the TIS assumed that the Lilac

Hills Ranch Development would replace approximately 75% of the 4,957 trips and this

assumption turned out to be overly aggressive.

It was later identified that the project would

only replace 110 rural residential units (1,320 ADT) of the GP approved land uses. The Horizon

Year 2030 Base traffic volumes were revised to reflect the adopted GP forecast; while the

Horizon Year 2030 Base Plus Project traffic volumes were derived by adding the proposed Lilac
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Hills Ranch project traffic (subtracting traffic generated by the 110 units) to the Base Year GP
modeled volumes. Table 4.10 displays the amount of traffic generated by the proposed project
which exceeds the amount generated by the General Plan approved land uses.

4.3.2 Project Trip Distribution

The distribution of the external project trips was based upon three (3) computer generated
“Select Zone” assignments utilizing the Series 12 Year 2050 SANDAG Transportation Model,
including 2008 base year, 2050 with Road 3, and without Road 3. The “Select Zone”
assignments are included in Appendix GK. Separate trip distributions were developed in
conjunction with the varying roadway networks assumed under each of the analysis scenarios,
as discussed below:

e Existing + Project (phased) — based upon the “2008 base year” assignments with minor
adjustments reflecting project access and frontage assumptions for each of the traffic
analysis phases. Appendix HL includes project trip distribution by phase along project
frontage and access roads.
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e Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project (buildout) — based on the “Existing Plus Project
(Phase E — Buildout)” assignments due to transportation network similarities. Pankey
Road, north of SR-76 would be constructed with cumulative projects such as Campus
Park, Campus Park West, and Meadowood.

e Horizon Year with Road 3 Base + Project (buildout) — based on the “2050 with Road 3”
assignments with minor adjustments reflecting project access and frontage assumptions
for each of the traffic analysis phases. Appendix HL includes project trip distribution by
phase along project frontage and access roads. Trip generation shown in Table 4.10
above was utilized for this scenario.

e Horizon Year without Road 3 Base + Project (buildout) — based on the “2050 without
Road 3” assignments with minor adjustments reflecting project access and frontage
assumptions for each of the traffic analysis phases. Appendix HL includes project trip
distribution by phase along the project frontage and access roads. Trip generation
shown in Table 4.10 above was utilized for this scenario.
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TABLE 4.10
LILAC HILLS RANCH INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL PROJECT TRIPS

Total Trips

HORIZON YEAR — GP CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

Internal Trips

External Trips

Land Use Quantity % %
Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Internal External
Lilac Hills Ranch 1,663 1,828 ) 492 395 0 1171 1432
Project 19406 | 6opinjor0ou) | @atsin/7izow) | 222 | 428 | griniostiow) | osin/issowy | L8R | 124D 1 (431 i7300u) | (908in/525-0ut)
Rural Residential
T Do -106 -132 0 0 -106 -132
(GAenerroaIeZIaH 110DV 1320 (-32-in / -74-out) (-92-in /- 40-out) 0% = 0-in / 0-out) 0-in / 0-out) 100% 41320 (-32-in / -74-out) (-92-in / -40-out)
V
Traffic Added to 1,557 1,696 . 492 395 0 1,065 1,300
the GP Network 18,086 | (g60-in/896-out) | (L023in/673-out) | 22% | 4266 | (261.in/231-0ut) | (206in/189-out) | 8% | 13.821 | (399.in/6650ut) | (816-in/485-0ut)
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
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Figures 4-3 through 4-7 display the project trip distribution patterns associated with the
existing network for the various traffic analysis phases, respectively. Figures 4-8 and 4-9 display
the project trip distribution patterns associated with the Horizon Year mobility element
network with and without Road 3, respectively. Note that the trip distribution figures were
modified to reflect the project access “Change 1” as described in the “Summary of Major
Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

4.2:43.3 Project Trip Assignment

Based upon the project trip distributions, the external daily and AM/PM peak hour project trips
were assigned to the various roadway networks. Seven (7) separate sets of trip assignments
were developed including the following:

e Project Phase A land uses on the existing network
e Project Phase B land uses on the existing network
e Project Phase C land uses on the existing network
e Project Phase D land uses on the existing network
e Project Buildout land uses on the existing network
e Project Buildout land uses on the Horizon Year mobility element network with Road 3

e Project Buildout land uses on the Horizon Year mobility element network without Road
3

Figures 4-10A through 4-14B display the assignment of project trips to the Existing roadway
networks and key study area intersections under the various traffic analysis phases.

Similarly, Figures 4-15A and 4-16A display the assignment of project trips to the respective
Horizon Year (with and without Road 3) roadway networks. Note that the trip assighment
figures were modified to reflect the project access “Change 1” as described in the “Summary of
Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Page 79

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic




Project Area Inset

Project Trip
XX% Distribution
@ Study Intersection
~~~~~ Future Roadway
K
>
See Project Area Inset
1,000 Feet
Shamrock Rd of>
o5
~E
18 ovey Ln
Az
\%
2 o
9.0% 21
Mountain Ridge Rd 1.0% 2 W. Lifac Rd A
19 N~
& N
&S 2
1.0 &
@
See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset
I'76 2
ﬁ 3.8% ™~ (ircle RValley Ln
Gowner Canyor g 0.8% 820
Old Castle Rd
e
% S
;,s° Misty Oak Rd
N | — FuitvaleRd
/ Osbourne St @ <= = E
.‘9} ~ % o g
d ol= o2
= 2O
25% g &
) Ly
Lawrence Welk Dr //ér,p
%_ Valley Center Rd
33.0% Betsworth Rd N 1.5%
. 0
b
3.2%
=
S E
wl o
Sl
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 05 1 Miles e
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 4-3

Project Trip Distribution (Phase A) - Existing Network
CHEN #RYAN



~D Project Area Inset

S,
N,
o, ProjectTrip
XX% Distribution
@ Study Intersection
~~~~~ Future Roadway
5
15.0% %
>
See Project Area Inset
1,000 Feet
Shamrock Rd A 12.8% >
qr ' ~ 7 oY/
1 \_:_4';:,’ | 6.‘{% :’g
‘ ) 0.0%
| 257%

Project :2ss5u6

ovey Ln

Area /0
i 0.4%
Lilac Hills Ranch Rd } Az

Zz
AZ
i =)
"
S|
° 9.0% o
Mountain Ridge Rd i 15.0% €N W. Lifac Rd "
§ X
S 2

Lgy & .~0.4%

See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset

s ”
ﬁ 3.8% ™~ (ircle RValley Ln
Zooner Ganyord 0.8% 6 2y
0ld Castle Rd
1
">
:é IS
S )
5 Misty Oak Rd
~ |— HuitvaleRd
=
/ Osbourne St @ =2 % = E
d B ] oS
e S S[e
é Q‘ Q
/ 24 2.5% €8 s
Lawrence Welk Dr /ér,p
BN Valley Center Rd
" o 1.5%
33.0% Betsworth Rd 0
23 m
3.2%
=
S E
wl o
S ES
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 0.5 1 Miles e

Figure 4-4

Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study
Project Trip Distribution (Phase B) - Existing Network

CHEN #RYAN



Project Area Inset

Project Trip
0,
XX% Distribution

@ Study Intersection
~~~~~ Future Roadway

=
Project
See Project Area Inset
) A Area
1,000 Feet g
Shamrock Rd >
. 7> SV
N ~E
N 0.0%
Project ‘o644
A g ovey Ln
rea /“?,
© 0.8%
Lilac Hills RanchRd 3 A
- A%
i =2°
o
3
° 10.7% o
Mountain Ridge Rd 1% 6 W. Lifac Rd .
S 2Nz
6.8y 7
0.4%
See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset
26 2
ﬁ 3.8% ™~ (ircle RValley Ln
Zooner CanyaTg 0.8% 6:7%
Old Castle Rd
1 @
e 0
> &
§° Misty Oak Rd
~ _—" FruitvaleRd
/ Oshourne St 3 <|= =2 E
< P B &
° = Sl
8 6 Q
2.5% W
\ 4 25
(/ér
%_ Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd N 1.5%
23
32% ),
|2
ol
= >
ORTH = WoodsValleyRd
0 0.5 1 Miles 50 Feet
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 4-5
Project Trip Distribution (Phase C) - Existing Network

CHEN #RYAN



a Project Area Inset

Project Trip
Distribution

@ Study Intersection
~~~~~ Future Roadway

XX%

%
o\
©
%
2
2

o

Project
See Project Area Inset . Area

A
1,000 Feet
—_

Shamrock Rd A
Y
L, ofs
y a S
N 0.0%
. Thld--
Project :1s.7u4

Area
Lilac Hills Ranch Rd

10.5% 21
W. Lilac Rd

%
D

Ly & .~0.4%

See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset

P )
ﬁ 3.8% ™~ (ircle RValley Ln
Gooher GnyoRTs 0.8% 6:704
0ld Castle Rd
‘9 Q8% >
=
° Z§§ Misty Oak Rd
X | —  FruitvaleRd
/ Osbourne St o= - %
o £ I ]
Z Si= Sle
N ‘&e\
0,
D M 25% @
d( Q <
XN Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd o 1.5%
23
3.2%
=2
e
26
= =
é
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 05 1 Miles SoFet
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 4-6

Project Trip Distribution (Phase D) - Existing Network
CHEN #RYAN



a Project Area Inset

Project Trip
Distribution

XX%

@ Study Intersection
~~~~~ Future Roadway

%
o\
©
%
2
2

o

Project
Area

See Project Area Inset

1,000 Feet

Shamrock Rd o

S
e, s

12.8%
Project Jo2x &
A ovey [n
rea
0.4%
Lilac Hills Ranch Rd é

o

o
)|
8-60/0 2"
Mountain Ridge Rd— W. Lifac Rd
19

O

oy < .~0.4%

See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset

22
3.8% ™~ (irde R Valley Ln

ZoRne! Canyor s 0.8% 6 2y

0ld Castle Rd

=
<l )
~§ Misty Oak Rd
X | —  FruitvaleRd
/ Osbourne St ) <= N E
% g 3
> ‘&e\
» 2 2.5% €3
%
% o
XN Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd o 1.5%
23
3.2%
=2

CE

26

= =

=
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 05 1 Miles SoFet
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 4-7

Project Trip Distribution (Phase E, Buildout) - Existing Network
CHEN #RYAN



a Project Area Inset

Project Trip
XX% Distribution
@  Study Intersection
— Road3
2
=
Project
See Project Area Inset
) Area
1,000 Feet
Shamrock Rd 8 &y o;?
% ~(F
9.9%
12.5%\
Project [o.0% ¢
Area
Lilac Hills Ranch Rd
[Te]
Mountain Ridge Rd—_ . W.[fac Rd -
19 \F
) 2\
11.9 .\&é@\ X
9% 3
.0.4%
| See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset “
I'76 p))
@ 3.9% ™~ (ircle RValley Ln
ZoRne! Canyor s 0.6% 3.304
0ld Castle Rd
1 aw
\p -
= )
~§ Misty Oak Rd
N | —  FruitvaleRd
/ Osbourne St ” /= =2 Es
& L3
° = e
8 e‘ Q
0.2% Wt
) 24 25
PN Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd = 0.0%
23
0.4% -
S
=
NORTH = Woods Valley Rd
0 0.5 1 Miles B0 Feet
L 1 ]
Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 4-8

Project Trip Distribution (Buildout) - Horizon Year Network with Road 3
CHEN#RYAN



Project Area Inset

Project Trip
XX% Distribution
@  Study Intersection
[
2
1=
’ Project
See Project Area Inset
) Area
1,000 Feet
Shamrock Rd /.
Y
g &
12.8%
Project [o2v 4
ovey Ln
Area 2
Lilac Hills Ranch Rd C o
=
=2
v
[Te]
8.1% 21
Mountain Ridge Rd— 0 W. Lifac Rd
19 2 ";a
2\ 2
S RN
7.1% R
See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset .
76 2
ﬁ 4.0% ™~ Circle R Valley Ln
Tooner (any5g 0.6% {704
0ld Castle Rd
1
\pd x>
> Gopher Canyon Rd Inset
° :§ Misty Oak Rd
~ | —  FruitvaleRd
=
Osbourne St of2 o|<
/ NS R E Nk
<2 o= o ﬁ
- 5 e,‘ Q
/' h 1.4% ¢ G
EN Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd N 0.6%
z
1.9%
=
=2
32
ORTH " = WoodsValley Rd
0 0.5 1 Miles o
L 1 ]

Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study

CHEN #RYAN

Figure 4-9
Project Trip Distribution (Buildout) - Horizon Year Network without Road 3
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4.4 Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) Analysis

VMT is documented and compared in the form of average vehicular trip lengths in the Valley
Center both with and without the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project. Mode choice analyses
and reports were derived from SANDAG model runs under the following six (6) scenarios:

With Road 3

1. Without project and with Road 3: Analyzes the average vehicular trip length within the
Valley Center community without the proposed project and assuming the construction
of Road 3. It is assumed that without the construction of the proposed project the
project site would be developed based on the approved land uses contained in the
County of San Dieqgo General Plan - Land Use Element.

2. With project and with Road 3: Analyzes the average vehicular trip length within the
Valley Center community assuming the development of the proposed project and
assuming the construction of Road 3.

3. Lilac Hills Ranch Project only with Road 3: To provide a better understanding of how
the vehicular trip lengths generated by the proposed project compares to the
surrounding community, this scenario analyses the average vehicular trip length for the
trips generated by the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project, assuming the construction of
Road 3.

Without Road 3

4. Without project and without Road 3: Analyzes the average vehicular trip length within
the Valley Center community, without the construction of the proposed project and
assuming that Road 3 would not be constructed. It is assumed that without the
construction of the proposed project the project site would be developed based on the
approved land uses contained in the County of San Dieqo General Plan - Land Use
Element.

5. With project and without Road 3: Analyzes the average vehicular trip length within the
Valley Center community assuming the development of the proposed project and
assuming Road 3 would not be constructed.

6. Lilac Hills Ranch Project only without Road 3: To provide a better understanding of how
the vehicular trip lengths generated by the proposed project compares to the
surrounding community, this scenario analyses the average vehicular trip length for just
the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project, assuming Road 3 would not be constructed.
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The Year 2050 Regional Model (Series 12) assumes the build out of both the regional roadway
network and the development of regional land uses under Year 2050 conditions. Table 4.11
documents the assumed land use and roadway network under each of the analysis scenarios
outlined above. Land use assumptions for each model run are provided in Appendix M.

TABLE 4.11
MODE CHOICE MODEL SCENARIOS

Without project and with
Road 3

2050rc1lg

Valley Center CPA

General Plan Update

With project and with
Road 3

2050rcllel

Valley Center CPA

Lilac Hills Ranch project

Regional
Buildout with

Road 3

Lilac Hills Ranch Project
only with Road 3

Without project and
without Road 3

With project and without
Road 3

Lilac Hills Ranch Project
only without Road 3

2050rc11e2 Project Only Lilac Hills Ranch project

2050rc11h Valley Center CPA General Plan Update

Regional
Buildout without
Road 3

2050rc11f1 Valley Center CPA Lilac Hills Ranch project

2050rc11f2 Project Only Lilac Hills Ranch project

Source: SANDAG, Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Table 4.12 displays a comparison of vehicles mile travel (VMT), the total number of vehicular
trips generated, and the average vehicular trip length within the community and/or generated
by the proposed project for each of the six analysis scenarios. The individual mode choice
reports for each scenario are provided in Appendix N.

TABLE 4.12
VEHICLE MILES TRAVEL & AVERAGE TRIP LENGTH

Without project and with Road 3 991,157 120,162 8.25
With project and with Road 3 1,045,936 128,042 8.17
Lilac Hills Ranch Project only with Road 3 71,084 9,353 7.600
Without project and without Road 3 989,607 120,162 8.24
With project and without Road 3 1,043,747 128,034 8.15
Lilac Hills Ranch Project only without Road 3 71,055 9,346 7.603

Source: SANDAG Mode Choice Reports; May 2014

As shown in Table 4.12, the overall VMT and number of vehicles increase with the development

of the proposed project, however, trip lengths within the Valley Center community are projected

to be reduced by 0.08 miles, assuming the construction of Road 3, and 0.09 miles without the
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construction of Road 3. The proposed project is projected to have an average vehicular trip
length of 7.6 miles, which is over a half-mile lower than the rest of the Valley Center community,
both with and without the construction of Road 3.

It should be noted that due the rural nature of the Valley Center community and the relevance
of the trip length comparisons, this analysis was only conducted at the community and project
level (not at the regional level). Based on the Year 2050 Regional Model, the average vehicular
trip length within the San Diego region is 5.8 miles; however, this includes numerous urban and
suburban _communities and jurisdictions such as downtown, UTC, La Jolla, Mission Valley,
Encinitas, etc. and is therefore not applicable to the rural Valley Center community.
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5.0 Existing Plus Project Conditions

This section provides an analysis of existing traffic conditions with the addition of project trips
under the various traffic analysis phases of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.

5.1 Existing Plus Project (Phase A) Conditions
5.1.1 Existing Plus Project (Phase A) Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Existing Plus Project (Phase A) scenario includes existing traffic volumes with the addition
of traffic generated by traffic analysis Phase A. Intersection and roadway geometrics under
Existing Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical to Existing conditions, with the
exception of the following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage
and access:

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C”;

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;

e Street “C” and Street “Z”;

e Birdsong Drive, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;

e Intersection # 26, Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection # 27, Main Street / Street “C”"— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection # 30, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound Street
“Z” approach) controlled L-intersection; and

e Intersection # 31, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Note that Birdsong Drive, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road will serve as an interim
secondary access route for the initial phase of Phase A (SFD-1 and SFD-2 as shown in Figure 1-
3). After the construction of Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road, Birdsong Drive
will revert to a private driveway for use by the owner of APN 128-280-56. Appendix O provided
a detailed assessment for Birdsong Drive traffic operations under Phase A, and it concluded that
the initial phase of Phase A (SFD-1 and SFD-2) would not have a significant impact at Birdsong
Drive and W. Lilac Road intersection.

5.1.2 Existing Plus Project (Phase A) Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane
highway, freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed
separately below. Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed
in Figure 5-1A, while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are displayed
in Figure 5-1B.
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Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 5.1 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Existing
Plus Project (Phase A) conditions. As shown, similar to Existing conditions, the following three
(3) roadway segments would continue to operate at substandard LOS E or F:

Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS F;

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a direct impact to
this roadway segment since it would add more than 100 ADT on this facility which
would operate at LOS F.

E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E;

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 200 daily trips.

E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 100 daily trips.

Intersection Analysis

Table 5.2 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under Existing
Plus Project (Phase A) conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for the Existing Plus
Project (Phase A) conditions are provided in Appendix P. As shown in the table, the following
three (3) study intersections would continue to operate at substandard LOS E or F under

Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions:

E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours, and

the Phase A project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour trips to the critical
movement, as well as more than 1 second of delay to this signalized intersection. Based
upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by
Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a direct impact to this
intersection.

CHEN #RYAN e Hills Ranch 765~
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TABLES5.1
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing
Project .
Roadway Cross- Thrl:egr?old ADT ADT Prase A 'rgg:gtt?
Section ADT
(LOS D)

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2-Ln 9,800 2,320 B 1,830 AB 500 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,470 A 2,270 A 210 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,410 A 2,140 A 270 No
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 4,310 A 1,150 A 3,160 No
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F" 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,500 A 1,150 A 350 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,500 A 1,150 A 350 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8;7007,800 830 A 480 A 350 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8.7007,800 1,490 A 1,170 A 320 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 640 A 630 A 10 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,400 A 3,380 A 20 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,420 D 9,350 D 70 No
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,800 8,850 D 8,640 D 210 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-Inw/ SM 13,500 6,740 C 6,730 C 10 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 4,870 A 4,850 A 20 No

Ne
Gopher Canyon Road | E. Vista Way [-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 9,800 15,450 EF 15,320 EF 130 %OA;I@

> 100ADT

Gopher Canyon Road | I-15 SB Ramps [-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 12,520 12,390 130 No
Gopher Canyon Road | I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 12,000 11,870 130 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 9,800 4,060 BC 4,030 BC 40 No
CHEN #RYAN ege T8 Lilac Hills Ranch TIS
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TABLES5.1
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing )
Project Direct
Roadway Cross- LOS Phase A | s
Section | Threshold | ADT ADT ADT mpact?
(LOS D)

Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,800 1,800 AB 1,770 AB 40 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,800 6,870 (] 6,840 ()] 30 No
' 2-Lnw/ No

E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road TWLTL 13,500 15,160 E 15,120 E 50 < 200ADT
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street 2Ln W 13,500 21,090 F 21,020 F 70 No

' TWLTL ' ' ' < 100ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 105 ;O;M 4,210 C 4,070 BC 140 No
Champagne Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 2-Ln 10,90023:5 4,230 BC 4,170 BC 60 No

Boulevard 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 16 ;O;ﬂ 70 A 70 A 0 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,200 A 1,150 A 50 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,890 A 2,640 A 250 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,240 D 9,010 D 240 No
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 8,870 D 8,740 D 140 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 9,730 D 9,620 D 110 No
. 4/Ln w/
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road TWLTL/RM 27,000 21,310 C 21,290 C 20 No
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/RM 33,400 24,370 24,280 90 No
Valley Center Road Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/RM 27,000 22,530 C 22,440 C 90 No
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,540 11,490 50 No
Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic
Page 119

CHEN #RYAN

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS



Roadway

TABLES.1

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

Cross-
Section

LOS
Threshold
(LOS D)

With Project Phase A

ADT

Existing

ADT

Project
Phase A
ADT

Direct
Impact?

Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 1,470 1,460 0 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road .T.VI\‘ITW 13,500 10,690 10,660 30 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jantary-2013May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

CHEN #RYAN

Page 120

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic



TABLE 5.2
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing
Phase A
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
Intersection Delay (sec.) Delay (sec.) Critical D|rect7
Avg. Avg. AM/PM. AM/PM Movements Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM / PM
(sec.) (sec.)
Yes
1. E.Vista Way / Gopher . WB:+7/ County Int.
Ty Signal 175.7 F 221.2 F 172.8/212.0 FIF 2.9/9.2 Bt ST
>1 sec.
2. SR-76/0Id River Road/E. ) No
S Signal 24.1 c 32.0 c 237132 cicC 0.4/0.0 -
3. SR-76/Olive Hill . No
o Cannine Del Re Signal 26.4 c 345 c 21.6/34.5 clC 48100 -
nglecilever Road/Camino Del | s | 234 D 122 B 232/122 D/B 02/0.0 . No
5. W.Liac Road/CaminoDel | e | 162 c 111 B 15.7/11.0 C/B 05/0.1 - No
Rey
, _ 0.3/20
6. Old Highway 395 / SR-76 Signal 29.3 C 41.8 D 29.0/39.8 C/D - No
7. _Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC 12.9 B 155 C 12.8/15.2 B/C 01/0.3 - No
8. g(')da'(;“qhwav SB/EDUin | Gyse 147 B 13.1 B 14.7/112 B /B 0.0/1.9 - No
2. gfa(:“qhwav 395/W.Lilac | e 193 c 219 c 185/133 C/B 0.8/86 - No
10. I-15 SB Ramps/ Old owsc 120 B 121 B 106/12.1 B/B 14100 - No
Highway 395
11. 1-15 NB Ramps / Old OWSC 10.2 B 12.9 B 9.8/11.2 AIB 0.4/17 - No
Highway 395 _—
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TABLE 5.2
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing
Phase A
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
i Delay (sec.) Critical Direct
Intersection Avg . Delay (sec.) y : Impact?
: AM /PM AM/PM Movements
Delay LOS LOS AM/PM
(sec.)
12. Old Highway 395 / Camino OWSC 102 B 113 B 101/11.0 B/B 01/03 - No
Del Rey I _—
13 gl(iillequhWﬁ\/ 395/ Circle R OWSC 215 c 236 c 2041225 cic 1.1/11 - No
14. 1-15SBR / Goph N
— ATIES Fo0pNEr OWSC 469.6 F 173.0 F 468.2/173.0 FIF 1.4/0.0 - Caltrans Int.
Canyon Road I E— <2 sec.
15. 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher No
: owsC 31.3 D 19455 E 30.5/1945.4 D/F 0.8/0.1 - Caltrans Int.
Canyon Road <2 sec
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher .
Canvon Road Signal 13.4 B 14.9 B 11.0/14.7 B/B 2.410.2 - No
17. Old Highway 395 / Old .
Castle Road Signal 13.9 B 16.2 B 13.9/15.7 B/B 0.0/0.5 - No
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 9.0 A 9.3 A 8.8/9.3 B/A 0.2/0.0 - No
19. Mountam Ridge Road / Circle TWSC 93 A 96 A 9.3/96 AlA 0.0/00 - No
R Drive —
%ZO'D—riveW' Lilac Road / Circle R | 5 9.6 A 9.3 A 9.3/93 AlA 0.3/0.0 - No
| 3'%“'“ Road /W. Lilac OWSC 9.7 A 102 B 96/9.9 AlA 01/03 : No
| 4'%“'“ Road/Old Castle | e | 12 B 18.6 c 118/17.8 BIC 04108 : No
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TABLE 5.2
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing
Phase A
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
Intersection A Delay (sec.) Delay (sec.) Critical |r? |r§Cctt?
Avg. 5 o \19' AM / PM AM/PM Movements pact:
Delay elay LOS AM/PM
(sec.) (sec.)
5‘%‘“"”‘” Center Rd/Lilac | gioq) 106 B 228 c 105/22.6 BIC 0.1/02 . No
24, g'(')'f(; Road / Valley Center OWSC 17.0 c 253 D 16.9/25.0 C/D 0.1/03 - No
6:25___Cole Grade Road / Signal 311 c 34.9 c 31.1/34.9 cic 00/0.0 . No
Valley Center Road
26. Street“0"/W. Lilac
Road/Main Street RA 46 A 54 A DNE DNE 46/34 - No
7.27. Main Street / Street “C” RA 39 A 41 A DNE DNE 39/41 - No
§:28. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE
Main Street North
| | :22.Liec Hils Ranch Road DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE
Main Street South
| 10.30.  Street*Z’/Main Street | OWSC 8.6 A 8.6 A DNE DNE 8.6/86 - No
| [ 1131 W.Lilac Road/Street "F"
e Srcer RA 35 A 35 A DNE DNE 35/35 - No
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.
AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches. Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic

| Page 123
CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TS



{ Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic

Page 124

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

CHEN #RYAN



e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM_and PM
peak heurhours, and the Phase A project traffic would not add two seconds or more of
additional delay to this intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in
Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project
would not result in any direct impact to this intersection.

o SR-76-/0OliveHilll-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road/Camine-Del-Rey (Caltrans) — LOS
EF during the PM peak hour, and the Phase A project traffic would not add two seconds
or more of additional delay to this intersection._Based upon the significance criteria
discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase A of the Lilac Hills

Two-lane Highway Analysis

Table 5.3 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395 under
Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis was
performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions and the additional
traffic generated by Phase A of the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway
395.

Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 5.4 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Existing
Plus Project (Phase A) conditions.

As shown in the table, all of the study area freeway segments along 1-15 would continue to
operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions. Based upon the
significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase A of the
project would not cause any direct impacts to study area freeway segments.
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Stghal 279 [ 49.4 b Ne
Canyan-Read
13.—SR-764-Old-River-Road/E- e
N ' Sighal 4.0 E 52.8 b Caltrans-at:
B <2see:
14— SR-76/Olive Hill ble
i . Signal i B 617 E Caltrans-tnt:
oadiCarmino-Del-Rey <2sec.
e Lo c L B Ne
Rey
B e ek 2L 2 B Ne
17. Pankey Road / SR-76 eleo e 154 No
R [ L B e B Ne
R Siee L c 210 c Ne
20.1-15-SB Ramps/ Old
. OwWsc 133 B N B Ele
Flgrnenis
21, 1-15NB Ramps / Old
. OwWsc 10.2 B 129 B Ne
Highway-395
22—Old-Highway 305 + Camino e Lt B L B Ele
Dok
2 ;.E ghway-3 OWSC 215 & 23.6 & Ne
ble
24.-1-15-SB-Ramps /- Gopher
OWSC | 4700 F 1730 F Caltrans Int
Canyon-Road lens
25.1-15NB Ramps / Gopher e
' [ e B e F Colasak
Canyon-Road <2sec.
26.-Old-Highway 395/ Gopher
—epd 173 B 95 A Ne
Canyon-Read
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c R Stghal 13.9 B 16.2 B 13:9-H5-7 BB 0:0--05 - Ne
Lol Lls Pore thounclogs FWsE 89 A 93 A e e ot -~ Ne
. 9 FWSsE 92 A 9.6 A ] L Cobtin - Ne

30—Miller Road-\alley-Center
R OWsC 17.0 [ 255 b 16:9-4252 c+b 01403 - Ne

%.%QQ—Q—I—\M—EH&GH i O i
S RA 4.6 A 53 A DNE DNE 46453 - Ne
2013
TABLE 5.3

TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase A Existing ]
. Project Direct
2-Ln Highway LOS Phase A 5
Threshold ADT LOS ADT Impact
(LOS D)
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 4,870 D or better 4,770 D or better 100 No
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 5,070 D or better 4,720 D or better 350 No
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 5,190 D or better 4,340 D or better 850 No
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 6,400 D or better 4,450 D or better 1,950 No
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 4,700 D or better 3,600 D or better 1,110 No
Old Highway 395 [-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 2,730 D or better 2,430 D or better 300 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 6,080 D or better 5,820 D or better 270 No
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 10,940 D or better 10,710 D or better 230 No
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 8,750 D or better 8,660 D or better 90 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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TABLE 5.4
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

Peak # of Change in
Freewa Segment Hour Directional Lanes PHE VIC LOS w/ VIC Significant
y 9 Vi u Split Per (pc/hiin) Project  (compare to Impact?
olume e Pa
Direction Existing)
Riverside County
115 | Boundary to Old 134590 | 84% | 11371 0.64 4 095 | 675% | 1965 | 083 | D 0.004 No
Highway 395
b5 | QUMOWAYIBI | 430610 | 7% | 2004 | 073 4 | 095 | 675% | 1993 | 0848 | D 0.004 No
115 355;76 o OldHighway | 11555y | 78% | 8880 0.69 4 095 | 840% | 1669 | 0710 | C 0.003 No
115 g?p:.e%%yyggthg 4 | 111160 | 81% | 8977 0.67 4 095 | 840% | 1644 | 0700 | C 0.007 No
115 gogzg gs:ry]gg Eg:g 118,160 | 81% | 9,543 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 1788 | 0761 | C 0.007 No
15 gzﬁ[rsfg:{‘yg;;ﬁ@i;o 117,940 | 80% | 9475 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1,766 | 0.751 | C 0.006 No
15 gegl”ljoft'gﬁ;m%y 111,750 | 8.0% | 8,978 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1,673 | 0712 | ¢C 0.005 No
I-15 gk’f‘%te Patkwayto | 157600 | 79% | 10050 | 066 4 095 | 10.00% | 1846 | 0786 | C 0.004 No
115 g;;ﬁat;’ W Valley 192510 | 81% | 15667 | 060 | 5¢2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1484 | 0631 | C 0.002 No
115 X\{J:gage;kpwg‘f‘”ay © 179430 | 81% | 14603 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1,383 | 0589 | B 0.001 No
115 éﬁﬁgcizrg"g?r’k‘@:;’ 172420 | 78% | 13372 | 060 | 542ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1259 | 0536 | B 0.001 No
| Page 128
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TABLE 5.4
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

Peak # of Change in
Freewa Seqment Hour Directional Lanes vIC LOS w/ viCc Significant
y 9 Volume Split Per (pc/hiin) Project  (compare to Impact?
Direction Existing)
W Citracado Parkway
I-15 to Via Rancho 196,370 | 7.8% 15,230 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,413 0.601 B 0.001 No
Parkway
L5 | ViaRanchoParkway i yge 000 | 7400 | 14507 | 058 | se2mL | 095 | 7.00% | 1314 | 0559 | B8 0.001 No
to Bernardo Drive ! 7 ! ' ' N ! ' '
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 201,320 | 7.4% 14,817 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,334 | 0.568 B 0.001 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 209,200 | 7.3% 15,359 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,281 0.545 B 0.001 No
Center Drive
|15 | BermardoCenterDive | 51,590 | 7305 | 15733 | 054 | se2ML | 095 | 700% | 1312 | 0558 | B 0.001 No
to Camino Del Norte

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

ML = Managed Lane.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions using the ILV
procedures as described in Chapter 2.0. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 5.5 and
analysis worksheets for the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions are provided in Appendix

| a

TABLE 5.5
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description
) } AM 1,517 >1500: (Over Capacity)
SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
PM 1,270 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
AM 1,204 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 1,372 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
] AM 1,018 <1200: (Under Capacity)
SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 1,062 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013-May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 would operate at “At Capacity”
and/or “Under Capacity”, with the exception of the SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection, which would operate at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions.

5.1.3 Existing Plus Project (Phase A) Impact Significance and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions.

Roadway Segments

NenePhase A of the project traffic would result in direct impact at one (1) of the study area
roadway segmen wowld—be—significantly —impacted—and herefore—no—mitigation
measuressegment. The following improvements would be required to mitigate the identified
impact:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and |I-15 SB Ramps — The project would
add 130 daily trips (approximately 0.8% of the total ADT) to this roadway which is
approximately 7 miles away from the project site.
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The mitigation for this direct impact is the provision of a dedicated right-turn lane at the
westbound Gopher Canyon Road approach of the East Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road
intersection, the constraining intersection along the impacted segment. The arterial analysis
shown in Appendix R and summarized in Table 5.6 below shows that the mitigation would
increase the AM peak hour average travel speed along this segment to better than the Existing
conditions, and would maintain the same PM peak hour average travel speed as the Existing
conditions. Therefore, the direct impact at the segment of Gopher Canyon Road, between E.
Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps would be mitigated.

TABLE 5.6
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS AFTER MITIGATION
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour

Speed Speed Speed Speed

(mph) Lo (mph) Lo (mph) s (mph) e
Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way 408 B 443 A 30.6 c 443 A
and I-15 SB Ramps

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Intersections

Phase A of the project traffic would have a direct impact on the study area intersection of E.
Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road intersection. The following intersection improvement would
be required to mitigate the identified traffic impact:

e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (signal) (County) — Construction of a dedicated
right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road approach of the East Vista Way /
Gopher Canyon Road intersection. This mitigation measure would be required by 238"
EDU to mitigate direct project impact.

Table 5.7 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions. Calculation worksheets for the intersection analysis
are provided in Appendix S.

TABLE 5.7
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS
Delay Los | Delay LOS AM [ PM AM [ PM
(Sec.) — (sec.) —
1. E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road 113.6 F 177.9 F 172.8/212.0 FIF

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
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/ Gopher Canyon Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the peak hours. However,

the intersection delays are significantly reduced to less than existing conditions, and hence the
direct impact would be mitigated.

Two-Lane Highways

None of the study area two-lane highway facilities would be significantly impacted, and
therefore no mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase A)
conditions.

Freeways

None of the study area freeway facilities would be significantly impacted, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions.

| Table 5.68 summarizes potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated
with Phase A of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.

| TABLE 5.68
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE A) CONDITIONS

| Impacted Facility Mitigation Measures

Roadway Segment

Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 | -Construction of a dedicated WB right-turn lane at the intersection
SB Ramps of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road by 238t EDU.

Intersection

-Construction of a dedicated WB right-turn lane at the intersection
of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road by 238t EDU.

‘ NoneE. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road

Two-Lane Highway

None ‘

Freeway

None ‘ -
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
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5.2 Existing Plus Project (Phase B) Conditions
5.2.1 Existing Plus Project (Phase B) Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Existing Plus Project (Phase B) scenario includes existing traffic volumes with the addition of
traffic generated by traffic analysis Phase B. Intersection and roadway geometrics under
Existing Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical to Existing conditions, with the
exception of the following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage
and access:

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C”;

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;

e Street “C” and Street “Z”;

e Covey Lane, west of W. Lilac Road;

e Intersection # 26, Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;

e Intersection # 27, Main Street / Street “C”— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection # 30, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound Street
“Z” approach) controlled L-intersection; and

e Intersection # 31, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed roundabout.

In addition to the project access and frontage roads assumed above, mitigation measure from
Phase A was also carried forward into this Phase, including:

e Construction of a dedication right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road.

5.2.2 Existing Plus Project (Phase B) Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane
highway, freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed
separately below. Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed
in Figure 5-2A, while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are displayed
in Figure 5-2B.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 5.79 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Existing
Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. As shown, similar to Existing conditions, the following three
(3) roadway segments would continue to operate at substandard LOS E or F:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS EF;
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Based—u-pea—The constructlon of a dedlcated rlght turn Iane at the s+g-n+ﬁeanee—emeﬂa—el-lseussed

Table—5-8—displays—westbound Gopher Canyon Road approach of the intersection levelof

serviceE. Vista Way and average-vehicle-delayresultsGopher Canyon Road was identified under
the Existing Plus Project (Phase BA) conditions—tevel-of-service-caleulation-worksheetsforthe

as a mitigation measure. With this mitigation measure, the arterial analysis for Existing Plus

Project (Phase B) eenditions-are-providedshown in Appendix k-
T and summarized in Table 5. 10 shows that the mitigation would increasethe—table—the

o—SR-76-/Old-RiverRead/E-\Vista-Way-{Caltrans)}—LOS-E-during the AM peak hour average
travel speed along this segment to better than the Existing conditions, and the-PhaseB

seefesi—tafie—would Aotaddpiesecends orprore ol oddionaldelay e ihis
iptersection:

o—SR-76 / Olive Hill Read/Camino-Del Rey{Caltrans) —LOSE duringmaintain the same PM

peak hour,—and_average travel speed as the Existing conditions. Therefore, with the

mitigation measure from Phase B-projecttraffic-would-notadd-two-seconds-ormore-of

Based—upen—the-significance—eriteria—discussed—in-Seetion—2-8A, the additional traffic
generated by Phase B of the Lilac H|IIs Ranch project would have-not result in a direct

impact at the-inte

#Gepher—@anyen—Read— hIS segment
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TABLE 5.79
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing )
LOS Project — pirect
Roadway . Phase B
ger((:)t?sn Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
E. Dulin Road 0ld Highway 395 SR-76 2n *9'9909&@ 2,490 B | 180 | A8 670 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,540 A 2,270 A 280 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,500 A 2,140 A 360 No
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 4,730 A 1,150 A 3,590 No
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,7067,800 1,920 A 1,150 A 770 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,920 A 1,150 A 770 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,610 A 480 A 1,130 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,76067,800 1,590 A 1,170 A 420 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 650 A 630 A 10 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,410 A 3,380 A 30 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,450 D 9,350 D 90 No
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 109 ;0;&& 8,930 D 8,640 D 290 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-Inw/ SM 13,500 6,750 6,730 20 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7607,800 4,880 4,850 30 No
Ne
- 10;9009,80 <
Gopher Canyon Road | E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 0 15,490 EF 15,320 EF 180 200ADTNo*
> 100ADT
Gopher Canyon Road | 1-15 SB Ramps [-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 12,770 A 12,390 A 380 No
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TABLE 5.79
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing )
LOS Project — pirect
Roadway . Phase B
ger((:)t?sn Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)

Gopher Canyon Road | I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 12,440 A 11,870 A 580 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 105 ;O;M 4,730 C 4,030 BC 700 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 160 ;O;M 2,480 B 1,770 AB 710 No
Old Castle Road 0ld Highway 395 Lilac Road 20 *9'9909&@ 6880 | oo | 680 | cp 40 No
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher CanyonRoad | 20w/ 13,500 15,180 E | 15120 | E 70 No

' TWLTL ' ' ' < 200ADT
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Oshorne Street 2Lnwi 13,500 21,120 F 21,020 F <100 No

' TWLTL ! ' ' < 100ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 16:9 ;0;&& 4,260 C 4,070 BC 190 No
Champagne Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive otn | 1090025 1 4050 | Bc | 4170 | BC 80 No
Boulevard 0
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln ' 0 450 70 A 70 A 0 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8:7007,800 1,220 A 1,150 A 70 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7067,800 2,980 A 2,640 A 340 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,320 D 9,010 D 320 No
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 8,920 D 8,740 D 180 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 9,770 D 9,620 D 150 No
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TABLE 5.79
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing )
LOS Project — pirect
Roadway . Phase B
ger((:)t?sn Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
Valley Center Road | Woods Valley Road Lilac Road Anwl 7000 | 21310 | ¢ | 2120 | ¢ 20 No
TWLTL/RM ' ' '
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/RM 33,400 24,400 B 24,280 B 120 No
Valley Center Road Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/RM 27,000 22,560 C 22,440 C 120 No
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,560 D 11,490 D 70 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 1,470 A 1,460 A 0 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road %VI\-IrI]_'IY\ﬁ 13,500 10,700 D 10,660 D 40 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jantary-2013May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.
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TABLE 5.10
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

Existing

Arterial AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Speed Speed Speed Speed
(mph) — (mph) Lot (mph) — (mph) —

Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way
and I-15 SB Ramps

o~
S
i
[ss)
~
-~
o8]
1>
[9%)
S
[

c 443 A

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

e E.Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 100 daily trips.

e E.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E;
Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 200 daily trips.

Intersection Analysis

Table 5.11 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under Existing
Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for the Existing Plus
Project (Phase B) conditions are provided in Appendix U.

As shown in the table, the following three (3) study intersections would continue to operate at
substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions:

e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours. However, this intersection is currently operating at LOS F and Phase A
recommended mitigation measure would improve the intersection operations to better
than existing conditions. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8,
the additional traffic generated by Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not
have a direct impact at this intersection.
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TABLE 5.11
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing
Phase B
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to Direct
Intersection Delay (sec. Delay (sec.) Critical ”
Avg. - AMy/(PM ) AM/PM Movements Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM / PM
(sec.) (sec.)
1. E.Vista Way / Gopher 243 3:6+-58.1:8
- Signal* | 2791147 | CF | 5051786 | DF 4871728/ | G4BF/F | T2k No
Canyon Road 212.0 [-334
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. . 73.9452.323.7 No
Vita Way Signal | 7424.2 EC 5332.1 e 15 E/BC/C | 035/081 - rene.
3. SR-76/ Olive Hil 43216/ No
‘ ; Signal 44726.4 BC 6134.7 EC == D/EC/C | 424.810.92 - Caltransint | [ Formatted: No underline
Road/Camino Del Rey 60-834.5 5 No
4 ngyR"’e' Road/Camino Del | gpyse | 234 D 122 B 232/122 D/B 02/0.0 : No
5 \évéyL"ac Road / Camino Del OWSC 16.3 C 1.1 B 15.47/11.0 C/B 0.96/0.1 - No
0.6/ 24
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 Signal | 432296 | bC | 449427 | D i;i%g é BC/D 279 i No
7. Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC 141 B 18.8 C 125/15.2 B/C 16/36 - No
8 g:)dag'ghway 395/E. Dulin OWSC 147 B 136 B |146128/112| B/B | 019/24 : No
S g:)dag"ghway 395/ W. Lilac TWSC 23 c 242 D 1471133 CIB | 387.6/109 i No
10 oo SBRamps/Old Highway | 5ysc | 910 B 121 B 106/12.1 B/B 04/0.0 : No
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TABLE 5.11
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing
Phase B
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
Intersection Delay (sec.) Delay (sec.) Critical Dlrect7
Avg. LA AM/PM. AM/PM  Movements ~ MPact’
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM / PM
(sec.) (sec.)
1L '3;2 NB Ramps / Old Highway | 5\ 102 B 131 B 9.98/112 AlB | 034/19 i No
12. Old Highway 395 / Camino OWSC 102 B 113 B 101/110 B/B 01/0.3 : No
Del Rey
13 gmnghway 395/ Circle R owsCc | 236 c 280 D 2041225 cic | 3255 : No
14. 115 SB Ramps / Goph ves
g Ramgs opher oWSC 4703 F 173.0 F 46821173.0 FIF 21/0.0 - Caltrans
anyon Roa Int. > 2 sec.
15. 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher 13 ves
" Camvon R oWsC 3138 D 1970.90 F 305/19454 | DIF | o= Caltrans
Y e Int. > 2 sec.
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher . 16:4/8:811.0/ 16.6/0.54
Canyon Road Signal 17.6 B 11152 B 117 B/AB . No
1. g'odag"ghway 395/0ld Castle | gjo ) 139 B 162 B 139/157 B/B 00/05 i No
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 9.3 A 9.9 A 8.8/9.43 B/A 0.5/0.86 - No
19 g‘m:‘” Ridge Road / Circle |y 95 A | 95101 | AB 93/96 AIA | 02/065 : No
20. W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive | OWSC 9.9 A 9.7 A 9.3/9.3 AlA 0.6/0.4 - No
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road oWsC 9.8 A 10.2 B 9.6/9.9 AlA 0.2/0.3 - No
22. Lilac Road / Old Castle Road | OWSC 123 B 19.9 C 11.8/17.8 BIC 05/2.1 - No
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TABLE 5.11
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing
Phase B
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
Intersection Delay (sec.) Delay (sec.) Critical Dlrect7
Avg. LA AM/PM. AM/PM  Movements ~ MPact’
Delay LOS Delay AM/ PM
(sec.) (sec.)
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal 10.6 B 26.4 C 10.5/22.6 B/C 0.1/38 - No
24, g(')'fé Road / Valley Center OWSC 17 c 256 D 169/2520 | CID | 0.1/046 i No
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Signal 314 c 35.1 D 31.1/349 cic | 03/02 : No
Center Road
26. Street“0"/ W. Lilac
Road/Main Street RA 467 A 55 A DNE DNE 467155 - No
27. Main Street / Street “C” RA 3.9 A 4.1 A DNE DNE 39/4.1 - No
28.  Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main | e DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE
Street North
29.. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main | e DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE DNE
Street South
30. Street “Z"/ Main Street OwWSsC 8.6 A 8.6 A DNE DNE 8.6/8.6 - No
31 W. lL|Iac Road/Street “F" / RA 356 A 37 A DNE DNE 356/37 i No
Main Street

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.

AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.
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e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours, and the Phase B project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional
delay to this intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8,
the additional traffic generated by Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a
direct impact at this intersection.

e 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and
the Phase B project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional delay to this
intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional
traffic generated by Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a direct impact
at this intersection.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

Table 5.912 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395
under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis
was performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions and the additional
traffic generated by Phase B of the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway
395.

Freeway Segment Analysis
The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology

presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 5.2813 displays the resulting level of service for 1-15 under
Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions.

As shown in the table, all of the study area freeway segments along I-15 would continue to
operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. Based upon the
significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase B of the
project would not cause any direct impacts to study area freeway segments.
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TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 5.12

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase B Existing ]
Project Direct
2-Ln Highway LOS Phase B A
Threshold LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 4,900 D or better 4,770 D or better 140 No
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 5,190 D or better 4,720 D or better 470 No
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 5,480 D or better 4,340 D or better 1,140 No
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 6,400 D or better 4,450 D or better 1,950 No
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 4,810 D or better 3,600 D or better 1,210 No
Old Highway 395 [-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 2,910 D or better 2,430 D or better 480 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 6,280 D or better 5,820 D or better 460 No
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 11,410 D or better 10,710 D or better 710 No
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 8,780 D or better 8,660 D or better 120 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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TABLE 5.4613
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

Peak # of Change in
Freewa Seament Hour Directional Lanes vIC LOS w/ viC Significant
Y 9 Vi Split Per (pc/hiin) Project  (compare to Impact?
olume . . .
Direction Existing)
Riverside County
115 | Boundary to Old 134790 | 8.4% | 11,387 0.64 4 095 | 675% | 1,968 | 0838 | D 0.005 No
Highway 395
b5 | QUPIOMRYIBT | y30e0 | 7a% | 10030 | 073 4 | 095 | 675% | 199 | 0849 | D 0.005 No
15 355;76 o OldHighway | 413719 | 7.8% | 8894 0.69 4 095 | 840% | 1672 | o711 | ¢ 0.004 No
15 g?p:ghgyygﬁg 4 | 111160 | 81% | 877 0.67 4 095 | 840% | 1644 | 0700 | ¢ 0.007 No
15 gogzg gs:ry]gg gg:g 118560 | 8.1% | 9575 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 1794 | 0763 | C 0.010 No
15 gzﬁ[rsfg:{‘yg;;ﬁ@i;o 118260 | 8.0% | 9,501 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1771 | 0754 | ¢ 0.008 No
15 gegl”ljoi'gﬁ;m%y 112,000 | 8.0% | 8998 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1677 | 0714 | ¢ 0.006 No
I-15 gk’f‘%te Patkwayto | 157930 | 7.9% | 10069 | 0.6 4 095 | 10.00% | 1,850 | 0.787 | C 0.006 No
115 S;;ﬁat;’ W Valley 192680 | 81% | 15681 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1485 | 0632 | C 0.002 No
15 X\{J:gage;kpwg‘f‘”ay © | 179580 | 819% | 14615 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1384 | 0589 | B 0.002 No
115 éﬁﬁggﬁrg‘gﬁ’kﬁzg’;’ 172,560 | 7.8% | 13383 | 060 | 5¢2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1260 | 0536 | B 0.002 No
| Page 148
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Freeway

Segment

TABLE 5.4613
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

# of

Peak Directional Lanes
Hour . PHF ViC
Volume Split Per (pc/hiin)

Direction

LOS w/
Project

Change in
vIC
(compare to
Existing)

Significant
Impact?

W Citracado Parkway
1-15 to Via Rancho 196,490 | 7.8% 15,239 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,414 0.602 B 0.002 No
Parkway
|15 | VRanchoParway | joq60 | 740 | 14606 | 058 | Se2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1315 | 0560 | B 0.001 No
to Bernardo Drive ' i ' ' ' Rk ' ' '
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 201,430 | 7.4% 14,825 0.58 5+2ML 095 | 7.00% | 1,335 | 0.568 B 0.001 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 209,400 | 7.3% 15,374 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,282 | 0.546 B 0.001 No
Center Drive
|15 | BemardoCenerDive | oy s | 730 | 15740 | 054 | Se2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1313 | 0559 | B 0.001 No
to Camino Del Norte
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.
| Page 149
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Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions using the ILV
procedures as described in Chapter 2.0. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 5.14 and
analysis worksheets for the Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions are provided in Appendix
V.

TABLE 5.14
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

AELEEL
RAMPINTERSECHON-CARPACHY-ANALYSIS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description
) i AM 1,519 >1500: (Over Capacity)
SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
PM 1,274 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
o ) AM 1,204 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 1,372 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
AM 1,022 <1200: (Under Capacity)
SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 1,070 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 would operate at “At Capacity”
and/or “Under Capacity”, with the exception of the SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection, which would operate at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. January-2013

5.2.3 Existing Plus Project (Phase B) Impact Significance and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions.

Roadway Segments

Intersections

Phase B of the project traffic would have direct impacts on two (2) of the study area
intersections, including I-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 NB Ramps / Gopher
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Canyon Road. The following improvements would be required to mitigate the identified traffic
impacts:

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for either-implementing the mitigation measure identified above
er-making-a-fairshare-contribution-in-which-the-improvement. However, this particular
facility is apartout of anappreved-Plan-erPregram-the County’s control and therefore
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for
this intersection is provided in Appendix MW. A number of potential improvements
such as such as additional right-turn lane at the I-15 off ramp, all-way stop control, and
single lane roundabout were assessed and it was determined that traffic signal is the
most effective improvement to mitigate the identified project impact at this location.
Calculation worksheets for the various improvement analyses are included in Appendix

| NX.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -

| Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.

Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012

Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant

would be responsible for eitherimplementing the mitigation measure identified above
er-making-a-fairshare-contribution-in-which-the-improvement. However, this particular

facility is apartout of an-appreved-Plan-erPregram-the County’s control and therefore

the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for
this intersection is provided in Appendix MW. A number of potential improvements
such as such as additional right-turn lane at the I-15 off ramp, all-way stop control, and
single lane roundabout were assessed and it was determined that traffic signal is the
most effective improvement to mitigate the identified project impact at this location.
| Calculation worksheets for the various improvement analyses are included in Appendix
X.

| Table 5.1215 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions. Calculation worksheets for the intersection analysis
| are provided in Appendix NX.
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TABLE 5.4215
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

After Mitigation

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay (sec.) LOS
Delay | g | Delay | 5 | AM/PM | AM/PM
(Sec.) (sec.)
14. 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road 5:421.7 AC 6:120.8 AC 2;%/ FIF
3184
15. I-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road 4.612.7 AB 6:430.3 AC 1976:930.5/ D/F
1945.4

Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014

As shown in the table, after installation of the proposed traffic signals, al-threeboth impacted
intersections would operate at acceptable LOS AC or better during both the AM and PM peak
hours. However, these intersections are Caltrans’ facilities in which the County does not have

jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a plan or program in place. Therefore, the

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Two-Lane Highways

None of the study area two-lane highway facilities would be significantly impacted, and
therefore no mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase B)

conditions.

Freeways

None of the study area freeway facilities would be significantly impacted, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase B) conditions.

Table 5.1316 summarizes potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated
with Phase B of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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TABLE 5.1316
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE B) CONDITIONS

Impacted Facility Mitigation Measures

Roadway Segment

None ‘

Intersection

‘ 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road

Signalization by the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 363 total EDU_-
Caltrans’ facility, significant and unavoidable impact.

‘ 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road

Signalization by the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 363 total EDU -
Caltrans’ facility, significant and unavoidable impact.

Two-Lane Highway

None ‘
Freeway
None ‘
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 20132014
5.3 Existing Plus Project (Phase C) Conditions

5.3.1 Existing Plus Project (Phase C) Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Existing Plus Project (Phase C) scenario includes existing traffic volumes with the addition of
traffic generated by traffic analysis Phase C. Intersection and roadway geometrics under
Existing Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical to Existing conditions, with the
exception of the following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage
and access:

Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C”;
Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z”;

Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;
Street “C” and Street “Z”;

2 .
7 B 7

Covey Lane, west of W. Lilac Road;
Intersection # 26, Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
Intersection # 27, Main Street / Street “C”— proposed roundabout;

Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street North — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;

Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street South — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;
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e Intersection # 30, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound Street
“Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

e Intersection # 31, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed roundabout.

In addition to the project access and frontage roads assumed above, mitigation
reasuresmeasure from Phase B—wereA was also carried forward into this Phase—TFhese

mprovementsinehude, including:

e—-15 SB Ramps/Construction of a dedication right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher
Canyon Road approach of the intersection —signatized;of E. Vista Way and

e |15 NBRamps+/ Gopher Canyon Road-intersection—signalized.

5.3.2 Existing Plus Project (Phase C) Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane
highway, freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed
separately below.

Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 5-3A,
while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are displayed in Figure 5-3B.
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Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 5.17 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Existing

Plus Project (Phase C) conditions. As shown, the following four (4) roadway segments would

operate at substandard LOSE or F:

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS F;

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a direct impact to
this roadway segment since it would add more than 100 daily trips.

Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and [-15 SB Ramps — LOS F;

The construction of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road was identified
under the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) conditions as a mitigation measure. With this
mitigation measure, the arterial analysis for Existing Plus Project (Phase C) shown in
Appendix Y and summarized in Table 5.18 shows that the mitigation would increase
the AM peak hour average travel speed along this segment to better than the Existing
conditions, and would maintain the same PM peak hour average travel speed as the
Existing conditions. Therefore, with the mitigation measure, the additional traffic
generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in a direct impact

at this segment.

E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E;

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 200 daily trips.

E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a direct impact to
this roadway segment since it would add more than 100 daily trips.
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ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 5. 1417

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C Existing ]
Project
Roadway Cross- LOS Phase C
Section Threshold ADT
(LOS D)
E. Dulin Road 0ld Highway 395 SR-76 2 19'99092@ 3.420 B | 180 | AB | 1600 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,930 2,270 670 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,000 2,140 860 No
. . . Yes
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 10,340 F 1,150 A 9,190 > 100ADT
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,710 A 1,150 A 560 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,700 A 1,150 A 1,550 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,500 A 480 A 2,020 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,390 A 1,170 A 1,220 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 660 A 630 A 30 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,450 A 3,380 A 70 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,580 D 9,350 D 230 No
CaminoDelRey | Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2tn | 09801 933 | D | se0 | D 690 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-In w/ SM 13,500 6,770 6,730 50 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7607,800 4,930 4,850 80 No
Yes
Gopher Canyon ' 10,9009,80 >
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 0 15,750 EF 15,310 EF 430 200ADTNO*
> 100ADT
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TABLE 5. 1417
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C Existing ]
LOS Project ' pirect
Roadway . Phase C
Scer((:)tsi;n Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
gggger Canyon I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4Ln 30800 | 13020 | A | 123% | A 630 No
Sggger Canyon I-15 NB Ramps 0ld Highway 395 4Ln 30,800 12,700 A | 180 | A 830 No
Circle R Drive 0ld Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road o | 0 ; 980 | 4 800 c | 4030 | scC 770 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 16:9 ;022@ 2,570 B 1,770 AB 800 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 167 ;022'@ 6,930 cD 6,840 €D 90 No
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher CanyonRoad | Z-"W | 13500 | 15270 | E | 15120 | E 160 No
: TWLTL ' ' ' < 200ADT

) 2-Lnw/ Yes
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street TWLTL 13,500 21,260 F 21,020 F 240 > 100ADT
0ld River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2tn | MR 450 | ¢ | 40w | sC 460 No
Champagne 0ld Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive oan | 10900885 | a0 | g | 4170 | BC 200 No
Boulevard 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2in | R0 A 70 A 0 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,460 A 1,150 A 310 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,450 A 2,640 A 800 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,770 D 9,010 D 760 No
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TABLE 5. 1417
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C Existing ]

Project Direct

Roadway Cross- LOS PhaseC | =~ o

Section | Threshold | ADT ADT ADT mpact?

(LOS D)
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,180 D 8,740 D 440 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 9,980 9,620 360 No
. 4/Lnw/
Valley Center Road | Woods Valley Road Lilac Road TWLTL/RM 27,000 21,350 C 21,290 C 60 No
Valley Center Road | Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/ RM 33,400 24,570 B 24,280 B 290 No
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/ RM 27,000 22,720 C 22,440 C 280 No
Valley Center Road | Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,660 D 11,490 D 170 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 1,470 A 1,460 A 10 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road .Zr\k/rll_.‘lfvl_/ 13,500 10,750 D 10,660 D 90 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.
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TABLE 5.18
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour

Speed Speed Speed Speed

(mph) L (mph) L (mph) i (mph) —
Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way 40.0 B 443 A 306 c 443 A
and I-15 SB Ramps

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Intersection Analysis

Table 5.19 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under Existing
Plus Project (Phase C) conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for the Existing Plus
Project (Phase C) conditions are provided in Appendix Z.

As shown in the table, the following four (4) study intersections would continue to operate at
substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions:

e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours. However, this intersection is currently operating at LOS F and Phase A
recommended mitigation measure would improve the intersection operations to better
than existing conditions. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8,
the additional traffic generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not
have any direct impact at this intersection.

e Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours, and the Phase C project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour trips to the
critical movement of this unsignalized intersection. Based upon the significance criteria
discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills
Ranch project would have a direct impact at this intersection.
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TABLE 5. 1519
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C

Existing

Phase C
Intersection Traffic Al Pealtour P Peak Tour D%T: n%ﬁelcn) T(r:?iftfil(c:atlo Direct
Control AV, AV, elay (sec) AMy/ PM . Movements Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM
(sec.) (sec.)
) 2434 No
E. Vista Way / Gopher S CIBE/[ | 4-57.7123
Canyon Road Signal* 29.0115.1 CE 51.0189.5 BE 48.—;]272.8 / F 225
No
SR-76 / Old River Road/E. . 739/523237 | E4DC/ | 11/08/
Vista Way Signal 74:724.8 EC 53:132.3 BC 132 c 0.83 Caltransint-
<2sec.
SR-76/ Olive Hil B T S e 43216/ | DIEC/ | 134148/ e
Road/Camino Del Rey - = — = 60-834.5 C 0.2 2 secNo
ngyR"’er Road/Camino Del | e | 941 D 123 B 232/122 | DIB | 09/01 No
\évéyL"ac Road/CaminoDel | 5y 17.0 c 113 B 1547/110 | C/B 163/0.3 No
43290/ 08i822]
: ] . 2. 5.2
Old Highway 395 / SR-76 Signal 43.931.2 BC 4745.0 D 422398 DC/D L No
Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC 14.1 B 19.3 C 125/15.2 B/C 1.6/4.1 No
g:)da;hghway 395/E.Dulin | e 17.9 c 195 0D |w6128/112| B/B | 3351/83 No
Yes
Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac 156.3160.1/ | AM:WBL +260 | County Int.
Road TWSC 174.8 F 662.1 F 18.514.7/13.3 C/B 648.8 PM- WBL +207 > 5 trips
>1 sec.
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TABLE 5. 1519
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C Existing Phase C
Intersection Traffic Al Pealtour P Peak Tour D%T: n%ﬁelcn) T(r:?iftfil(c:atlo Direct
Control AV, AV, elay (sec) AMy/ PM . Movements Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM
(sec.) (sec.)
10. I-15 B Ramps / Old OWSsC 115 B 13.4 B 106/121 | B/B 0.9/13 . No
Highway 395
11. |-15 NB Ramps/ Old
| Hiway 395 OWSC 112 B 189 c 9098/112 | A/B 134177 : No
12. Old Highway 395/ Camino | s | 104 B 118 B 101/110 | BIB 031038 i No
Del Rey
| [ glfvg"gh""ay 895/CircleR 1 Gwsc | 268 D 33312 D 2041225 | cIcC 6.4/87 : No
. 4628/ NeYes
1. visSBRamps/Gopher | SGRAOW | cuser0 | AF | 642720 | AE | 4682/1730 | FIF | -1669937 - Caltrans
anyon Road* =C /99.9 Int. > 2 sec.
258/ Yes
15. 5 NB Ramps/Gopher | SighalOW |, 2571 | ap | 6421710 | AF | 305/19454 | D/F | -1939.036 Caltrans
Canyon Road* SC == = e - 19256 Int. Ne> 2
—_— %
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher Signal 176 B 129153 B 16:1/8:811.0/ B/AB +5/44:16.6 / i No
Canyon Road 14.7 0.6
1. g:)daglghway 395/0ld Castle | g 138 B 162 B 139/157 | B/B 00/05 i No
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane | TWSC 97 A 103 B 8.8/9.13 B/A | 09/120.9 : No
19 Q‘I’D“r?\f:'” Ridge Road/ Circle | 1y 9.5 A 101 B 9.3/9.6 AlA 0.2/05 - No
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TABLE 5. 1519
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase C Existing Phase C
Intersection Traffic Al Pealtour P Peak Tour D%T: n%ﬁelcn) T(r:?iftfil(c:atlo Direct
Control AV, AV, elay (sec) AMy/ PM . Movements Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM
(sec.) (sec.)
20. W Liec Road / Crcle R owsC | 104 B 99 B 93/93 AlA 11106 : No
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road OowsC 10.1 B 10.7 B 9.6/9.9 AlA 0.5/0.8 - No
22. Lilac Road / Old Castle Road owsC 12.9 B 21.2 C 11.8/17.8 B/C 11/34 - No
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal 10.8 B 275 C 105/22.6 B/C 0.3/49 - No
| | % g(')":(; Road /Valley Center | ¢y 17.1 c 25.9 D 169/2520 | C/D | 02/079 i No
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Signal 316 c 35.1 c 311/349 | CI/C | 05/02 : No
Center Road
26. Street“0"/ W. Lilac
| Road/Main Stiest RA 6.9 A 910.0 A DNE DNE 6.9/910.0 - No
27. Main Street / Street “C” RA 5.7 A 7.6 A DNE DNE 57176 - No
28. Lilac Hills Ranch Road /
| Main Street North AWSC 8.0 A 8.41 A DNE DNE 8.0/8.41 - No
| | 29 LitacHills Ranch Road / AWSC 76 A 8.97 A DNE DNE | 76/897 i No
Main Street South
30. Street“Z"/ Main Street OWSC 8.8 A 8.9 A DNE DNE 8.8/8.9 - No
31 W. IL|Iac Road/Street “F" / RA 37 A 39 A DNE DNE 37/39 i No
Main Street
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.
AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.
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TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

*Traffic-signal-was-required-as-a_Phase A mitigation measure-in-Phase-Bmeasures at the intersection of the-project-and-wasE. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded
into Phases B, C, D, & E.
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o Old Highway-395 /W _Lilac Read{County}—LOSF during both the AM and PM peak
hours, and the Phase C project traffic would add two seconds or more than-5-peak-hour
tripsof additional delay to theeriticalmovementof-this unsignalized-intersection.

e Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a direct impact at

thethis intersection-ef-Old-Highway-395-/\W-LilacRead.

e 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and
the Phase C project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional delay to this
intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional
traffic generated by Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a direct impact
at this intersection.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

Table 5.1620 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395
under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis
was performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions and the additional
traffic generated by Phase C of the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway
395.

Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 5.1721 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under
Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions.

As shown in the table, all of the study area freeway segments along I-15 would continue to

operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions. Based upon the

significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase C of the
‘ project would not cause any direct impacts to study area freeway segments.
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2-Ln Highway

TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

TABLE 5.1620

With Project Phase C

LOS
Threshold
(LOS D)

LOS

ADT

Existing

LOS

Project
Phase C
ADT

Direct
Impact?

Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 5,100 D or better 4,770 D or better 330 No

Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 5,850 D or better 4,720 D or better 1,130 No

Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 7,080 D or better 4,340 D or better 2,740 No

Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 9,730 D or better 4,450 D or better 5,280 No

Old Highway 395 [-15 SB Ramps [-15 NB Ramps 16,200 6,560 D or better 3,600 D or better 2,960 No

Old Highway 395 [-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 3,470 D or better 2,430 D or better 1,040 No

Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 6,780 D or better 5,820 D or better 960 No

Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 11,850 D or better 10,710 D or better 1,140 No

Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 8,960 D or better 8,660 D or better 290 No
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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TABLE 5.4721
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

Peak # of Change in
Freewa Seqment Hour Directional Lanes PHE VIC LOS w/ vIC Significant
y g Vi Split Per (pcih/in) Project | (compare to Impact?
olume L pe
Direction Existing)
Riverside County
115 | Boundary to Old 135900 | 8.4% | 11,481 0.64 4 095 | 675% | 1985 | 0844 | D 0.012 No
Highway 395
b5 | QUHIMRYIV0 | ya5e70 | 74w | 10115 | 073 4 | o095 | 675% | 2013 | 0856 | D 0012 No
115 355;76 toOldHighway | 114 700 | 780 | 8972 069 4 095 | 840% | 1686 | 0.718 | C 0.011 No
15 g?p:gh&yygﬁf’gga o | 113300 | 81% | 9153 067 4 095 | 840% | 1676 | 0713 | C 0.021 No
115 gogzg gs:ry]gg gg:g 120,730 | 8.1% | 9,750 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 1827 | 0777 | ¢ 0.024 No
15 ggﬁ[rspé:{‘yg;;ﬁ@i;o 120,030 | 8.0% | 9,643 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1797 | 0765 | C 0.019 No
115 gegl”ﬁoft'gﬁ;m%y 113400 | 80% | 9,111 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1,698 | 0723 | ¢ 0.015 No
I-15 gk’f‘%te Patkwayto | 199220 | 7.9% | 10171 | 0566 4 095 | 10.00% | 1,868 | 0.795 | C 0.014 No
115 g;;ﬁat;’ Wvalley | 193640 | 819% | 15750 | 060 | S+aML | 095 | 1000% | 1493 | 0635 | ¢ 0.005 No
15 X\{J:gagzkpwj;"”ay © | 180380 | 81% | 14680 | 060 | 542ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1,39 | 0592 | B 0.005 No
115 éﬁﬁgcizrg"g?r’k‘;g’;’ 173340 | 7.8% | 13444 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1266 | 0539 | B 0.004 No
| Page 170
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TABLE 5.4721
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

Peak # of Change in
Freewa Seqment Hour Directional Lanes LOS w/ vIC Significant
y g Volume Split Per Project | (compare to Impact?
Direction Existing)
W Citracado Parkway
I-15 to Via Rancho 197,180 | 7.8% 15,293 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,419 0.604 B 0.004 No
Parkway
|15 | ViaRanchoParkway | 1qq950 | 749 | 14653 | 058 | Se2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1319 | 0561 | B 0.003 No
to Bernardo Drive ' a0 ' ' ' R ' ' '
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 202,030 | 7.4% 14,869 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,339 0.570 B 0.003 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 209,970 | 7.3% 15,416 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,286 0.547 B 0.003 No
Center Drive
Bernardo Center
I-15 Drive to Camino Del 214,920 | 7.3% 15,779 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,316 0.560 B 0.002 No
Norte
| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jaruary-2043May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.
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Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions using the ILV
procedures as described in Chapter 2.0. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 5.4822 and
analysis worksheets for the Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions are provided in Appendix
RAA.

TABLE 5.1822
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description

AM 1,541 >1500: (Over Capacity)

SR-76/ Old River Road/E. Vista Way -
PM 1,302 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
o ) AM 1,207 1200-1500: (At Capacity)

SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 1,376 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
] AM 1,055 <1200: (Under Capacity)

SR-76 / Old Highway 395

PM 1,129 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013-May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 would operate at “At Capacity”
and/or “Under Capacity”, with the exception of the SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection, which would operate at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions.

5.3.3 Existing Plus Project (Phase C) Impact Significance and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions.

Roadway Segments

Based on the County planning level impact criteria, Phase C of the project traffic would result in
direct impacts at three (3) of the study area roadway segments. The following improvements
would be required to mitigate the identified impact:

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — This road provides primary
access to the project site, and it is recommended to improve this facility to the General
Plan Mobility Element classification of 2.2C by 9_2_9929m EDU (or project daily trips of
9,298). The project applicant would be responsible for either—implementing the
mitigation measure identified above-erakingafairshare-contributiontr-which-the
improvementis—apartof anapproved-Plan-orProgram. This significantly impacted

roadway segment would operate at LOS D with the roadway widening.
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e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — The project would
add 240 daily trips (approximately 1.1% of the total ADT) to this roadway which is
approximately 9 miles away from the project site.

Given-The mitigation for this direct impact is the rural-community-characterwhereprovision of
a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way approach of the East Vlsta Way /

Gopher Canyon Road : : ;
a—mere—de%a#ed—mtersectlon the constralnmg |ntersect|0n anng the impacted segment The
arterial analysis w A

%%—wheh—deteﬁnmnes—shown in Appendlx Y and summarlzed in Table 5. 23 below
shows that the mitigation would increase the average travel speed and-facilitylevelof
service—aceording—to—theroadway—functional—¢lassifieation—=E-along this segment to
better than the Existing conditions during both the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore,
the direct impact at the segment of E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and
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TABLE 5.1923
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS AFTER MITIGATION
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road

PM Peak Hour

LOS LOS LOS

and Oshorne Street

354 B 38.7 B 35.1 B 213 D

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014

Intersections

Phase C of the prOJect traffic would have a direct impact on thethree (3) study area intersection
of Old Highway 395/ W Lilac Regd— The—intersections and the following intersection

mprovementimprovements would be required to mitigate the identified traffic impaetimpacts:

e Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road (two-way stop controlled) (County) — Signalization and

construction of a left-turn lane at the westbound W. Lilac Road approach would be

required {by 585" EDU or-585-PM-peak-hourprojecttrips—since—PM—intersection
eperations—would—dictate—the—need—forsignalizatien)-at this intersection to mitigate
direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted. Based upon California
Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012 Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA),
this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular Volume” and the
“Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant would be
responsible for implementing the mitigation measure identified above. The signal
warrant worksheet for this intersection is provided in Appendix AB.

1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
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Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for either-implementing the mitigation measure identified above
ermaking-a-fairshare-contributionin-which-the-imprevement. However, this particular
facility is apartout of anappreved-Plan-erPregram-the County’s control and therefore

the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for
this intersection is provided in Appendix R-AB.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California_Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for implementing the mitigation measure identified above.
However, this particular facility is out of the County’s control and therefore the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for this
intersection is provided in Appendix AB.

Additionally, the construction of the dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way
approach of the East Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road intersection (a required mitigation
measure for the segment of E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street)
would further improve the peak hour operations at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher
Canyon Road to LOS D. Figure 5-4 displays the conceptual improvements at this intersection
with the recommended mitigation measures. Note that accommodation to bicyclists and
pedestrians, such as bike lanes and ADA compliance curb ramps, should be considered during
the actual design of the intersections.

Table 5.2024 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions. Calculation worksheets for the intersection analysis
are provided in Appendix AC.

As shown in the table, after installation of the proposed traffic signals, all three impacted
intersections, as well as the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road, would operate
at acceptable LOS D or better during both the AM and PM peak hours. However, both ramp
intersections at I-15 / Gopher Canyon Road interchange are Caltrans’ facilities in which the
County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a plan or program in
place. Therefore, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 5-4
Gopher Canyon Road / East Vista Way Intersection Conceptual Improvement

CHEN #RYAN




TABLE 5.24
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

After Mitigation
Intersection I?l\:l Peak Hour PI;/I Peak Hour Delay (sec) 165
(See 2}; LOS I(DSZ gx; LOS AM/PM AM /PM
1. E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road 44.8 D 421 D 172.81212.0 FIF
B
9. Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road 32.7 C 320 C 662.114.7/ FFC/B
133
14.1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road 26.7 C 231 C 468.2/173.0 FIF
15.1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road 12.7 B 32.2 C 30.5/1945.4 D/F

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

Two-Lane Highways

None of the study area two-lane highway facilities would be significantly impacted, and
therefore no mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase C)
conditions.

Freeways

None of the study area freeway facilities would be significantly impacted, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions.

Table 5.2125 summarizes potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated
with Phase C of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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TABLE 5.2125
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE C) CONDITIONS

Impacted Facility Mitigation Measures

Roadway Segment

Roadway-SegmentW. Lilac Road
between Old Highway 395 and Main Improve to 2.2C by 929t EDU

Street

E. Vista WayW- l:r']ae 0ad, between Ol | ooniruction of a dedicated NB right-tur lane at the intersection of E. Vista Way /
ghway-395Gopher Canyon Road and Gopher Canyon Road by 476t EDU.6+9,298preject ADF
MainOsborne Street

Intersection

E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon
Road-and-Oshorne-StreetOld Highway NoneSignalization and +1 westbound left-turn lane by 585t EDU
395 /W. Lilac Road

ntersection]-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Signalization by the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 3631 total EDU - Caltrans’ facility,
Canyon Road significant and unavoidable impact.

Signalization by 585%the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 585

]

_— {Deleted Cells

L5 NB PM-peak-hourproject-trips363 total EDU - Caltrans

Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road facility, significant and unavoidable impact.

Two-Lane Highway

]

_,r—[DeIeted Cells

None ‘ - ‘

Freeway

_— {Deleted Cells

None ‘ - ‘ i

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 20643-2014

5.4 Existing Plus Project (Phase D) Conditions
5.4.1 Existing Plus Project (Phase D) Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Existing Plus Project (Phase D) scenario includes existing traffic volumes with the addition
of traffic generated by traffic analysis Phase D. Intersection and roadway geometrics under
Existing Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical to Existing conditions, with the
exception of the following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage
and access:

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C”;

e Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z”;

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;

e Street “C” and Street “Z”;

8i Drive, 5 uzgn ilaer ;

e Covey Lane, west of W. Lilac Road;
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e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road;
e Intersection # 26, Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection # 27, Main Street / Street “C”— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street North — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;

e Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street South — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;

e Intersection # 30, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound Street
“Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

e Intersection # 31, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed roundabout.

In addition to the project access and frontage roads assumed above, mitigation measures from
Phases BA and C were also carried forward into this Phase. These improvements include:

e Construction of dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road and
northbound E. Vista Way approaches of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher
Canyon Road;

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — 2.2C; and

»—0Id Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road intersection — signalized;

left-turn lane.

5.4.2 Existing Plus Project (Phase D) Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane
highway, freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed
separately below. Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed
in Figure 5-4A5A, while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are
displayed in Figure 5-4B—5B. Note that the traffic volume figures were modified to reflect the
project access “Change 1” as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 5.2226 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under
Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. As shown, the following three (3) roadway segments
would operate at substandard LOS E or F:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS EF;

The construction of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach, as well as a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way
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approach, of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road was identified
under the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) and Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions
as _mitigation measures. With these improvements, the arterial analysis for Existing
Plus Project (Phase D) shown in Appendix AD and summarized in Table 5.27 shows that
the mitigation would increase the AM peak hour average travel speed along this
segment to better than the Existing conditions, and would maintain the same PM peak
hour average travel speed as the Existing conditions. Therefore, with the mitigation
measure, the additional traffic generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project
would not result in a direct impact at this segment.

e E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E; and
Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in direct impacts
to this roadway segment since it would not add more than 200 daily trips.
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TABLE 5.2226
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase D Existing )
LOS Project - pirect
Roadway . Phase D
chgt?(?n Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2n 19'9909%& 3,650 B | 180 | A8 | 1820 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,030 2,270 760 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,120 2,140 980 No
W. Lilac Road* Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C* 13,500 1;‘05 60;£1 D 1,150 A 9,200910 No
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F" 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2'0481'44 A 1,150 A 560890 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2’510@@ A 1,150 A 5 EO;M No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 5 Eoég,ﬁ A 480 A 1,360950 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8.7007,800 2,530 A 1,170 A 1,360 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 670 A 630 A 40 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,460 A 3,380 A 80 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,610 D 9,350 D 260 No
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 109 ;O;m 9,430 D 8,640 D 790 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-Inw/ SM 13,500 6,780 6,730 50 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 4,940 4,850 90 No
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TABLE 5.2226
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase D Existing )
LOS Project - pirect
Roadway . Phase D
chgt?(?n Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
Yes
Gopher Canyon . 10,9009,80 >
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 0 15,810 EF 15,310 EF 490 200ADTNo*
> 100ADT, 7[ Formatted: Font: Not Bold, Not Italic
Sggg‘er Canyon I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps Aln 30800 | 132923 | a ) 19300 | A | 960840 No ~_{ Formatted: Font color: Black
— [ Formatted: Font color: Black
Copfler Camon | 115 NB Ramps Old Highviay 395 sn | soso | BEL| A | mgo | A | 24000 | No Formatted: Font color: Bk
U N
— \ [ Formatted: Font color: Black
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln ' 0 2.80 5’7786“25 C 4,030 BC 2’22,\;& No \\\ Formatted: Font color: Black
U
— — \ \ { Formatted: Font color: Black
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road | W. Lilac Road 2in | 00280 | go00e0 | B | 1770 | AB | 0810 No " Formatted: Font color: Black
= N\
9.80 { Formatted: Font color: Black
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 8 ;O;A_ 6,950 cD 6,840 cD 100110 No
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road | 20 W/ 13,500 15,300 E | 15120 | E 180 No
' TWLTL ' ' ' < 200ADT
. 2-Lnw/ YesNo*
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street TWLTL 13,500 21,290 F 21,020 F 270 > 100ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 108 ;O;w 4,600 C 4,070 BC 530 No
Champagne Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 2-Ln 10,90043:5 4,400 BC 4,170 BC 230 No
Boulevard 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 108 ;O;m 70 A 70 A 0 No
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TABLE 5.2226
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase D Existing )

Project Direct

Roadway Cross- LOS Phase D I 5

Section | Threshold | ADT ADT ADT mpact?

(LOS D)
| Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,490 A 1,150 A 340 No
| Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,560 A 2,640 A 920 No
| Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,870 D 9,010 D 870860 No
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,240 D 8,740 D 500 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 10,030 D 9,620 D 410 No
. 4/Ln w/

Valley Center Road | Woods Valley Road Lilac Road TWLTL/RM 27,000 21,350 C 21,290 C 60 No
Valley Center Road | Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/ RM 33,400 24,620 B 24,280 B 340 No
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/ RM 27,000 22,760 C 22,440 C 320 No
Valley Center Road | Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,680 D 11,490 D 190 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 1,470 A 1,460 A 10 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road %vam/ 13,500 10,760 D 10,660 D 100 No

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.

*W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street is to be improved to a 2.2C as a mitigation measure from previous phase (Phase C).

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jaruary-2013May 2014

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.* Phase C mitigation measures at the

intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.
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e E.Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

The construction of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach, as well as a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way
approach, of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road was identified
under the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) and Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions
as_mitigation measures. With these improvements, the arterial analysis for Existing
Plus Project (Phase D) shown in Appendix AD and summarized in Table 5.27 shows that
the mitigation would increase the average travel speed along this segment to better
than the Existing conditions during both the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, with
the mitigation measure, the additional traffic generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills
Ranch project would not result in a direct impact to-study-roadway-segmentof E-Vista

7

between-GopherLanyonRoadand-Osborne Street—at this segment.

TABLE 5.27
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour

Speed Speed Speed Speed

(mph) i (mph) i (mph) i (mph) i
Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way 408 B 443 A 306 c 443 A
and I-15 SB Ramps
E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road 354 B 387 B 35.1 B 213 D
and Oshorne Street

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Intersection Analysis

| Table 5.2328 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under
Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for the
| Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions are provided in Appendix FAE.

As shown in the table, the following three (3) study intersections would continue to operate at
substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions:
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TABLE 5.28
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
. Delay (sec.)
L0s L0s AM/PM

1. K. Vista Way / Gopher N 12741 - No

Eamon Road Signal 45.4 D 48.7 D 172812120 | FIF 1533 -
2 Sggf/éfld River Road/E, Signal 248 C 2.4 C 237132 cic 1.1/04 - No
%%Ml ne Signal 26.4 c 34.8 c 216/345 ciC 48/03 - No

Road/Camino Del Rey
4 EE\ZR'V” Road/Camino Del | o5 30.4 D 125 B 2321122 D/B 7.2/03 - No
5 . QL"aC Road/Camino Del | e 171 C 113 B 15.7/11.0 C/B 14/03 - No

24167
6. qld Highway 395 / SR-76 Signal 314 c 465 D 29.0/39.8 C/D - No
1.7. Fankey Road / SR-76 TWSC 141 B 19.0 C 125/152 BIC 16/38 - No
8. g:)dag"qhwav 395/E. Dulin OWSC 185 C 212 C 12.8/11.2 B /B 5.7/10.0 - No
9' g:)dag"qhwav 395 /W. Lilac Signal* 25 C 36.1 D 147/133 Cc/B 7.81228 - No
101053 Raag”;p” Old owsc | 124 B 162 c 106/12.1 B/B 18741 . No
S e R%rg‘”/ Old owsc | 120 B 22 c 98/11.2 AIB | 22/110 . No
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TABLE 5.28
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay (sec.)
L0s L0s AM/PM
12. qld Highway 395 / Camino OWSC 105 B 125 B 10.1/11.0 04/15 . No
Oel Rey I E—
Yes
13. Qld Highway 395/ Circle R AM: WBL +20 | County Int.
T oWSC 312 D 51.2 F 20.4/225 1081287 | GuoweLe2s | 8 s
>1 sec.
14. 1415 SB Ramps / Goph —
- amps | S0PNET OWSC 592.9 F 288.9 F 468.21173.0 124.7/115.9 - Caltrans
Ganyon Road Int. > 2 sec.
15. 1415 NB Ramps / Gopher Yes
' beoons oWSC 343 D 2254.2 F 30.5/1945.4 3.8/308.8 - Caltrans
{anyon Road T
Int. > 2 sec.
16. gan(;?]hg’g;’ d395 [ Gopher Signal 17.9 B 156 B 11,0/147 6.9/0.9 . No
1. gl)da;hqhway 395/0ld Castle | gjoq 1338 B 16.6 B 13.9/157 0.0/09 - No
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 105 B 11.2 B 8.8/9.3 1.7/19 - No
19. ountam Ridge Road / Circle TWSC 97 A 138 B 9.3/96 04/42 . No
H Drive —
20. Er'iVLe"aC Ltz FAef el OWSC 105 B 107 B 9.3/93 12/14 - No
#21.|_Lilac Road /W. Lilac OWSC 102 B 108 B 96/9.9 06/0.9 No
Road
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TABLE 5.28

PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Avg. Delay (sec.)
Delay L0s L0s AM/PM
(sec.)
3'22'R0a dL"aC Road/Old Castle | 5 130 B 217 C 11.8/17.8 B/C 12/39 No
A&S'Roa [Valley CenterRalLiac | - gjgng 108 B 305 c 1051226 BIC 03/7.9 No
24, Old-Highway 395/
o R Dri
{County)—LOSE OWSC 172 c 263 D 16.9/25.0 C/D 0.3/13 - No
during-the-AbM-peak
hour/Miller Road / Valley
Center Road
2. gg'riefrsgg dRoad [Valley Signal 328 c 35.1 D 31.1/34.9 cic 1.7/0.2 : No
26. Street “0” / W. Lilac
Road/Main Street RA 13 = 150 = DNE DNE [AIR N - No
27. Main Street / Street “C” RA 6.1 A 8.6 A DNE DNE 6.1/8.6 - No
28. L||a_c Hills Ranch Road / AWSC 83 A 85 A DNE DNE 83/85 . No
Main Street North I
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road /
Main Street South AWSC 19 = 9.3 = DNE DNE [ATEK - No
30. _Street “Z’ / Main Street OWSC 92 A 9.4 A DNE DNE 9.2/9.4 - No
31 W. _L|Iac Road/Street “F"/ RA 39 A 42 A DNE DNE 39/42 . No
Main Street
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:
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Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.

AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.
* Phase C mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.
*Traffic signal was required at intersection #9 as a mitigation measure in Phase C of the project and was assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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+«—Qld H|ghway 395 / Circle R Drive (County) — LOS F durlng the PM peak hour, and the SR-

Phase D project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour trips to the critical movement
of this unsignalized intersection._Based upon the significance criteria discussed in

Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project
would have a direct impact at this intersection.

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours, and the Phase D project traffic would add two seconds or more of
additional delay to this intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in
Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project

would have a direct impact at thethis intersection-ef-Old-Highway-395-/ Circle R Drive.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and
the Phase D project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional delay to this
intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional
traffic generated by Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a direct impact
at this intersection.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

Table 5.2429 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395
under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis
was performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions and the additional
traffic generated by Phase D of the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway
395.
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& Reygd erRoad/CaminoDel | quse | 325 B Ne
9—W-ta R@'“ea@' Caminobel | owse | 174 B Ne
10.—Old Highway-395 - SR-76 Signal 441 D Ne
%@M@y&#&m owse | 185 c o
}Z—?R;Ha—dljl@hway%%/—\%kdae st | 194 c o
H—HI5SBRarmps +Old owsc | 123 c No
H4—HS NBRarmps Ol owsc | 114 c Ne
%WJ—G&%% owse | 105 5 o
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B R AM-WBL +31
OWSC 39.0 E 627 F R ] [ e e . County-Int:
Brive PMAWBE+38 .
>5-trips
Canyon-Road Sighal 59 A 55 A 468241730 FLE . -
' Sighal 4.9 A 85 A 30:5449454 BLE . - Ne
Canyon-Road -1938.9
CanyonRead Sighal 176 B 13:8 B 161488 B-+A 15450 - Ne
R Sighal 13:8 B 16:6 B 13:.9415.7 BB 0.0409 - Ne
24—W-Lilac-Road--Covey-Lane TWsE 94 A 97 A 88491 BLA 0.640:6 - Ne
22—Me . F 9 Heles 97 A L B 9.3/9:6 AA 04435 = Ne
. OWSsE 10:2 B 16:4 A 93493 ALA 09411 - Ne
24 MillerRoad-/Valley-Center
R R 172 c i b 16.9425.2 cib 0:3+11 - Ne
25.-Cole Grade-RoadValley .
CenterRoad Signal e c e 8 b 3114349 clc 17402 - No
26 S SO LWL
in. 2 o4 A L B DNE DNE 6.9/10.9 - No
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TABLE 5.29
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

With Project Phase D Existing )
Project Direct
Ln Highway LOS Phase D 5
Threshold | ADT ADT LOS ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
ighway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 5,440100 D or better 4,770 D or better 380330 No
ighway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 5,940850 | D or better 4,720 D or better 1,230130 No
ighway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16200 | 7410080 | Dorbetter | 4340 | Dorbeter | P00 OLE No
. . 10,21069
ighway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 0 D or better 4,450 D or better 6,240 No
ighway 395 1-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 7480540 | D or better 3,600 D or better | 3,580940 No
ighway 395 1-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 4,260080 D or better 2,430 D or better 1,830650 No
ighway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 7,590340 D or better 5,820 D or better 1,770520 No
ighway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 12’4(?92—5 D or better 10,710 D or better 1,796540 No
, 9,0008,96
ighway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 0 D or better 8,660 D or better 340 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

Note:

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive

Summary”.

Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 5.30 displays the resulting level of service for 1-15 under
Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions.
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TABLE 5.30

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

Freeway Segment

Peak
Hour
%

Peak
Hour
Volume

Directional
Split

#of
Lanes
Per
Direction

% of
Heavy
Vehicle

Volume
(pc/hiin)

e

Change
LOS w/ viC

Project

(compare to

in
Significant
Impact?

Existing)

Riverside County
15 | Boundary to OId 136,180 | 84% | 11505 | 0.64 4 095 | 6.75% | 1,989 | 0846 | D 0.014 No
Highway 395
115 g'g_;'s'ghway 350 | 136060 | 74% | 10137 | 073 4 095 | 675% | 2017 | 0858 | D 0.014 No
s | STOT OldHighway | 115010 | 7.8% | 899 | 069 4 095 | 840% | 1,691 | 0720 | ¢ 0.013 No
Old Highway 395t0 | 113830 | ... | 919821 | 168368 | 0.7267
M5 | Qoo Camon Rond | 114070 | 1% ’ 0.67 4 0s5 | sam | Wr| © | oses No
115 goggg g;rrl‘r{gz sggg 121270 | 81% | 9794 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 1835 | 0781 | ¢ 0.027 No
115 gzﬁtrrespcr:&gggﬁ@i;o 120460 | 8.0% | 9,678 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1,804 | 0768 | C 0.022 No
115 zegl”ﬁocn'g;’aarm;y 113740 | 8.0% | 9138 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1703 | 0725 | ¢ 0.017 No
15 E'R’f‘%te Patkway | 159540 | 7.9% | 10196 | 0.6 4 095 | 10.00% | 1,873 | 0797 | C 0.016 No
115 ﬁ;;\i;ﬁ W Valley 193880 | 81% | 15779 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1495 | 0636 | C 0.006 No
115 X\L:éag?r’ks\,:‘fw © | 180580 | 8.1% | 14,696 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1,392 | 0592 | B 0.005 No
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TABLE 5.30
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

#of Change in
Freewa Seqment Eiﬂ: Eiﬁt Directional Lanes ;ﬁ;f Volume viC LOS w/ VIC Significant
y g % Volume Split Per Vehi\c/?:e (pc/hiin) Project ~ (compare to Impact?
0 Direction Existing)

i Auto Parkway to W 0 0

I-15 Citracado Parkway 173540 | 7.8% 13,459 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 | 10.00% | 1,267 0.539 B 0.005 No
W Citracado Parkway

I-15 to Via Rancho 197,360 | 7.8% 15,307 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,421 0.604 B 0.004 No
Parkway

|5 | ViaRanchoParkway | yq9560 | 740 | 14665 | 058 | 5+2ML | 095 | 700% | 1320 | 0562 | B 0.004 No
to Bernardo Drive
Bernardo Drive to

I-15 Rancho Bernardo 202,180 | 7.4% 14,880 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,340 | 0570 B 0.003 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo

I-15 Road to Bernardo 210,100 | 7.3% 15,425 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,287 0.548 B 0.003 No
Center Drive
Bernardo Center Drive 0 0

I-15 to Camino Del Norte 215,050 | 7.3% 15,789 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,317 0.560 B 0.003 No

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jaruary-2013May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.

| Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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As shown in the table, all of the study area freeway segments along I-15 would continue to
operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. Based upon the
significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by Phase D of the
project would not cause any direct impacts to study area freeway segments.

Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions using the ILV
procedures as described in Chapter 2.0. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 5.31 and
analysis worksheets for the Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions are provided in Appendix
AF.

TABLE 5.31
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

FABLE 526
PR ERE ECHOR O A AR AR ALY LS

EXISHNGPLEUS PROIECTRPHASED)-CONBIHONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description
AM 1,549 >1500: (Over Capacity)
SR-76/ Old River Road/E. Vista Way -
PM 1,300 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
AM 1,207 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 1,377 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
] AM 1,056 <1200: (Under Capacity)
SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 1,132 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 would operate at “At Capacity”
and/or “Under Capacity”, with the exception of the SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection, which would operate at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. January-2013

5.4.3 Existing Plus Project (Phase D) Impact Significance and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions.

Roadway Segments

| None.
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Intersections

intersectionsincluding-Old-Highwa R D B Ramps / Ge

and I—Jé—NB—Re-m,es%GeﬁheFGaﬁyeﬁ—Reed—'Fhe-the followmg intersection |mprovements would

be required to mitigate the identified traffic impacts:
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e Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive (one-way stop controlled) (County) - Signalization
would be required (by -1—2—1“&m EDU from combined Phases 4 and 5 to mitigate direct
project impacts; or a 1,220 total EDU. A traffic signal warrant was conducted. Based
upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012 Edition
Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular Volume”

and the ”Interruptlon of Continuous Trafﬂc" warrants e#by&l—l—p#e,teet—(—P—hases—Lané

signalizatienThe project applicant would be respon5|ble for |mplement|ng the mitigation

measure identified above. The signal warrant worksheet for this intersection is
provided in Appendix AG.

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts;era—31432-tetal-EDU.. A traffic signal
warrant was conducted. Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) 2012 Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the
“Minimum Vehicular Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants.
The project applicant would be responsible for either—implementing the mitigation
measure identified above-ermakingafairshare-contributioninwhich-the-improvement
is-a-part-of-an-appreved-Plan-orProgram.. However, this particular facility is out of the

County’s control and therefore the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
The signal warrant worksheet for this intersection is provided in Appendix W-AG.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363 total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for implementing the mitigation measure identified above.
However, this particular facility is out of the County’s control and therefore the impact
would remain_significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for this
intersection is provided in Appendix AG.

| Table 5.2832 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions. Calculation worksheets for the intersection analysis
| are provided in Appendix %:AH.
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TABLE 5.2832
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay (sec.) LOS
Delay Los | Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM
(Sec.) (sec.)
12 Old-Highway-395/ Circle R Drive 22 | A | a8 | A | .omez | e
13. Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive 9.2 A 102 B 20.4/225 ciC
14. 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon 291 c 236 c 4682 /173.0 EIE
Road —
15. IF-éE;(l‘\IB Ramps / Gopher Canyon 128 B 339 c 305/1945.4 D/F

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 20132014
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

As shown in the table, after installation of the proposed traffic signals, theall three impacted
ntersection-of-Old-Highway-395-/-CireleR-Driveintersections would operate at acceptable LOS
AC or better during both the AM and PM peak hours. However, both ramp intersections at I-15
/ Gopher Canyon Road interchange are Caltrans’ facilities in which the County does not have
jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a plan or program in place. Therefore, the
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Two-Lane Highways

None of the study area two-lane highway facilities would be significantly impacted, and
therefore no mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase D)
conditions.

Freeways

None of the study area freeway facilities would be significantly impacted, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Phase D) conditions.

Table 5.2933 summarizes potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated
with Phase D of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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TABLE 5.2933
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE D) CONDITIONS

Mitigation Measures

Impacted Facility

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26132014

5.5 KExisting Plus Project (Phase E - Project Buildout) Conditions
5.5.1 Existing Plus Project (Buildout) Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Existing Plus Project (Buildout) scenario includes existing traffic volumes with the addition
of traffic generated by project buildout. Intersection and roadway geometrics under Existing
Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical to Existing conditions, with the exception
of the following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage and access:

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C”;
e Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z”;

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road;

e Street “C” and Street “Z”;

“u=n .
7 B 7

e Covey Lane, west of W. Lilac Road;

e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, north of Covey Lane;

e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road;
e Street “F”, between W. Lilac Road and Lilac Hills Ranch Road;

Page 205

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Roadway Segment Rationale { Deleted Cells ]
None \[ Deleted Cells }
Gopher Ganyon Read, between E. Vista Way and 115 SB Nene | Deleted celis )
Rampslntersection
o Rural community character
| A hatwean Gonhe nvan inima QEH.ESHPSadE‘Ed
StreetOld Highway 395 / Circle R Drive Distanee ;_ P ;1s;ts.ts o
Aeceptable-arterial-speedSignalization by 210t EDU from
combined Phases 4 and 5 or 1,220t total EDU.
i izati t d -
ionl-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road Slgnallze’itlon. _by the 1S EDU of Phasg 4 or 363' total EDU
Caltrans' facility, significant and unavoidable impact.
Signalization by 42%sthe 1st EDU frem—combined—Phasesof
Old-Highway-395/-Cirele-R-Drivel-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Phase 4 and-5-or by-121 project-{Phases-4-and-5)-PM-peak
Canyon Road heur—trips—or—1;432363¢ total EDU_- Caltrans’ facility
significant and unavoidable impact.
Two-Lane Highway
None ‘ - ‘ : ///{ Deleted Cells ]
Freeway
None ‘ - ‘ c ///{ Deleted Cells ]
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e Intersection # 26, Street “O” / W. Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;

e Intersection # 27, Main Street / Street “C”— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street North — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;

e Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street South — proposed all-way stop
controlled intersection;

e Intersection # 30, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound Street
“Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

e Intersection # 31, Street “Z” / Main Street — proposed roundabout.

In addition to the project access and frontage roads assumed above, mitigation measures from
Phases BA, C, and D were also carried forward into this Phase. These improvements include:

e Construction of dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road and
northbound E. Vista Way approach of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher
Canyon Road;

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — 2.2C;

e Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road intersection — signalized;- and add a westbound left-
turn lane; and

+—0ld Highway 395 / Circle R Drive intersection — signalized;

5.5.2 Existing Plus Project (Buildout) Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection, two-lane
highway, freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed
separately below. Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed
in Figure 5-5A6A, while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are
displayed in Figure 5-5B-—6B. Note that the traffic volume figures were modified to reflect the
project access “Change 1” as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 5.3034 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under
Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions. As shown, the following three (3) roadway segments
would operate at substandard LOS E or F:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS EF;

o—FE_The construction of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon
Road approach, as well as a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way;
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between-SR-76 approach, of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road
—LOS-E:was identified under the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) and

Based-upen-thesignificance—criteria-discussedin-Seection-2:8 Existing Plus Project (Phase
C) conditions as mitigation measures. With these improvements, the arterial analysis
for Existing Plus Project (Buildout) shown in Appendix Al and summarized in Table 5.35
shows that the mitigation would increase the AM peak hour average travel speed along
this segment to better than the Existing conditions, and would maintain the same PM
peak hour average travel speed as the Existing conditions. Therefore, with the
mitigation measure, the additional traffic generated by the buildout of the Lilac Hills

Ranch project would not result in a direct impactsat-three{3}studyroadway-segments
abeve—impact at this segment.
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TABLE 5.30634
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout Existing )
LOS Project ' pyirect
Roadway . Buildout
S?er((:)t?(?n Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 240 19'9909&@ 3960 | BC | 1830 | AB | 2446130 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,160 2,270 890 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,290 2,140 1,150 No
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C* 13,500 12 45 05 O;& D 1,150 A 11‘25 5; O;Ql No
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,960 1,150 1,810 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 7,800 1,810 1,150 660 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 66 0;&1—3 A 480 A 1,180650 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 2,470 A 1,170 A 1,300 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 680 A 630 A 50 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,470 A 3,380 A 90 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,660 D 9,350 D 300310 No
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 240 M?M 9,560 D | 860 | D 920 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-Inw/ SM 13,500 6,790 6,730 60 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7607,800 4,950 4,850 110100 No

Yes

, 10.9009.80 >
Gopher Canyon Road | E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 0 15,890 EF 15,310 EF 580 200ADTNO*
> 100ADT
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TABLE 5.30634
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout Existing )
LOS Project ' pyirect
Roadway . Buildout
S?er((:)t?(?n Threshold ADT Impact?
(LOS D)
13,48032
Gopher Canyon Road | I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 0 A 12,390 A 1,096930 No
. 13,44014

Gopher Canyon Road | I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 0 A 11,870 A 1,580270 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 160 ;O;m 5,940210 C 4,030 BC 1,910180 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 16 ;O;M 1“0;& B 1,770 AB 140610 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 160 EOEM 6,970 cD 6,840 eD 120130 No
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road | 2-"W' | 43500 | 15330 | E | 15120 | E 210 ves

' TWLTL ' ' ' > 200ADT

' 2-Lnw/ YesNo*
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street TWLTL 13,500 21,340 F 21,020 F 320 > 100ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln ' 0 2.80 4,690 C 4,070 BC 620 No
Champagne 0ld Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive oan | 1090085 1 a0 | e | 4170 | BC 270 No
Boulevard 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln % 20255_0 70 A 70 A 0 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1,380 1,150 230 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7607,800 3,720 2,640 1,080 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,020 9,010 1,020010 No
Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic
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Roadway

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

TABLE 5.30634

Cross-
Section

LOS
Threshold
(LOS D)

With Project Buildout

ADT

Existing

ADT

Project
Buildout
ADT

Direct
Impact?

Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,330 D 8,740 D 590 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 10,100 9,620 480 No
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road Tvz\lllll-TnL\;VéM 27,000 21,370 C 21,290 C 80 No
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/ RM 33,400 24,670 B 24,280 B 390 No
Valley Center Road Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/ RM 27,000 22,820 C 22,440 C 380 No
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,710 D 11,490 D 230220 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 1,480 A 1,460 A 20 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road %}ﬁ.‘p’l_/ 13,500 10,780 D 10,660 D 120 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.

*W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street is to be improved to a 2.2C as a mitigation measure from previous phase (Phase C).

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.* Phase C mitigation measures at the

intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.
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e E.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E;
Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by the buidout of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a direct impact
to this roadway segment since it would add more than 200 daily trips.

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F.

The construction of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach, as well as a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way
approach, of the intersection of E. Vista Way and Gopher Canyon Road was identified
under the Existing Plus Project (Phase A) and Existing Plus Project (Phase C) conditions
as mitigation measures.  With these improvements, the arterial analysis for Existing
Plus Project (Buildout) shown in Appendix Al and summarized in Table 5.34 shows that
the mitigation would increase the average travel speed along this segment to better
than the Existing conditions during both the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, with
the mitigation measure, the additional traffic generated by the buildout of the Lilac
Hills Ranch project would not result in a direct impact at this segment.

TABLE 5.35
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour

Speed Speed Speed Speed

(mph) Lo (mph) L (mph) . (mph) —
Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way 4056 B 443 A 306 c 443 A
and I-15 SB Ramps
E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road 352 B 349 B 351 B 213 D
and Osborne Street

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Intersection Analysis

Table 5.36 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under Existing
Plus Project (Buildout) conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets for the Existing Plus
Project (Buildout) conditions are provided in Appendix AJ.

As shown in the table, the following two (2) study intersections would continue to operate at
substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions:
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TABLE 5.36
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout

Buildout
) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
i Traffic Delay (sec.) Critical Direct
Intersection Control Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) AMy/ o | M Impact?
LOS Delay LOS AM / PM ovements
Delay AM/PM
(sec.) (sec.)
. 243/ 6.4138-
Lo S Yea iy d/ Gopher Signal* | 307473 | €D | 525519 | D 4871728/ | C4DFIF | 12551 : No
Y 212.0 160.1
B i No
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. signal | 753249 | ec | s40324 | bc | BHEBL | gipeic | 12/04447 :
Vista Way /32
3. SR-76/ Olive Hil Signal | 452266 | oc | e23348 | EC 432061 | b oy | HEIESOL i eamanmm
Road/Camino Del Rey 9 = = = = 60.834.5 — 0.3 '
<2see.No
4 ngwaer Road/CaminoDel | gysc | 332 D 126 B 31.2/107 D/B 20/1.9 : No
| |® ‘F’{Vé;"ac Road/CaminoDel | 5 c 17.8 c 11.4 B 1547/110 | C/B 241104 i No
. . 43290/ 153.7/6.48
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 Signal | 445327 | DC | 48466 D 2. DC/D i No
42239.8
7. Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC 15.2 B 193 c 125/152 BIC 27141 i No
| |2 Sgdag"ghway 395/E.Duln | Giyse | 232 c 272 D |46128/112| B/B |86104/160 i No
9. Old Highway 385/ W. Lilac Signal* | 20.328.7 C 342381 | ©D |185147/133| c/p | $014.0/248 No
Road 120.9
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TABLE 5.36
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout

Buildout
) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
i Traffic Delay (sec.) Critical Direct
Intersection Control Avg Avg. Delay (sec.) Y (SEC. Impact?
: AM | PM AM/PM Movements
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM / PM
(sec.) (sec.)
10. 1-15 SB Ramps / Old owsc | 124131 | B | 196179 | ¢C 10.6/12.1 B/g | 25158 No
Highway 395 5
11. I-15 NB Ramps / Old owsC | 14121 | B | 228 | ¢ 9.98/11.2 Alp | FO1E0023] No
Highway 395 136
12 g'eol' I:"egthay 395/Camino | Gyee | 1045 B 12.02 B 10.1/11.0 B/B | 034/162 No
13. Old Highway 395/Circle R | qionai | 50108 | AB | 49115 | AB 2041225 cic | A6 No
Drive [-11.0
. -461.94 NeYes
14 'C'15 SB Eamgs I Gopher Sig SaCO—W 66493 | AF | 662889 | AF | 4682/1730 | FIF | -166.418L1 Caltrans
anyon Roa SC /115.9 Int. > 2 sec.
253 Yes
15. 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher SigralOW 5236.0 AE S BF 305/ 1945.4 D/F 1934755 Caltrans
Canyon Road SC 2240.4 12950 Int. >2
sec.No
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher ) 16:148.811.0/ 75/164
Canyon Road Signal 185177 B 1815.9 B 147 B/AB 1042 No
1. CR)Ldazhghway 395/0ld Castle | g 142 B 170 B 139/157 B/B 03/13 No
| 18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 9.910.3 AB 10.39 B 8.8/9.143 B/A 15/14426 No
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TABLE 5.36
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout

Existing

Buildout
) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Traffic to .
i Traffic Delay (sec.) Critical Direct
Intersection Control Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) Y (SEC. Impact?
AM / PM Movements
Delay Delay LOS AM [ PM
(sec.) (sec.)
| [ goDur?\fZ'“ Ridge Road /Circle | ryyse | 309007 | A 15.09 c 93/96 AIA | 07454763 No
| [ ‘[’)Vr'ivLe"aC Road / Circle R owsc | 135108 | B | 225110 | cB 93/93 AIA | 15/17447 No
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road owsC 10.4 11.0 B 9.6/9.9 AlA 08/11 No
22. Lilac Road / Old Castle Road OwWSC 11.9 17.9 C 11.8/17.8 B/C 0.1/01 No
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal 10.9 315 C 105/22.6 B/C 04/89 No
2. g{'}";; Road /Valley Center | g 173 c 26.4 D 169/2520 | C/D 0.4/124 No
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Signal 2.7 c 353 D 31.1/349 cic 16/0.4 No
Center Road
26. Street“0" / W. Lilac 9.3/10.84/
Road/Main Street RA 92104 AB 108134 B DNE DNE 13.4 No
27. Main Street / Street “C” RA 727 A 829.1 A DNE DNE 7 91' . No
28.  Lilac Hills Ranch Road / AWSC | 8590 A 858 A DNE DNE | 9.0/85/85 No
Main Street North
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / 8.3/110.89/
Main Street South AWSC 8.39 A 10611.1 B DNE DNE 111 No
30. Street“Z"/ Main Street owsC 8.7 A 9.0 A DNE DNE 8.7/9.0 No
| Page 218
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TABLE 5.36

PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

Traffic

Intersection Control

31. W. Lilac Road/Street “F" /

Main Street RA

With Project Buildout
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Avg.
Delay
(sec.)

LOS

Avg.
Delay
(sec.)

LOS

Delay (sec.)
AM/PM

Buildout
Traffic to
Critical
Movements
AM / PM

Change in
Delay (sec.)
AM/PM

Direct
Impact?

3.8

3.8

DNE

DNE 38/38 - No

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.
AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 20432014

* Phase A mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases B, C, D, & E.

* Phase C mitigation measures at the intersection of E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road were assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.

*Traffic signal was required at intersection #9 as a mitigation measure in Phase C of the project and was assumed to be carried forwarded into Phases D & E.

*Traffic signal was required at intersection #13 as a mitigation measure in Phase D of the project and was assumed to be carried forwarded into Phase E.

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
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e—|-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS EF during both the AM and PM
peak heurhours, and the buildout ef-the-project traffic would ret-add two seconds or
more of additional delay to this intersection.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic
generated by the buildout of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would ret-have anya direct

impact at thestudy-areaintersectionsthis intersection.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and
the buildout project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional delay to this
intersection. Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional
traffic generated by the buildout of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have a direct
impact at this intersection.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

Table 5.3237 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395
under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions. The two-lane highway level of service analysis
was performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions and the additional
traffic generated by buildout of the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway
395.

Freeway Segment Analysis
The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology

presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 5.3338 displays the resulting level of service for 1-15 under
Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions.

As shown in the table, all of the study area freeway segments along 1-15 would continue to
operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions. Based upon the
significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by the buildout of
the project would not cause any direct impacts to study area freeway segments.
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TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 5.37

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Buildout Existing )
Project Direct
2-Ln Highway LOS Buildout | 5
Threshold ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT mpact:
(LOS D)
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 5,210 D or better 4,770 D or better 440 No
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 6,230 D or better 4,720 D or better 1,520 No
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 8,010 D or better 4,340 D or better 3,670 No
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 340 D or better 4,450 D or better | 6,440890 No
- 6;8467.45
Old Highway 395 [-15 SB Ramps [-15 NB Ramps 16,200 0 D or better 3,600 D or better 3,240850 No
Old Highway 395 [-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 3,490640 | D or better 2,430 D or better 7601,210 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 0 D or better 5,820 D or better | 8301,280 No
. . . 12,67037
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 0 D or better 10,710 D or better 1,976660 No
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 9,050 D or better 8,660 D or better 390 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
Note:

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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TABLE 5.3338
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

Peak Peak # of 9% of Change in
Freewa Segment Hour Hour Directional Lanes PHE Hea Volume VIC LOS w/ vIC Significant
y 9 u Vi u Split Per s (pcih/in) Project | (compare to Impact?
olume Directi Vehicle -
irection Existing)
Riverside County
115 | Boundary to Old 136,550 | 8.4% | 11536 0.64 4 095 | 6.75% | 1994 | 0849 | D 0.016 No
Highway 395
15 gg’_;'e'gh‘”ay 3950 | 136640 | 74% | 10165 | 073 4 095 | 6.75% | 2023 | 0861 | D 0017 No
15 azm;g o 115320 | 78% | 9020 | 0.9 4 | 095 | 840% | 1695 | 0721 | ¢ 0,015 No
Old Highway 395t0 | 113700 o | 948220 L | 1,68168 | 0.7267
M5 | Conher Canyon Road | 124000 | &1% 7 0.67 4 095 | 8.40% . B C 0.023025 No
115 gogzg gs:ry]gg gg:g 121,580 | 8.1% | 9,819 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 1,839 | 0783 | C 0.029 No
115 g:ﬁ[rgfg:{‘yg;;ﬁ\f‘vi;o 121,050 | 8.0% | 9,725 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1813 | 0771 | ¢ 0.026 No
115 gegltﬁoi'gﬁ;[(kmy 114210 | 80% | 9,176 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 1710 | 0728 | ¢ 0.020 No
I-15 E'R’f‘%te Patkwayto | 129970 | 79% | 10230 | 066 4 095 | 10.00% | 1,879 | 0800 | C 0.018 No
115 g;;\ﬁat;’ Wvalley | 194900 | 81% | 15805 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1497 | 0637 | ¢ 0.007 No
115 X\{J;ga&e;&;r;way © | 150850 | 81% | 14718 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1394 | 0593 | B 0.006 No
115 éﬁﬁg;ﬁrg‘g’k‘m’ 173800 | 7.8% | 13479 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1269 | 0540 | B 0.006 No
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TABLE 5.3338
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

Peak Peak # of Change in
Freewa Segment Hour Hour Directional Lanes PHE VIC LOS w/ vIC Significant
y 9 Vi Split Per (pcih/in) Project | (compare to Impact?
olume L pa
Direction Existing)
W Citracado Parkway
I-15 to Via Rancho 197,590 | 7.8% 15,324 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,422 | 0.605 B 0.005 No
Parkway
|15 | VRanchoPartway | g9 400 | 7400 | 14680 | 058 | S+2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1322 | 0562 | B 0.004 No
to Bernardo Drive ' 0 ' ' ' el ' ' '
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 202,380 | 7.4% 14,895 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,341 | 0571 B 0.004 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 210,290 | 7.3% 15,439 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,288 0.548 B 0.003 No
Center Drive
Bernardo Center
I-15 Drive to Camino Del 215230 | 7.3% 15,802 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,318 0.561 B 0.003 No
Norte

| Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.

‘ Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jaruary-2043May 2014
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Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions using the ILV
procedures as described in Chapter 2.0.

ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 5.39 and analysis worksheets for the Existing Plus
Project (Buildout) conditions are provided in Appendix AK.

TABLE 534
RAMPINTERSECHON-CARPACHY-ANALYSIS

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E - BUILDOUT)- CONDITIONS

TABLE 5.39
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E - BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description

) i AM 1,560 >1500: (Over Capacity)

SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way -
PM 1,312 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
o ) AM 1,210 1200-1500: (At Capacity)

SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 1,379 1200-1500: (At Capacity)
) AM 1,089 <1200: (Under Capacity)

SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 1,160 <1200: (Under Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013-May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) intersections along SR-76 would operate at “At Capacity”
and/or “Under Capacity”, with the exception of the SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
intersection, which would operate at “Over Capacity” during the AM peak hour under the
Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions.

5.5.3 Existing Plus Project (Buildout) Impact Significance and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions.

Roadway Segments

Based on the County planning level impact criteria, buildout of the project traffic would result

in direct impacts at three{3one (1) of the study area roadway segments-ineludingsegment:
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e E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road - The project would add 210
daily trips (approximately 1.4% of the total ADT) to this roadway which is
approximately 9 miles away from the project site.

e—E.The mitigation for this direct impact is the provision of a dedicated right-turn lane at
the westbound Gopher Canyon Road approach, as well as a dedicated right-turn lane at

the northbound E. Vista Way approach of the East Vista Way—bet—ween_[ Gopher

shown in Append|x Al and summanzed in Table 5. 40 below shows that the abH-rty—efmltlgatlo
would increase the a

(—Fl%)—efé@—mph—smee—traﬁ%&rgnak—along this faemt-y—are—leeated—lesssegment to better than
ene-mileapart-while-the Existing conditions. Therefore, the direct impact at the segment of E.

Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canvon Road would be mltlgated Msta—Way—and—l—lé—SB

TABLE 5.40
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS AFTER MITIGATION
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E - BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Hour
Speed Speed Speed Speed
LOS LOS LOS LOS
(mph) (mph) (mph) (mph)
15SB R 50 D b PTSE b
E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher 256 3132.8
Canyon Road 5028.5 Fﬂgh 34.4 B 24.5 D == C
50 24.2.mph b b
and-Osborne-Street fmph

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
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Note that the impacted segment of E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road
along with the other two substandard (LOS E/F) segments of Gopher Canyon Road between E.
Vista Way and SR-15 SB Ramps, and E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne
Street share a common intersection, the Gopher Canyon Road / E. Vista Way intersection,
which is a busy constraining intersection along each of these segments. It is recommended that
a_dedicated westbound right-turn lane be provided at the intersection which will improve
intersection operations since only one westbound lane is currently provided and this lane
serves over 1,000 peak hour vehicles. Additionally, it is recommended that a dedicated
northbound right-turn lane be provided at the intersection to improve the intersection by
providing additional capacity for the northbound right-turn approach which currently serves
over 800 peak hour vehicles. Arterial analyses were conducted along each of the three
segments with the intersection improvement and the results show that the post-improvement
average speeds are generally greater than the pre-project condition. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the recommended improvement would mitigate the impact to below a level of
significance.

Intersections

The buildout of the project traffic would have a direct impact on two (2) study area
intersections and the following intersection improvements would be required to mitigate the
identified traffic impacts:

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for implementing the mitigation measure identified above.
However, this particular facility is out of the County’s control and therefore the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for this
intersection is provided in Appendix AL.

e [|-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (stop controlled ramp intersection) (Caltrans) -
Signalization would be required (by the 1% EDU of Phase 4 or 363" total EDU) at this
intersection to mitigate direct project impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The project applicant
would be responsible for implementing the mitigation measure identified above.
However, this particular facility is out of the County’s control and therefore the impact
would remain_significant and unavoidable. The signal warrant worksheet for this
intersection is provided in Appendix AL.
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Table 5.41 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions. Calculation worksheets for the intersection analysis
are provided in Appendix AM.

TABLE 541
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E - BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay (sec.) LOS
Delay LoS Delay LOS AM /PM AM/PM
Sec sec.
14. |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon 303 c 26.9 c 468.2/173.0 FIF
Road —
15. ::-{ti(lj\lB Ramps / Gopher Canyon 178 B 347 c 305 /1945.4 D/F

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

As shown in the table-abeve—al-three{3}-segments, after installation of the proposed traffic
signals, both impacted intersections would operate at acceptable LOS BC or better under

Existing Plus-Project{Buildout)}-conditions-based-onthearterialanalysis-during both the AM and

PM peak hours. However, both ramp intersections at I-15 / Gopher Canyon Road interchange
are Caltrans’ facilities in which the County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does

not have a plan or program in place. Therefore, itisappropriate-to-considerthatno-mitigation

impacts would remain S|gn|f|cant and unavoidable.

Two-Lane Highways

None of the study area two-lane highway facilities would be significantly impacted, and
therefore no mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Buildout)
conditions.

Freeways

None of the study area freeway facilities would be significantly impacted, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required under Existing Plus Project (Buildout) conditions.

Table 5.3642 summarizes potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures associated
with buildout of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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TABLE 5.3642
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E - BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

| Impacted Facility Mitigation Measures

Roadway Segment

NeneConstruction of a dedicated WB right-turn lane by 238" EDU, as

E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon | el a5 a dedicated NB right-turn lane by 476" EDU at the intersection
Roadsbetween E-Vista-Way-and-15SB-RampS | of £ vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road.
Intersection
E-Vista-Way,-between-SR-76-and|-15 SB Ramps / | NeneSignalization by the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 3634 total EDU -
Gopher Canyon Road Caltrans’ facility, significant and unavoidable impact.
E-Vista-Way--between|-15 NB Ramps / Gopher NeneSignalization by the 1st EDU of Phase 4 or 363t total EDU -
Canyon Road-and-Osherne-Street Caltrans’ facility, significant and unavoidable impact.
Intersection

Nene ‘ - -
Two-Lane Highway

None ‘
Freeway

None ‘

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2643-2014

Note that the Existing Plus Project (Buildout) scenario includes the project's build-out traffic
volumes added to the existing traffic volumes and existing roadway configurations and is shown
in Traffic Analysis Phases A-E above as required by the County's Guidelines for Determining
Significance and Report Format & Content Requirements for Transportation and Traffic.
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6.0 Cumulative Traffic Conditions

This section describes cumulative land development projects anticipated to generate additional
traffic within the study area. Potential traffic impacts to the existing transportation network,
due to the addition of cumulative projects and proposed project traffic, were also assessed.

6.1 Cumulative Projects

SANDAG’s Series 12 Year 2020 Transportation Model was utilized to forecast cumulative traffic
volumes. SANDAG Year 2020 land use assumptions were examined to ensure that anticipated
land development projects within a seven-mile radius of the proposed project, were accurately
reflected in the model. A list of £69171 cumulative projects was compiled, including:

e #1 - #96 - The cumulative project list utilized for the recent Meadowood development
project;

e #97 - #109110 - Geographically applicable projects from the County GPA Property
Specific Workplan list of 56 projects, dated June 28, 2012;

o H110—#169111 - #171 - A list of discretionary projects obtained from SanGIS{August
20641} and refined to include projects with potentially relevant trip generation, such as
Major Use Permits, General Plan Amendments, Specific Plans and Amendments,
Tentative Maps, and Tentative Parcel Maps. Both County staff input and the KivaNet
system were utilized to gather detailed project land use descriptions.

Table 6.1 displays the approved and pending cumulative project list which was incorporated in
the SANDAG Transportation Model. A SANDAG model trip generation report is included in
Appendix ABAN. Figure 6-1 illustrates the location of the cumulative projects._This figure is
modified from the public review version of the TIS (dated 6/28/2013) to reflect the following
cumulative project changes:

1. The Sierra (former Merriam Mountains) Development project (#106 in Table 6.1)
located west of I-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road is expected
to request the construction of approximately 2,100 residential units and a small amount
of commercial development The public review version of the TIS (dated 6/28/2013) only
included 1,162 DU based on the County identified in the County GPA Property Specific
Workplan list of 56 projects. The latest project data was included in the cumulative
analysis.

2. In addition, a number (VC7, 11, 20A, 20B, 54, 61, 66) of Valley Center County GPA
Property Specific Workplan list of 56 projects were also added as #110 in Table 6.1.
These small PSRs represent a total of 261 units of single family rural residential located
east of I-15, between W. Lilac Road and Mountain Ridge Road.

3. The Sukup project (#171 in Table 6.1) located on the east side of Rodriguez Road within
the Valley Center Community Planning Area. The project is an Expired Map for a major
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subdivision, TM 5184, that was approved on June 10, 2004 and expired on June 10,

2007. The project now proposes to subdivide 24.62 gross acres into 9 single-family

residential lots ranging in size from 2.02 to 2.90 net acres.

Project

TABLE 6.1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

Mixed-use development, including:
529 single-family dwelling (SFR)
units, 555 multi-family dwelling

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

(MFR) units, a town center (retail) of TM 5338 Just north of SR-76,
Campus Park 62,000 square feet (sf), an office GPA 03-004 an 0.25 mile east of I-15
building with 150,000 sf, a sports
complex of 5.2 acres, and a small
neighborhood park.
Mixed-use development including TM 5424,
approximately 355 MFR units, S 05-014,
Campus Park 400,000 sf Commercial, 50,000 sf Northeast quadrant of
West Office Professional, 347,000 sf of SPA 05-001 1185 I-15 and SR-76
Light Industrial, and possible Civic GPA 05-003
Uses.. REZ 05-005
11
Maximum of 130 SFR. TM 5187 RPL
Density 1.6 DU/acre. SPA 99-005 West of Old Highway
Pala Mesa Lot sizes vary from 5,500 sf to MUP 99-020 846 395 between Pala
Highlands 23,500 sf, two parks totaling 4.3 REZ 99-020 ' Mesa Drive and Via
acres, trails, 36.5 acres of open Belamonte
space. SPA to allow clustering. MUP/REZ 04-
024
South side of Pala
Split ot into 13 SFR lots, ranging in TM 4729 RPL3 Mesa Drive, west of |-
Tedder TM size from 1.0 to 6.43 acres net. TE 295 15 and east of Daisy
Lane
Minor residential subdivision with Northem terminus of
Hukari road improvements Mountain View Road
o - TPM 20830 30 and West Lilac Road
subdivision 4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot .
on west side of
(3.4 t0 7.7 net acres each).
Bonsall
East of Old Highway
TM 5532 ing Vi
Fallbrook Ranch 11 SFR lots 3% e}nd SterlllnglV|ew
S07-012 Drive (at Mission
Road), Fallbrook
Los Willows Inn | Add additional units to a Bed and MUP 03-127 532 Stewart Canyon
and Spa Breakfast Road
Minor residential subdivision. 2987 Sumac Road,
Reeve TPM 3 SFR lots (2 acres minimum). TPM 20411 88 Fallbrook
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TABLE 6.1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Project
Project Description Reference Location
Numbers
Minor subdivision into 2 West side of Sage
residential/agricultural parcels (2.00 Road between Sumac
9 Evans TPM and 2.10 acres). Private septic TPM 20491 410 Road and Pala Road,
system. Fallbrook
Minor residential subdivision.
Bridge Pac West | 4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot 3321 Sage Road
10 TPM 20841 15.90 '
I TPM (2.04,2.08,2.12, 2.14 and Fallbrook
remainder 7.08 net acres each).
SPA 03-005
modcaton and conswuctonofnew | 0 2001 0Id Highway 395
} MUP 00-000 at Tecalote Lane,
1 Pala Mesa recreation and resort-related 1812 north of SR 76 and
Resort facilities. Addition of 186 resort P 74-120Wt : immediately west of I
rooms and wedding facility. P 74-121M10; 15 Fal)llbrook
Expansion of resort by 6 acres. MUP 03-006; '
MUP 04-005
Minor residential subdivision. TPM 20431 Citrus Drive and Calle
12 Lung TPM 2 SFR lots (6.7 and 4.0 acres) S 98-006 107 Canonero, Fallbrook
Minor residential subdivision. . .
4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot, L;E:;tbzlgvse%fnclil’terzgi
13 Chipman TPM | ranging from 2.13 to 2.85 net acres TPM 20440 13.54 : cony
- Drive and Dos Ninos,
each and remainder 4.00 net acres.
5 Fallbrook
Septic system.
Minor residential subdivision. 4?:25"5 2'{')?( 2‘2&%‘ e(:)rfo,
14 Bierman TPM 4 SFR lots, ranging from 2.01 to TPM 20484 9.91 o
) Vern Drive and west of
2.19 net acres each. Septic system. A
Lorita Lane
Cooke 3974 Citrus Drive
15 . 4,723 s.f. SFR S 04-026 N/A between Wilt Road
Residence A
and Vern Drive
Donut-shaped parcel
. Minor residential subdivision. surrounding 401
16 Treister TPM 4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot. TPM 20581 2181 Ranger Road,
Fallbrook
235 Mission Ridge
17 Mission Ridge Minor residential subdivision. TPM 20793 19.55 Road
Road TPM 4 SFR lots. 03-02-068 ' east of I-15 off Mission
Road, Fallbrook
Part of 116-acre subdivision (33
18 Rancho Alegre IOitr? )fhzhészigt?r]r? Cptocr?igilf)t? p?L;Z)(e)rlt?/tS TM 5413 20 F:/c\)l gzt;id?&f Igiln?n(?lre
TPM and proposes a different street Pprox. ©.

alignment, grading, and lot
arrangement.

north of Reche Road
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Project

TABLE 6.1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

Minor residential subdivision.

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

3261 Reche Road,

19 Rarick TPM 4 SFR lots (ranging from 2.02 to TPM 20853 8.77 Fallbrook
2.25 acres each). Septic system.
Minor residential subdivision.
20 Fernandez TPM 4 SFR lots. Minimum lot size 2 TPM 20936 104 3838 Foxglove Lane,
acres. Fallbrook
2 existing SFR on-site.
21 Rabuchin TEM Subdlwsmn qf 2 lots into 4 SFR lots. TPM 20944 9.01 4065 Calle Canonero,
Existing SFR on site Fallbrook
22 Pala Casino 187,300 s.f. casino, hotel, theater. NA TBD Palﬁﬂ:zg%?] a;rgiaSala
Aggregate rock quarry and
processing plants for concrete and
asphalt. Approximately 22 million
Rosemary's tons of rock would be mined over 20 MuP North side of SR 76
23 Mountain/Palom | years. R_eallgnment of SR 76 from 87-021 RPL2 96.4 1.25 miles east of
ar Aggregates Project site west to I-15. REZ P87-001
Quarry Reclamation Plan to designate lower RPL2 15
portion of site as water storage
reservoir after completion of mining
activities.
Patapoff Minor | Subdivide property into four parcels
24 Residential of 4.3 acres, 4.2 acres, 9.6 acres, TPM 20542 59.1 R;ﬁgmmiﬁg%g; q
Subdivision 8acres, and a 33-acre parcel
Pala Del Norte Road.
Promi Subdivide the property into 30 SFR 1/3 mile north of SR-
25 rominence at and two open space lots ranging in TM 5321 346.6 76 anq approximately
Pala ; ' two miles west of the
size from 4 to 96 acres Pala Indian
Reservation
New Community College campus to
Palomar College serve apprommately 12,000 East side of I-15
: students, to include classroom and
North Education L - : between Pankey Road
26 - administration buildings, parking, NA 85
Center District L and Pala Mesa
open space, athletic fields, and off- : )
Master Plan . Heights Drive
site road, water and sewer
improvements.
Caltrans Realignment and widening of From I-15 to west of
27 Realignment of roadway, improvements to NA NA Rice Canvon Road
SR-76 northbound I-15 on- and off-ramps. y
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TABLE 6.1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Project Area
Project Description Reference (acres) Location
Numbers
San Luis Rey
Munlm_pall Water SLRMWD service area
District and vicinity, north and
(SLRMWD) Exploration of pipeline and water Over Y,
28 Water storage options NA 3,000 south of SR-76
' ge options. ' between I-15 and Pala
Wastewater and Temecula Road
Recycled Water
Master Plan
Canonita Drive and
29 39 condo units TM 5231 30.48 Old Hwy 395,
Fallbrook
30 8 SFR lots ™ 5276 128 | AQueductRoad and
Via Urner, Bonsall
31 9 SFR lots TM 5346 aga | OldHwy395andVia
Urner, Bonsall
9 SFR lots. Includes improvements West Lilac Road and
32 Marquart Ranch | to Mesa Lilac Road, and drainage TM 5410 44.2 Mesa Lilac Road,
improvements. Bonsall
Reche Road and
33 Fallbrook Oaks 19 SFR lots TM 5449 26 Ranger Road,
Fallbrook
Ridge Creek east of
gq | Ridge Creek 14 SFR lots TM 5469 304 | HveOakParkRoad
Drive and Ridge Drive,
Fallbrook
SR 76 east of Cole
35 Club Estates 31 SFR lots TM 5499 48.3 Grade Road at Pauma
Valley Drive
Oak Tree Ranch TM 5540; MUP 15560 Spring Valley
3 ™ 24 SFR 07-007 9.9 Road
37 Tumbull TM 17 lots TM 5545 229 32979 Temet Drive
38 Wexler TPM 4 lots TPM 20913 2.54
54 SFR lots and 2 open space lots.
MUP filed concurrently for Planned TM 5223 Shadow Run Ranch,
39 Shag;r\]’\ér? un Residential Development that would 263 SR-76 and Adams
cluster residential development on MUP 00-030 Drive, Pala
minimum 2-acre lots.
40 Diana Acres 3lots TPM 20896 Adams Drive off SR-
76, Pauma Valley
Hunter .
41 Subdivsion 3lots TPM 20804 75 15550 Adams Drive
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Project
Project Description Reference Location
Numbers
42 Burge TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20538 1258 34487 Citracado
Drive, Pala
Pauma Valley
43 Packing Packing and processing MUP 99-001 4.14 34188 Hampton Road
Company
Shadow Run
Ranch/ TM 5223; MUP .
44 Schoepe-Pauma 13 lots 00-030 263.17 15040 Adams Drive
™
45 | WamerRanch | /32 SFRIots, 168 condo units, M 5508 513 Pala-Pauma
community park, fire station lot
. Approximately 11
46 Pauma Casino 400 room hotel a_md 171,000 s.f. CASINO miles east of -15
and Hotel casino
along SR-76
De Jong/Pala Minor residential subdivision. Canonita Drive
47 Minor 3 SFR lots (1.03, 2.06 and 2.31 net TPM 20451 5.62 between I-15 and
Subdivision acres each). Tecalote Drive
Crossroads Minor residential subdivision. Ranaer Road
48 Investors Minor 4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot. TPM 20800 155 Fgllbrook '
Subdivision Existing SFR and grove on site
Withdrawn
TM 5217: Residential development
with 29 SFR lots (2.28 to 18.33
acres) and 2 biological open space ™
Chaffin/Red zZones. 5217/5225/52271 Rainbow Glen Road
49 Mountain Ranch TM 5225: 55 acres divided into 6 5228 455.9 and Red Mountain
Subdivisions SFR lots (8.1 to 13.9 acres). MUP Dam Road, Fallbrook
TM 5227: 44.5 acres divided into 4 00-027
SFR lots (8.08 to 13.71 acres
each).TM 5228: 19.1 acres divided
into 2 lots (8.4 and 10.7 acres).
50 JOhQF?,\‘;”'”S 2 lots TPM 20505 829 | Margaritain Fallbrook
Brannon Trust 411 Yucca Road,
51 TPM Remali 4+ lots TPM 21085 Fallbrook
52 Dien N Do TPM 4+ lots TPM 20976 405 Ranger Road
53 Tim Rosa TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20373 13 2973 Los Alisos Drive
54 Leising TPM 4 lots TPM 20427 10.83 1246 Via Vista
55 Atteberry TPM 3lots TPM 20434 9 1166 Sierra Bonita
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
YET Project
Key Project Description Reference Location
# Numbers
56 Johnson TPM 2 lots TPM 20980 3035 Trelawney Lane
57 Chipman TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20381 245 Camino Zasa,
Fallbrook
American Lotus .
58 Bhuddist 4 lots plus remainder lot TPM 21047 Rechg Road at Rabbit
. Hill, Fallbrook
Association TPM
59 | Reche Road TM 12 SFR lots TM 5547 335 8129 Reche Road,
Bonsall
Palisades TM 5158; 3880 Dos Nifios
60 Estates 51 lots RPL3 4084 Road/Elevado Road
g1 | DionTPMand 2 lots TPM 19742 75 | 3562 Canonita Drive
time extension
Patricia Daniels . 3609 Canonita Road,
62 TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20476 13.2 Fallbrook
2644 Vista de
Cameron Minor residential subdivision. Palomar, Fallbrook.
63 L 3 SFR lots (2.22, 2.44 and 6.37 TPM 20443 11.31 North side of Vista de
Subdivision .
acres each). Septic system. Palomar between Post
Hill and Via Rancheros
Minor residential subdivision. IIED?aSILrenI;dr O;r:/dlsrzzr(tjr?
64 Tesla Gray TPM | 4 SFR lots plus one remainder lot. TPM 20473 28.91 |
end of Old Post Road,
Future development of 5 SFR
Fallbrook
Minor residential subdivision.
65 Aspel TPM 2 SFR lots (2.09 and 5.20 acres TPM 20592 732 | 310701 PostRoad,
Fallbrook
each).
James Patapoff | Subdivision of 16.8 acres into 4 lots 2639 Via Alicia,
66 TPM plus a remainder lot TPM 20317 168 Fallbrook
Yew Tree Spring .
67 Water 3 residential lots TPM 20503 7.48 3573 Diego Estates
. Drive, Fallbrook
Corporation
6 | Haun, Cranger 4lots TPM 20610 1294 Fallbrook
Brown, Lee & TPM 20614; .
69 Karen, TPM 3lots RPLL 6.46 3850 Gird Road
Pepper Drive - 3926 Flowerwood
70 TPM 4 residential lots TPM 20648 1.39 Lane
71 | Sui Proberties 15 lots ™ 4971 4689 | 3545 Vista Corona
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Project
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Numbers
72| Brook Hils TM 35 lots TM 4908 96.71 4061 La Cafiada
Road, Fallbrook
Latter-Day )
73 Saintsivia | 17000sq.ft.churchand meeting | 5 05 19 796 Fallbrook
rooms
Monserate
North side of Olive Hill
Leeds and 17 SFR lots — TM time extension . Road, near
74 Strausss TM until 09/13/2009 M 4976; RPL4 45.76 intersection with SR-
76, Bonsall
75 Mulrray 7 lots TM 5398 428 3956 Pala Mesa Road,
Davidson Bonsall
Shamrock Shamrock Road,
76 Partners TPM 3lots TPM 20173 10 Bonsall
77 | Crook TPM 5 lots TPM 20851 82179 Shamrock
Road
Tabata Bonsall e
78 TPM RPL1 4 lots TPM 20729 33.75 5546 Mission Road
Berezousky
TPM (311 Subdivision of 3.11 acre into 4 4040 Pala Mesa Drive,
& Same asone in | residential lots. Existing SFR on site TPM 20874 311 Fallbrook
original latch)
Murray Subdivision of 1 lot into 4 SFR lots 3956 Pala Mesa Road,
80 Davidson TPM plus a remainder lot TPM 20932 Fallbrook
81 Sumac TPM 4 lots TPM 21076 3111 Sumac Road
9686 Pala Road (SR
82 Janikowski SFR 3,200 s.f. SFR S 03-024 5.12 76), Fallbrook, on
north side of SR 76
g | Kratochvid TPM; 4lots TPM 19827 123 0ld Highway 395
expired map
84 Kohl TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20319 9.71 7641 Mount Ararat
Way, Bonsall
85 | Woodhead TPM 4 lots plus remainder TPM 20541 1254 Mt gfrzzg?l’vay
86 Rockefeller TPM 2 lots TPM 20596 5 9590 Lilac Way, VC
87 McNulty TPM 2 lots TPM 20763 5.19 32171 Dos Nifias
Stehly Caminito 32009 Caminito
88 Y 4 lots TPM 20799 11.69 Quieto at West Lilac
Quieto TPM Road
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

West Lilac Road, 1.25

89 Sanders TPM 4 lots plus remainder lot TPM 20845 miles west of Old
Highway 395
Pala Shoppin Addition of 5 commercial buildings %Zt?]lgr;ﬁzgagf?sg
90 PPING |t an existing commercial site with S 02-061 3.88 J !
Center intersection of |-15 and
grocery store. SR 76
91 | Monserate TM 7SFR TM 5489 24.6 3624 Monserate Hill
Road
Dimitri, .
9 | Diffendale, and 4lots TPM 21075 ;‘f]?j”&%’ﬁstgr';t'! Elf;ii
Kirk TPM
1055 Rainbow Valley
93 Madrigal TPM 3lots TPM 20994 Boulevard near Old
Hwy 395
) 4 miles NE of I-15 on
94 SmgFI:IaF;(Ewer Power Generation facility MUP 07-009 8.5 Pala Del Norte Road,
north of SR 76
Approximately 3.5
95 Gregory Landfill Landfill site for solid waste 37-AA-0032 1,770 miles east of I-15 on
SR-76
355 single-family dwelling units, 503
9% Meadowood multi-family dwelling units, a 10 acre | TM 5354 & GPA Just north of SR-76,
neighborhood park, and an 04-02 0.25 mile east of I-15
elementary school.
Bonsall - BO . . N Bonsall - BO Bonsall - North of
97 | 182022203, | 81 Rural Single Family Residential - | 155, 55 59 35 5 Camino Del Rey, west
1 unit per every 4 acres.
33 3 of I-15
28 Single Family Rural Residential -
Fallbrook - FB L Fallbrook - FB Reche Road, West of
98 17,18 splitting betweleln SlRl and SR2 17.18 Ranger Road
classification.
) . _— Northern border of
Fallbrook - FB 7 Single Family Rural Residential - Fallbrook - FB .
% 21,2223 SR10 Class. 212223 county, next to river

side county

100 Fallbrook - SR2

3 Single Family Rural Residential -

Fallbrook - SR2

East of I-15 / Mission

SR10 class. Road interchange
101 Fallbrook - 13 Single Family Rural Residential - Fallbrook - N?_rigo\;g;l%fiﬁ;()f
FB19,25,26 SR10 class. FB19,25,26 '
Canyon
Northern border of
Fallbrook - FB . . _— Fallbrook - FB .
102 21.22.23 7 Single Family Rural Residential. 21.22.23 county, next to river

side county
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

103 North County | 44 Single Family Rural Residential - North County E‘g&: d(:rsa;OMnarfgz
Metro - NC22 SR1 class. Metro - NC22 y,aong
Posas Road
West of Twin Oak
North County 30 Single Family Rural Residential - North County Valley Road,
1041 Metro - NC37 to SR Metro - NC37 northwest of Deer
Spring road, at Calafia
Road
North-East of
North County . . I North County Broadway/Jesmon
105 Metro - NC3A 10 Single Family Residential - SR10 Metro - NC3A Dende, Access Vista
Verde
1162 units compose mostly of Multi
North County combination-oFSR-5-SR2er-RE2S North County
Metro - NC42/ on-the-remainingland.The Sierra Metro - NC42/ North of Deer Spring,
106 Sierra (former (former Merriam Mountains) Sierra (former West of I-15, South of
Merriam Development project is expected to Merriam Gopher Canyon
Mountains) request the construction of 2,100 Mountains)
residential units and a small amount
of commercial development.
107 Valley Center- | 15 Single Family Rural Residential - | Valley Center - %Zwegnoggglﬂ;eg
VC51 SR-4 VC51 y
Road
I ) ) N Corner of Valley
108 Valley Center - | 238 Single Family Rural Residential | Valley Center - Center Road / Mactan
VC57, 63, 64 - SR-2 VC57, 63, 64
Road
North and south of
North and south of Valley center
Valley Center - ; Valley Center - Valley center road
109 vee? foad between Iler Road and Cole V67 between Miller Road
and Cole Grade Road
Valley Center - 261 Single Family Rural Residential Valley Center - East of I-15, south of
110 | VC7,11, 20A, -SR2 VC7, 11, 20A, W. Lilac Road
20B, 54, 61 ,66 — 20B, 54, 61, 66 —
This project is a Major Use Permit
for a group residential care facility to
H(iﬁ Casa de serve up to 60 children and the child 04-14603 325 Buena Creek Rd
1 amparo, mup;
development center would have the
capacity to serve 46 children.
The permit will provide for the
11 Dai dang development of the following
. meditation buildings totaling 22,796 square 04-11468 6326 Camino Del Rey
= center feet: a Meditation Hall, Residence
Quarters, and the Main Worship Hall
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Dougherty pet
resort/mup 10-
027

o 8
=

TABLE 6.1

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

The project also includes a
proposed 1,056 square foot kennel
with a rooftop grass deck and
pedestrian bridge. Enough kennel
for 40 dogs/cats

Project
Reference
Numbers

07-0081283

Location

1412 Windsong Lane

Gainer, major
use permit, p08-
052

o
=

The project consists of construction
of an approximately 10,368 square
foot horse stable to accommodate
up to 18 horses, construction of a
10,800 square foot covered riding
arena, and improvement of the
existing driveway.

08-0096048

6893 West Lilac Road

Patnode ; mup
08-036

o &
=

The project proposes to construct a
4,000 square foot reception hall (not
permitted in the zone), pave
driveways for a shuttle to move the
event attendees, and to use the
existing residence as a staging area
for scheduled events. Also, an
unpaved parking area is proposed
(not permitted).

08-0100394

14044 Horse Creek
Tralil

Valley center
comm church

o &
=

The project is a Major Use Permit
for a new church campus on a
20.56-acre parcel. Construction will
occur in four phases; at the
completion of the final phase of
construction, the church campus
would consist of six main structures
totaling approximately 65,000
square feet with associated parking,
landscaping and outdoor areas.

04-13720

20.56

29010 Cole Grade
Road

Casa de amparo
mup minor
deviation p 03-

~
=

Foster Care Facility for Casa de
Amparo - 4-Bldgs for a total sq
footage of 28353.

10-0121634

325 Buena Creek
Road

Champagne
lakes, mup, mod

o &
=

Modification for the relocation of 51
RV spaces and one mobile home
space to include full hookups to 20
RV spaces, a new restroom, and an
area screened by landscaping for
vehicle storage.

06-0055819

8310 Nelson Way
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Project

Project Description Reference Location
Numbers
The modification proposes to install
Cossoats | O e resehon
Hal church, mup classrooms will have a maximum of 08-0094758 2406 N. Twin Oaks
9 mod for pre- il § Valley Road
schoo 100 students and will operate from
6am to 6:30pm Monday through
Friday.
The project will consist of expansion
of the footprint of the previously
approved Major Use Permit to
include all of the stables; barns; 30185 and 30321
11912 Moody creek riding rings and arenas; ¥ mile Camino De Los
farms lic, mup s ; 09-0107476 ) )
0 ) horse training track; ranch Caballos; 31257 Via
mod; p79-134w . . . X
manager's residence; farm Maria Elena
employee housing; and accessory
structures associated with the
Equestrian Facility.
Vista valley Total increase of 12,520 sg. feet
H?Q country club, enclosed and 4,442 sq. feet un- 08-0100054 2262 Goggae(rj Canyon
= spa and mup m enclosed.
The Project will contain 17.3 acres This property is within
Hidden of General Commercial, 5.6 acres of the l‘\)loritjherxrq Village
12112 | meadows - oak Office/Professional, 7.7 acres of
=L ' - Town Center of the
2 woodlands 10.9 DU/AC Multifamily Residential 04-16685 173 Valley Center
rezone and 5.2 acres of 15.0 DU/AC )
Multifamily Residential. Community.
Tentative Map Time Extension and
. Rezone to make sure that only
Mountain gate . ; 27319, 27321, 27329
2212 rezone for tm those uses consistent W!th the 04-15133 Mountain Meadow
3 timex Specific Plan are permitted. Road
Tentative Map authorized a total of
147 single family lots.
Orchard run WithdrawnThe project will contain Valley Center Road:
12312 major 300 Single Family Residential, 5.8 y !
A 08-0092691 13675 Old Road;
4 subdivision (296 | acres Waste Water Treatment Plant, .
; - 28290 Lilac Road
lot) 1.4 Acres of Community Recreation
2412 Tentative map Approyed antatlve Map for 16 04-20072 417 14357 Tyler Road
5 dwelling units on 41.7 acres.
GPA withdrawn; however, the .
] ' ! 14096 Sunday Drive;
2512 Alti, gpa, rez, Tentauv.e. Map (TM 5551).prt_)poses 06-0064250 59.52 27845 Valley Center
6 to subdivide 59.52 acre site into 71
Road
lots.
: i South of intersection
12612 ) Tentative Map to subdivide 23.2 )
7 Beauvais tm acres into 7 residential lots. 04-13906 232 of Bella Linda and Old
- Castle Road
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

The project is a Tentative Map for a

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

31002 Agquaduct
Road; 7520, 7530,

8 Brisa del mar resldentlal SUdeVISIO.n 'of 206 acres 06-0060719 206 7570, 7574, 7650
into 27 x 2-acre minimum lots. .
Camino Del Rey
Canyon villas The project is a Rezone and 28833, 28915
812 | yelktm, rezand | renaive Map (TM 5313) to 04-13850 2080 | Champagne Bivd:
9 ; subdivide 20.89 acres into 177 time ’ pagn .
stp ) 8860 Welk View Drive
share units.
The project is a residential
subdivision of two parent parcels,
. resulting in a total of six lots. The . .
Hgﬁ Charlest;:oehhch site is located on Double K Road 06-0061043 Slegiui?éaKand
= within the Valley Center Community
Planning Group in unincorporated
San Diego County.
The project is a Major Subdivision of
11 proposed lots ranging in area
from 1.03 to 2 gross acres on a
) 15.48-acre property with access via 10264 Circle P Lane;
1323 ?:rr](élZG%laT; a private easement road from 05-0055339 15.48 27446 Mountain
= P Mountain Meadows Road. The Meadow Road
subject property is designated (2)
Residential by the North County
Metropolitan Subregional Plan
This is a request for a tentative map
. on 38.4 acres (gross acres). The
B;E Dabb?nt;:ntatwe subdivision proposes 9 lots. Each 04-11658 38.4 32006 Aquaduct Road
= P proposed lot will be 4 acres in size
(net acres).
Foxenwood prd . .
213 | {14836 & stpgg- | rentative Map to subdivide 45.2 04-20362 452 Mirar De Valle
3 041 acres into 17 dwelling units.
Golf green s )
13313 estates/s/site 116 Lot subdivisions of 6,000 06-0061925 old Rlyer Road and
4 plan square foot parcels. Camino Del Rey
13413 Kawano Tentative Map to subdivide 10.51 .
5 subdivision into 8 residential lots. 04-0029730 1051 1050 Ora Avo Drive
Mcintyre . '
3513 subdivision Lilac Mtn Rch: 22-lot/108-ac 05-0060917 11278 L!Ia(,t Vista
6 m5014 Drive;
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

The project proposes major
subdivision of 20.01 acres. The

Project
Reference
Numbers

Location

13613 subdivision proposes nine single 14099 West Oak Glen
7 Oak glen family residences on 2 acre 05-0046937 2001 Road
minimum lots. 9 Single Family
Residential.
13713 | Orchard vista, Withdrawn 06-0064848 13278 Orchard Vista
8 tm, rez Road
The project is a Tentative Map to
13813 Pauma ranches _ subdwlde 10(_) acres into 22 06-0064845 100 30434 Montlrachet
9 residential lots, with each lot no less Street;
than 4 acres in size.
The project is a major subdivision of
13914 | Rabbitrun, tm, | 17.70 gross acres into 7 lots ranging : 29222, 29270
0 10 lots in size from 2.03 to 4.02 gross 06-0057789 1 Duffwood Lane
acres.
i . 31817 Via Ararat
14014 | West I_|Iac__farms A_pproved _Tentatlve Map for 28 04-14957 928 Drive; 32542 Aquaduct
1 i &ii single family lots on 92.8 acres.
Road
14114 Boyer tpm Approved Tentative Parcel Map for R
2 20794 3lots on 3 acres. 04-11552 8
The project proposes to create two
14214 | cunningham- legal lots from Assessor Parcel
3 om glots " | Numbers 172-140-62 and 64. Parcel 05-0060144 25 1221 Tarek Trail
= pm, 1is 7.40 net acres and Parcel 2 is
17.6 net acres.
The project is a minor subdivision of
a 10.8-acre parcel currently being
L Enatrick tom used for agriculture (avocado 04-0023583 108 Tomsyl Road
4 grove). The project proposes to
develop four residential lots ranging
in size from 2.3 to 3.1 acre.
The project proposes to divide 5.05
. net acres into 2 parcels measuring .
4414 | Gangavalli, tpm, 2.51 acres gross (2.29 acres net), 07-0086629 5.05 10418 King Sanday
5 2 lots Lane
and 2.51 acres gross (2.45 acres
net).
The project proposes to divide 5.0
14514 Goodnight acres into 2 parcels measuring 2.45
6 ranchos, tpm, 2 acres net each. The proposed 06-0058961 5.0 30359 Circle R Lane
= lots parcels will have frontage upon
Circle R Lane.
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Numbers
14514 Harlow minor
7 subdivision ( 3 3 Lot Subdivision 08-0096323 12542 Betsworth Road
- lots); tpm
14714 Hefr}gilgrr](:jwn 4 Subdivide a +/-57.9 acre parcel into
= ; . four lots plus a remainder (lots 09-0108702 57.9 31460 Aquaduct Road
8 remainder tpm:
® range from 7.4 to 13.1 net acres).
4 lots TPM w/ Remainder Parcel
The project is a tentative parcel map
14814 Kim tentative appllcanpn to subdivide a 46.72 acre 10-0135167 46.72 20640 Pamoosa Lane
9 parcel map parcel into 4 lots plus a remainder
lot, ranging in area from 7.4 acres to
12.2 acres, for residential land use.
The project proposes a two lot
14915 Kirkorowicz, subd|V|S|on fc_)r the _creat|on of two 05-0054874 8.58 Fairview Road
0 tpm, single-family residences and
associated driveways and septic.
15015 | Matheson, 2 lot | 12.83 acres into 2 residential lots of ! 1202 Rancho Luiseno
1 tpm; tpm 21173 4.013 and 8.259 net acres. 10-0122579 1283 Road
15115 Me
. brideMcBride, 2-lot residential subdivision 07-0086911 29945 Spearhead Trail
= tpm, 2 lots
The project proposes to divide 78.3
acres into 4 parcels and a remainder L
215 challyMcNall measuring 8.3 acres net, 4.2 acres 06-0059622 78.3 MeNally Road; Lilac
3 rd parcel map Road
net, 4.0 acres net, 4.0 acres net and
57.8 acres net, respectively.
Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide 30455 and 30463
! Roadrunner Ridge
1—5ig Moddelmoa tpm 21.1 acres into 4 parcels and a 04-13025 21.1 South g
- remainder.
15415 Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide
5 Mustafa tpm 16.4 acres into 4 parcels and a 04-11418 16.4 9770 Circle R Road
= remainder.
15515 Nichols
6 whitman, tpm, 4 TPM 4 Lots 05-0045920 10015 W Lilac Road
= lots
15615 235 West Camino
-~ | Rimsatpm2lots | 2 Single Family Residential lots 06-0058024 Calafia
Rios, tentative N . . .
15715 parcel map; tom The project is a minor subdivision to 08-0103568 12902 Mirar de Valle
8 create 2 parcels Road

21143
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Description

Project
Reference
Numbers

Area
(acres)

Location

gpa, spa, rez

Area in order to increase the density
from 1.29 to 1.37 to allow a Tentative
Map to subdivide the site into 63

dwelling units.

e R°b'25|‘(’)rt‘s' M, 4 Single Family Residential lots 07-0087850 10127 Circle R Drive
45916 | Sage meadow 2 Single Family Residential lots 06-0070181 13510 Sage Meadow
0 tpm Lane
16016 | Sanders, tpm, Tentative Parcel Map: Standard 4 .
1 bc, 4 lots + lots plus a reminder lot 04-0022522 6993 W Lilac Road
Divide 38.8 net acres into 4 parcels
. ranging in size from 4.01 to 21.47
46116 | Souris, tpm, 4 net acres. One existing single-family 05-0060924 388 14174 Syn Rocks
2 lots . ) Drive
residence and guesthouse resides
on Parcel 3 and will remain
6216 | Tran tentative 4 Single Family Residential lots 04-0021712 29623. Valley of the
3 parcel map King Road
16316 . . . ) I
4 Turner, tpm 4 Single Family Residential lots 08-0090536 29133 Sandy Hill Drive
16416 Weber, 4 lot . . N
5 tom, tpm 21128 4 Single Family Residential lots 08-0097087 4.67 3458 Royal Road
16516 Wild, tentative
6 parcel map; tpm 4 Single Family Residential lots 09-0117871 1560 Wild Acres Road
= 21170
Yuan, minor The project is a Tentative Map to .
16616 subdivision + subdivide 89.88 acres into four 07-0082675 89.88 Old River Road and
7 . ) Dentro de Lomas
remainder, tpm parcels plus a remainder parcel.
Tentative parcel map to divide a
7.79 acre parcel into three
residential lots of 2.5, 2.1 and 2.7
16716 Pfaff, tpm, 3 lots net acres (Parcel; 1,2 anq 3 06-0061790 779 32010 (;amln|to
8 respectively). The site contains an Quieto
existing single-family residence on
proposed Parcel 1 that would be
retained.
16816 Kohne .
‘ 9 residence, rez Withdrawn 05-0045714 Calle Oro Verde
The project is a General Plan
Amendment, Specific Plan
Amendment, and Tentative Map to
Castle creek change the existing Land Use
| 169170 | condominiums, Designations to (21) Specific Plan 05-0061049 8790 Old Castle Road
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Project Description Reference Location
Numbers
The project is an Expired Map for a
major subdivision, TM 5184, that was
approved on June 10, 2004 and
expired on June 10, 2007. The project east side of Rodriguez
1l Suluip now proposes to subdivide 24.62 IM5184 2462 Road
gross acres into 9 single-family
residential lots ranging in size from
2.02 t0 2.90 net acres.
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; August-2012May 2014
Note:

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive
Summary”.

6.2 Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project Roadway Network and
Traffic Volumes

Intersection and roadway geometrics under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project
conditions were assumed to be largely identical to Existing conditions, with the following two
(2) exceptions:

e SR-76is widened to 4 lanes — currently under construction; and

e Pankey Road, north of SR-76 is constructed as a 2-lane roadway through construction
associated with cumulative projects, and the need to provide direct access to those
projects._This segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be improved as
conditions of the previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood projects.
Specifically, these projects have been conditioned to construct the roadway to its
current Mobility Element Road Classification of 2.1A. The environmental impacts
associated with the improvement of Pankey Road are described in the Campus Park EIR.

Study area roadway and intersection geometrics are displayed in Figures 6-2A and 6-2B,
respectively. It should be noted that, other than Pankey Road, this analysis did not assume any
traffic mitigation and/or transportation system improvements by any of the anticipated
cumulative land development projects. Based upon the project descriptions of a number of the
cumulative projects, significant roadway improvements would in fact be forthcoming to satisfy
CEQA requirements.

Traffic volumes were developed by adding cumulative project traffic and the proposed project
trip to Existing traffic volumes.
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6.3 Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project Traffic Conditions

Level of service analyses under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions were
conducted using the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. Roadway segment, intersection,
freeway segment, and ramp intersection level of service results are discussed separately below.
Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 6-3A,
while peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are displayed in Figure 6-3B.
Note that the traffic volume figures were modified to reflect the project access “Change 1” and
additional cumulative project “Change 4” as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to
the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 6.2 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Existing
Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions. As shown in the table, the following eight
{8nine (9) roadway segments would eentinue-te-operate substandard LOS E or F:

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily trips.

e Camino Del Rey, between Old River Road and W. Lilac Road - LOS E, and the cumulative
projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily trips.

the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily trips.
o EVista-WayGopher Canyon Road, between Little Gopher Canyon Road and Osberne

Streetl-15 SB Ramps — LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus the proposed project
would add more than 100 daily trips.

e E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily trips.

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily trips.

e Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 - LOS F, and the cumulative projects
would add more than 100 daily trips.

e Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road - LOS E, and the cumulative
projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily trips.

e Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road - LOS E, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily trips.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by
the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project and the anticipated cumulative projects would result in
| cumulative impacts to all eight{8nine (9) roadway segments.
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TABLE 6.2
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing )
Cumulative Cumulative
Roadway Cross- LOS Projects + o
Section | Threshold Project ADT ~ MPact?
(LOS D)

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 20n | 99090 7330 | D | 180 | a8 5,500 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,330 2,270 1,060 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,530 2,140 1,390 No

. . . 12,8001 11,65012,35 Yes
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 4580 F 1,150 A 0 > 100ADT
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,7067,800 5‘1510;$l A 1,150 A 2,000 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F" Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7007,800 1'E10;;2 A 1,150 A 720760 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 3,120 A 480 A 2,140 No

. . . . 3,51082
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8:7607,800 0 A 1,170 A 2,400 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 980 630 350 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 4,410 3,380 1,030 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,300 9,350 950 No

. . . 16,9009,80 Yes
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 0 11,960 E 8,640 D 3,320 > 200ADT
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-In w/ SM 13,500 9,550 D 6,730 2,820 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,7007,800 5,600 AB 4,850 A 750 No
Gopher Canyon . 10,9009,80 | 16,2701 Yes
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 0 7370 F 15,310 EF 1,960950 > 100ADT
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TABLE 6.2
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing )
Cumulative Cumulative
Roadway Cross- LOS Projects + o
SeCtiOn Thresh0|d ADT Project ADT mpaCt'
(LOS D)
Sggger Canyon I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4Ln 30,800 182‘395 B | 12390 | A | 62005950 No
Sggger Canyon I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4Ln 30,800 18';)792 B | 11870 | A 6,600290 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 160 202&8—0 7’4%92 D 4,030 BC 3;4202,690 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 16 ;O;M 2‘;410519 B 1,770 AB 240770 No
Old Castle Road | Old Highway 395 Lilac Road R e v T Y7/ 3540 No
E. Vista Wa SR-76 Gopher CanyonRoad | 2-"W | 13500 | 20520 | F | 15120 | E 5,400 ves
' y P y TWLTL ' ' * ' > 100ADT
' 2-Lnw/ Yes
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street TWLTL 13,500 26,990 F 21,020 F 5,970 > 100ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln ' 0 9.80 4,790 C 4,070 BC 720 No
Champagne 0ld Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive oqn | FOOL0T | FH82 | on | 4970 | BC 3,600 No
Boulevard 00 70
. 106,9004,50 15,54016,45 Yes
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 0 16,520 F 70 A 0 > 100ADT
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7607,800 1,970 1,150 820 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,7607,800 3,830 2,640 1,190 No
) Yes
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 11,590 E 9,010 D 2,580 > 200ADT
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TABLE 6.2
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing
Cumlative Cumulative
Roadway Cross- LOS Projects + o
S>> | Threshold |  ADT ADT Project ADT | MPact?
(LOS D)
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,760 D 8,740 D 2,020 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,920 9,620 2,300 No
. 4/Ln w/
Valley Center Road | Woods Valley Road Lilac Road TWLTL/RM 27,000 24,280 D 21,290 C 2,990 No
Valley Center Road | Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Lnw/ RM 33,400 27,000 C 24,280 B 2,720 No
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Lnw/ RM 27,000 24,950 D 22,440 C 2,510 No
Valley Center Road | Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 12,760 D 11,490 D 1,270 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 87,000 2,280 A 1,460 A 820 No
. 2-Lnw/ Yes
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road TWLTL 13,500 16,650 E 10,660 D 5,990 > 200ADT
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jure-2043May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 3" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Intersection Analysis

Table 6.3 displays intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results under Existing
Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions. Level of service calculation worksheets are
provided in Appendix ACAO. As shown in the table, the following feurteen-{t4twelve (12)
study intersections would operate at substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Cumulative
Projects Plus Project conditions:

e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hour, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 1 second of
additional delay to this signalized intersection.

e Old River Road / Camino Del Rey (County) -— LOS F during the AM peak hour, and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would not add more than 5 peak hour trips to
the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection.

e SR-76 / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours, and
the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or more of additional
delay to this signalized intersection.

e SR-76 / Pankey Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours, and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or more additional delay
to this unsignalized intersection.

e 0Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour
trips to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection.

e Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour
trips to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection.

e |-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — LOS EF during both the AM peak-heurand
LOSF during-the-PM peak heurhours, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic
would add two seconds or more additional delay to this unsignalized intersection.

e |-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or more additional delay
to this unsignalized intersection.

e 0Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive (County) -— LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour
trips to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection.
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e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than two
seconds of additional delay to this unsignalized intersection.

e |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hour, and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than two
seconds of additional delay to this unsignalized intersection.
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TABLE 6.3
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
Change in Projects +
. A eI oy L FEA LT Delay Project Trafficto ~ Cumulative
Intersection Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) (sec.) Critical Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM Movements
(sec) (sec.) AM/PM
243 Yes
1. E. Vista Way / Gopher . : C/BF/ 1077.2 County Int.
Canyon Road Signal 34:5250.0 GE 93:0275.5 F 48717281 F /443635 LOS Degrade
212.0 —
& >1sec.
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. Signal | 2601404 | FD | 3039514 | FD | 52327/ | BFPCL | fasie167 Caltrans nt.
Vista Way c
32 119.4 No
3. Srrelomedl signal | 2810408 | FD | 630512 | FD | geardl | BYECL om0z Caltransnt.
y o = 167 >2seeNo
4. Old River Road / Camino Del No
: owscC 109.1 F 27.3 C 23.2/12.2 D/B 85.9/15.1 AM: NBL +3 County Int.
Rey f
< 5 trips
> \évéyL"aC Road/Camino Del | 5 219 c 154 B |1547/110| c/B | 652/44 No
176.7 v
+172:4161. es
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 Signal | 270 | g | 4B #2001 1 peip | 5500 Caltrans Int.
3 1 42:239.8 s
> 2 sec.
OVFL ves
7. Pankey Road/ SR-76 TWSC OVFL F OVFL F 125/15.2 B/C OVEL Caltrans Int.
I > 2 sec.
) . Yes
8. Old Highway 395/ E. Dulin 14.612.8/ 349.9351.7 | AM:WBL +89
Road OowsC 364.5 F 179.1 F 112 B /B /1679 PM - WBL +180 County Int.
> 5 trips
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TABLE 6.3
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
Change in Projects +
. A eI oy L FEA LT Delay Project Trafficto ~ Cumulative
Intersection Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) (sec.) Critical Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM Movements
(sec) (sec.) AM/PM
. . AM : WBL +366 Yes
S gg’ag'ghway 305/ W. Lilac TWSC OVFL F OVFL F }81531477/ C/B %\QFFLL/ 352 PM | County Int.
' : WBL +233266 > 5 trips
3074 Yes
10. |15 SB Ramps / Old owsc | 4ra7io | ef | PP £ | 106/121 | B/B | 2007604 Caltrans Int.
Highway 395 3
332.2 > 2 sec.
11 1-15 NB Ramps / Old owsCc | 167206 | C |6431209 | F | 998/112 | Asp |, o208 Caltans it
Highway 395 U D Rk /53:2118.7 '
> 2 sec.
12 g'gl Elg]thay 395/Camino | 560 14.4 B 19204 c | 101/110 | B/B | 437804 No
. . 3272/ | AM:WBL +156 Yes
13. g'rﬂ/g"ghway 395/CircleR | g | 3 -56& F 529'35& F | 2041225 | clc | 56703341 | 110 PM | County Int.
= = [719.8 - WBL +10774 > 5 trips
1983.0/ Yes
14. 'Cﬁ SOBn Eig‘gs / Gopher OWSC OVF;Z% F OV;_L3452 F 416783'20/ FIF | 434930VF Caltrans Int.
Y ' ' : L/ OVFL > 2 sec.
398.04 Yes
15 IC?] ’\(')Er: Eﬁﬂ’s I Gopher OWSC 428%7& F gglﬁf@ F f&g Qf DIF | 6424.9519. Caltrans Int.
y - — ' 2/ OVFL > 2 sec.
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher Signal | 21.423.1 Cc 25.930.4 Cc 88110/ | B/AB | 47121/ No
Canyon Road 147 1
4.7 157
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TABLE 6.3
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
Change in Projects +
. A eI oy L FEA LT Delay Project Trafficto ~ Cumulative
Intersection Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) (sec.) Critical Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM Movements
(sec) (sec.) AM/PM
1. g:fag'ghway 395/0ld Castle | g 14.09 B 17.9183 B 139/157 | B/B | 104/226 . No
) 25/4.14
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 10:911.3 B 109134 B 8.8/9.43 B/A 18 No
19. Mountam Ridge Road / Circle TWSC 113122 B 145131 B 93/96 A/A 26449/ No
R Drive 35
20. W._ Lilac Road / Circle R OWSC 1341456 B 115124 B 93/93 AA 538422/ No
Drive 3.1
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road owsC 111 B 12.0 B 9.6/9.9 AlA 15/21 - No
22. Lilac Road/ Old Castle Road owsC 17.0 B 32.6 D 11.8/17.8 B/C 5.2/14.8 - No
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal 38.9 D 52.7 D 10.5/22.6 B/C 28.4130.1 - No
24. Miller Road / Valley Center ves
' Road y owscC 23.3 C 103.0 F 16.9/25.20 C/D 6.4/77.8 PM : SB +29 County Int.
> 5 trips
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley .
Center Road Signal 36.6 D 488 D 31.1/34.9 cicC 55/139 - No
26. Street“0"/W. Lilac 10123/
Road/Main Street RA 0123 B 40169 BC DNE DNE 14.016.9 No
27. Main Street/ Street “C” RA 7.29 A 829.1 A DNE DNE 7 9 1 1 No
28. - Lilac Hills Ranch Road / AWSC 859 A 858 A DNE DNE | 859/858 i No
Main Street North
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TABLE 6.3
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
Change in Projects +
. A eI oy L FEA LT Delay Project Trafficto ~ Cumulative
Intersection Avg. Avg. Delay (sec.) (sec.) Critical Impact?
Delay LOS Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM Movements
(sec) (sec.) AM/PM
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / 8.34+97/
‘ Main Street South AWSC 8.39 A 9.711.1 AB DNE DNE 11 No
30. Street“Z"/ Main Street OowsC 8.7 A 9.0 A DNE DNE 8.7/9.0 - No
| 31 W. Lilac Road/Street *F" / RA 44 A 456 A DNE DNE | 4.4/456 i No
Main Street

| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.
AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.
TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.
OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.
RA = Roundabout.
DNE = Does Not Exist.
For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
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e Miller Road / Valley Center Road (County) — LOS F during the PM peak hour, and the
cumulative projects plus project would add more than 5 peak hour trips to the critical
movement of this unsignalized intersection.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by
the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project and the other anticipated cumulative projects would
result in cumulative impacts at all above mentioned intersections except for the intersection of
Old River Road and Camino Del Rey.

Two-Lane Highway Analysis

Table 6.4 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old Highway 395 under
Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions. The two-lane highway level of service
analysis was performed utilizing the methodology presented in Chapter 2.0.

As shown in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would operate at acceptable LOS D
or better under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions and the additional
traffic generated by the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project and the other anticipated cumulative
projects would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway 395.
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TABLE 6.4
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
2-Ln Highway LOS Pg)Je_cts + Ctjmulatlr;/e
Threshold |  ADT LOS LOS roject mpact?
(LOS D) ADT
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 11,230 D or better 4,770 D or better 6,460 No
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 9,890 D or better 4,720 D or better 5,170 No
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 13,280 D or better 4,340 D or better 8,440 No
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 15,060 D or better 4,450 D or better 9,610 No
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 11,600 D or better 3,600 D or better 7,500 No
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 7,070 D or better 2,430 D or better 4,390 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 9,770 D or better 5,820 D or better 3,700 No
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 15,590 D or better 10,710 D or better 4,680 No
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road Old Castle Road 16,200 10,310 D or better 8,660 D or better 1,380 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 6.5 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Existing
Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions.

As shown in the table, eight (8) of the I-15 freeway segments would operate at substandard LOS
E or F under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions:

e |-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and OIld Highway 395 — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 — LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus
project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 — LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus
project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e [-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;
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Old-Highway-395 1-15-SB-Ramps 16,200 13:316 4450 8860 Ne
Old-Highway-395 1-15-NB-Ramps 16,200 16496 3600 6:896 Ne
Old Highway-395 GCamino-Del-Rey 16,200 6,370 2,430 3,940 No
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 10,040 8,660 1,380 No
.
Riverside-County e
15 Boundary-to-Old 202,880 17140 0.64 4 0.95 2,963 0428 0.0]
Highway-395 '
Old-Highway-395-10 Yes
115 238,620 17.751 073 4 0.95 3532 0-659 >0.01
L ighway —LOne e e 4 oL L i Yes
395 7 ' ’ ’ ! ’ >0.01
R D e N EE T EE 13501 | 067 4 | ess 2472 0360 o
(;epheF( an_yeg Read ’ ! : : ! ’ T
15 B S y R 166620 13.456 067 4 695 2521 0319 Yes
. ] T B ‘ ’ : >—O—9i
15 c ;' P 166,030 13,339 0:66 4 0.95 2,486 0:312 Yes
Bee Sp. g5-Road-to . - - - - - 0.01
15 Elp p' 157,230 12,632 0.66 4 0:95 2,354 0.295 Yes
Centre-City-Parkway to . - - - ; - 0.01
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ElNorte-Parkway-to Yes

115 SR78 174,220 13,477 4 2476 0.01
SR-78-to-W-\Valley

15 216:870 17,650 5+2ME 1672 Ne
Parlay
W-alley-Parkivay-1e

15 199:490 16,235 S+2ML 1,538 Neo
Arto-Parkiay
Axto-Parkway-to-W

15 i P 194330 14,839 5+2ML 1397 Ne
W-Citracado-Parkway

5 to-Via-Rancho-Parkway 208340 16:158 2L 1500 No
Via-Raneho-Parkway-to

15 Bernardo-Dive 238,480 17,551 S+2ML 1,580 Neo
Bernardo-Drive-to

115 Rancho-Bernarde 213,610 15721 S+2ML 1,415 No
Road
Rancho-Bernardo

115 Road-to-Bernardo 215.140 15,795 B4+2ML 1318 No
CenterDrive
Bernardo-Center Drive

115 Camine Debl 216,170 15,871 B4+2ML 1324 No
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e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway — LOS F, and the cumulative
projects plus project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01; and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 — LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus
project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01.

Based upon the significance criteria discussed in Section 2.8, the additional traffic generated by
the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project and the other anticipated cumulative projects would
result in cumulative impacts at all eight (8) I-15 freeway segments identified above.
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TABLE 6.5
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Peak Peak #of Change in
Freewa F— Hour Hour Directional Lanes viC LOS w/ VIC Cumulative
y 9 Vi Split Per . (pcih/in) Project | (compare to Impact?
olume Directi Vehicle -
irection Existing)
Riverside County Yes
115 | Boundary to Old 203380 | 8.4% | 17,182 0.64 4 095 | 6.75% | 2970 | 1264 | F 431 oo
Highway 395 -
Old Highway 395 to Yes
115 S'Ff;g hway 39510 | 939190 | 749% | 17789 | 0.3 4 095 | 675% | 3540 | 1506 | F 06620 =
SR-76 to Old Highway YES
115 55576 to Old Highway | 159950 | 789 | 13291 | 0.69 4 095 | 840% | 2498 | 1063 | F 03560 :gegl
Old Highway 395 to Yes
s | QCHAWAIRO | 67000 | g | 13551 | 067 4 | 0% | g | 2481 | 1086 | E | o030 | &
Gopher Canyon Road .
Gopher Canyon Road Yes
115 I%ODZg garri‘n‘)g sg:g 167120 | 81% | 1349 | 067 4 095 | 13.20% | 2528 | 1076 | F 0323 :gegl
to Deer Springs Road -
Deer Springs Road to Yes
1-15 (ngﬁ[rg Cr:? ;aﬁﬁ\i‘g 0 | 166530 | 8.0% | 13.379 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2494 | 1061 | F 0.316 >Yoe(s)1
Centre City Parkway -
Centre City Parkway to Yes
115 Emgﬁe‘:gar’i@g‘“’a © | 157730 | 8.0% | 12672 | 0.6 4 095 | 1320% | 2362 | 1005 | F 0.298 >Yoe(s)l
El Norte Parkway .
115 | 171,7202 171220 | 7.9% | 13516 0.66 4 0.95 | 1000% | 2483 | 1.057 | F 0.275 >%1
Sn-/o10 W valley
115 ﬁ;;ﬁ;o W Valle 217370 | 8.1% | 17,691 0.60 S+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1,676 | 0.713 | C 0.083 No
W Valley Parkway to
1-15 mgag‘;rksgk‘”a 0 | 199090 | 81% | 16276 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1542 | 0656 | C 0.069 No
Auto Parkway to W
1-15 ’éﬁﬁi;%ﬂfvé}kt@!v 191830 | 7.8% | 14,878 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 1401 | 0596 | B 0.062 No
Citracado Parkway == sl Bl e
W Citracado Parkway
1-15 g\%?ﬁcﬁ?ﬂ@a 208,840 | 7.8% | 16,197 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1503 | 0640 | C 0.039 No
to Via Rancho Parkway S el B
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TABLE 6.5
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

#of 0 Change in
Directional Lanes LOS w/ VIC Cumulative
i i ?
Split _ Per_ Vehicle Project (conjpare to Impact?
Direction Existing)

Peak Peak

Freeway S Hour Hour (pc/hiin)

Volume

Via Rancho Parkway to

115 | ViaRanchoParkwayt0 | ag9a0 | 7496 | 17588 | 058 | St2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 1583 | 0674 | C 0.116 No
Bernardo Drive I -
Bernardo Drive to

I-15 Rancho Bernardo 214110 | 7.4% 15,758 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1419 | 0.604 B 0.037 No
Road

Rancho Bernardo
1-15 Road to Bernardo 215,640 | 7.3% 15,832 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,321 | 0.562 B 0.017 No
Center Drive

Bernardo Center Drive

. 216,670 | 7.3% 15,908 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,327 0.565 B 0.0070 No
to Camino Del Norte = — — - I I —

| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

ML = Managed Lane.

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are also associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Consistent with Caltrans’ requirements, the signalized intersections along SR-76 within the
study area were analyzed under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions using
the ILV procedures as described in Chapter 2.0. ILV analysis results are displayed in Table 6.6
and analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix ABAP.

TABLE 6.6
RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Ramp Intersection Peak Hour ILV / Hour Description

) } AM 1,884 >1500: (Over Capacity)

SR-76/ Old River Road/E. Vista Way -
PM 1,996 >1500: (Over Capacity)
AM 2,163 >1500: (Over Capacity)

SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey -
PM 2,558 >1500: (Over Capacity)
] AM 2,262 >1500: (Over Capacity)

SR-76 / Old Highway 395 -
PM 2,044 >1500: (Over Capacity)

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014

As shown in the table, all three (3) signalized intersections along SR-76 would operate at “Over
Capacity” during both the AM and PM peak hours under the Existing Plus Cumulative Projects
Plus Project conditions.

6.4 Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project Impact Significance
and Mitigation

This section identifies required mitigation measures for roadway, intersection, two-lane
highway, and freeway facilities that would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic
under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions.

Roadway Segments

The total traffic generated by anticipated cumulative projects and the proposed project would
result in cumulative impacts at eight{8}-ef-thestudyarea—roadway-segments-nine (9) of the
study area roadway segments. Mitigation measures would be required to mitigate significant
cumulative traffic impacts. Generally, impacts to roadway segments that are included in the list
of facilities included in the County’s TIF would be mitigated through payment of TIF fees. For
facilities not included in the County’s TIF program, specific mitigation measures are proposed.
The following improvements would be required to mitigate the identified cumulative impacts:
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® Camino Del Rey, between Old River Road and W. Lilac Road - this roadway segment is
included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF.1 The project applicant would
be responsible for making TIF payments. This cumulatively impacted roadway segment
would be mitigated through payment of the TIF fee.

e Gopher Canyon Road, between Little Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 SB Ramps — this
roadway segment is included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF. (see
footnote 1 below) The project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments.
This cumulatively impacted roadway segment would be mitigated through payment of
the TIF fee.

e FE. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — this roadway segment is
included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF. (see footnote 1 below) The
project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. This cumulatively
impacted roadway segment would be mitigated through payment of the TIF fee.

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — this roadway segment
is included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF. (see footnote 1 below)
The project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. This cumulatively
impacted roadway segment would be mitigated through payment of the TIF fee.

e Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road — this roadway
segment is included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF. (see footnote 1
below) The project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. This
cumulatively impacted roadway segment would be mitigated through payment of the
TIF fee.

o—W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — improve to the General Plan
Mobility Element classification of 2.2C. The project apphicant-would-beresponsiblefor
raking HF-payments-erwas also identified as causing a fairshare-contributionin-which
the-direct impact at this segment under Existing Plus Project (Phase C) scenario and
hence the project applicant would be responsible for the construction of this

improvement-is-a—part-of-an-approvedPlan—erPregram—. This cumulatively impacted

roadway segment would operate at LOS BE with the roadway widening-

1Although the improvement is included in the list of facilities to be improved from the currently approved
TIF Program; it is anticipated that the currently approved TIF Program will be updated by the County to
accommodate the land use changes that would result from the project’s approval. This update would
revise fee rates associated with incorporating the project’s land uses to the program. The TIF program
enables County new development to pay its “fair share” by providing a mechanism to mitigate their
cumulative impacts in _accordance with CEQA requirements. TIF program revenue in_combination with
reasonably projected revenues based off historic receipts and future expected revenues will fund the
completion of the Mobility Element in balance with the land uses guided by the County General Plan.
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imbacted—roadwav-Searmen vould-operate OS-A-with-theroadw widening.. The

recommended mitigation measure for this impact would be to improve the road to 2.2C,
install a traffic signal at the intersection of intersection of Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac
Road, as well as constructing a left-turn lane at the westbound W. Lilac Road approach.
The arterial analysis shown in Appendix AQ and summarized in Table 6.7 below shows
that the average travel speed along this segment would be LOS B.

TABLE 6.7
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS AFTER MITIGATION
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395
and Main Street

21.6 B 238 B

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
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In addition, traffic control along W. Lilac Road includes a number of roundabouts, with
implementation of the proposed project. It has been well documented by the La Jolla
Bird Rock roundabouts and other national-level research that 2 lanes of travel with
roundabouts can carry up to 25,000 cars per day, which exceeds the projected 14,560
ADT for W. Lilac Road. A multi-purpose trail is also provided along the south side of W.
Lilac Road and this will greatly improve safety and comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Therefore, the cumulative impact with the mitigation measure described above at the
segment of W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street would be reduced
to less than significant.

® Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and Little Gopher Canyon Road — construct
of this portion of the Gopher Canyon Road, to its Mobility Element 4.1B classification.
The proposed project contributes approximately 3.5 percent of the total trips to this
road segment in the cumulative traffic condition. The cost of improving this 1.2 mile
segment would be equivalent to approximately $7,097,000 per mile pursuant to the
County of San Diego TIF Update Facilities Cost Analysis (2012). This resulting
construction costs would total approximately $8.5M. The project’s small contribution to
the cumulative condition would not be proportional to the cost of mitigation of
improving this segment of Gopher Canyon Road. Pursuant to CEQA, mitigation measures
must be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the project.
Therefore the legal feasibility of improving this segment as a mitigation measure is
uncertain in that the cost of the improvements would not be reasonably related to the
project’s contribution of trips of 3.3 percent of the total trips and is not roughly
proportional to the environmental impact caused by the project. There are no other
feasible mitigation measures that would be comparable to mitigate the identified
cumulative impact since the projected daily traffic volume along this segment would far
exceed the threshold for a 2-lane roadway, thus the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.

e Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 - construct of this portion of the
Pankey Road from Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76 to Mobility Element 4.2B classification. The
improvement exceeds the General Plan Mobility Element classification designation of
2.1A for this road. This segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be improved as
conditions of the previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood projects.
Specifically, these projects have been conditioned to construct the roadway to its
current _Mobility Element Road Classification of 2.1A. The environmental impacts
associated with the improvement of Pankey Road are described in the Campus Park EIR.
The additional improvement to Mobility Element 4.2B classification is attributable to the
project’s cumulative contribution to cumulative impacts. The project contributes
approximately 5.2 percent of the total trips to this road segment in the cumulative
traffic condition. The cost of improving this 0.7 mile segment would be equivalent to
$3,082,000 per mile pursuant to the County of San Diego TIF Update Facilities Cost
Analysis (2012). The resulting construction costs would total $2.2M. The project’s small

contribution to the cumulative condition would not be proportional to the cost of
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mitigation of improving this segment of Panky Road. Pursuant to CEQA, mitigation
measures must be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the
project. Therefore the legal feasibility of improving this segment as a mitigation
measure is_uncertain in that the cost of the improvements would not be reasonably
related to the project’s contribution of trips of 5.2 percent of the total trips and is not
roughly proportional to the environmental impact caused by the project. There are no
other feasible mitigation measures that would be comparable to mitigate the identified
cumulative impact since the projected daily traffic volume along this segment would far
exceed the threshold for a 2-lane roadway, thus the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.

e [ilac Road, between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road - construct intermittent turn

lanes at major access locations along Lilac Road, identified as 1) the segment between
Robles Lane and Cumbres Road; and 2) the intersection at Sierra Ro;o Road and Lilac
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Line l Path | Pro |
Measure the distance between two points on the ground

Map Length: 250.74 !Faet v’ 3

Ground Length: 250,76
Heading: 162,28 degrees

at these locations, left-turning vehlcles would not |mpede through traffic moving in
which—the same direction, resulting in_the increase of roadwav capautv and an
improvement i A
roodway—segmentof trafflc operations along Lilac Road These improvements would
allow the roadway to operate at LOS A-with-theroadway-widening:

12.800 B F
11.960 A E
16.270 B F
20520 B F
26,990 B F
16520 A F
11590 b E
Lot A E
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Should these improvements require additional grading outside the currently disturbed
areas, potential impacts could result to surrounding biological and cultural resources.
Pursuant to the County’s vegetation mapping, the additional widening of Lilac Road
necessary to add the turn lanes at the Robles Lane and Cumbres Road intersection could
impact approximately 0.17 acre of chaparral. Impacts at Sierra Rojo and Lilac Road
would affect approximately 0.14 acre of woodlands. Impacts to sensitive resources
would be mitigated in accordance with the County’s Biology Guidelines or relevant
regulations. An additional mitigation measure would include a grading monitor to be
present to assure the identification and proper handling of potential archeological
resources that may be disturbed during grading of the limits of the road.
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Intersections

The total traffic generated by anticipated cumulative projects and the proposed project would
result in cumulative impacts at thirteen{13)-of the studyarea-intersections.eleven (11) of the
study area intersections. Mitigation measure would be required to mitigate significant
cumulative traffic impacts. Impacts to intersections within or connecting to roadway segments
that are included in the list of facilities included in the County’s TIF, and would be mitigated
through payment of TIF fees. For facilities not included in the County’s TIF program, specific
mitigation measures are proposed. The following improvements would be required to mitigate

the identified cumulative impacts:

o—E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (County) — add-ene-nerthbound-through-laneone
ne#thbeand—#ght-tum—laﬂethls intersection is _a TIF faC|I|tv, and one—southbound

2Although the improvement is included in the list of facilities to be improved from the currently approved
TIF Program; it is anticipated that the currently approved TIF Program will be updated by the County to
accommodate the land use changes that would result from the project’s approval. This update would
revise fee rates associated with incorporating the project’s land uses to the program. The TIF program
enables County new development to pay its “fair share” by providing a mechanism to mitigate their
cumulative impacts in accordance with CEQA requirements. TIF program revenue in combination with
reasonably projected revenues based off historic receipts and future expected revenues will fund the
completion of the Mobility Element in balance with the land uses guided by the County General Plan.
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e SR-7slilac Road (County) — this intersection is a TIF facility, and the project applicant

would be responsible for making TIF payments. (see footnote 2 below) This cumulatively
impacted intersection would be mitigated through payment of the TIF fee.

1-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — this intersection is a TIF facility, and the

project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. (see footnote 2 below)
This cumulatively impacted intersection would be mitigated through payment of the TIF
fee.

I-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — this intersection is a TIF facility, and the

project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. (see footnote 2 below)
This cumulatively impacted intersection would be mitigated through payment of the TIF
fee.

1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — this intersection is a TIF facility, and

the project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. (see footnote 2
below) This cumulatively impacted intersection would be mitigated through payment of
the TIF fee.

I-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — this intersection is a TIF facility, and

the project applicant would be responsible for making TIF payments. (see footnote 2
below) This cumulatively impacted intersection would be mitigated through payment of
the TIF fee.

SR-76 / Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) —convert the current northbound left-through-right
shared lane to a northbound through-_lane, add one dedicated northbound left-turn
lane and one dedicated northbound right-turn lane at the Old Highway 395 northbound
approach—Cenvert, convert the current southbound left-through-right shared lane to a
southbound through-right shared lane and add two dedicated southbound left-turn
lanes at the Old Highway 395 southbound approach—=Cenvert, convert the current
eastbound through-right shared lane to an eastbound through- lane, add one eastbound
right-turn lane at the SR-76 approach—<Cenvert and convert the current traffic signal

phasing from northbound and southbound split phasing to a pretectiveprotected phase. /{Formatted: Font: Calibri

FheThis intersection is a Caltrans facility in which the County does not have jurisdiction.
In_addition, Caltrans does not have a plan or program in place where the project
applicant weuld—berespensiblefor—makingacould pay its fair—-share eentribution—in
which-the-imprevementisa-parttowards the cost of an-appreved-Plan-erProgram—such
improvements. Therefore, mitigation is_infeasible and the impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

SR-76 / Pankey Road (Caltrans) — Signalizatieasignalization would be required at this
intersection to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts. A traffic signal warrant was
conducted. Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD) 2012 Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the
“Minimum Vehicular Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants.

CHEN #RYAN e Hills Ranch 765~
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The signal warrant worksheet for this intersection is provided in Appendix AE-
ConvertAR. The following improvements would also be required to mitigate the impact:
convert the current northbound left-through-right shared lane to a northbound
through-_lane, add two dedicated northbound left-turn lanes, and one dedicated
northbound right-turn lane at the Pankey Road approach—Cenvert, convert the current
southbound left-through-right shared lane to a southbound through lane, add one
dedicated southbound left-turn lane, and two dedicated southbound right-turn lanes
with an overlap signal phasing at the Pankey Road approach—Cenvert, convert the
current eastbound through-right shared lane to a through-_lane, add one dedicated
eastbound left-turn lane and right-turn lane at the SR-76 EB approach—Cenvert, convert
the current westbound through-right shared lane to a westbound through lane and add
one westbound right-turn lane at the SR-76 WB approach. —FheThis intersection is a
Caltrans facility in which the County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans
does not have a plan or program in place where the project applicant weuld—be
responsible-formaking-acould pay its fair-share centributionin-which-the-improvement
is—a—parttowards the cost of an—approved—-Plan—er—Program—such improvements.

Therefore, mitigation is infeasible and the impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.

»—0ld Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road (County) — Signalizatiensignalization would be required
at thls |ntersect|on to mltlgate the cumulatlve |mpacts —'Fhe—5+gna4—waﬁaﬁt—werksheet

mte#seeﬂen—te—w—t%ate—the—maet& A trafflc 5|gnal warrant was conducted Based
upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012 Edition
Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular Volume”
and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The signal warrant worksheet for
this intersection is provnded in Appendlx Akm—ademen—ad-d—ene—east-be&m-hﬁ—twn

prOJect appllcant would be respon5|ble for makmg—'ﬂ#pawmnts—er—a—fm*—sha%e
eontribution-i-which-theconstructing this improvement-is-apart-of-an-approved-Plan-or
Prograr.

e Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive (County) — Signalizatiensignalization would be required
at this intersection to mitigate the impacts. A traffic signal warrant was conducted.
Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2012
Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet both the “Minimum Vehicular
Volume” and the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic” warrants. The signal warrant
worksheet for this intersection is provided in Appendix AEAR. The project was also
identified as causing a direct impact at this intersection under Existing Plus Project
(Phase D) scenario and hence the project applicant would be responsible for making

/| Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic

Page 282

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIs




payments-ora-fairsharecontributioninwhich-the-the construction of this improvement

turntaneMiller Road/ Va//ey Center Road (County) — S|gnallzat|on would be reqwred at

this intersection to mitigate eumulativethe impacts. A traffic signal warrant was
conducted. Based upon California Manual of Uniformed Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD) 2012 Edition Figure 4C-103 (CA), this intersection would meet beth—the
“Mintmum—Vehiewlar—Velume™—and—the “Interruption of Continuous Traffic”
warrantswarrant. The signal warrant worksheet for this intersection is provided in
Appendix AEAR. The project applicant would be responsible for makinga—fairshare
eontributionin-which-the-constructing this improvement.

Table 6.8 displays level of service analysis results for the mitigated intersection under the
Existing Plus Cumulative Project Plus Project conditions. Calculation worksheets for the
| intersection analysis are provided in Appendix AFAS.

TABLE 6.8
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

After Mitigation

| Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic

. AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Delay (sec.) LOS
Delay | |45 | Delay LOS AM/PM AM/PM
(Sec.) (sec.)
E-Vista-Way--Gepher-Canyon-ReadNon-TIF Intersection
1.-SR-76/ Old River Road/E. Vista Way 334 c 481 b 269.1/303.9 FF
219.71
6. Old Highway 395 / SR-76 S2cl- B- 52.9- b- 214.643.0/ FFD/D
422
7. Pankey Road / SR-76 19.9- B- 52.7- B- 125/1524 | FHFB/C
36454
8. Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road 12.1 B 10.1 B 179:112.8/ FFB/B
112
13. Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive 18.54.0 BA 15:84.1 BA . FFC/C
- righway s 2 ot 2| 5202041225 =
245124
14.1-15-SB-Ramps/ Gopher Canyon-Road : : 5293
R b o B . FHE
15.1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road 13.0 B 40.0 b 428.518370.3 FF
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23.3/10316.9
[25.0

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014

24.Miller Road / Valley Center Road 5.6 A 7.3 A C/FD

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive
Summary”.

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive
Summary”.

As shown in Table 6.8, afterOld Highway 395 / SR-76 and Pankey Road / SR-76 are Caltrans
facilities in which the County does not have jurisdiction. In addition, Caltrans does not have a
plan or program in place where the project applicant could pay its fair-share towards the cost of
such _improvements. Therefore, mitigation is infeasible and the impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable at these two intersections.

After implementation of the proposed mitigations, alithe other three impacted intersections
would operate at acceptable LOS BB or better during both the AM and PM peak hours under
the cumulative traffic conditions.

Freeways
The total traffic generated by anticipated cumulative projects and the proposed project would
have cumulative impacts at the following eight (8) freeway segments:
e |-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;
I-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;

I-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;
e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;

I-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and
I-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

According to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2050, I-15 between Riverside County
Boundary and SR-78 is planned to be widened by adding four (4) toll lanes by 2050. However,
no secured funding sources were identified, hence this improvement was not assumed in this
study. In addition, I-15 (north of SR-78) mainline widening is not currently anticipated,—thus.
As the necessary improvements are outside of jurisdiction and control of the County, and the
agency with jurisdiction, Caltrans, has no funding program in place into which the project could
pay its fair-share, the cumulative impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.

Table 6.9 summarizes potential cumulative impacts and recommended mitigation measures
associated with anticipated cumulative projects and the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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TABLE 6.9
IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Impacted Facility

Mitigation Measures

Recommendation RationaleNote
Roadway Segment
W-LilacRoadrbetwee Ole-Highway 396-anc mprove-te22C County E; .gb.%EE et
Camino Del Rey, between Old River Road County-GP-Mobility Element
and W. Lilac Road prove-to-4-28TIF Payments Designation-
Gopher Canyon Road, between E-Vista .
WayLittle Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 SB Improve-to-4-1BTIF Payments Y E; oK i
Ramps -
E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher County-GP-Mobility-Element
Canyon Road HATIF Payments Designation-

E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road
and Oshorne Street

TIF Payments

Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road
and Valley Center Road

TIE Payments

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and
Main Street

e Improve to 2.2C

o Install traffic signal at Old Highway
395/ W. Lilac Road and construct
one left-turn lane at the westbound
approach

Also identified as a direct
impact under Existing Plus
Project (Phase C) scenario -
project applicant would be
responsible for the construction

~between-Gopher Canyon Road, between E.

of these improvements.

Codpese e Bl e
DesignationDisproportionality —

Vista Way and Osberne-StreetLittle Gopher Improve to 4.2A1B not feasible under CEQA, and
Canyon Road the impact would remain

significant and unavoidable.

. .

.GH rative projects-fay not be
Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and _Improve to 4.2B-Exceed-Mobility analysis:Disproportionality — not
SR-76 Element Designation of 2.1A feasible under CEQA, and the

impact would remain significant

and unavoidable.

. 1Cprovide intermittent

Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road and
Anthony Road

turn lanes at major access locations
along Lilac Road, identified as:

1) the segment between Robles
Lane and Cumbres Road; and

2) the intersection at Sierra Rojo
Road and Lilac Road

Intersection

1. E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road

TIF Payments

CHEN #RYAN
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9. SR-76+-0Old RiverHighway 395 / W. Lilac

Road/E-Vista-Way

TIF Payments

Project to install traffic signal
and +1WBL under Existing plus

Project to mitigate direct

impact.

10.1-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395

TIF Payments

11.1-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395

TIE Payments

14. SR-76--Olive-Hilll-15 SB Ramps / Gopher

Canyon Road/Camine-Del-Rey

o—+INBT
o—+1SBT-&+1SBL
o—+1EBR
o+1WBR

Splitto-protected-phaseT|F Payments

15.1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road

TIF Payments

6. Old Highway 395 / SR-76

o Conversion of NB L-T-R shared lane
to NBT & +1INBL & +INBINBR

o Conversion of SB L-T-R shared lane
to SB T-R shared lane & +2SBL

e Conversion of EB T-R lane to EB T
lane & +1EBR

e Split to protected phase

Caltrans Facility - Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

7. Pankey Road / SR-76

e Signalization

o Conversion of NB L-T-R shared lane
to NBT & +2NBL & +INBR

o Conversion of SB L-T-R shared lane
to SBT & +1SBL & +2SBR (RTOL)

o +1EBL; conversion of EB T-R shared
lane to EBT & +1EBR

e Conversion of WB T-R shared lane to
WBT & +1WBR

Caltrans Facility - Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

8. Old Highway 395/ E. Dulin Road

o Signalization

LilacRoad

o—+1EBL&+IWBL

Mreioadehoon

10-+-15-SB-Ramps+Old-Highway-395

LLA-15-NE-Ramps--Ole-Highway-395

13. Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive

o Signalization

Direct Impact — Project
Improvement

Al D e s and,

o +1EBT

o—lEBR

14.1-15NB Ramps--Gepher Canyon Read

+—+INBR
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24.Miller Road / Valley Center Road

e Signalization

Two-Lane Highway

None

Freeway

1-15, between Riverside County Boundary and
Old Highway 395

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher
Canyon Road

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigatien- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer
Springs Road

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre
City Parkway

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Centre City Parkway and El
Norte Parkway

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re
feasible-mitigation- Significant
and Unavoidable Impact

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2043-2014
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7.0 Site Access and On-Site Circulation

This chapter presents an assessment of transportation facilities providing access to the
proposed project. It also recommends functional classifications for all roadways internal to the
project.

7.1 Site Access

As previously shown in Figure 3-1A, six (6) access points (study intersections #26 through #31)
to the north are provided along Main Street to W. Lilac Road. Traffic controls consist of single-
lane roundabouts at study intersections #26, 27, and 31, all-way stop controls in the one-way
couplet at study intersections #28 and 29, and a one-way stop controlled T-intersection at study
intersection #30. Main Street is anticipated to serve as the primary access for project trips.

Project access to the east is provided via Covey Lane to W. Lilac Road (study intersection #18,
stop controlled). Covey Lane provides unrestricted access to community north of Covey Lane
and a restricted access to the senior community to the southern portion of the project.

Project access to the south is provided via Mountain Ridge Road to Circle R Drive (study
intersection #19, stop controlled). The southern third of the project (south of Covey Lane) is a
gated senior community with a gate just south of Covey Lane on Lilac Hills Ranch Road and
another gate at the southern terminus of Lilac Hills Ranch Road just north of the proposed
church site. Mountain Ridge Road will provide access only for the Senior Residential located in
SFS-5 and SFS-6, as well as the neighborhood park and the institutional (church) site. Visitors to

the Church during days of worship will also have access thru the northern gate of the senior
community.

v : y AL F —AAnN additional gated
emergency access is provided by Rodriguez Road._ Figure 7-1 illustrates location of the project

gated access.

Birdsong Drive, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road will serve as an interim secondary access
route for the initial phase of Phase A (SFD-1 and SFD-2 as shown in Figure 1-3). After the
construction of Main Street, between Street “Z” and W. Lilac Road, Birdsong Drive will be
resumed as a private driveway for use by the owner of APN 128-280-56.

Based upon a review of the project site utilization plan and conditions in the field, the following
comments on site access are offered:

e Sight distance analyses were conducted at the intersections of Mountain Ridge Road /
Circle R Drive (southern project access) and Covey Lane / W. Lilac Road (eastern project
access) by the project Civil Engineer, Landmark Consulting. Technical memorandums
with findings and recommendations will be submitted under a separated cover, as
attached in Appendix AT.
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e The Project Civil Engineer, Landmark Consulting, will ensure that all proposed
roundabouts are designed to meet applicable safety and design standards. Roundabout
experts, Reid Middleton, provided a peer review (included as Appendix A) on the design
and analysis of the proposed roundabouts.

e Based on the analyses in the previous sections, all project access
intersections/roundabouts (#18, 19, and 26-31) would operate at acceptable Levels of
Service under the various study scenarios.

7.2 On-Site Circulation

A system of private roads, including Main Street, Lilac Hills Ranch Road, Street “F”, Mountain
Ridge Road, and CenveyCovey Lane, is proposed to provide site access and on-site circulation
for Lilac Hills Ranch.

Main Street would serve as the primary access carrying approximately 6% to 5660% (east to
west) of the project trip. A smaII percent (69%) of the total prOJect traffic would utilize Covey
Lane-g 3oy A
s&e—as—per—SANDAG—sée#eet—Zene—Ass&gnment& Apprommately 135 5% of the total prOJect
traffic would access Mountain Ridge Road as this access is gated nerth—ef-the—aceess—teand
restricted to southern half of Phase 5 (SRS-5, SFS-6, and the institutional (church) site) uses
only. The southern third of the project is a senior community with a gate between the main
project and the senior community (at Cevey-Lanelilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane), another
gate in the middle of Phase 5 development along Lilac Hills Ranch Road (just north of SRS-5/SFS-
6), as well as a gate at Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Mountain Ridge Road just north of the proposed
church site. During days of worship, the northern gate at the senior community entrance will
be opened to provide internal circulation and access for residents live on the north side of
Covey Lane.

Based upon buildout of the proposed project land uses and trip generation, ADT volumes were
estimated for the internal roadway segments within the Lilac Hills Ranch project site. Project
trips were distributed and assigned to the internal roadway system based on the location and
characteristics of the proposed land uses.

Figure 7-12 displays the resulting internal roadway ADTs. As shown, Mountain Ridge Road,
Covey Lane, Street “F”, as well as portions of Lilac Hills Ranch Road and Main Street would carry
less than 2,500 estimated daily trips. The County’s Private Road Design Standards Section 3.1
(D) states that where it is determined that the number of trips per day on a particular road will
exceed 2,500, the Director of Public Works may require that the road be dedicated and
improved in conformance with the ”County of San Diego Public Road Standards”. The-fellewing
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o ilae-Hills-Rareh-Roadbetween-Main-Street and-Street “F” 4 450 ADT
7 7 o

H—is—impertant—to—nete—thatln addition, the Director of Public Works has the discretion to
approve private roads with higher design standards as noted in Section 1.2 of the County’s
Private Road Design Standards indicates that the requirements set forth in these standards are
considered minimum design standards. They may be exceeded at the option of the developer,
subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works.
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Estimated Average
Daily Traffic Volumes

X, XXX

Street“Z”

NORTH

Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study Figure 7-2
Estimated Internal ADT's
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The following roads are projected to carry more than the threshold of 2,500 ADT and are
designed to exceed all minimum private road design standards in terms of road surfacing width,
ROW, paved shoulders width, minimum curve radius, and maximum desirable grade:

e Main Street, between W. Lilac Road and Street “C” — 9,300 ADT;

e Main Street, between Street “C” and Lilac Hills Ranch Road — 8,040 ADT;

e Main Street, between Lilac Hills Ranch Road and Street “Z” — 2,860 ADT; and
e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Main Street and Street “F” — 5,390 ADT.

Arterial speed analysis was conducted for Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road and Table 7.1
summarizes the results. Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 2000 developed by McTrans was
employed for this analysis. The HCS arterial analysis methodology is based upon Chapter 15 of
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, which determines average travel speed and facility
level of service according to roadway functional classification and characteristics. The
respective analysis worksheets are included in Appendix AGAU.

TABLE 7.1
INTERNAL ROADWAY ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Free-Flow
Arterial ADT Speed

(mph)

Travel Speed LOS Travel Speed

(mph) (mph) LoS

| Main Stree&, k:etween W. Lilac Road 3.4309.300* 30 242213 5 178165 c
and Street “F —
Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Main

| Street and Street “F" 4:5405,390 30 2421 B 19.018.7 BC

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
Note:
*The estimated daily traffic volumes along this facility range from 1,340 to 9,300, and the 9,300 ADT used in this analysis
represents the highest volume and the worst case scenario.

As shown in the table, both Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road would operate at LOS C or
better at project buildout.

In addition to the operational arterial analysis, Table 7.2 was created to compare the design
features of all on-site circulation/spine roads (private) to the County’s private and public road
standards.
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TABLE 7.2
ON-SITE CIRCULATION / SPINE ROADS DESIGN FEATURES

*5' bike lane which is also counts as shoulder.

Classification # Lanes Road ROW/ Paved Min. Max. Design
| ADT [Lane | Surfacing Esmt. | Shoulders | Curve @ Desirable Speed
Width Width Width | (#/Width) | Radius Grade (rgph)
Standard Private / 2,500 2/12 24 28' 200’ 20% 30
LPR,
Standard Residential | /g5 40 60’ 218 300 12% 30
Collector /
4,500
Standard 2.3C/7,000 2112 40’ 68’ 218 350' 12% 35
Standard 2.2F /8,700 2112 28’ 52’ 212 500’ 9% 40
Standard 2.2E /10,900 2112 40’ 64’ 218 500' 9% 40
Private /
Main Street 1,046- , 34— 51 " \ 0
(excluding couplet) 8;430340- 2112 424045 | 72 e 500 9% 30
9,300
Lilac Hills Ranch Private /
Road (north of St*F* 5495 390 2112 26-40" | 40%-60° 0-8 500° 9% 30
excludingthe couplet) T
Lilac Hills Ranch Private /
Road (St “F" to 1410930 212 26'-40" | 40%-60° 0-8 300° 10% 30
| Covey Ln) e
Lilac Hills Ranch Private /
Road (Covey Ln to 212 26'-40" | 40%-60’ 0-8 300° 10% 30
A 2,0601,390
| Mountain Ridge Rd) —
26-
e Private / , | 26-4025"- | 40°26. o . 0
Street “F 2090010 2112 37 5. 0-8 300 15% 25-30
38.5'
Street ‘2’ Private /1580 | 2/12 | 25-37 % 08 300 | 15% 25.30
Covey Lane (within Private / ) , Ay e , 0 2
project boundary) 1110390 2112 24 26™-40 0-8 200 15% 25-30
Covey Lane (project ) o0 40~ ) . 0
boundary to WLR) 10D /1,420390 2112 2829’ 60-74' 212 1,000 6.2% 36+30
Mountain Ridge Private / , , , \ 0
Road 22601190 2112 24 40 200 20% 15446
Source: Landmark Consulting, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Note:

As shown, Lilac Hills Ranch Road south of Street “F”, Street “F”, Covey Lane, and Mountain
Ridge Road meet and exceed all private road design requirements with estimated ADTs of 2,500
or less—, with the exception of the design speed on Mountain Ridge Road. This design
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exception is discussed in detail previously in Chapter 1, under design exception #7 (pages 10-

12).

Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road north of Street “F” generally (with lower design speed)
meet the design standards of 2.2E facilities, which have a capacity of 16,200 ADT (LOS D
thresholds of 10,900 ADT). It is the project vision and desire to slow down traffic both through
traffic calming measures (i.e. roundabouts) and design features (i.e. design speed) in the
proposed town center and within the vicinity of the school and parks where high pedestrian
activity is anticipated and encouraged.

Additionally, the intersection of Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane was analyzed as an All-Way
Stop Controlled (AWSC) intersection to ensure an acceptable LOS within the project site. The
figure below displays the Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane intersection geometrics as well as
peak hour traffic volumes.

Geometrics Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

(5] *— 15/35
Sk >
Q——=
" ®

-<— 10/100
’(—35."30
S0
~| s
g

90/30
43/28

Lilac Hils Ranch Rd
Lilac Hils Ranch Rd

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Table 7.3 displays the intersection delay and LOS under the project buildout conditions. Level of
service calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix AV.

TABLE 7.3
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
LILAC HILLS RANCH ROAD/COVEY LANE

Avg. Delay
sec. — sec.

75 A 7.8 A
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014

Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Covey Lane

As shown in Table 7.3, the intersection of Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Covey Lane would operate at
acceptable LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours.
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Table 7.4 displays the projected daily volumes for two private roads, Covey Lane and Mountain
Ridge Road, both of which provides access to the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Project.

TABLE 7.4
COVEY LANE AND MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD

Covey Lane 1,390 2,500
Mountain Ridge Road 1,190 2,500

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 2014
Notes:

*The capacity is based on the County Private Road Standards with observed travel speed.
Observed speed is based on speed survey conducted by NDS included in Appendix D.

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic

Page 296

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

CHEN #RYAN



8.0 Hazards to Pedestrians and Bicyclists

Lilac Hills Ranch currently has two east-west public trail segments, one along the northern
boundary of the project site (W. Lilac Road) and the other along the most southern portion of
the project. In addition to the two public trails, the Lilac Hills Ranch project proposes
developing a system of multi-purpose trails that traverse the project site, linking the northern
and southern public trails. The Lilac Hills Ranch's multi-purpose trails network will provide
connectivity to parks, private recreation, schools, and commercial areas within the project site.
The multi-purpose trail network is proposed as a combination of smaller feeder and natural
trails in the open space area of Lilac Hills Ranch, and an 8-foot community pathway that
traverses the project site providing connectivity to the existing County Regional Trail System. All
trails should be designed to County standards approved by the County as set forth in the
Specific Plan for the Project to ensure the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. A map of the
proposed trail network is displayed in Figure 8-1.

In addition to the trails system, a number of roundabouts are proposed along W. Lilac Road and
Main Street. Roundabouts have been proven to calm traffic, improve safety, and increase
roadway capacity when designed correctly, thereby enhancing the comfort and safety of both
cyclists and pedestrians. The Project Civil Engineer, Landmark Consulting, will ensure that all
proposed roundabouts are designed to meet applicable safety and design standards.
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9.0 General Plan Consistency Analyses

This chapter discusses the correlation between the General Plan Land Use Element and Mobility
Element at build-out of the Land Use Element as amended by the proposed project. Although a
build-out analysis is not needed to evaluate project impacts under CEQA, projects that involve a
general plan amendment must provide such an analysis as required by the County’s Guidelines
for Determining Significance, as modified on August 24, 2011. The purpose of the Buildout
Analysis provided in Chapter 9 is to determine whether the proposed land use changes are
consistent with the County’s Circulation Element.

Mobility Element Policy 2.1 acknowledges that the preservation of valuable resources may
outweigh the benefits of road improvements. Therefore, a lower LOS along specified roadways
may be acceptable. Table M-4 of the Mobility Element identifies the deficient roadways and
describes the rationale for accepting deficient roadway segments. Policy 2.1 requires
development projects to provide associated road improvements necessary to achieve a level of
service of “D” or higher on all Mobility Element roads except for those where a failing level of
service has been accepted by the County pursuant to the specified criteria. The applicable
situations for accepting a road classification where a LOS E or F is forecast includes those
instances when the adverse impacts of adding travel lanes do not justify the resulting benefit of
increased traffic capacity. This would include the following relevant situations:

e  When marginal deficiencies are characterized along a short segment of a road and
classifying the road with a designation that would add travel lanes for the entire road
would be excessive; or

e  When adding travel lanes to a road that would adversely impact environmental and
cultural resources or in areas with steep slopes where widening roads would require
massive grading, which would result in adverse environmental impacts and other
degradation of the physical environment.

This chapter provides two plan-to-plan analyses assessing potential traffic impacts to the
County’s General Plan Mobility Element roadways due to changes in the proposed project’s
land use, density, intensity, and/or network proposals. In addition to the proposed project land
uses described in Chapter 4, the Lilac Hills Ranch project also proposes to downgrade W. Lilac
Road, between Main Street (the most western project roundabout) and the planned Road 3
from 2.2C to 2.2F. The two plan-to-plan analyses include comparisons of, first, the proposed
project and the currently adopted GP Mobility Element (with Road 3); and second, the
proposed project and the reasenablyexpected“Without Road 3” network—{witheutRead-3})-.
The purpose of these analyses is to determine whether the land use and network changes
proposed by this project can be supported by the County’s Mobility Element.
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9.1 Horizon Year Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

The Horizon Year roadway network is based on the County’s General Plan Mobility Element,
with the alternatives of Road 3 in or out, to reflect the currently adopted General Plan (with

| Road 3) and the reasenably-expected“Without Road 3” network-{witheut-Read-3)— Figure 9-1

displays the Horizon Year roadway geometrics.

SANDAG traffic model forecasts are required for the Horizon Year analysis. The current Series
12 Regional Transportation Model, yet to be calibrated or validated at the community plan level
for the unincorporated County of San Diego, has been found to generate forecast roadway
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes that are significantly different from those illustrated in the
recently adopted General Plan Update Mobility Element (Series 10). Unfortunately, the Series
10 County GPU Model is no longer available for our use. In order to utilize the best available
and most defensible data for the CEQA-level traffic analysis, the following approach was utilized
and approved by both the County of San Diego and Caltrans for developing the Horizon Year
volumes:

County Facilities

o Utilize the Series 10 GPU 2030 model forecast ADT as a starting point_— horizon year
2030 base volumes.

e Conduct “Select Zone” assignments for the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project using the
Series 12 Regional Transportation Model. Project trip distribution and assignment, as
well as the potential study area, were derived from these “Select Zone” assignments.

e Compare the trip generation between the adopted and proposed land uses for the
subject TAZs.

e The difference in trip generation between the adopted and proposed land uses, along
with the proposed project distribution from the Select Zone assignments mentioned
above, were used to derive 2030 ADTs for the proposed project.

Caltrans Facilities

o Utilize forecast ADTs from Year 2050 of the Series 12 Regional Transportation Model as
adopted in the 2050 RTP. While this regional model is not calibrated at the arterial and
local street level, it is calibrated and approved for use at the state facility level.

e The difference in trip generation (between the adopted and proposed land uses for the
subject TAZs), along with the proposed project distribution (from the Series 12 “Select
Zone” assignments) was used to derive the Horizon Year with proposed project
freeway/state highway segment ADTs.
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9.2 Horizon Year with Road 3 Traffic Conditions

The following two (2) scenarios are discussed in this section:

e Horizon Year Base Conditions with Road 3
e Horizon Year Base Plus Project Conditions with Road 3

Level of service analyses under the Horizon Year conditions with Road 3 were conducted using
the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. At the County’s request, intersection analysis was
not conducted under Horizon Year scenarios. Roadway and freeway segment level of service
results are discussed separately below.

9.2.1 Horizon Year Base with Road 3

Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 9-2.
Note that this figure was modified to reflect “Change 2” as described in the “Summary of Major
Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 9.1 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Horizon
Year Base Conditions with Road 3.

As shown in Table 9.1, the following four (4) study area roadway segments are projected to
operate at substandard LOS E/F under Horizon Year Base conditions with Road 3:

e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the County General
Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment;
e Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road — LOS E;

e Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center Road —
LOS F, and the County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this
segment; and

e Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment.
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TABLE 9.1

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS

(with Road 3)

Average

LOS Dail Level of
Roadway Classification | Threshold Traff?lc Service
(LOS D) (ADT) (LOS)
E.DulnRoad | Old Highway 395 | SR-76 21E 10900 | HEX | ¢
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 ' Ow C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 6,300600 C
W.LiacRoad | Old Highway 395 | Main Street 22C 13,500 8'“0901—14 cD
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2.2C 13,500 %, 05 03 OEQ‘ €D
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Road 3 2.2C 13,500 %, %502&2 c
W. Lilac Road Road 3 Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 1,430200 A
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 1,436200 A
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 1,740800 A
Camino Del Cielo | Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 4,890900 C
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10,900 9,190200 D
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 18,150@ B
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 13'28592 A
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 8,680100
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 8,080100
Gopher Canyon ' i 1985020,
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 000 B
Gopher Canyon | 15 55 Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 418 30800 | 19239950 B
Road 0
Gopher Canyon | 15 g Ramps 0ld Highway 395 418 30800 | 193060 | g
Road 0
in Ri €D

CileRDrive | Old Highway 395 | ountain Ridge 22E 10000 | SBWLI0 | T

Road 0
Circle R Drive '\R"g;‘gta'" Ridge W. Lilac Road 22E 10900 | 2646700 | B
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 7,786800 C
E. Vista Way SR-76 Sggger Canyon 1A 3400 | 0P| g
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TABLE 9.1

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS

(with Road 3)

Average

LOS Dail Level of
Roadway Classification | Threshold Traff?lc Service
(LOS D) (ADT) (LOS)
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Oshorne Street 4.1A 33,400 21,52060 C
Road 0
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8,370500 C
Old Highway 395 | Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 428 2000 | PR
E
Old Highway 395 | SR-76 E. Dulin Road 21D 13500 | 1458090 | accepted
0 atLoS
E/F
Old Highway 395 | E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 %E,loé O;E‘ E
Old Highway 395 | W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 19 ’95020;& BC
Old Highway 395 | |-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 ’100£‘ AB
Old Highway 395 | I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 5’3; 05 O;HL B
Old Highway 395 | Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 4.1B 30,800 20'53'9@ B
€D
Old Highway 395 | Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon 418 30800 | 272980 | 7=
Road 0
. Gopher Canyon 24.74025,
Old Highway 395 Road Old Castle Road 4.1B 30,800 000 C
Champagne Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 4.1B 30,800 19,3606 B
Boulevard 0
CA
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 9,360600
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 7,756900 D
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 8,130300 D
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 11'8(?@@ D
. New Road 19 (east 19,4620
Lilac Road Anthony Road of Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 0 B
F
. New Road 19 (east 33,88090 | accepted
Lilac Road of Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 0 at LOS
E/F
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TABLE 9.1
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Average
Daily
Traffic
(ADT)

LOS Level of
Service

(LOS)

Roadway Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

\F/{;g%y Center Woods Valley Road Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 23,200 C
Valley Center Lilac Road Miller Road 1A azag0 | 2010 | p
Road 0
F
Valley Center . . 3209033, | accepted
‘ Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 000 atLOS
E/F
palley Center | indian Creek Road | Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27000 | 23790 c
\F’{‘ggzy Center | cole Grade Road | Vesper Road 427 27,000 | 16,900 A
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 2,400 A
Cole Grade Road | Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 YOOO& AB
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jure-2613May 2014
NoteNotes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive
Summary”.
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Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 9.2 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Horizon
Year Base conditions with Road 3. It should be noted that according to the 2050 RTP, I-15
between the Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 is planned to be widened by adding four (4)
toll lanes by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were identified, hence this
improvement was not assumed in this study.

As shown in the table, the following ten (10) freeway segments along I-15 are projected to
operate at substandard LOS E or F under Horizon Year Base conditions with Road 3:

I-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 — LOS F;
I-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 — LOS F;

I-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 - LOS F;

I-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F;

I-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road — LOS F;

I-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway — LOS F;

I-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway — LOS F;

I-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 — LOS F;

I-15, between SR-78 and W Valley Parkway — LOS E; and

I-15, between Via Rancho Parkway and Bernardo Drive — LOS F.

9.2.2 Horizon Year Base Plus Project with Road 3

Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 9-3.
Note that this figure was modified to reflect both “Change 1” and “Change 2” as described in

the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Freeway

Segment

Peak
Hour %

TABLE 9.2
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Peak Hour  Directional

Volume

Split

# of Lanes
Per
Direction

Peak Hour
Factor
(PHF)

% of
Heavy
Vehicle

Volume
(pcrhiin)

115 g'l‘éelfﬁgdhivg%gtg Boundary to 267,800 | 8.4% 22,624 0.64 4 0.95 6.75% 3,911 1.664 F
115 | Old Highway 395 to SR-76 230,700 | 74% | 17,162 0.73 4 0.95 6.75% 3415 1.453 F
115 | SR-76to OId Highway 395 198600 | 7.8% | 15534 0.69 4 0.95 8.40% 2,920 1.243 F
115 gfn;')%hg’gg d395 to Gopher 199 42'9309091 8.1% 15’5§QM 0.67 4 0.95 8.40% | 2,844882 | 1210226 | F
115 Sgﬁggg gz;%on Road to Deer 183900 | 8.1% 14,852 0.67 4 0.95 13.20% 2,782 1.184 F
115 gﬁ;rpsawg; Road to Centre 178700 | 80% | 14,357 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2676 1139 F
115 gz:‘m&‘w Parkway 0 EINOTte | 169500 | gow | 13594 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2534 1078 F
115 | El Norte Parkway to SR-78 193600 | 7.9% | 15238 0.66 4 0.95 10.00% | 2,799 1101 F
115 | SR-78 to W Valley Parkway 288800 | 81% | 23504 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 1000% | 222 0.947 E
115 \F’,\;ﬂ;yy Parkway to Auto 281,300 | 81% | 22893 0.60 5+2ML 095 | 1000% | 2168 0.923 D
115 ﬁ::ﬁ;;‘;kway to W Citracado 276100 | 7.8% | 21413 0.60 5+2ML 095 | 1000% | 2016 0.858 D
115 ﬁvaﬁ'c‘;?;‘i?kf;;"way o Via 279100 | 7.8% | 21,646 0.60 542ML 095 700% | 2,009 0.855 D
115 \égrf‘a?gghgrs 2rkway 0 392,100 | 7.4% 28,857 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 2,598 1.105 F
115 gz;g:ﬂg gg‘éﬁ o Rancho 261,100 | 7.4% 19,216 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,730 0.736 C
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TABLE 9.2
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

N #of Lanes  Peak Hour % of
Peak Peak Hour  Directional Volume
Freeway Segment Hour % Volume Split Per Factor Heavy (cihiin)
Direction (PHF) Vehicle
Rancho Bemardo Road to 0 0
I-15 Bemardo Center Drive 300,500 7.3% 22,063 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,840 0.783 C
|15 | Bermardo Center Drive to 269300 | 7.3% | 19,772 054 5oML | 095 700% | 1649 | 0702 c
Camino Del Norte

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

ML = Managed Lane.
| Changes in this table are associated with a copy and pasta error.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 9.3 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Horizon
Year Base Plus Project conditions with Road 3. Note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project proposes
downgrading W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and the planned Road 3 from 2.2C to 2.2F.

| As shown in the table, the following seven—{7eight (8) roadway segments are projected to
operate at substandard LOS E or F:

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS EF, and the project
would add more than 260100 daily trips.

W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F” — LOS F, and the project would add
more than 100 daily trips.

W. Lilac Road, between Street “F” and Road 3 — LOS F, and the project would add more
than 100 daily trips.

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the project would add
more than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F
operations along this segment.

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road — LOS EF, and the project
would add more than 288100 daily trips.

Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps — LOS E, and the project would
add more than 400 daily trips.

Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center Road —
LOS F, and the project would add less than 200 daily trips. In addition, the County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment.

Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the
project would add less than 200 daily trips. In addition, the County General Plan
Update has accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment.

Based-upon-thesignificance-eriteria-disecussed-in-Section2-8,-theThe additional traffic generated

by the Lilac Hills Ranch project would have—traffic—impacts—{planning—level—nitial
assessmentresult in GP inconsistencies to 56 out 78 of the roadway segments identified above
and there include:

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;

W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F”;

W. Lilac Road, between Street “F” and Road 3;

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road;

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road-; and
Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road and I-15 SB Ramps.

Page 311

CHEN #RYAN Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

| Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic




TABLE 9.3
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project

Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)
; ; 892004 5:8106, 3402,
E. Dulin Road 0ld Highway 395 SR-76 2.1E 10,900 40 D 600 c 840 No
W.LiacRoad | Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 22E 10,900 5'97109@ c 4'29060954 c | 950870 No
W. LilacRoad | Camino Del Cielo 0ld Highway 395 22E g0 | MRS p | O | LR No
18.9902 811011 108808 | TS g
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 Pide EF s i)} urs 200ADT
2,020 4400 20
> 100ADT
. . 12,0803 10,6301 1,45033 Yes
- . 0803 6301 45033
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F 2.2F 8,700 30 F 1000 D 0 > 100ADT
. 12,0102 10,6601 1,35023 Yes
- . 0102 16601 35623
W. Lilac Road Street “F Road 3 2.2F 8,700 30 F 1,000 D 0 > 100ADT
W. Lilac Road Road 3 Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 ;'ggg Og% A 1'1%9@ A 55%@ No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 1’4%9& A 1'1%9@ A 290690 No
W. LilacRoad | Circle R Drive Lilac Road 20F 8,700 2'0583”9 A 1'1‘5“9@ A | 240220 No
Camino Del Cielo | Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 22E L I A e 30 No
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ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

TABLE 9.3

(with Road 3)

Horizon Year with Project

Horizon Year w/o

Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

Olive Hil Road | Shamrock Road SR-76 22E 10,900 9'2%95 9'*%9@ D 30 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 19’f§g§ 18’5599 B 450410 No
Camino Del Rey | Old River Road W. Lilac Road 428 25,000 14'3594 1362?95 A | 986900 No
Camino Del Rey | W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 428 25000 | B0 SO 60 No
Camino Del Rey | Camino Del Cielo 0ld Highway 395 22C 13500 | B B ¢ 8070 No
Gopher Canyon ' 20,4405 19,8502

Road E. Vista Way |-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 40 0.000 B 596540 No
Gopher Canyon | | 15 s Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 418 30800 | 20,0990 193005 | 5 | 790580 No
Road 80 00

Gopher Canyon | | 15 \g Ramps 0ld Highway 395 418 30,800 | 203302 19356 1 5 | ggge20 No
Road 20 00

Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2.2E 10,900 8’4%9% 5’150021‘ (o] 18 O; 05 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 & 55 OZ§,§ Z'Q%QE B 240650 No
Old Castle Road | Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 7’839@ 7'1%9@ C 9080 No
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TABLE 9.3
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project

Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road 4.1A 33,400 20,;);39 2 B 20,;?9 g B 200180 No
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road | Osborne Street 41A Bag0 | BN o | HER ¢ 30000 No
OldRiverRoad | SR-76 Camino Del Rey 22C 13,500 8'9%9% c 8'3?@ c | 530480 No
Old Highway 395 | Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 428 25,000 16'f§95 A 15’55’99 A | e70610 No
E E
. ) 158201 | accepted | 14,5809 | accepted | 1,24013 Yes
Old Highway 395 | SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 6,030 atLOS 00 atLOS 0 > 200ADT
E/F E/F
181502 137901 4-3603 ves -
Old Highway 395 | E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 0080 EF 6100 E '@—‘ 200ADF
> 100ADT
. . 24,9402 19,5202 5,42064 NeYes
Old Highway 395 | W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 6.540 BE 0.900 BC 0 > 400ADT
Old Highway 395 | I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 6002 BC 2501 AB 3,35061 No
0,710 7,100 0
Old Highway 395 | I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 15’533:99 B 4’3001 B 1’3%0® No
Old Highway 395 | Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 418 080 | SR B | P0R s [V No
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TABLE 9.3
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project

Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

Old Highway 395 | Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 418 080 | 5B p | FER ep | 1560 No
Old Highway 395 | Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 418 e e R T e No
Champagne 0ld Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 418 30,800 | 203%4 | g 193606 5 | gine60 No
Boulevard 60 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 21A 15,000 10’5’894 B 9'3%9@ CA | 940860 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 22E 10,900 8'3%% D 7'7“39@ D | 610550 No
Lilac Road W, Lilac Road 0ld Castle Road 22E 10,900 8'8%93 D 8'1%@ D | 67610 No
Lilac Road 0ld Castle Road Anthony Road 21C wso0 | Rt o | MR b | ssosa No

. New Road 19 (east of 19,3804 19,2402
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 20 B 00 B 240220 No

F F

. New Road 19 (east of 33,9409 | accepted | 33,8809 | accepted No

Lilac Road Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 60 atLOS 00 atLOS 60 < 200ADT
EIF EIF
\ng!zy Center | \voods Valley Road | Lilac Road 427 27,000 23'120292 c | 2:20]| ¢ 2010 No
| Page 315

CHEN #RYAN

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic



TABLE 9.3
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Horizon Year with Project

Horizon Year w/o

Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold ADT
(LOS D)
Valley Center Lilac Road Miller Road 41A 33400 | 32,140 p | 3200l 5040 No
Road 00
F F
Valley Center ) . 33,0200 | accepted | 32,9903 | accepted No
Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 30 atLoS 3.000 at LOS 30 < 200ADT
E/F E/IF
\Fg!%y Center Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 | 23820 c 23,790 c 30 No
\Fgglz';jy Center Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 | 16,900 A 16,900 A 0 No
. ) 2,42041
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 0 A 2,400 A 2010 No
‘ Cole Grade Road | Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 18’559 0 B 18105 05 051 AB 30 No

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

*Proposed downgrade from 2.2C to 2.2F.

| Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; June-2043May 2014

CHEN #RYAN

Page 316

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Italic



Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 9.4 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Horizon
Year Base Plus Project conditions with Road 3. It should be noted that according to the 2050
RTP, 1-15 between the Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 is planned to be widened by
adding four (4) toll lanes by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were identified, hence
this improvement was not assumed in this study.

As shown in the table, similar to the base (no-project) conditions, the following ten (10)
freeway segments along 1-15 would continue to operate at substandard LOS E or F under
Horizon Year Base Plus Project conditions with Road 3:

I-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 — LOS F, and the
project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 — LOS F, and the project traffic would increase
the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 — LOS F, and the project traffic would increase
the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the project traffic
would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road — LOS F, and the project
traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway — LOS F, and the project
traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway — LOS F, and the project traffic
would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 — LOS F, and the project traffic would
increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

I-15, between SR-78 and W Valley Parkway — LOS E, and the project traffic would not
increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01; and

I-15, between Via Rancho Parkway and Bernardo Drive — LOS F, and the project traffic
would not increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01.
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TABLE 9.4

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

#of Change in
Peak . % of VIC
Freeway Segment Hour D|rect|_0nal Lanes Heavy Volume LOS. w/ (compare to
Split Per . (pcfh/in) Project
Volume Directi Vehicle 2030 wio
irection .
project)
Riverside County Yes
115 | Boundary to Old 270,510 | 84% | 22853 0.64 4 095 | 6.75% | 3950 | 1681 | F 0.017
Highway 395 >001
i Yes
115 g'd Highway 39510 | a3 460 | 74% | 17368 | 073 4 095 | 6.75% | 3456 | 1471 | F 0.017
R-76 >0.01
R i Yes
115 35576 0 OldHighway | 501 350 | 78% | 15750 | 0.69 4 095 | 840% | 2960 | 1260 | F 0.017
>0.01
) Old Highway 395t0 | 194.240 o | 15,6879 L | 287201 | 1.2222 Yes
15 Gopher Canyon Road | 196,950 8.1% 06 067 4 095 | 8.40% 3 39 F 0012013 >0.01
Yes
115 | GopherCanyonRoad | g0, | 5400 | 15035 0.67 4 095 | 1320% | 2,817 | 1.199 | F 0.015
to Deer Springs Road >0.01
) Deer Springs Road to " N Yes
M5 | Conrocit parkuay | 180790 | 80% | 14525 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2707 | 1152 | F 0.013 001
. Yes
L5 | CentreCityParkway | 0 050 | goop | 13738 | 0.6 4 095 | 1320% | 2560 | 1090 | F 0.011
to El Norte Parkway >0.01
Yes
15 E'RN;’ge Partkwayto | 195980 | 7.0% | 15370 0.66 4 095 | 1000% | 2823 | 1201 | F 0.010
- >0.01
R No
115 | SR78t0WValley 290040 | 8.1% | 23605 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 2236 | 0951 | E 0.004
Parkway <0.01
15 X’u?gaggksg;‘”ay © | 282360 | 81% | 22,980 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 10.00% | 2177 | 0926 | D 0.003 No
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TABLE 9.4

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

#of Change in
Peak N % of VIC
Directional Lanes Volume LOS w/
Freeway Segment Hour Split Per Heavy (pcihin) VIC Project (compare to
Volume P Direction Vehicle P ! 2030 wlo
project)
15 ’éﬁﬁgczzmg;@:;’ 277100 | 78% | 21491 | 060 | 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 2023 | 0861 | D 0.003 No
W Citracado Parkway
I-15 to Via Rancho 280,020 | 7.8% 21,717 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 2,016 | 0.858 D 0.003 No
Parkway
i No
L5 | ViaRanchoParkway | aq0 gcq | 7405 | 28921 0.58 5+2ML | 095 | 7.00% | 2,604 | 1108 | F 0.002
to Bernardo Drive <0.01
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 261,900 | 7.4% 19,275 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,735 | 0.738 C 0.002 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 301,230 | 7.3% 22,116 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,845 | 0.785 C 0.002 No
Center Drive
Bernardo Center
I-15 Drive to Camino Del 269,980 | 7.3% 19,822 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,653 | 0.704 C 0.002 No
Norte
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Based-upon-Note:

the “Executive Summary”.

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" as described in the sighificance-eriteria-discussed-n-Section-2-8,-the Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of
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The additional traffic generated by the proposed project would result in traffieimpactsGP
inconsistencies at eight (8) of the above freeway segments:

e |-15, between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

9.2.3 Horizon Year with Road 3 lmpaet-Significanee-and-MitigatienGP Inconsistencies

This section identifies required—mitigationrecommended improvement measures for roadway

and freeway facilities that would be impacted-by-project-related-trafficunderHorizon YearBase
Plus-Prejecteonditionsconsidered inconsistent with Read-3-the currently adopted GP.

Roadway Segments

Based on the currently adopted County planning-ltevelimpact-eriteriaGeneral Plan, the project
traffic would result in traffic—impactsGP_inconsistencies at five{5six (6) of the study area
roadway segments;-etuding:

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;

e W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F”;

e W. Lilac Road, between Street “F” and Road 3;

e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road; and

e Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road-; and
e Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road and I-15 SB Ramps.

W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F” and between Street “F” and Road 3, isare
projected to operate at LOS F mainly due to the classification downgrade (from 2.2C to 2.2F)
proposal while Road 3 is still assumed as a part of the Mobility Element. However, after
adoption of the County General Plan Update, SANDAG acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac
property through its EMP in October 2011. SANDAG recorded a conservation easement over
the entire 902 acres and designated this land as part of a 1,600 acre open space preserve in the
State Route 76 corridor in North San Diego County. This acquisition weuldmay prevent
implementation of the County’s planned Road 3, and make the deletion or substantial
realignment of Road 3 from the currently adopted Mobility Element network a reasenably
expected-reasonable assumption for purposes of this scenario. Fhus,—ne-mitigation-measures
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implementation of the proposed project. It has been well documented by the La Jolla Bird Rock

roundabouts and other national-level research that 2 lanes of travel with roundabouts can carry
up to 25,000 cars per day, which exceeds the projected 12,330 ADT (maximum) for W. Lilac
Road.

A more detailed arterial analysis was conducted for the other 34 segments. The Highway
Capacity Software (HCS) 2000 developed by McTrans was employed for a more detailed arterial
analysis. The HCS arterial analysis methodology is based upon Chapter 15 of the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, which determines average travel speed and facility level of
service according to roadway functional classification. The subject segments were evaluated
with free-flow speeds (FFS) of 35-40 mph. Table 9.5 displays the arterial travel speed and level
of service for W. Lilac Road and Old Highway 395, and the respective analysis worksheets are
included in Appendix AHAW.

TABLE 9.5
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

Free-Flow AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Arterial Speed
(mph) Speed (mph) Speed (mph)
W. 'L|Iac Road, between Old Highway 395 and 35 16.40 c 1641538 C
Main Street
Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin 40 21.420.9 D 186177 D
Road
Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W.
Lilac Road 40 30:424.2 BC 208224 8C
Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road and |- 40 204 D 176 D
15 SB Ramps.
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2613May 2014
Note:

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

As shown in the table above, all three{3four (4) segments would operate at acceptable LOS D
or better under Horizon Year Base Plus Project (with Road 3) conditions based on the arterial

analysis. rerefrore; approprate—to—consiae Aat—hro—mitigation—meastres—wette—pe

In addition, traffic control along W. Lilac Road includes a number of roundabouts, with
implementation of the proposed project. It has been well documented by the La Jolla Bird Rock
roundabouts and other national-level research that 2 lanes of travel with roundabouts can carry
up to 25,000 cars per day, which exceeds the projected 48;99022,020 ADT (maximum) for W.
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Lilac Road. A multi-purpose trail is also provided along the south side of W. Lilac Road and this
will greatly improve safety and comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Freeways

The additional traffic generated by the proposed Litae-HillsRaneh-project would have-significant
apaetsresult in GP inconsistencies at eight (8) of the following eight{8}-freeway segments:

e |-15, between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

The 2050 RTP indicates that four (4) toll lanes are planned to be added along I-15, between the
Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were
identified, hence this improvement was not assumed in this study. Furthermore, there are no
planned 1-15 (north of SR-78) mainline improvements as per SANDAG’s 2050 RTP, thus the
apactsGP inconsistencies would remain significant and unmitigable.

Table 9.6 summarizes petential—impactsGP_inconsistencies and recommended mitigation
measures associated with the Lilac Hills Ranch project under Horizon Year with Road 3
conditions.

TABLE 9.6
IMPACTAND-MIFIGATIONGP CONSISTENCIES SUMMARY
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

GP Inconsistency Facility Recommendation Rationale

Roadway Segment

o Roundabouts increase operational capacity
e Improve pedestrian and bicycle facility -
None multi-purpose trail

e Acceptable arterial speed

e R-O-W constrains at the I-15 overpass

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395
and Main Street

W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and None e Roundabouts increase operational capacity

Street “F” e Road 3 islikely-tecould be eliminated from
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TABLE 9.6

IMPACT-AND-MHHGATIONGP CONSISTENCIES SUMMARY

HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

GP Inconsistency Facility

Recommendation

Rationale

the Mobility Element network — this road
would operate at acceptable LOS as a 2.2F-
without Road 3.

W. Lilac Road, between Street “F” and
Road 3

None

e Roundabouts increase operational capacity

o Road 3 isikely-tocould be eliminated from
the Mobility Element network — this road
would operate at acceptable LOS as a 2.2F:
without Road 3.

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E.
Dulin Road

Option 1 - None

e Continue accepting LOS E/F as in the
current GP
o Acceptable arterial speed

Option 2 — Improve to 4.2B

Improve to acceptable LOS based on County’s
planning-level analysis.

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road
and W. Lilac Road

Option 1 - None

Acceptable arterial speed

Option 2 — Improve to 4.2B

Improve to acceptable LOS based on County’s
planning-level analysis.

Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road

Option 1 - None

Acceptable arterial speed

and I-15 SB Ramps

Option 2 — Improve to 4.1B

Improve to acceptable LOS based on County’s
planning-level analysis.

Freeway

1-15, between Riverside County Boundary
and Old Highway 395

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re-feasible
mitigatien- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-
76

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re-feasible
mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway
395

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re-feasible
mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Old Highway 395 and
Gopher Canyon Road

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —ne-feasible
mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

1-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and
Deer Springs Road

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re-feasible
mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

I-15, between Deer Springs Road and
Centre City Parkway

NeneNo feasible mitigation

No planned improvement —re-feasible
mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 9.6
IMPACT-AND-MHHGATIONGP CONSISTENCIES SUMMARY

HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(with Road 3)

GP Inconsistency Facility Recommendation Rationale
1-15, between Centre City Parkway and El . - No planned improvement —ne-feasible
Norte Parkway No feasible mitigation mritigatien- Significant and Unavoidable Impact
1-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR- ' B No planned improvement —re-feasible
78 No feasible mitigation mitigation- Significant and Unavoidable Impact

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Januar-2013-May 2014
Note:

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

9.3 Horizon Year without Road 3 Traffic Conditions

The following two (2) scenarios are discussed in this section:

e Horizon Year Base Conditions without Road 3
e Horizon Year Base Plus Project Conditions without Road 3

Level of service analyses under the Horizon Year conditions without Road 3 were conducted
using the methodologies described in Chapter 2.0. At the County’s request, intersection
analysis was not conducted under the Horizon Year scenarios. Roadway and freeway segment
level of service results are discussed separately below.

9.3.1 Horizon Year Base without Road 3

Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 9-4.
Note that this figure was modified to reflect “Change 2” as described in the “Summary of Major
Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 9.7 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Horizon
Year Base Conditions without Road 3.
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TABLE 9.7

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Classification

LOS

Threshold

Average
Daily

Level of
Service
(LOS)

Traffic
(ADT)

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2.1E 10,900 5,8506,700 C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 4,450700 C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 5;9006,200 C
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 1.8703,600 AB
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F" 2.2C 13,500 4,340400 B
W. Lilac Road Street “F" Running Creek Road 2.2C 13,500 5,030300 B
W. Lilac Road Running Creek Road | Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 2,4303,000 A
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 2:7301,300 A
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 9201,900 A
g;rl‘g'”o Del Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 | 4,890900 c
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10,900 8,390400 D
Camino Del Rey | SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 18,280400 B
Camino Del Rey | Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 ' 00& A
Camino Del Rey | W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 8,080100 A
Camino Del Rey | Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 8,186200 C
Sggger Canyon | £ vista way I-15 SB Ramps 418 30,800 | 19300600 | B
Gopher Canyon 18,61019,1

Road I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 00 B
Gopher Canyon | | 15 N Ramps 0ld Highway 395 418 30,800 | ARl g
Road 00

Circle RDrive | OId Highway 395 “R"g;’gta'" Ridge 2.2E 10,900 | 54606,500 C
Circle R Drive g'g;‘gta'" Ridge W. Lilac Road 22E 10000 | 13802000 | AB
(R)(')dagas“e Old Highway 395 | Lilac Road 2.2D 13500 | 85109.100 c
E.VistaWay | SR-76 Sggg‘e‘ Canyon 41A 33400 | 20680800 | B
E. Vista Way Sggg‘er Canyon Osborne Street 41A 33400 | 27250400 | C
Old River Road | SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8,370500 C
%‘é Highway | pojaMesaDrive | SR-76 428 25000 | 17200400 | B
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TABLE 9.7
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
LOS A\g;riellge Level of
Roadway Classification | Threshold Y Service
(LOS)
E
Old Highway . 13,96014,3 | accepted
305 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 00 atLoS
E/F
OldHighway | & 1 jin Road W. Lilac Road 21D 13500 | ROBL ] e
395 00
OldHighway | \y |ijac Road I-15 SB Ramps 428 5000 | TSRl g
395 00
%‘é Highway 1| 15 5B Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 428 2500 | T ap
%‘é Highway || 15 Ng Ramps Camino Del Rey 418 30,800 | 15250900 B
%‘é HIgWay | caminoDelRey | Circle R Drive 418 080 | FPUBE ] ge
Old Highway . . Gopher Canyon 27:18028,0
305 Circle R Drive Road 4.1B 30,800 00 cD
Old Highway | Gopher Canyon 0ld Castle Road 418 30800 | 276030300 | ¢
395 Road
Champagne 0ld Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 418 30,800 | 19,450700 B
Boulevard
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 9,460700 A
Lilac Road Couser Canyon W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10900 | 42805700 | ¢
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 7:6508,600 D
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 12,576500 D
. New Road 19 (east 23;34024.2
Lilac Road Anthony Road of Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 00 D
F
. New Road 19 (east accepted
Lilac Road of Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 428 25,000 40280411 | 4r10s
00
E/F
\nggedy Center | \oods Valley Road | Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 | 23160700 Cc
valley Center | 42¢ Road Miller Road 41A 33400 | SHB0 | g
Road 00
F
Valley Center . I accepted
Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 35,340600 at LOS
E/F
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TABLE 9.7
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Average
Daily
Traffic
(ADT)

LOS Level of
Service

(LOS)

Roadway Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

\F@gij Center | ngian Creek Road | Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27000 | 25690680 D
\nglelsjy Center Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16,370600 A
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 2,490500 A
(églae dGrade Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 20,080100 B
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; June-2613May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
Changes in this table are associated with “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive

Summary”.
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| As shown in Table 9.7, the following feur{4five (5) study area roadway segments are projected
to operate at substandard LOS E/F under Horizon Year Base conditions without Road 3:

e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the County General
Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment;

e Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road — LOS E;

e Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center Road —
LOS F, and the County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this
segment;

e Valley Center Road, between Lilac Road and Miller Road — LOS E; and
e Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment.

Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 9.8 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Horizon
Year Base Conditions without Road 3. It should be noted that according to the 2050 RTP, 1-15
between the Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 is planned to be widened by adding four (4)
toll lanes by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were identified, hence this
improvement was not assumed in this study.

As shown in the table, similar to the Horizon Year Base with Road 3 scenario, the following ten
(10) freeway segments along I-15 are projected to operate at substandard LOS E or F under
Horizon Year Base conditions without Road 3:

e |-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 — LOS F;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 — LOS F;

e |[-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 — LOS F;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road — LOS F;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway — LOS F;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway — LOS F;

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 — LOS F;

e |-15, between SR-78 and W Valley Parkway — LOS E; and

e |-15, between Via Rancho Parkway and Bernardo Drive — LOS F.
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Freeway

Segment

Peak
Hour %

TABLE 9.8
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Peak Hour
Volume

Directional
Split

# of Lanes
Per
Direction

Peak Hour
Factor
(PHF)

% of
Heavy
Vehicle

Volume
(pc/hiin)

15 gmeﬁlgdh?/vi%rgg Boundary o | 566100 | gaw | 22481 0.64 4 0.95 6.75% 3,886 1.654 F
115 | Old Highway 395 to SR-76 230,100 | 7.4% | 17,118 0.73 4 0.95 6.75% 3,406 1.449 F
115 | SR-76to Old Highway 395 197,800 | 7.8% | 15472 0.69 4 0.95 8.40% 2,908 1238 F
15 gfny;%h;"gg d395 to Gopher %l 8.1% 15'59623 0.67 4 0.95 840% | 2,850882 | 1213226 | F
15 ggﬁg %%O” RoadtoDeer | 1a1300 | g1 | 14,884 0.67 4 0.95 13.20% | 2,788 1.186 F
I-15 gﬁsrpiﬂi'vcg; RoadtoCentre | 179500 | g0 | 14397 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2683 1142 F
115 ggpkt\’,veasty Parkway O BINOMe | yo9500 | g0 | 13618 066 4 095 | 1320% | 2538 1.080 F
115 | ElNorte Parkway to SR-78 193,700 | 7.9% | 15246 0.66 4 0.95 10.00% | 2,801 1192 F
115 | SR-78to W Valley Parkway 289100 | 8.1% | 23528 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 1000% | 2,229 0.948 E
I-15 ‘F’,"aﬂg Parkway to Auto 281,600 | 81% | 22,018 0.60 5oML | 095 | 1000% | 2171 | 0924 D
115 é;ﬁﬁ;:yrkway toWCiracado | 76300 | 789 | 21,429 0.60 seoML | 095 | 10.00% | 2018 | 0859 D
I-15 :’aﬁggicggfkfvz;kway toVia 279100 | 7.8% | 21,646 0.60 seoML | 095 700% | 2009 | 0855 D
15 \ég‘rﬁggh&ﬁgrk""a‘y © 302,400 | 74% | 28880 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 2,600 1.106 F
15 E:ngg g(’)“a’; to Rancho 261,000 | 7.4% | 19,209 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,729 0.736 c
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TABLE 9.8
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

0,
Peak Peak Hour | Directional #of Lanes  Peak Hour % of Volume

(pc/hiin)

Freeway Segment Per Factor Heavy

Hour % Volume Split

Direction (PHF) Vehicle

Rancho Bernardo Road to 0 0
I-15 Bemardo Center Drive 300,800 7.3% 22,085 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,842 0.784 C

Bernardo Center Drive to
Camino Del Norte

| Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.
Changes in this table are associated with a copy and paste error.

I-15 270,100 7.3% 19,831 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,654 0.704 C
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9.3.2 Horizon Year Base Plus Project without Road 3

Average daily traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are displayed in Figure 9-5.

Note that this figure was modified to reflect both “Change 1” and “Change 2” as described in

the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Roadway Segment Analysis

Table 9.9 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments under Horizon
Year Base Plus Project Conditions without Road 3. Note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project
proposes to downgrade W. Lilac Road, between Main Street and the planned Road 3 (Running
Creek Road) from 2.2C to 2.2F.

As shown in the table, the following six (6) roadway segments would operate at substandard

LOSE or F:

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS E, and the project

would add more than 200 daily trips. The additional traffic generated by the Lilac Hills
Ranch project would result in a GP inconsistency at this segment.

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the project would add

more than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F
operations along this segment. The additional traffic generated by the Lilac Hills Ranch
project would result in a GP inconsistency at this segment.

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road — LOS F, and the project

would add more than 100 daily trips. The additional traffic generated by the Lilac Hills
Ranch project would result in a GP inconsistency at this segment.

Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center Road —
LOS F, and the project would add more than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan
Update has accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment._ The additional traffic
generated by the Lilac Hills Ranch project would result in a GP inconsistency at this
segment.

Valley Center Road, between Lilac Road and Miller Road - LOS E, and the project would

add less than 400 daily trips. The additional traffic generated by the Lilac Hills Ranch
project would not result in GP inconsistency at this segment.

Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the

project would add less than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has
accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment. The additional traffic generated by the
Lilac Hills Ranch project would not result in GP inconsistency at this segment.
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TABLE 9.9
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
Horizon Year with Project Horizon Year wio
Project )
Project
Roadway - LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)
E. Dulin Road 0ld Highway 395 SR-76 21E 10900 || p | BB ¢ | 33 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 5,4%9@ C 4,4%9E C 980900 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 0ld Highway 395 22E 090 |ME | ep | ¢ 1,090 No
. . . 13,3701 1,8703, 11,5601 NeYes
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 4790 BE 600 AB 9 > 200ADT
W, Lilac Road Main Street Street 'F" 2.2F* R e T L No
W. Lilac Road Street “F" Running Creek Road 2.2F* 8,700 5'1%(9% A 5’9%9& B 670610 No
W. Lilac Road Running Creek Road Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 3’4%(;@ AB ’005 Oi A 670610 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 38102, A Z730L, A 168041 No
710 300 0
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 2,0i2§ 023‘ A 92%@ A 1’2%91—2 No
Camino Del Cielo | Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 22E 090 | ¥R ¢ MR ¢ 30 No
Olive Hil Road | Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10900 |3 p |80 p 30 No
| Page 336
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TABLE 9.9
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
Horizon Year with Project Horizon Year wio
Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 18’56595 B 18’5594 B 470430 No

. . . sk 12,8501 100091
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 4010 A 3100 A 0 No
Camino DelRey | W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 428 e N R 60 No
Camino DelRey | Camino Del Cielo 0ld Highway 395 22C g0 | BFE ¢ |8 ¢ 8070 No
Gopher Canyon ) 19,9102 19,3006
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 0.150 B 00 B 616550 No
Gopher Canyon i i 19,4106 o]
Road [-15 SB Ramps [-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 9 B 9.100 B 8606590 No
Gopher Canyon . 19,5607 18,5601 100064
Road [-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4.1B 30,800 40 B 9100 B 0 No
Circle R Drive 0ld Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2.2E 0900 | PR pe || ¢ | HHE No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 1165 25 OZL AB 1‘05 05 0;; AB 210620 No
Old Castle Road | Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 22D wsoo | SR ¢ | B ¢ 9080 No
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road 4.1A 33,400 20‘8808@ 2 B 20,&89 g B 200180 No
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TABLE 9.9
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
Horizon Year with Project Horizon Year wio
Project )
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road | Osborne Street 41A e B o I Lt No
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8'9%9% C 8’3%9@ C 530480 No
Old Highway 395 | Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 428 25,000 18'2(?% B 17'559‘—‘ B | 800730 No
E E

. ) . 15,2805 | accepted | 13,9601 | accepted | 1,32020 Yes

Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 00 at LOS 4300 at LOS 0 > 200ADT
EIF E/F
17.9801 133101 467026 | 1S g
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 9960 EF 5700 DE o 200ADT
— — - > 100ADT

. . 232702 17.6801 559080
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 4.900 D 8.100 B 0 No

. 19.2002 157301 3,47072
Old Highway 395 [-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 0,620 B 6.900 AB 0 No
Old Highway 395 | I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 418 O e B R - B e No
0ld Highway 395 | Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 418 30,800 24'g§99 c 232'5204092 BC 1'4“;9@ No
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 4.1B 30,800 29,2606 D 802 (] 0801, No

20 8,000 620
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TABLE 9.9
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
Horizon Year with Project Horizon Year wio
Project )
Road Project
oadway LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)

Old Highway 395 | Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 418 g0 (P02 p [FERL | R No
Champagne Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 4.1B 30,800 20,4305 B 19,4567 B 980900 No
Boulevard 00 00
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 21A 15,000 1°f§9§ B 9*4%97—0 A | 920840 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10900 | Y000 ¢ | TR ¢ | men No
Lilac Road W, Lilac Road 0ld Castle Road 2.2E w0900 | ¥ o | TR D | gm0 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 13‘§§9 A D 12,(?(?9 2 D 710650 No

. New Road 19 (east of 23,7602 23,3402
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 4590 D 4200 D 420390 No

F F

. New Road 19 (east of 40,5704 | accepted | 46,2804 | accepted Yes

Lilac Road Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 1360 atLOS 1100 At LOS 290260 > 200ADT
EIF E/F
Valley Center Road | Woods ValleyRoad | Lilac Road 427 27000 | BT ¢ BT ¢ 2010 No
. . 34,9903 347203 No
Valley Center Road | Lilac Road Miller Road 4.1A 33,400 5950 E 5000 E 270250 < 400ADT
Page 339
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TABLE 9.9
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Horizon Year with Project

Horizon Year w/o

Project ]
Roadway Project
LOS ADT
Classification | Threshold
(LOS D)
F F Yes
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 35,5507 | accepted | 35,3406 | accepted 210190 >No
90 atLOoS 00 atLoS
EIF EJF < 200ADT
Valley Center Road | Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 25‘3(?9 8 D 25,8539 6 D 240190 No
Valley Center Road | Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16‘8659 6 A 16’559 6 A 9080 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 238 e N e 30 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 20,8}0?9 1 B 20’859 1 B 9080 No

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

*Proposed downgrade from 2.2C to 2.2F.

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jure-2043May 2014
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Freeway Segment Analysis

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented in Chapter 2.0. Table 9.10 displays the resulting level of service for 1-15 under
Horizon Year Base Plus Project Conditions without Road 3. It should be noted that according to
the 2050 RTP, I-15 between the Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 is planned to be widened
by adding four (4) toll lanes by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were identified,
hence this improvement was not assumed in this study.

As shown in the table, the following ten (10) freeway segments along I-15 would continue to
operate at substandard LOS E or F under Horizon Year Base Plus Project conditions without
Road 3:

e |-15, between the Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 — LOS F, and the
project traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 — LOS F, and the project traffic would increase
the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 — LOS F, and the project traffic would increase
the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the project traffic
would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road — LOS F, and the project
traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway — LOS F, and the project
traffic would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway — LOS F, and the project traffic
would increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 — LOS F, and the project traffic would
increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01;

e |-15, between SR-78 and W Valley Parkway — LOS E, and the project traffic would not
increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01; and
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e |-15, between Via Rancho Parkway and Bernardo Drive — LOS F, and the project traffic
would not increase the V/C ratio by more than 0.01.
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TABLE 9.10

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

#of Change in
Peak  pirectional | L Vol LOS W/ vic
Freeway Segment Hour |rect|_ona anes olume > W (compare to
Split Per . (pc/hiin) Project
Volume Directi Vehicle 2030 w/o
irection .
project)
Riverside County Yes
115 | Boundary to Old 268,880 | 8.4% | 22,716 0.64 4 095 | 675% | 3926 | 1671 | F 0.017
Highway 395 >0.01
i Yes
115 g'd Highway 39510 | ya5 600 | 74% | 17327 | 073 4 095 | 6.75% | 3448 | 1467 | F 0.018
R-76 >0.01
R i Yes
115 35576 o OldHighway | 500690 | 78% | 15692 | 0.69 4 095 | 840% | 2950 | 1.255 | F 0.018
>0.01
) Old Highway 395 to 194670 o | 157219 o | 287901 | 1.2252 Yes
15 Gopher Canyon Road | 196,980 8.1% 08 067 4 095 | 8.40% 3 40 F 0612013 >0.01
Yes
115 | GopherCanyonRoad | g0 0 | g 105 | 15071 0.67 4 095 | 13.20% | 2823 | 1201 | F 0.015
to Deer Springs Road >0.01
) Deer Springs Road to N ) Yes
M5 | ContioCity parkway | 161330 | 80% | 14568 0.66 4 095 | 1320% | 2715 | 1155 | F 0.014 001
. Yes
115 | Cente City Parkwayto | 47 a0y | 5005 | 13765 | 066 4 095 | 1320% | 2565 | 1092 | F 0.012
El Norte Parkway >0.01
Yes
15 E'F{Nfge Partkwayto | 195490 | 7.0% | 15381 | 066 4 095 | 10.00% | 2826 | 1202 | F 0.011
- >0.01
B No
115 | SR78t0WValley 290370 | 8.1% | 23632 | 0.0 7 095 | 1000% | 2238 | 0952 | E 0.004
Parkway <0.01
15 X\L:/Oagzksg;way © | 282600 | 81% | 23,007 0.60 7 095 | 1000% | 2179 | 0927 | D 0.004 No
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TABLE 9.10

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

#of Change in
Peak N VIC
Directional Lanes Volume LOS w/
Freeway Segment Hour Split Per (pc/hin) ViC Project (compare to
Volume P Direction Vehicle P ! 2030 wlo
project)
I-15 éﬁ:g;%gw;g&:y 277,330 | 7.8% 21,509 0.60 7 0.95 | 10.00% | 2,025 | 0.862 D 0.003 No
W Citracado Parkway
I-15 to Via Rancho 280,040 | 7.8% 21,719 0.60 7 0.95 7.00% 2,016 | 0.858 D 0.003 No
Parkway
i No
115 | ViaRanchoParkway | aqq560 | 749, | 28044 0.58 7 095 | 7.00% | 2,606 | 1.109 | F 0.002
to Bernardo Drive <0.01
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 261,810 | 7.4% 19,268 0.58 7 0.95 7.00% 1,735 | 0.738 C 0.002 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 301,540 | 7.3% 22,139 0.54 7 0.95 7.00% 1,847 0.786 C 0.002 No
Center Drive
15 Ze{:“:r;‘fr?ocggmo?tg"e 270,770 | 7.3% | 19,880 0.54 7 095 | 7.00% | 1658 | 0706 | C 0.002 No
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jantary-2013May 2014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" as described in the

“Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.
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The additional traffic generated by the proposed project would result in traffieimpactsGP
inconsistencies at eight (8) of the above freeway segments:

e |-15, between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

9.3.3 Horizon Year without Road 3 Impact Significance and Mitigation

cenditiensinconsistencies with the currently adopted GP without Road 3.

Roadway Segments

Based on the County planning level impact criteria, the project traffic would result in traffie
mpactsGP inconsistencies at four (4) of the study area roadway segments, including:

e W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;

e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road;
e Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road; and

e Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center Road;.

A more detailed arterial analysis was conducted for these segments. The Highway Capacity
Software (HCS) 2000 developed by McTrans was employed for a more detailed arterial analysis.
The HCS arterial analysis methodology is based upon Chapter 15 of the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) 2000, which determines average travel speed and facility level of service
according to roadway functional classification. The subject segments were evaluated with free-
flow speeds (FFS) of 35-40 mph. Table 9.11 displays the arterial travel speed and level of
service for Old Highway 395, Lilac Road and Valley Center Road, and the respective analysis
worksheets are included in Appendix AtAX.
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TABLE 9.11
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Free-Flow AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Arterial Speed
RSN Speed (mph)

Speed (mph)

W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395;

between-SR-76 and E-Dulin-ReadMain Street 4035 #4230 BB 8226 BB
CR)Ldadnghway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin 40 30.421.0 8D 29.818.0 8D
Lilae—ReadOld Highway 395, between NewE.

Dulin Road—19—{east—of Betsworth—Read) and 3540 19:322.6 BC 18.822.4 BC

Valley-CenterW. Lilac Road

Valley-CenterLilac Road, between MillerNew
Road and-ndian-Creek19 (east of Betsworth 35 18:619.3 (] 212187 eD
Road) and Valley Center Road

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jure-2013May 2014
Note:
Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

As shown in the table above, all four (4) segments would operate at acceptable LOS D or better
under Horizon Year Base Plus Project (without Road 3) conditions based on the arterial analysis.

Freeways

The additional traffic generated by the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project would have significant
apaetsresult in GP inconsistencies at the following eight (8) freeway segments:

e |-15, between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

The 2050 RTP indicates that four (4) toll lanes are planned to be added along I-15, between the
Riverside County Boundary and SR-78 by 2050. However, no secured funding sources were
identified, hence this improvement was not assumed in this study. Furthermore, there are no
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planned 1-15 (north of SR-78) mainline improvements as per SANDAG’s 2050 RTP, thus the
impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.

Table 9.12 summarizes potential mpacts——and—recommended——mitigation

measuresinconsistencies associated with the Lilac Hills Ranch project under Horizon Year with
Road 3 conditions.

TABLE 9.12
IMPACTAND-MIFHGATONGP CONSISTENCIES SUMMARY
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(without Road 3)

Recommendation )
Rationale

Facility

Roadway Segment

e Roundabouts increase operational capacity

Roadway-SegmentW. Lilac Road o Improve pedestrian and bicycle facility -
between Old Highway 395 and Main None multi-purpose trail
Street e Acceptable arterial speed

e R-O-W constrains at the I-15 overpass

o Continue accepting LOS E/F as in the
Option 1 - None current GP

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. o Acceptable arterial speed

Dulin Road

Improve to acceptable LOS based on County's

Option 2~ Improve 10 4.28 | pjanning-level analysis.

Option 1 - None o Acceptable arterial speed

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road bl based
and W. Lilac Road . Improve to acceptable LOS based on County's
Option 2 — Improve to 4.2B planning-level analysis.

o Continue accepting LOS E/F as in the
Option 1 - None current GP

Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east )
e Acceptable arterial speed

of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center

Road ) Improve to acceptable LOS based on County's
Option 2~ Improve 10 6.2 | pjanning-level analysis.

Option-1-Nane current GP
cadkdinpope e
' Improve-to-aceeptable LOS based on County's
B planning-level-analysis.
Freeway
I-15, between Riverside County Boundary None No planned improvement — no feasible
and Old Highway 395 mitigation
1-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR- N No planned improvement — no feasible
one A
76 mitigation
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TABLE 9.12

MPACT-AND-MIHGATHONGP CONSISTENCIES SUMMARY
HORIZON YEAR BASE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

(without Road 3)
Recommendation .
o Rationale
Facility
1-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway N No planned improvement — no feasible
one A
395 mitigation
1-15, between Old Highway 395 and None No planned improvement - no feasible
Gopher Canyon Road mitigation
1-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and N No planned improvement - no feasible
’ one A
Deer Springs Road mitigation
1-15, between Deer Springs Road and N No planned improvement — no feasible
. one A
Centre City Parkway mitigation
1-15, between Centre City Parkway and El N No planned improvement — no feasible
one A
Norte Parkway mitigation
1-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR- None No planned improvement - no feasible

78

mitigation

Note:

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; June-2013-May 2014

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1” and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section

of the “Executive Summary”.
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10.0 Findings and Recommendations

This chapter provides a summary of the key findings and study recommendations, including the
level of service results and traffic mitigation requirements associated with the various
scenarios.

10.1 Summary of Roadway Segment Analysis

Tables 10.1 displays roadway segment level of service results for each of the study scenarios
analyzed. Note that Old Highway 395 was analyzed as a two-lane highway under Existing,
Existing Plus Project (all phases), and Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions.

10.2 Summary of Intersection Analysis

Table 10.2 displays intersection level of service results for each of the analyzed scenarios. Note
that based on the County’s request, no intersection analysis was conducted under Horizon Year
conditions.

10.3 Summary of Freeway Analysis

Table 10.3 displays freeway level of service results for each of the analyzed scenarios.

10.4 Summary of Ramp Intersection Capacity Analysis

Table 10.4 displays freeway ramp intersection capacity analysis level of service results for each
of the scenarios analyzed.

10.5 Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Recommendations

Based upon the significant impact criteria discussed in Section 2.8, Table 10.5 summarizes
identified significant project-related impacts and recommended mitigations to roadway
segments, intersections, and freeway segments under each of the scenarios analyzed. Detailed
rationale for mitigation measures are display at the end of each study scenario in previous
chapters.
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TABLE 10.1
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Horizon Horizon
-~ E+P E+P E+P E+P E+P H+P w/
Roadway Segment Existing (Ph A) (PhB) (PhC) (PhD)  (Buildout) E+C+P | w/Road Road 3 R;\gg s
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 to SR-76 AB B B B B BC D C D C D
W Lilac Road | Camino DelReyto CaminoDel | A A A A A A c c c c
. Camino Del Cielo to Old
W. Lilac Road Highway 395 A A A A A A A C D C cD
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 to Main Street cD EF AB BE
W. Lilac Road Main Street to Street “F" A A A cD F B B
W. Lilac Road Street ' to Road 3 (Running A A A A A A A c F B A
Creek Road)
W. Lilac Road Road 3 (Running Cresk Road) A A A A A A A A A A AB
to Covey Lane
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane to Circle R Drive
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive to Lilac Road
Caino Del Cielo | Samino Del Rey o W. Liac A A A A A A A c c c c
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road to SR-76 A A A A A A A D D D D
Camino Del Rey SR-76 to Old River Road
Camino Del Rey | Old River Road to W. Lilac D D D D D D E A A A A
Road
Camino Del Rey ‘é\’iéb"“ Road to Camina Del c c c c c c D A A A A
. Camino Del Cielo to Old
Camino Del Rey Highway 395 A A A A A A AB C C C C
gggger Canyon | £ vistaWay to -15 SB Ramps |  EF EF EF EF EF EF F B B B B
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TABLE 10.1

SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Horizon

Horizon

-~ E+P E+P E+P E+P E+P H+P w/ H+P wio
Roadway Segment BXstng  ona)  phB) | (PhC)  (PhD)  (Buildout) ETCHP | WIRoad i3 R(‘;Va/g , Road3
Gopher Canyon [-15 SB Ramps to I-15 NB A A A A A A B B B B B
Road Ramps
Gopher Canyon [-15 NB Ramps to Old Highway A A A A A A B B B B B
Road 395
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 to Mountain sc | sc c c c c D D D c c
Ridge Road
. ) Mountain Ridge Road to W.
Circle R Drive Lilac Road AB AB B B B B B B B AB AB
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 to Lilac Road )} cD cD () cD cD D C C C C
E. Vista Way SR-76 to Gopher Canyon Road E E E E E E F
) Gopher Canyon Road to
E. Vista Way Oshome Street F F F F F F F C C C C
Old River Road SR-76 to Camino Del Rey BC C C C C C C C C C C
. . Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
% -
Old Highway 395" | Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76 better better better better better better better A A B B
D D D D D D D " £ £ £
. - R . or or or or or or or accepted | accepted | accepte | accepted
Old Highway 395* | SR-76 to E. Dulin Road better | better | better | better | better | better | better | atlOS | atlOS | datlOS | atLOS
EIF EIF EIF EIF
. ) . Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road to W. Lilac Road better better better better better better better E EE OE EE
) W. Lilac Road to I-15 SB Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Ramps better better better better better better better 8C OE B D
) I-15 SB Ramps to I-15 NB Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Ramps better better better better better better better s BC AR B
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TABLE 10.1
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Horizon Horizon

- E+P E+P H+P w/ H+P wio
Roadway Segment Existing (Ph A) (Buildout) E+C+P | w/Road Road 3 Road 3
. [-15 NB Ramps to Camino Del Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Rey better better better better better better better B B B B
) Camino Del Rey to Circle R Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Drive better better better better better better better B B BC ¢
. Circle R Drive to Gopher Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Canyon Road better better better better better better better b D b D
. Gopher Canyon Road to Old Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor Dor
*
Old Highway 395 Castle Road better better better better better better better ¢ ¢ ¢ D
Champagne old Cas;le Road to Lawrence BC BC BC BC BC BC D B B B B
Boulevard Welk Drive
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76 A A A A A A F CA B A B
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road to W. A A A A A A A D D c c
Lilac Road
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road to Old Castle A A A A A A A D D D D
Road
Lilac Road Old Castle Road to Anthony D D D D D D E D D D D
Road
. Anthony Road to New Road 19
Lilac Road (east of Betsworth Road) D D D D D D D B B D D
New Road 19 (east of acctle:pted acc!e:pted acczpte accje:pted
Lilac Road Betsworth Road) to Valley D D D D D D D At LOS alos | dattos | atLos
Center Road EIF EIF EIF EIF
Valley Center Woods Valley Road to Lilac c c c c c c D C c c c
Road Road
paley Center Lilac Road to Miller Road B B B B B B c D D E E
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TABLE 10.1
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Horizon Horizon
- E+P E+P E+P E+P E+P H+P w/ H+P wio
Roadway Segment BXstng  ona)  phB) | (PhC)  (PhD)  (Buildout) ETCHP | WIRoad i3 R(‘;Va/g , Road3
. . F F F F
Valley Center Miller Road to Indian Creek c C C C c c D accepted | accepted | accepte | accepted
Road Road atLOS atLOS | datLOS | atLOS
EIF EIF EIF EIF
Valley Center Indian Creek Road to Cole
Road Grade Road ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ D ¢ ¢ D D
Valley Center Cole Grade Road to Vesper D D D D D D D A A A A
Road Road
Miller Road Misty Oak Road to Valley A A A A A A A A A A A
Center Road
Cole Grade Road E:;J:ga'e Road to Valley Center |, D D D D D E AB B B B
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; June-2043May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
E = Existing
P = Project
Ph = Phase

C = Cumulative Projects

H = Horizon Year

*Old Highway 395 was analyzed as a two-lane highway prior to the Horizon Year analyses.

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Intersection

Existing

TABLE 10.2
SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

E+P
(Ph A)

E+P
(Buildout)

E+C+P

CHEN #RYAN

AM/PM AM/PM AM /PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM
1. E.Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road CIDE/F C/DE/F C/DE/F C/DE/F cD/D cD/D CF/F
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. Vista Way E/BC/C E/BC/C E/BC/C E/BCI/C E/BC/C E/BC/C FFD/D
3. SR-76/ Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey B/EC/C B+EC/C B+EC/C BD+ECI/C B+EC/C B/EC/C FFD/D
4. Old River Road / Camino Del Rey D/B D/B D/B D/B D/B D/B FIC
5. W. Lilac Road / Camino Del Rey C/B C/B C/B C/B C/B C/B C/B
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 BC/D BC/D BC/D BC/D BC/D BC/D FIF
7. Pankey Road/ SR-76 B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C FIF
8. Old Highway 395/ E. Dulin Road B /B B/B B/B C/D cic C/D FIF
9. Old Highway 395/ W. Lilac Road C/B ciC C/D FIF B+C/D c/eb FIF
10. I-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 B/B B/B B/B B/B B/C B/C EF/F
11. I-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 AlB B/B B/B B/C B/C B/C CI/F
12. Old Highway 395 / Camino Del Rey B/B B/B B/B B/B B/B B/B B/IC
13. Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive ci/iC ciC C/D D/D ED/F A+AB/B FIF
14. I-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road FIF FIF FIF AHAETE AHAETE AHAE T F FIF
15. |-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road D/IF D/F D/F A+AD [ F A+AD [ F A+BEIF FIF
16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher Canyon Road B/AB B/AB B/B B/B B/B B/B ciC
17. Old Highway 395 / Old Castle Road B/B B/B B/B B/B B/B B/B B/B
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane B/A AlA AlA A/B A+AB /B AB/B B/B
19. Mountain Ridge Road / Circle R Drive AlA AlA AlAB AlB A/B BA/C B/B
20. W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive AlA AlA AlA B/B B/AB B/EB B/B
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road AlA AlB AlB B/B B/B B/B B/B
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Intersection

Existing

TABLE 10.2
SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

E+P
(Ph A)

E+P

(Buildout)

E+C+P

AM/PM AM/PM AM /PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM
22. Lilac Road/ Old Castle Road B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C B/D
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C B/C D/D
24. Miller Road / Valley Center Road C/D C/D C/D C/D C/D C/ID CI/F
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Road ci/iC ciC C/D ci/c C/D C/D D/D
26. Street“0" / W. Lilac Road/Main Street DNE AlA AlA AlA AlB AB/B B/BC
27. Main Street / Street “C" DNE AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA
28. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street North DNE DNE DNE AlA AlA AlA AlA
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road / Main Street South DNE DNE DNE AlA AlA A/B A/AB
30. Street “Z"/ Main Street DNE AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA
31. W. Lilac Road/Street “F" / Main Street DNE AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA AlA

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May 26432014
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

DNE =

Does Not Exist

E = Existing
P = Project
Ph = Phase
C = Cumulative Projects
Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the “Executive Summary”.
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Freeway

I-15

SUMMARY OF FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Segment

Riverside County Boundary to Old
Highway 395

TABLE 10.3

Horizon

I-15

Old Highway 395 to SR-76

I-15

SR-76 to Old Highway 395

I-15

Old Highway 395 to Gopher Canyon
Rd

I-15

Gopher Canyon Rd to Deer Springs
Rd

I-15

Deer Springs Rd to Centre City
Pkwy

I-15

Centre City Pkwy to EI Norte Pkwy

I-15

El Norte Pkwy to SR-78

I-15

SR-78 to W Valley Pkwy

I-15

W Valley Pkwy to Auto Pkwy

I-15

Auto Pkwy to W Citracado Pkwy

I-15

W Citracado Pkwy to Via Rancho
Pkwy

[-15

Via Rancho Pkwy to Bernardo Dr

H+P w/o
Road 3

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

F F

E E

F F

CHEN #RYAN

=
(Ph C)
D D
D D
C C
C C
C C
C C
C C
C C
C C
B B
B B
B B
B B
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TABLE 10.3
SUMMARY OF FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

Horizon Horizon
’ - E+P E+P E+P H+P wio
Freeway Segment Existing (PhC) (PhD) (Buildout) E+C+P Road 3
I-15 Bernardo Dr to Rancho Bernardo Rd B B B B B B E E E E
115 Rancho Bernardo Rd to Berardo B B B B B B E F F E
Center Dr
115 Bernardo Center Dr to Camino Del B B B B B B E E E E
Norte
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; Jaruary-2043May 2014
Notes:
Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
E = Existing
P = Project
Ph = Phase
C = Cumulative Projects
H = Horizon Year
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TABLE 10.4
SUMMARY OF RAMP INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS

; i E+P
Ramp Intersection Existing (Buildout)
AM Over Over Over Over Over Over Over
SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way
PM At At At At At At Over
AM At At At At At At Over
SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey
PM At At At At At At Over
AM Under Under Under Under Under Under Over
SR-76 / Old Highway 395
PM Under Under Under Under Under Under Over
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
Notes:
E = Existing
P = Project
Ph = Phase

C = Cumulative Projects
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Location

TABLE 10.5

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

E+P (Phases C)

E+P (Phases D)

E+P (Buildout)

Existing + Cumulative Projects +

Roadway Segment

Camino Del Rey, Old River Road to
W. Lilac Road

Cumulative Impact
impreve-to-4-2BTIF Payments

W. Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to
Main Street

Direct Impact
Improve to 2.2C

Cumulative Impact — also Direct Impact
under E+P (Phase C)

o ImproveProject Improvement to 2.2C
o Signalization at Old Highway 395 / W.

CHEN #RYAN

Lilac Hills Ranch TIS

Lilac Road and +1WBL purpose-trail-acceptable-arterial-speed;
R-O-W-constrains-at the-1-15-overpass:
Copom-oatasansistione
ip - - - - - f 1 e E .
roadhwould-operate-at acceptable LOS
General Plan Inconsistency
WLilac-Read-Street“Fto-Road-3 - - - - N None—Road-3-is-ikely-to-be-eliminated
read-weuld-eperate-atacceptable LOS
General-Planlnconsistency General-Plandnconsisteney
. | on 1. . ) on 1. . i
Old—Highway—395,-SR-76-to-E—Dulin A A N N N LOSE/Fas-the current GP-with LOSE/F-as the-current- GP-with
ceenpphlboE bonneop Coupe sy ceenpp bl boE herneon Conpe s
General-Plan-lneconsisteney General-Plantneonsisteney
acceptable LOS-hased-on-County’s acceptable LOS-based-on-County’s
Direct Impact Formatted: Font: Bold, Not Italic )
Gopher Canyon Road, E. Vista Way to | —+1WBR @ E. Directimpact Directimpact Directimpact Cumulative Impact Formatted: Font: Bold ]
+-15-SB-RampsLittle Gopher Canyon Vista Way / No-Mitigation Ne-Mitigation Ne-Mitigation : e ) - Font:
Roud Conher Reguireel, Reauired. Reguired, Widen-te-4-1BNo feasible mitigation, /- {{ Eormaze:: Eoni ZO:Z %
Canyon Road _Formatted: Font: Bo )
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Location

TABLE 10.5

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

E+P (Phases C)

E+P (Phases D)

E+P (Buildout)

Existing + Cumulative Projects +

Gopher Canyon Road, Little Canyon
Road to |-15 SB Ramps

Direct Impact
+IWBR @ E.
Vista Way /
Gopher
Canyon Road

Cumulative Impact
TIF Payments

E. Vista Way, SR-76 to Gopher
Canyon Road

Direct Impact

Reguired+1WBR & +1
NBR @ E. Vista Way /
Gopher Canyon Road

Cumulative Impact
Widento-4-1A-TIF Payments

Direct Impact

E. Vista Way, Gopher Canyon Road to . NGW& " STTEEEE ToHeeTRp Cumulative Impact
Osborne Street A Ne-Mitigation Ne-Mitigation i -
NER @ E. Vista Way / Regquired Regquired Wider-to-4-HATIF Payments
Gopher Canyon Road
Pankey Road, Pala Mesa Drive to SR- i i ) Cumulative Impact i
76 Widen-to-4-2BNo feasible mitigation
. Cumulative Impact
Lilac Road, Old Castle Road to : o .
Anthony Road - - - Widen-te-2-2CProvide intermittent turn-
lane
Copomthadneonsistone:
. ’ Option it Coni copi
acceptahble LOS based on County's
General Plan-Inconsistency
. Ceotiopeplop o estodi e
Valley-CenterRoad; Miller-Road-to LOS E/F as the current GP-with
X - - - - - W d.
aceeptable-LOS-based-on-Cauntys
Cole Grade Road, Fruitvale Road and i i ) Cumulative Impact .
Valley Center Road Widen-to-4.2ATIF Payments
Intersection
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TABLE 10.5
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Existing + Cumulative Projects +

Location E+P (Phases B) E+P (Phases C) E+P (Phases D) E+P (Buildout)

Cumulative Impact

1. E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon -Direct Impact o +INBT-+INBR

Road e +1WBR e

; t0-SB-T-R—sharedlane & +2SBL
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 - - - - - B B

Splitto-protected-phaseCaltrans

Facility — Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

Cumulative Impact

7. Pankey Road / SR-76 - - - - - t6-SBT-&+1SBL&+2SBR(RTOL) BLEA NIA

WBT-&-+1WBRCaltrans Facility —
Significant and Unavoidable Impact

) i Cumulative Impact
8. Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road - - - - - o B Bl
o Signalization
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Location

TABLE 10.5

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

E+P (Phases C)

E+P (Phases D)

E+P (Buildout)

Existing + Cumulative Projects +

9. Old Highway 395/ W. Lilac Road

Direct Impact
o -Signalization
e +1WBL

Cumulative Impact — also Direct Impact
under E+P (Phase C)
o TIF Payments
»—Project Improvements for
Signalization
o —+1EBL &and +1WBL
o Protectedphase

10. I-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395

Cumulative Impact

. +1SBRTIF Payments

11. I-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395

Cumulative Impact

. +INBLTIF Payments

13.0ld Highway 395 / Circle R Drive

Direct Impact
o Signalization

Cumulative Impact
o Signalization

Road

14.1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon

Direct Impact

o Signalization —
Caltrans’ facility,

-Direct Impact
e Signalization —

-Direct Impact
e Signalization —

-Direct Impact
e Signalization —

Caltrans' facility,

significant and
unavoidable

impact

significant and
unavoidable

impact

Caltrans' facility,

Caltrans’ facility,

significant and
unavoidable

impact

significant and
unavoidable

impact

Cumulative Impact
e
o +1SBRTIF Payments,

-

Road

15.1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon

Direct Impact

o Signalization—
Caltrans’ facility,

-Direct Impact
e Signalization—

-Direct Impact
e Signalization—

Caltrans' facility,

unavoidable impact

unavoidable impact

Caltrans' facility,

-Direct Impact

o Signalization—
Caltrans’ facility,

unavoidable impact

unavoidable impact

Cumulative Impact

+INBRTIF Payments

24.Miller Road / Valley Center Road

Cumulative Impact
Signalization

Freeway Segment
I-15, Riverside County Boundary to i ) ) Cumulative Impact Cumulative lmpacet Cumulative-lmpact
Old Highway 395 No feasible mitigation No-feasible-mitigation Ne-feasible-mitigation
) Cumulative | t Cumulative-tmpast GCumlative-mpaet
I-15, Old Highway 395 to SR-76 - - - umd f’i e .”."pa.c ) e . -
No feasible mitigation No-feasible mitigation No-feasible mitigation
. Cumulative | t Cumulative Impact Sl s ne:
I-15, SR-76 to Old Highway 395 - - - um .a Ve ."_’pa.c . I . B
No feasible mitigation Ne-{easible-mitigation Ne-feasible-mitigation
I-15, Old Highway 395 to Gopher ) ) ) Cumulative Impact Sl -lnoe: Cumulative-lmpact
Canyon Rd No feasible mitigation No-feasible mitigation No feasible mitigation
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Location

TABLE 10.5

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

E+P (Phases B) E+P (Phases C) E+P (Phases D) E+P (Buildout)

Existing + Cumulative Projects +

I-15, Gopher Canyon Rd to Deer i ) ) ) Cumulative Impact Cumulative Impact Cumulative Impact
Springs Rd No feasible mitigation Ne-feasible-mitigation No-feasible-mitigation
I-15, Deer Springs Rd to Centre City i i ) ) Cumulative Impact Sl lpnne: Cuplote s et
Pkwy No feasible mitigation bemcrablordendon Bloscosibloeiigoier
I-15, Centre City Pkwy to El Norte i ) ) ) Cumulative Impact Cumulative-lmpaet Cumulative-lmpact
Pkwy No feasible mitigation bedorsblomdenden Harreiblopsiignier
Cumulative Impact Sl dinoe: Cumulative Impact
I-15, El Norte Pkwy to SR-78 - - - - . ”p . . L . N
No feasible mitigation Nofeasible-mitigation No{easible-mitigation

Notes:

E = Existing

P = Project

N/A = Not Analyzed

Changes in this table are associated with “Change 1" - *

Change “4" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May-2013Netes-May2014
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11.0 Construction Traffic

This chapter identifies potential traffic impacts associated with the Lilac Hills Ranch project
construction traffic.

11.1 Construction Related Traffic Generation

Project construction is expected to be phased over up to 20 years. It is assumed that the worst
case scenario occurs during the last project phase (Phase E) after which previous phases (will be
occupied. Therefore, Phase D plus construction traffic is assumed as the worst case scenario.

All earthwork associated with the construction of this project will be balanced on-site;
therefore, no import or export of soil is anticipated. The construction traffic analyzed here
mainly focuses on construction material transport activities and trips generated by construction
workers. Neither construction material transport activities nor construction workers will
generate traffic during the peak commute hours (both AM and PM) since all deliveries and pick-
ups are planned to occur during off-peak hours, while construction workers are scheduled to
arrive before 7 a.m. and leave by 3:30 p.m.. Therefore, no intersection peak hour analysis is
necessary for assessing potential construction related traffic impacts.

Based upon information provided by RECON Environmental, Inc., approximately 66 daily truck
trips and 372 daily construction worker trips will be generated by the last project construction
phase. Table 11.1 displays the assumed construction related vehicle trip generation.

TABLE 11.1
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION
Type Daily Trips PCE Dail}/rr\ilssmle
Truck 66 25 165
Construction Worker 372 1.0 372
Total - - 537

Source: RECON Environmental, Inc., Chen Ryan Associates: May 2014Januar-2013

As shown in the table, a total of 537 daily vehicle trips would be generated during the last
construction phase.

Additionally, the project is expected to generate 6 truck trips (equivalent to 15 vebhicle trips) per
day from waste water transport activities between the project site to the Moosa Water
Reclamation Facility located along Circle R Drive, just east of Old Highway 395. Note that this
waste water transport activity only happens for the first 100 units, after which a temporary line
from the project site down to the Moosa facility will be construed via Mountain Ridge Road to
Circle R Drive.
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11.2 Construction Related Traffic Impacts

As described previously in Section 11.1, the worst case scenario during construction represents
“Phase D Plus Construction Traffic”. Table 11.2 displays the total daily trips generate by the
worst case scenario.

TABLE 11.2
WORST CASE TRIP GENERATION
DURING CONSTRUCTION

Scenario Daily Trips

Phase D (displayed in Table 4.7) 12,936
Construction 537

Total 13,473
Source: Chen Ryan Associates: May 2014Jdanuary-2013

As shown above, the worst case scenario (Phase D Plus Construction) would generate a total of
13,473 daily trips. Project impacts for both Phase D and Phase E (project buildout) were
discussed in Chapter 5. It is reasonable to believe that the worst case scenario associated with
construction impacts would be less than impacts associated with buildout of the project since
Phase E (buildout) would generate a total of 15,151 external daily trips (greater than 13,473
ADT). It can be concluded that no additional (to Phase E) impacts associated with construction
related traffic would occur to the study area roadway network.
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12.0 No-School Alternative

This chapter provides a discussion of the “No School” alternative and how this alternative
would affect the study area network.

12.1 No-School Project Trip Generation

It is important to note that no other trip generating land uses will be proposed in place of the
school, in other words, the proposed “with school” land uses represents the worst case in
terms of project trips generation, as shown in Table 4.98. Table 12.1 displays the total and
external project traffic generated by the “No School” alternative. As shown, a total of 18,334
daily trips including 1,316 AM peak hour trips and 1,730 PM peak hour trips would be
generated by project buildout “without school” as opposed to the 19,428406 daily trips
generated by the proposed “with school” scenario.

12.2 Students Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment

The residential trip generation rates provided in the SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic
Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002) already account for all trip
purposes including home-work, home-shopping, home-school, etc. However, to address
potential concerns of school needs not being met on-site, an AM peak hour intersection
analysis was conducted assuming all students from the Lilac Hills Ranch project would travel to
Valley Center proper. PM peak hour intersection operation was not analyzed since school
dismissals occur prior to the commute peak hour (4 p.m. -6 p.m.).

The Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District uses 0.5 elementary school students per
household and 0.2 high school students per household factors to estimate the number of
students generated by future developments. Table 12.2 displays the total number of students
expected to attend school. SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San
Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002) was utilized for student trip generation.

As shown in Table 12.2, the Lilac Hills Ranch project would generate 256 high school students
and 639 elementary school students resulting in 1,354 average daily trips with 393 trips in the
AM peak hour.

The AM peak hour trips generated by students needing to attend school outside of the project
site were distributed to Valley Center proper along W. Lilac Road, Lilac Road and Valley Center
Road. This should represent the worst case scenario for evaluating potential student traffic
impacts on the transportation network in Valley Center. These trips were added to the Existing
Plus Project Buildout (Phase E) with “No School” scenario. Figure 12.1 displays both the route
to school and the AM peak hour intersection volumes.
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Total Trips

TABLE 12.1
LILAC HILLS RANCH INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL PROJECT TRIPS
NO SCHOOL ALTERNATIVE

Internal Trips

External Trips

Land Use Quantity % %
Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Internal External
722 903 72 90 650 813
Single Famil 903 DU 9,030 10% 903 90% 8,127 -i - -i -
ngre Family ' (217-in / 506-0ut) | (632-in/ 271-out) ° (22-in/51-out) | (63in/27-out) o (195-n/485- |~ (56%in 244
out) out)
180 203 18 20 162 182
Multi-Famil 75D 2,2 10% 22 % 2,02
uli-Family | 750U} 2250 | g 1agouty | (1424n/ 61-out) 0% S | @initgowy | (ainseowy | O 025 1 (39.in 1 130-0ut) | (128n / 55-0u)
Senior 94 131 9 13 84 118
. 468 DU 1,872 . . 10% 187 ) . 90% 1,685 . )
Community (37-in / 56-out) (79-in / 52-out) ° (4-in / 6-out) (8-in / 5-out) ’ (34-in / 51-out) (71-in / 47-out)
20 40 2 4 18 36
Assisted Livi 200 bed 500 ) ) 10% 50 ) . 90% 450 ) )
SSISted Lving © (12-in/8out) | (20-in/20-out) ° (1-in / 1-out) (2-in/ 2-0ut) ° (1%-n/7-out) | (18in/18-out)
Specialty/Strip T4 221 37 111 37 111
R 1.5 KSF 2,4 . . % 1.2 . . % 1,2 . )
Commercial BLSKS 60 (44-in / 30-out) (111-in/ 111-out) 50% %0 (22-in / 15-out) (55-in / 55-out) 50% %0 (22-in/ 15-out) (55-in / 55-out)
60 60 6 6 54 54
Offi 28.5 KSF 399 . ) 10% 40 ) . 90% 359 ) )
ce (54-in / 6-out) (12-in / 48-out) ° (5-in / 1-out) (1-in / 5-out) ’ (48-in / 5-out) (11-in / 43-out)
Country Inn/ 36 41 4 4 32 36
50 450 ) ) 10% 45 ) . 90% 405 . )
B&B foom (14-n/22-0ut) | (24in/16-out) ° (1-in / 2-0ut) (2-in/ 2-0ut) ° (13-n/19-out) | (22-in/15-out)
16 26 8 13 8 13
Church 10.7 AC 321 50% 161 50% 161
ure (10-n/6-0ut) | (13-in/13-out) ° (5-in / 3-out) (6-in/ 6-0ut) ° (5-in/ 3-out) (6-in / 6-out)
Elementary 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 student 0 ) . 80% 0 . . 20% 0 . .
School (K-5) siuden (0-in / 0-out) (0-in / 0-out) ° (0-in / 0-out) (0-in / 0-out) 0 (©-n/0ou) | (0dn/O-out)
Middle School 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 20%
(6-9) Ostudent | 0 (0-n  0-out) einfoowy | % | O | @insoow | (@in/oou 0 oinsoow | (@insoou
Recreation 108 95 54 48 54 48
40.0 KSF 915 50% 458 50% 458
Center (57-in / 51-out) (38-in / 57-out) ° (29-in / 25-out) (19-in/ 29-out) ° (29-in / 25-out) (19-in / 29-out)
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Total Trips

TABLE 12.1
LILAC HILLS RANCH INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL PROJECT TRIPS
NO SCHOOL ALTERNATIVE

Internal Trips

External Trips

Land Use Quantity % %
Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Internal External
Neighborhood/ 5 10 4 8 1 2
23.8 A 11 % 20% 24
County Park 88AC o (2-in / 2-out) (5in / 5-out) 80% % (2-in / 2-0ut) (&in / 4-out) 0% (0-in / 0-out) (1-in / 1-out)
Water 2 1 1 1 1 1
) 24AC 14 ) ) 50% 7 ) . 50% 7 . )
Reclamation (1-in/ 1-out) (2-in/ 1-out) ° (0-in / 0-out) (0-in / 0-out) ’ (0-in/ 0-out) (0-in/ 0-out)
) 0 0 0 0 0 0
0, 0,
Recycling Center | 0.6 AC 4 (0-in / 0-out) (0-in / 0-out) S0% 2 (0-in / 0-out) (0-in/ 0-out) S0% 2 (0-in/ 0-out) (0-in / 0-out)
1,316 1,730 215 317 1,102 1,413
. ) 0 0 ) s
Total 18,334 (485-in / 831-out) (1076-in / 655-out) 19% 3402 (95-in / 120-out) (176-in / 141-out) 81% 14,932 (390-in/712-out) | (900-in/513-out)
[ Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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TABLE 12.2
LILAC HILLS RANCH STUDENT TRIP GENERATION

# of Student #of Dail AM Peak Hour
Land Use Residential = Generation Students Trip Rate Tri ):; 3
Units Factor p % Trips

Elementary 0 327
School 5/DU 639 1.6 / Student 1,022 32% (196-in / 131-out)
1,278
High School 210U 2 | L3/Sudent| 332 | 20% | 0o (ligo-out)
Total 895 1,354 393

(243-in | 151-out)

Source: Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District, SANDAG Trip Generation Manual, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
Note:
1,278 DU = Total of 1,746 DU - 468 Senior DU.

12.3 Project Buildout (Phase E) without On-Site School Traffic Impact

Table 12.3 displays AM peak hour intersection level of service and average vehicle delay results
under Existing Plus Project (Phases E) without On-Site School conditions. Level of service
calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix AJAY.

TABLE 12.3
AM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT BUILDOUT WITHOUT ON-SITE SCHOOL CONDITIONS

With Project

Buildout no On- Existing
Intersection Traffic Site School Change in Direct
Control Delay (sec.) = Impact?
18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC 11.58 B 8.8 B 273.0 No
20. W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive OwsC 23:225.6 (&) 9.3 A 13.916.3 No
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road owscC 17.0 C 9.6 A 74 No
22. Lilac Road/ Old Castle Road owscC 305 D 11.8 B 18.7 No
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal 13.4 B 10.5 B 29 No
24. Miller Road / Valley Center Road | OWSC 231 C 16.9 C 6.2 No
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Signal 356 D 311 c 45 No
Road
Source: Chen Ryan Associates; January-2043May 2014
Notes:

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

For two-way stop controlled intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.

Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS" section of the

“Executive Summary”.
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As shown in table 12.3, all intersections along the route to school (in Valley Center proper)
would operate at LOS D or better during the AM peak hour under the Existing Plus Project
Buildout (Phase E) without On-Site School scenario. Student traffic would not result in any
significant impact to Valley Center intersections along the assumed school route if no schools
are being built on-site of the Lilac Hills Ranch project.
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13.0 Weekend Church Traffic

This chapter identifies and documents potential traffic impacts associated with weekend church
traffic since churches generate higher traffic on weekends, particularly Sundays. During days of
worship, the northern gate at the senior community entrance (Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey
Lane) will be opened to provide internal circulation and access for residents living on the north
side of Covey Lane. Mountain Ridge Road, a private road with a 2,500 ADT design capacity,
provides primary and direct access for churchgoers from outside of the Lilac Hills Ranch
development. Given the nature of non-peak hour services of most churches, this chapter
focuses on the weekend roadway (Mountain Ridge Road) daily traffic, rather than intersection
peak hour conditions.

It is very important to note that unlike churches, most other land uses generate less traffic on
the weekend when compared to weekdays. For example, according to the ITE Trip Generation
Manual 9" Edition Land Use Code 251, a senior detached unit generates approximately 63% of
all trips on Sunday when compared to weekdays (2.32 vs. 3.68). The Lilac Hills Ranch gated
senior community has 468 senior units and will primarily take access from Mountain Ridge
Road.

Table 13.1 displays the estimated weekend daily traffic along Mountain Ridge Road when the
proposed church is in service.

TABLE 13.1
MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD WEEKEND ADT
WITH CHURCH SERVICES
Mountain Ridge Road Daily Traffic ‘ Source or Calculation
Existing Weekend 130 Data collected by NDS on 9/15 and 9/16/2012, included in Appendix AKAZ.

Modified Weekday Project

Buildout Trip Assignment 060840 Figure 4-14A

o quadruple church trip generation rate on Sunday @ 120/acre (30/acre
weekday -> 10.7x120=1,284 ADT

Additional Weekend 480 e subtract church trips already included in trip assignment
Church Traffic ->1,284-321=963 ADT
e assume 50% churchgoers live in Lilac Hills Ranch development
-> 481 ADT

o senior community weekday trip generation rate -> 4/du
e Sunday trip generation derived from SANDAG rate -> 4x63%=2.52/du
e 468187 senior detached units in SFS-5 and SFS-6 of Lilac Hills Ranch

Lower Weekend Trip ) i i
Generation by Senior -620250 e Sunday traffic generated by senior units -> 468x2187x2.52=1180471
Housing ADT
o weekday traffic generated by senior units -> 468x4=1.872187x4=748
ADT
o approximately 90% of the senior units would utilize Mountain Ridge Road
Total Weekend 2,6501,200 Sum of above.

Source: NDS, SANDAG Trip Generation Manual, Chen Ryan Associates; January-2013May 2014
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Note:
Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1" and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section
of the “Executive Summary”.

As shown, Mountain Ridge Road is estimated to carry a maximum of 2,0561,200 ADT on the
weekend, within the 2,500 ADT design capacity for this road. Therefore, the Lilac Hills Ranch
church weekend trips would not have a significant impact on Mountain Ridge Road.
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14.0 North County Specific Residential Trip Generation
and Effects

| LOS Engineering has conducted trip generation surveys (included in Appendix ALAAA) for both
single family and multi-family uses in North County, specifically in the communities of Valley
Center, Bonsall, and Fallbrook. Based upon our review of the LOS Engineering’s analysis, it
appeared that the surveyed North County specific residential trip generation rates represent a
more recent and relevant trip generation to the proposed project location and surrounding
environments when compared to the current SANDAG trip generation rates for the following
reasons:

e OQutdated (residential has five data points from 1994 and one from 1998 while
multifamily has four data points from 1980, two from 1981, and two from 1998);

e Single family rates based on data collected south of SR-56 with one data point from
Oceanside; and

e Multi-family rates based on data collected south of SR-56 with one data point from
Carlsbad (as shown in Figure 2).

14.1 Trip Generation Comparison

Table 14.1 displays both the SANDAG and the North County specific residential trip generation
rates.

TABLE 14.1
RESIDENTIAL TRIP GENERATION RATE COMPARISONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Rate Source  Daily Rate
% (In: Out) Ratio % (In: Out) Ratio
_ . SANDAG 10/DU 8% 3:7) 10% (7:3)
Single Family —
NC Specific 6.9/DU 9.4% (25:75) 8.7% (6.3:3.7)
Mult-Family SANDAG 6/DU 8% (2:9) 9% (7:3)
(>20DU/AC) NC Specific | 4.8/DU 7.9% (3.4:6.6) 9.1% (6.2:3.8)

| Source: SANDAG Trip Generation Manual, LOS Engineering; Jaruary-2013May 2014

As shown, the surveyed North County specific residential trip generation rates are generally

| lower than the SANDAG trip generation rates by 20-30%. When apph-these rates are applied
to the proposed project land uses, a total of 12,226 external daily trips would be generated by
project buildout, including 1,014 AM peak hour trips and 1,073 PM peak hour trips.

External project trip generation based on the SANDAG rates were discussed in Chapter 4 of this
report and utilized as the basis for all impact analyses in order to provide the worst case
scenario, as well as to be consistent with the common practice in our region. As reported in
Table 4.9, the proposed project would generate 15,151 external daily trips with 1,171 in the AM
peak hour and 1,433 in the PM peak hour.
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14.2 Effects of the North County Specific Rates

To better understand how the surveyed North County specific residential trip generation rates
would affect the study area traffic operations, analyses were conducted for the various facility
types (roadway, intersection, two-lane highway, and freeway) using identical methodology as
described in Chapter 2.

Table 14.2 summarizes and compares the potential project direct and cumulative impacts, as
well as General Plan inconsistencies (Horizon Year) for project traffic generated based on both
the North County specific residential trip generation rates and the SANDAG rates.

As shown in the table, project traffic generated with the North County specific residential rates
would not result in project impacts at the following locations when compared to project traffic
generated with the SANDAG rates:

Existing Plus Project (Phase C)
e E.Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street

Existing Plus Project (Phase E, Buildout)
e E.Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road

Horizon Year Base Plus Project with Road 3
e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway
e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78

Horizon Year Base Plus Project without Road 3
e Valley Center Road, between Miller Rd and Indian Creek Rd
e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway
e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78
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Impacted Facility

Roadway

TABLE 14.2
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT COMPARISONS

NORTH COUNTY SPECIFIC RATES VS. SANDAG RATES

E+P(PhA) E+P(PhB) E+P(PhC) E+P(PhD)

Buildout)

E+P (PhE,

E+C+P

H+P

(w/Rd 3)

H+P

(w/o Rd 3)

Camino Del Rey, Old River Rd to W. Lilac Rd

W. Lilac Rd, Old Highway 395 to Main St

W. Lilac Rd, Main St to St “F"

W. Lilac Rd, St “F"to Covey Ln

Old Highway 395, E. Dulin Rd to W. Lilac Rd

Old Highway 395, E-Bulin-Rd-te-W. Lilac Rd_to |-
15 SB Ramps

Gopher Canyon Rd, E. Vista Wy to I-15 SB Ramps

E. Vista Wy, SR-76 to Gopher Canyon Rd

E. Vista Wy, Gopher Canyon Rd to Osborne St

Pankey Rd, Pala Mesa Dr to SR-76

Lilac Rd, Old Castle Rd to Anthony Rd

Lilac Rd, New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Rd) to
Valley Center Rd

Intersection

E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road

° N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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TABLE 14.2
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT COMPARISONS
NORTH COUNTY SPECIFIC RATES VS. SANDAG RATES

+ +
— e (PhA) E(PRE) E#(PNC EwEenD  GoEHE word3)
| SR-76 / Old River Road/E. Vista Way . r's N/A | NA | N/A | NA
| SR-76 / Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey ¥ s r's N/A | NA | N/A | N/A
Old Highway 395 / SR-76 e | NA | NA | NA | NA
Pankey Road / SR-76 ° N/A | NA | N/A | N/A
Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road ° N/A | N/A | N/A | NA
Old Highway 395 / W. Lilac Road ° ° N/A | NA | NA | N/A
I-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 ° N/A | NA | N/A | NA
[-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 ° N/A | N/A | N/A | NA
Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive ° ° N/A | NA | N/A | NA
I-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road ° ° N/A | N/A | N/A | NA
I-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road ° ° N/A | NA | N/A | N/A
Miller Road / Valley Center Road ° N/A | NA | NA | N/A
Freeway
I-15, Riverside Co. Boundary to Old Highway 395 ° ° °
I-15, Old Highway 395 to SR-76 ° ° °
I-15, SR-76 to Old Highway 395 ° ° °
I-15, Old Highway 395 to Gopher Canyon Rd ° ° °
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TABLE 14.2
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT COMPARISONS
NORTH COUNTY SPECIFIC RATES VS. SANDAG RATES

E+P (PhE H+P H+P
E+P(PhA) E+P(PhB) E+P(PhC) E+P(PhD) . ' E+C+P
Impacted FaClIlty BUIIdOUt) (W/ Rd 3) (W/O Rd 3)
I-15, Gopher Canyon Rd to Deer Springs Rd ° ° °
I-15, Deer Springs Rd to Centre City Pkwy ° ° °
I-15, Centre City Pkwy to El Norte Pkwy ° ° °
I-15, El Norte Pkwy to SR-78 ° ° °

Notes:

E = Existing

P = Project

Ph = Phase

C = Cumulative Projects

H = Horizon Year

NC = North County Specific
SAN = SANDAG

N/A = Not Analyzed

Source: Chen Ryan Associates; May2013May 2014

| Changes in this table are associated with both “Change 1” and “Change 2" as described in the “Summary of Major Changes to the TIS” section of the “Executive Summary”.

Impacted under North County Specific Rates.
® |mpacted under SANDAG Rates.
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15.0 Transportation Demand Management Program

To reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed development, the project

applicant proposes implementation of all or some of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

measures listed below in order to reduce vehicle trips in favor of alternative modes of

transportation. The TDM program will facilitate increased opportunities for transit, bicycling, and

pedestrian travel, as well as providing the resources, means and incentives for ridesharing and

carpooling opportunities. The following measures may be included in the TDM:

As shown in Figure 8-1, the project has developed a comprehensive trails network that was

designed to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian access between the various project phases,
land uses, parks/open spaces, schools and the Town Center area. The trails network will
also_provide connections to the various recreational trails and multi-modal facilities
accessing the project site.

Provide bicycle racks along main travel corridors, adjacent to commercial developments,

and at public parks and open spaces within the project site.

Provide bicycle racks at the office, multi-family and live/work buildings within the project

site.

Coordinate a ride share or shuttle system that connects the various phases of the project

to the Town Center area, as well as to external transit facilities and resources.

To help encourage carpooling, the project will include or identify a Park-n-Ride lot that will

be available to its residents and employees.

Coordinate with SANDAG’s iComute program for Carpool, Vanpool, and rideshare programs

that are specific to the Lilac Hills development.

Promote available websites providing transportation options for residents and businesses.

Create and distribute a “new resident” information packet addressing alternative modes of

transportation.
Coordinate with NCTD/MTS and SANDAG as to the future sighting of transit stops/stations

10.

within the project site.

Provide interim connections between Lilac Hills Ranch and the planned regional transit

system, until such transit system is extended to the community. This will reduce vehicle
trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and could reduce the incidence of obesity, heart
disease and hypertension by encouraging daily physical activity. The interim private transit
services would be provided at complete buildout of the community and would terminate
when a public transit linkage is proposed by the local transit district.

a) Service would be provided on demand rather than a service that is operated
whether or not someone wants to travel at that time.
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b)

Subsidize rides on commercially available services such as taxis and/or shuttle

c)

vans.

Pick-ups and drop-offs would be at a central location in the development.

d)

The HOA would set up accounts with the providers allowing residents to call a

Additional

dispatcher to request service and obtain the discounted rate. The same or
similar service could be called to return the rider to Lilac Hills Ranch.

Options - The subsidized private or group shuttle trips could be supplemented

by any of

the options below to provide alternative ways to make connections to the

regional transit system or to local destinations not served by that system:

1)

Provide subsidized transit passes to encourage use of public or private transit.

2)

The subsidized private or group shuttle rides would increase the convenience of
the regional public transportation system and therefore encourage a higher
level of utilization.

Provide coordination/support of a Car Sharing system for those who want/need

the improved convenience of driving to encourage Lilac Hills Ranch residents to
drive themselves and other residents to their employment destination or a
regional transit center.

13)  Provide coordination/support for ride sharing or shuttle services with

volunteer drivers such as the ones sponsored by the Independent
Transportation Network once 75% of the community is occupied. ITN chapters
around the country use volunteer drivers to provide rides to seniors. There is
no reason that a general public version of this volunteer service could not
operate successfully. The service could be coordinated/supported by the
Homeowners’ Association or by the local Transportation Management

Organization.
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